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This paper attempts to confront the complexity 
of the various networks of people, ideas, 
technologies, and materials on the flute’s 

development in London between 1760 and 1840, 
regarding this not only as indicative of a period of 
expansion and opportunity, but also of particular 
patterns of family connection, optimism, failure, 
opportunism, market awareness, and of technical 
conservatism and innovation. By examining the 
complex connections between the various agents 
involved, whether these be professional or family 
ties between individuals, material evidence from 
instruments, or other aspects of the music business, I 
hope to uncover and quantify the remarkable degree 
of connectedness and continuity evident across what 
seem at first glance to be independent, competing 
workshops. Self-evidently this research builds on 
previous work in the area by e.g. Nex and Whitehead 
(2005, 2011, 2013),1 Lasocki (2010),2 Rowland 
(2011)3 and others in which the sheer complexity 
of relations between businesses and individuals 

begins to emerge. The dates chosen are significant 
because they delineate a period in which what might 
be characterised as ‘semi-artisanal’ activity was 
subsumed into larger-scale business. Contemporary 
accounts and claims will be assessed within this 
broad context, illuminating their variable accuracy.
 The study also suggests that digital technologies 
necessitate changes both in how we gather data, and 
in how we acknowledge expertise. The connectivities 
in play here are not only those between the people 
and objects (makers and instruments) which are 
the ostensible focus of the research, but are evident 
too in the increasingly contingent (varied, partial 
and changing) nature of the communications which 
make up the research process, in particular its wide 
distribution. Not all valuable research is carried out 
within academies, and this paper connects evidence 
about the development of (particularly) flute-making 
in London which has come from folk musicians, 
scientists, engineers, current flute makers, collectors, 
genealogists researching their personal family 
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1 Jenny Nex and Lance Whitehead, ‘Musical Instrument Making in Georgian London, 1753–1809: Evidence from the 
Proceedings of the Old Bailey and Middlesex Sessions of the Peace’, Eighteenth Century Music 2/2 (September 2005), 
pp.251–71; Jenny Nex, ‘Longman & Broderip’ in Michael Kassler, ed., The Music Trade in Georgian England (Farnham: 
Ashgate, 2011), pp. 9–94; Jennifer Susan Nex, ‘The Business of Musical-Instrument Making in Early Industrial London’, 
PhD Thesis, University of London, 2013.

2 David Lasocki, ‘New Light on Eighteenth Century English Woodwind Makers from Newspaper Advertisements’, 
The Galpin Society Journal LXIII (2010), pp.73–142.

3 David Rowland, ‘Clementi’s Music Business’ in Michael Kassler, ed., The Music Trade in Georgian England (Farnham: 
Ashgate, 2011), pp.125–157.
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histories and other independent researchers – often 
gathered through e-mail or social media platforms, as 
well as from analysis of digitised published material 
such as online newspapers, and accounts from trials 
in court.4 It aims to engage the multiple sources of 
expertise, and connections between these—both 
formalised and fortuitous—which lie behind, and 
constitute, research. Loosely influenced by the ideas of 
Bruno Latour, whose Actor Network Theory is in fact 
a methodology for understanding interconnection, it 
is a literal and practical manifestation of his enjoinder 
to ‘follow the actors’.
 It is therefore a recurrent theme of this paper 
that our understanding of individual musical 
instruments or individual makers and workshops is 
made both more complete and more reliable when 
placed within the context of networks of knowledge 
(people, ideas and technologies) of a particular place 
at a particular time. In the current context, topics 
which emerge as significant include the ubiquity 
of instruments; advertising; experimenting and 
standardisation; cosmopolitanism; modification 
and ergonomics; volume and projection; and most 
crucially, the various forms of continuity—of 
family ties (particularly through women); of chains 
of business relationships; of workshop locations; 
and the establishment of differentiated markets—
addressed by specialist ‘flute makers’, by general 
‘woodwind makers’, and by ‘music sellers’. From 
a discussion of these issues in general terms the 
paper eventually focuses on the various Goulding 
companies, and the workshops associated with flute 
maker John Willis.
 One of the more persistent tropes in musical 
instrument studies is of the scarcity of historical 
instruments, but this is a view now challenged by the 
increasing number and scale of private collections, 
and by the steady flow into the public domain of 
‘undiscovered’ instruments via online auction 
sites such as eBay, and through online agents such 
as saleroom.com who coordinate online access to 
thousands of local physical auction houses. There 
are many reasons why flutes survive: continued use 

in music, neglect, curiosity, emotional or family 
attachment, aesthetic pleasure, perceived or actual 
financial value, the fact that they are small enough 
to fit into a drawer, and the peculiar tendency of 
flautists (shared to the same extent perhaps only by 
guitarists) to collect, hoard and adapt instruments. 
But their very survival is a phenomenon in itself 
worthy of critical study. Contemporary scholarship 
inherits from earlier scholars such as Bate, from the 
protective principles of museum curators, from the 
self-interest of auction houses and their publics, 
and from the construction of a market in which 
financial value is dependent on perceived scarcity, 
an assumption that surviving instruments are rare. 
Publications such as the early issues of The Galpin 
Society Journal, Young (1993),5 Ardal Powell’s 
valuable but now defunct ‘surviving instruments 
database’, and to some extent Waterhouse (1993),6 
serve to bolster such perceptions. Even in recent 
scholarship one finds phrases such as ‘William 
[Milhouse] was a prolific [flute]maker, with some 
fifty surviving instruments.’7 My own unsystematic 
survey of instrument survival8 suggests that, for 
example, the number of traceable Milhouse flutes 
exceeds this by more than a hundred percent—
indeed 17 Milhouse flutes changed hands on eBay 
alone within the five-year period 2006–11. This 
is important because the likelihood of erroneous 
assumptions or implausible interpretations is 
massively reduced by a more-than doubled evidence-
base. (I’m being very cautious here—I suspect there 
are in reality many hundreds of Milhouse flutes still 
in existence). We will return to the ubiquity and 
survival rates of instruments later in this discussion. 
 It is safe to characterise Milhouse as a cautious, 
conservative manufacturer whose market share 
was probably sustained by those very qualities, at 
a period when many makers were presenting their 
wares as ‘improved’, and to do this on the basis of 
handling or examining many such instruments, 
and comparing them with similarly large samples of 
other manufacturer’s offerings in the same period. 
Milhouse’s provincial origins probably enhanced his 

4 Indeed, without the key input of this varied range of people and sources, such ‘synthetic’ research could not really 
begin. Those involved are acknowledged more fully at the end of the paper.

5 Phillip T. Young, 4900 Historical Woodwind Instruments (London: Tony Bingham, 1993).
6 William Waterhouse, The New Langwill Index (London: Tony Bingham, 1993).
7 Lasocki (2010), p.80.
8 Including eBay, online auction catalogues and informal polls of selected groups of flute players and private 

collectors.
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awareness of the large church band market outside 
London; he and his mother Hannah9 apparently 
maintained interests in Newark after establishing 
themselves in London, and his instruments are 
conspicuously numerous (with those of Astor) in 
the appendix of instruments surviving in (regional) 
British churches in Boston and Langwill (1967).10 
Milhouse appears in all three surviving ledgers 
(1811, 1815, 1819)11 from the Holtzapffel company, 
who provided him with a variety of ‘nose bitts’ and 
‘boring bitts’. He thus shares a supplier with other 
wind instrument makers including Thomas Key, 
Jonathan Fentum, Mr. Florio, and John Willis.12 
Given that Holtzapffel (1824)13 also advertised ‘bits 
and broaches (i.e. boring bits and reamers) for 
flutes, presumably indicating that flute-making 
was a substantial enough business for the firm to 
keep these as stock items, and that the evidence of 
a small cross-section of his ledgers links him with 
many musical instrument makers, this should make 
us cautious about assuming that we can distinguish 
authoritatively between the output of different 
workshops on the basis of, for example, bore taper. 
We gain further insight into the reality of William 
Milhouse’s world from an advertisement he placed 
in The Times in 1820,14 where he acts as an agent 
for a boarding establishment for young ladies in 
Hampshire, and of his more musically-related 
business practices from Adkins’ (1996)15 study of his 
oboes, which suggests that Milhouse made straight-

topped oboes to send to his customers outside 
London, particularly church bands, contrasting 
these with the ‘bulb-topped’ instruments he termed 
in an advertisement ‘Italian Hautboys’,16 which were 
aimed at a more metropolitan market where there 
might be interest in the sole ‘innovation’ he claimed 
during his lifetime: William Parke’s new C# key. 
Instrument survivals suggests that this innovation 
was not deemed a significant benefit by most players. 
 Advertisements are performative: they tell us 
things, but not necessarily at face value. Richard 
Carte ensured that Rudall, Rose & Carte (and Rudall, 
Carte & Co.) kept many models ‘on the books’ (Bigio, 
2011)17 and were able to make them whenever 
ordered, ensuring both market visibility and market 
coverage, and putting rivals at a disadvantage. They 
were thus geared up for on-demand multi-model 
production, but they clearly did not make all of the 
models all the time. Thomas Prowse junior instigated 
significant changes to the design of the ‘Nicholson’s 
Improved’ model inherited from his father, and his 
Hanway Street workshop was every bit as technically 
skillful as that of his father, but he was less adept than 
Rudall & Rose at maintaining a variety of models, so 
as the market complexified he began to lose market 
share. This is evident in the increasingly eccentric 
and often unintentionally hilarious tone of his 
newspaper announcements.18 William Milhouse’s 
advertisement (see above) for an oboe with a new 
key tells us that he could make and wanted to sell 

9 Hannah Milhouse maintained a business in London separately from William. The precise relationship between 
the various branches of Milhouse activity is still unclear, but Hannah had carried on in business against the wishes of 
husband Richard, expressed in his will, that she should find a partner or sell up.

10 Noel Boston and Lyndesay G. Langwill, Church and Chamber Barrel-Organs (Edinburgh: Lyndesay G. Langwill, 
1967), pp.111–116.

11 Edinburgh University Library Special Collections Coll -134.
12 The only surviving entry for Fentum is for a stamp, though there’s reason (given the account’s carry-over) to 

assume more continuous business. Other musical instrument manufacturers supplied by Holtzapffel include Erard, 
Stoddart and Flight, and other clients are cutlers and swordsmiths, gun-makers and a miniaturist portrait painter.

13 Holtzapffel and Deyerlein, Catalogue of the Holtzapffel & Deyerlein Firm, Manufacturers of Engines, Lathes, 
Mechanical and Edge Tools, Cutlery in all its Branches, Dealers in Foreign Hard Woods Ivory, and other Materials 
(London: J. Brettell, 1824).

14 The Times, Monday 17 January 1820, p.1: ‘young LADIES are liberally BOARDED and genteelly EDUCATED, 
by Mrs. Reynolds & family, with the strictest attention to their health, morals, mental improvement and personal 
comforts; the house and grounds are pleasantly situate in the healthy village of Droxford, through which the Gosport 
coach passes daily to and from London.’

15 Cecil Adkins, ‘William Milhouse and the English Classical Oboe’, Journal of the American Musical Instrument 
Society XXII (1996), pp.42–88.

16 Morning Post & Daily Advertiser, 3 December 1791, quoted in Lasocki (2010), pp.80–81.
17 Robert Bigio, Rudall, Rose and Carte: The Art of the Flute in Britain (London: Tony Bingham, 2011).
18 Several of these are transcribed in full in Robert Bigio, Readings in the History of the Flute (London: Tony 

Bingham, 2007) – second edition, pp.82–86. An example, from The Musical World, 13 June 1844, extols the virtues of 
the ‘Celebrated Nicholson Flute’, proclaiming that ‘This unrivalled instrument may now fairly be said to have ridden 
roughshod over the paltry pretensions of the occasional obfuscations of modern invention. [continued overleaf ] 



 Waters — networks 13
such instruments, but not whether he actually did 
so. The fact that only one such instrument appears 
to have survived, among many surviving Milhouse 
oboes, suggests that demand wasn’t huge. But 
the advertisement tells us that Milhouse—once 
established in London—understood the benefit of 
association with a player, even if he was not able to 
capitalize on it. 
 Milhouse was a general woodwind instrument 
maker19 —known equally for his bassoons, clarinets, 
oboes and flutes. By contrast, the Potter family, 
Richard and his son William Henry, were flute 
specialists, and do not appear to have advertised 
much, if at all. Their surviving flutes outnumber 
those of any other manufacturers, which tells us 
that they made and sold a lot of flutes, that they were 
very successful, and that their flutes were regarded as 
good (despite higher prices than some of their rivals, 
especially in the first half of the period in question). 
Their flutes do appear in advertisements, especially 
of the sales of gentlemen’s estates and effects20 —
which tells us about the status of those owning their 
instruments—and by association with other named 
objects in the sales, about the status associated 
with their flutes. Potter flutes also appear in the 
advertisements of music dealers and suppliers21 
which tells us about their reach into the market –
although they were a London firm their flutes were 
available throughout the UK before the turn of 
the century. Indeed, they were already available in 
North America by the early 1760s.22 Most crucially, 
they appear in the advertisements of rival makers, 
notably in Vienna and Berlin, where flutes modelled 

after Potter were obviously in high demand.23 We 
know this because there is no reason to advertise 
one’s own ware as incorporating characteristics of 
someone else’s unless the model being imitated is 
the de facto standard in the market, or at least held 
in very high esteem.24

 Such ubiquity breeds contempt. Young (1993) does 
not attempt to list Potter’s surviving flutes. Amy 
Shaw Kreitzer (1993)25 takes them more seriously in 
her catalogue of London flutes in the National Music 
Museum in Vermillion, suggesting a sequence for 
the various stamps associated with the family. Powell 
(1996),26 in his discussion of London flute making 
uses his evidence selectively to come to what I regard 
as dubious conclusions about the ‘undistinguished’ 
nature and quality of Potter instruments. I will 
argue here that the evidence Powell deploys placed 
in the context of other data suggests a radically 
different interpretation: that the Potters were the 
most significant flute makers in London in the 
transition from the eighteenth to the nineteenth 
centuries, occupying a position similar to the 
Grensers in Germany. In order to verify this, I have 
established access to a sufficiently large number of 
Potter instruments that I might begin to assess their 
quality meaningfully against that of flutes by other 
makers from the period, ensuring regular access to 
Potter flutes from all periods of manufacture, and 
in conditions from ‘as-new’ to heavily played and 
modified. The evidence which begins to emerge 
from detailed longer-term study of such instruments 
is of considerable experiment and innovation by 
Richard Potter, often by combining or refining 

18 [continued] The B— flute, and the C— flute, and the D— flute, and so on till the end of the alphabet, have PROVED 
THEMSELVES, by their own failure, without adventitious discussion, BASELESS FABRICS!! No true amateur—no 
true artist—NO ENTHUSIASTIC DISCIPLE EVEN! ever lends an ear or applies a lip to any of the IMPOTENT 
ADVERSARIES of the noble and unconquerable flute. The beloved of the great departed NICHOLSON […]’

19 Despite demonstrably having produced large numbers of bassoons, clarinets and oboes, Milhouse is listed in 
Pigott’s 1825–6 new commercial Directory of Scotland (p.334 London reference section) as ‘flute m[aker]’ – a shorthand 
which indicates the general public perception of the overriding importance of the instrument.

20 Lasocki (2010), pp.106–7.
21 For example William Whyte’s advertisement for his ‘New Music and Stationary Warehouse’ in Edinburgh 

(Caledonian Mercury, Thursday 2 January 1800) which offers Piano Fortes by Broadwood and Flutes by Potter.
22 Lasocki (2010), pp.104–106.
23 Advertisements by Hammig and Scholl (both Vienna), and Boie (of Göttingen, but published in Berlin) are detailed 

in Waters (2011), p.69.
24 On this basis, I’d suggest that Al Rice’s recent identification in Albert R. Rice, ‘The Earliest English Five-Key 

Clarinets: Their Characteristics and Importance’, The Galpin Society Journal LXXII (2019), pp.161–173 of two German 
clarinets as ‘made for the British market’ is problematic. It’s more probable that they were made for the German market 
but in part-imitation of the ‘new’ English style.

25 Amy Shaw Kreitzer, ‘Transverse Flutes by London Makers, 1750–1900, in the Collections of The Shrine to Music 
Museum,’ MM thesis, University of South Dakota, 1993.

26 Ardal Powell, The Keyed Flute by Johann George Tromlitz (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996).
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features already individually evident on other 
makers’ flutes—followed by remarkable consistency, 
reliability, and incremental modification in response 
to the demand for increased volume and higher pitch 
in the instruments by his son William Henry. 
 The extent of the success of William Henry 
Potter’s flutes can be surmised from the fact that he 
died in his 88th year27 leaving an estate of around 
£30,000 (the equivalent of between £2.3 and £23 
million depending on the economic model used 
in calculation, but unarguably a substantial sum). 
This, combined with a study of survival rates for 
the numbered sequences of flutes28 suggests that his 
production was of the order of perhaps 10,000 flutes 
– an entirely feasible figure given that the equipment 
from his workshop dispersed at his retirement  
suggested a team of probably five turners (therefore 
probably a larger team of workers in total), producing 
between them at least 400–500 instruments a year 
over a working period of in excess of 20 years. Even 
allowing for considerable inaccuracy, this kind of 
evidence-guided speculation gives some notion of 
what being a ‘prolific’ flute maker might really have 
meant in the first decades of the nineteenth century. 
The level of production accords with that suggested 
by surviving numbered Nicholson’s Improved 
instruments30 of Thomas Prowse senior and junior, 
which I’ve calculated elsewhere (Waters, 2011)31 as 
varying between 100 and 400 instruments per year, 
this representing only a part of their total output of 
flutes, or with Monzani and Hill’s numbered output 
of 100–125 flutes per annum. Even Prowse’s and 

Monzani/Hill and Ward’s relatively boutique level of 
production (compared with Potter’s) thus emerges as 
substantial; this was not flute-making on an artisanal 
scale. And Monzani still could not make the business 
pay on flute production alone, so his business model 
included a substantial publishing enterprise, which 
was not restricted to music: early in the 1790s he 
produced an edition of seven engravings by Rigaud of 
the execution of Mary Queen of Scots. He also gave 
private lessons based around his own publications 
on flute playing, supplementing his income as a 
performer. His company also supplied music stands 
as part of a complete service for the contemporary 
flautist. This ‘portfolio’ model of business, in which 
each element benefits and provides publicity for 
the next, although not without earlier precedent 
in London32 would become the prevalent model of 
flute production in the first half of the nineteenth 
century. It incorporated real, in Monzani’s case 
patented, innovations, which could be trumpeted 
in public advertising, and encouraged by submitting 
publications for review in the emerging specialist 
music press such as The Harmonicon and The Musical 
World. Monzani’s business, like that of Rudall and 
Rose (where Rudall was the ‘in house’ performer-
entrepreneur)33 was based around his own reputation 
as a performer and teacher.34 In this respect 
Clementi and Prowse, in producing Nicholson’s and 
subsequently Richardson’s Improved flutes, more 
closely anticipated the modern ‘artist endorsement’ 
model in which the artist provides design-input to a 
separate manufacturer. 

27 As announced in The Morning Chronicle of Tuesday 21 March 1848, issue 24465.
28 I have ‘in progress’ registers of flutes from Monzani/Monzani & Hill; Nicholson’s Improved (Clementi, Collard, 

Prowse) and an amended version of the various publicly-circulated lists of Rudall & Rose simple system flutes (which 
for statistical simplicity here excludes ‘Willis fecit’ Rudall and Rudall, Rose Carte flutes). I estimate total production of 
around 4480 Nicholson flutes, around 4300 Monzanis, and around 5700 Rudall & Rose simple system instruments. My 
registers suggest survival rates of which can rounded up to perhaps 2.75% for Nicholson, 3.5% for Monzani and at least 
5% for R&R to compensate for anomalies. I’m aware of well over 1000 surviving Potter instruments. If this represents a 
5% survival rate that would indicate that Richard and WH Potter’s workshops produced between them at least 20,000 
instruments.

29 The auction notice in The Times of Tuesday 6 April 1826 included ‘200 patent flutes of a very superior description, 
several violins, 4 turning lathes, coromandel ditto, tools, utensils and effects’.

30 Some commentators have noted that serial numbers are not necessarily a reliable indicator of continuous matching 
production, but the statistical distribution of surviving serial numbers for Nicholson and R&R makes it unlikely that 
they cheated significantly. For Monzani there do not appear to be flutes numbered between 3300 and 5000, at which 
point the sequence continues.

31 Simon Waters, ‘Charles Nicholson and the London Flute Market in the early Nineteenth Century’, The Galpin 
Society Journal LXIV (2011), pp.67–78 and 184–7.

32 The case of Pietro Grassi Florio has been explored recently by David Lasocki (2016).
33 Newspaper accounts suggest that Rudall focused primarily on ‘drawing room’ engagements rather than larger 

scale performances.
34 Before leaving the subject of Monzani’s business model, it is beyond my self-restraint not to mention that his bride 

in Twickenham on 28 October 1800 was one Plesent Price.
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 Figure 1 indicates my estimates of the production 
of Monzani flutes over five-year periods.35 Note that 
this peaks at roughly the same time as an analysis of 
correlated newspaper mentions of the term ‘patent 
flute’, in this case from Dublin newspapers. This type 
of statistical analysis of contemporary references 
to the various terms used with regard to flutes—
‘improved’, ‘patent’ etc—enables us to establish how 
relatively important these terms were perceived to be 
at different precise historical moments. The method 
of ‘clumping’ data used (here into five year periods) is 
a good way of illuminating general trends. Note that 
there is a pattern of general increase in production to 
a peak in 1819–20, then a relatively rapid drop-off. A 
similar shape, albeit five or so years later, is evident 
in the output of ‘Nicholson’s Improved’ flutes. As a 
result of such data we can clearly see that Monzani’s 
advertisement36 of new premises for efficient, cheap 
production in 1830 is, in reality, a bit of a puff for an 
already declining business.
 Richard Potter’s initially cautious designs which 
are typical of the second quarter of the eighteenth 
century are superseded around 1775 by something 
altogether more streamlined—instruments often 
stamped POTTER SENIOR (and dated)—with 
narrower bores, thinner walls and an articulate, 
‘classical’ sound. Before 1785 Potter arrives at what 
will become the model for his son, W.H. Potter, 
whose absolutely standardised six- to eight-keyed 

flutes dominate the market until the mid-nineteenth 
century despite the availability of apparently more 
sophisticated products. Evidence of Richard Potter’s 
willingness to experiment includes a flute with a 
thinned head and raised embouchure area,37 flutes 
made of a variety of less typical wood species, 
early instances of a trill key between fingerholes 1 
and 2, and flutes with fingerholes 3 and 6 offset for 
ergonomic reasons. This last feature is even more 
evident in two flutes dated 1780 and 1782 in the Bate 
collection—one ebony,38 and the other boxwood39—
which have all three fingerholes on each joint offset 
at a skew to the bore, to further enhance playing 
comfort. Richard Potter’s expertise in acoustic 
design is exemplified by these two instruments –
both of which would originally have had a number 
of upper middle joints. The boxwood flute has 
survived with all three, which are in standard Potter 
lengths, and numbered 4, 5 and 6 to correlate with 
the three most prevalent pitch standards of the 
time. The surviving ebony joint is numbered 4, but 
is identical in length to number 5 of the boxwood 
flute. The obvious response is that the joint was 
simply mis-stamped, but when the instrument is 
played it becomes obvious that the numbering is 
accurate. The ‘mid-length’ number 4 joint for the 
ebony flute sounds at the same pitch as the longer 
number 4 joint of the boxwood flute, which tells us 
that not only did Potter’s workmen make middle 

35 Based on figures from Amy Kreitzer, ‘Serial Numbers and Hallmarks on Flutes from the Workshop of Monzani & 
Hill’, The Galpin Society Journal XLVIII (1995), pp.168–180.

36 The Times, Monday 20 September 1830, p.3. As the advertisement was placed by ‘Monzani and Smith’ after Tebaldo’s 
1829 retirement from the business with Hill, it may refer to an early business interest of his son Willoughby Monzani.

37  DCM 0954 – Potter’s stamp is in the thinned area of the headjoint, so we can be confident this is an original feature.
38 Bate 1127, dated 1780.
39  Bate 1028, dated 1782.

Figure 1. (left) Estimated five-yearly outputs of Monzani flutes. (right) Numbers of newspaper references to 
the term ‘patent flute’ during the same periods.

period serial no. flutes made 
in 5 years

1805–1809 #560 560

1810–1814 #1230 670

1815–1819 #1880 680

1820–1824 #2500 620

1825–1829 #3000 500

1830–1834 #3200 200
1805–
1809

1810–
1814

1815–
1819

1820–
1824

1825–
1829

1830–
1834

6
5 5

13

2
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40  For example, a one-keyed boxwood flute in the Horniman Museum, London – 14.5.47/148.
41 I’m indebted to Robert Bigio for this information.
42 Linz Mu75, and to some extent Mu101.
43 This instrument, sold on eBay in 2011, looks from many angles remarkably like an ebony Potter flute.
44 Edinburgh MIMEd 58.
45 Florio’s claims for introducing multiple keyed flutes to a wider public have been reinstated by David Lasocki, 

Florio’s Breathing Flute (ebook: David Lasocki, 2016).
46 Nicholson frequently included in his programmes versions of the Scottish and Irish airs which had become so 

popular in London from the 1730s onwards. He also published versions of some of these, as ‘concrete’ representations 
of some of his improvisations, for re-performance by other flautists.

joints in three standardised lengths, but that Potter’s 
understanding and control over acoustic design 
was such that the pitch of the instrument could be 
decoupled from the length. 
 The tuning slide in the headjoint is, of course, 
not an original design. Quantz had used the idea 
earlier, and both Cahusac and Potter experimented 
with purely wooden versions of the tuning slide 
before turning to telescopic metal tubes, but it is 
Potter’s design which makes it a standard feature 
of the flute.40 It is the combination of the telescopic 
tuning slide with multiple pewter plug keys (and, on 
the four keyed versions, a register foot, constructed 
on similar principles to the slide in the headjoint) 
which made Potter’s flutes so versatile and reliable. 
Potter codifies, in instructions pasted into the lids 
of his flute boxes, the correct relationship between 
headjoint extension and cork position (i.e. movement 
in opposite directions) to maintain relative tuning, 
noting that this principle alters when a C-foot is fitted 
to the instrument. He also occasionally provided a 
‘belt and braces’ version – with both tuning slide and 
a range of (graduated, keyed) upper-middle joints, 
allowing for very sophisticated relative internal 
adjustment of tuning. 
 Technical innovations such as the telescopic tube 
sets for tuning slides in flute headjoints enhanced 
the need for both accuracy and repeatability, leading 
to standardization of the head bore. Such work 
would almost certainly not have been done by flute 
makers, as there was a ready supply of expertise 
in manufacturing accurate telescopic tube sets 
among both telescope makers and brass instrument 
manufacturers. Buying in bulk from such sources 
would have required standardised measurements, 
the 18.8mm (just under ¾ inch) bore exhibited by 
so many early nineteenth-century lined London 
flute heads confirming this. As noted earlier, even 
the reamers for flutes may have been bought in 
in some cases, as ‘bits and broaches’ for flutes 
feature as standard parts in lathe and tool maker 
Holtzapffel’s 1824 catalogue.41 Potter’s designs 
were widely cited abroad, notably in Vienna, as 

models for building instruments – on the basis of 
a) success; b) innovative features and c) reliability. 
So many Viennese makers incorporate Potteresque 
features that it is difficult to imagine the standard 
flute of mid-nineteenth century Vienna—the Koch 
model—coming into being without this influence. 
Earlier Viennese makers such as Harrach42 already 
display the influence of Potter in the barrel-design, 
proportions of head to barrel, position and design 
of keys and blocks – including the ‘English G#’ on 
the upper mid joint, pewter plugs, ‘up-and-over 
shaft’ of bottom C key. The influence is evident 
elsewhere, and across a considerable time-frame: 
instruments by Anton (G)Jedlicka of Prague, c184043 
and G. Hannecke of Rotterdam44 display Potteresque 
characteristics as modified by the demands of 
Austro-Hungarian or Dutch repertoire, similar 
to the flutes of Koch. As early as 1794, Göttingen-
based maker Johann Friedrich Boie advertised in 
the Berlinische Musikalische Zeitung flutes ‘made 
after the masterpieces of Grenser in Dresden and 
Potter in London incorporating the invention of 
the Englishman Tacett [sic] whereby the holes lined 
with silver are closed with a pewter plug.’ Whether 
Tacet had anything to do with the invention is as 
insignificant as whether Potter, Florio,45 or another 
maker were the first to use such keys in London, 
but unarguably these achieved visibility and gained 
musical acceptance through their association with 
Florio and Potter. The international perception 
was that Potter had produced a serviceable new 
standard flute model, and the ubiquity of his flutes 
suggests that this was a material reality, rather than 
imagination.
 The nature of the market for flutes, players and 
music in London was cosmopolitan and international. 
As in the London of 2019 there was some degree of 
polarisation between those who regarded business 
(flute playing included) as boundary-less, and those 
who saw it as an extension of (mostly mythological 
or imaginary) nationalisms. Some apologists for 
Nicholson, and perhaps even the player himself46 
took up this latter position, which might explain why 
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Drouet and other players had successful international 
careers, but Nicholson never travelled abroad, despite 
aspiring to be the Paganini of the flute, and despite 
playing alongside him.47 The scale of distribution 
of sheet music can be surmised from the mixture 
of sources evident in the bound volumes of flute 
music from 1770 to 1850 which regularly appear on 
eBay. The binding together of music from London, 
Edinburgh, New York and Paris in the collections of 
players, irrespective of status, is a key source of our 
understanding of how individual flautists imagined 
the possibilities and limitations of their instrument. 
I am currently compiling lists of such collections as 
they appear for sale on eBay or in specialist dealers, 
as a counter to the tendency for such collections to 
be broken up and sold as individual items. Frequently 
these collections contain information about the 
owner, and hand-written annotations which can be 
regarded as reasonably reliably dated indications of 
taste (or otherwise). Despite Nicholson’s apparent 
personal parochialism, his School for the Flute was 
published by William Hall & Son in New York in 
1836, this link strengthening the likelihood that 
Clementi was exporting unstamped London-made 
flutes to the predecessor company Firth & Hall 
slightly earlier. Clementi’s exploits as an exporter 
and importer, notably of pianos and sheet music, 
are surmised from remaining correspondence—
most of Clementi’s records were destroyed by fire in 
1807—in Rowland (2011). There is physical evidence 
however that Clementi exported Prowse-made 
flutes, identical to Nicholson’s Improved model but 
without that stamp, to America, as flutes stamped 
‘Firth & Hall’, and ‘Meacham & Pond’ indicate.
 We must remember the larger realities of the 
international trade in materials via companies such 
as the East India company (ivory, cocus, rosewood, 
and other species, as noted in Richard Potter’s 
experiments above), and of the international labour 
market: the term ‘German flute’ is important, and 
established itself despite the instrument’s notionally 
French origins. The connection with Hanover was 
palpable, and this brought with it flute makers 
and turners of Hanoverian and other Germanic 

origin: Gerock, Wrede, Wolf, Cramer, Schuchart, 
Kusder, Miller, Metzler, Astor. And the trade was 
bi-directional: the importance of Potter’s flutes in 
export markets in Europe and America was noted 
above, and Muzio Clementi spent several challenging 
years—against the political grain—attempting to 
establish large scale exchange of instruments and 
printed music with Paris. Clementi’s dealings with 
Pleyel show his interest in importing from France, 
and flutes survive stamped ‘Clementi, Paris’. These 
may genuinely have come from France, but might 
equally have been an attempt by Clementi to 
present his business as more internationally secure 
than it really was. We must remember too political 
expediency: Monzani was all too aware of the 
(carefully stage-managed) public fear of revolution 
among Londoners when he chose to publish 
engravings of the demise of Mary Queen of Scots.
 The London-based contemporary publishing 
house Wessel seems to have concentrated exclusively 
on international composers, and flute makers 
such as Monzani were publishers and players too, 
often with extensive lists of overseas composers. 
There are concrete connections between Tebaldo 
Monzani (a London-based naturalised Italian) and 
Claude Laurent (a French maker whose lavish glass 
instruments were, because of a trade embargo, not 
imported in significant numbers to the London 
market, although they do occasionally appear in sales 
of gentlemen’s estates). It is probable that Monzani’s 
‘innovation’ of metal-lined sockets and tenons was 
borrowed directly from Laurent’s glass flutes, where 
such construction was a necessity. Laurent patented 
his glass flutes in 1806, winning a silver medal for his 
achievements at the Industrial Exposition in Paris in 
the same year. Monzani patented silver sockets and 
cork-lapped tenons in his second Patent of 1812, 
also incorporating the combined lower middle and 
foot joints.48 Like Potter’s patents, Monzani’s ideas 
were not original in isolation, but were patented 
as a package. The first Monzani Patent—no 3074 
of 1807—consisted of flat key flaps with fixed 
protruding threaded screw, over which a perforated 
flat pad was fitted, secured by a ‘silver button’. These 

47 At a ‘Grand Civic Entertainment to their Majesties King William the Fourth and Queen Adelaide’, in the Guildhall, 
London on 9 November 1830, described and illustrated in Bell’s Life in London and Sporting Chronicle, 7 November 
1830, issue 449, p.4.

48 It is worth noting that Monzani’s ‘innovation’ of a one piece lower mid/footjoint was a mixed blessing, in that 
it ‘fixed’ the relationship between the r/h fingerholes and the footjoint D/C#/C key touches in what was for many an 
unhelpful manner. When the footjoint is a separate section from the lower middle joint this arrangement can be 
finessed to suit the player. Monzani also preoccupied himself with different designs for the G# key, apparently being 
the first to come up with the 45-degree angled key which would later become a feature of mass-produced German 
flutes. (French flutes of the period habitually had G# keys at 90 degrees to the bore.)
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were quieter than pewter pads, and far easier for 
wealthy amateurs to replace than the increasingly 
common ‘elastic ball’ pads. They were also supposed 
to improve tone (Hill 1834, quoted in Shaw Kreitzer 
(1993) footnote to p.134). Another, less successful 
innovation, consisting of a raised knob on each side 
of the embouchure to help the inexperienced with 
positioning the lips, was not widely adopted, even by 
his own customers. 
 Monzani probably also ‘borrowed’ the idea 
for ‘fluting’ the exteriors of his instruments (a 
Times advertisement of 22 January 1825 refers to 
a Monzani flute with a ‘Corinthian’ head)49 from 
Claude Laurent’s similar work, where again it grew 
from the ergonomic necessity of reducing the weight 
of the glass instrument. The evidence is more than 
circumstantial – we know the two manufacturers 
were in contact thanks to the survival of a cased 
pair of instruments: one by each maker (see Figure 2, 
colour section). The Laurent instrument is stamped 
by both makers, so it is likely that Monzani acted as 
an agent for the sale of the flute in London. In this 
case the tuning of the two instruments suggests 
that they were intentionally designed to be played 
together. Monzani and Laurent also shared the 
habit of often providing two headjoints with very 
slightly different measurements, and Monzani’s 
‘French’ habits extended to only partially lining 
the headjoint with metal, and experimenting with 
key cups or flaps which pivoted to some extent on 
their mount in order to optimise the seal of the pad; 
both of these characteristics of many good early 
nineteenth-century French instruments.50 We have 
seen that Clementi (who was of course also of Italian 
origin) spent much effort both dealing with French 
associates and attempting to set up in Paris.
 Clearly ‘foreignness’ wasn’t a barrier in Georgian 
London, particularly for those with money, and 
Edinburgh was similarly, although distinctively, 
and perhaps more intellectually consciously, 

cosmopolitan in ethos. Popular caution about 
revolution—and its perceived source, France—had 
not tempered appetites for example for Drouet’s 
playing, nor for his model of flute. Flautists from 
overseas featured regularly in London concert 
programmes. A section of Quantz’s treatise was 
published in English by Longman & Broderip in the 
1780s, when they took over plates originally published 
in London by Welcker in 1770. Significantly, given the 
fascination with variation and embellishment among 
London flautists documented in The Harmonicon 
and elsewhere in the early years of the nineteenth 
century, the section chosen for translation and 
publication was that on Extempore Embellishments 
or Variations, and Ornamental Cadences.
 During the first quarter of the nineteenth century, 
while flute specialists Monzani and Potter were 
appealing to and supplying different markets, there 
were numerous other significant competitors. 
Milhouse has already been presented as an 
essentially conservative maker with well-developed 
provincial connections. Clementi’s and Goulding’s 
businesses were much larger concerns with 
national and international reach, involving complex 
combinations of on-site manufacture of their own 
instruments, and symbiotic relationships with more 
specialist suppliers. Jonathan Fentum’s warehouse 
appears to have operated similarly, although on a 
smaller scale. Goulding supplied predominantly 
cheaper instruments though they had a useful (and 
sometimes formalised) relationship with James 
Wood who supplied them with their better wind 
instruments.51 Clementi produced or bought in a 
variety of flutes, employing Thomas Prowse sr. and his 
team to make their better instruments,52 including 
the earlier Nicholson models, which are initially very 
Potter-like in acoustic design (bore and fingerhole 
position). Both Goulding and Clementi were at least 
as involved in publishing as in musical instrument 
supply. At the more specialised end of the market 

49  It is unclear whether Monzani himself used this term. A contemporary price list from Monzani & Hill refers only 
to the ‘Ornamental Grooved Head’, but the term Corinthian occurs in several dealers’ newspaper announcements, 
indicating that it was likely to be understood by potential buyers.

50 Cornelius Ward, Monzani’s foreman from some point in the 1820s, may have worked in a number of contexts where 
the basic model of flute shared similar features, sometimes including a reverse headjoint tenon: there are similarities 
with John Mitchell Rose flutes, a Miller flute in the Dayton Miller collection, and various surviving instruments 
stamped Clementi.

51 A detailed examination of four of the ‘better’ flutes stamped ‘Goulding, D’Almaine, Potter & Co’, shows that, 
despite their remarkable conformity to Richard Potter’s 1785 patent, they were made by Wood – several are stamped 
as such. The Potter in this formulation of Goulding’s business title was a Thomas Potter, unrelated to Richard, with no 
apparent involvement in flute making.

52 Waters (2011).
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skilful makers such as John Willis and Cornelius 
Ward made flutes with their own stamp (or for 
George Rudall, in Willis’s case, and for Monzani and 
Drouet, in Ward’s). It’s tempting to see this apparent 
market stratification as straightforward competition 
between suppliers, with flute specialists producing 
the best instruments, general woodwind makers 
providing serviceable instruments at lower cost, and 
music businesses concentrating on bulk supply, with 
arrangements with external workshops when they 
needed higher quality goods. The difficulties with 
this view will be addressed below. 
 Monzani’s flute number 1583 began life in 
around 1817 as an 8-keyed instrument with all its 
keys mounted on blocks. It also features Monzani’s 
additional ‘9th’ key53 mounted on a small silver 
saddle mount, venting a small hole between the G 
and G# tone holes, a feature of a number of his flutes 
from this period. At some time later in its life the 
G# and long F keys of the flute became damaged, 
and it ended up in the workshop of a less skillful 
maker who could not reproduce the original keys 
or damaged blocks. His solution was to crudely 
remove the blocks (evidenced by the uneven surface 
around these areas) and fit nickel-silver pillars, into 
which he mounted modified versions of the original 
keys, fitting a (by then standard) cup for the pad of 
the long F key. This necessitated cutting down the 
raised platform onto which the original thin pad 
had sealed, and elongating the outer rim of the pad 
seating hole to allow the higher profile of the new 
cup pad to clear the body, which in turn required the 
entire key to be set higher at the fulcrum point. This 
(somewhat tedious) retrospective detailed study tells 
us one useful thing: that someone valued and played 
flute number 1583 enough to invest in considerable 
time or expense to keep it working, at a point where 
pillar mounting and German silver were the standard 
response to repair needs, some 30 years after the 
flute’s manufacture.54 Monzani’s flutes are quiet, and 
mostly small-holed: which led Rockstro (1890)55 to 
use a Monzani flute as an example in his exaggerated 
comparison of the dimensions of a ‘typical’ flute with 
that of a large-holed Nicholson model. But quietness 
was obviously not a disadvantage to the player of this 

particular instrument in the 1840s or possibly later. 
So the narrative of increased volume and power in 
flute playing through the nineteenth century, with 
which we’re familiar from the writing of Rockstro 
and others documenting Nicholson’s influence on 
Boehm, is not a universal one (even in London – 
and we know there was resistance to ‘loud’ flutes in 
France).
 That the volume associated with a large holed 
flute was appreciated in some circumstances, 
but presented problems of pitch control for the 
majority of players, is made explicit in a review of 
a previously unremarked flute method in Vol. 49 of 
The Harmonicon in January 1827 (p.14). Quoting 
from page 3 of The Modern Art of Flute Playing 
by ‘J. Arthur, Professor of the Flute’, the reviewer 
notes that: ‘Much has been said about a Flute with 
large holes: for concerto playing it undoubtedly has 
advantages, but without the greatest mastery over 
the instrument, (which only can be expected in a 
professor,) it is very difficult to play in tune upon. 
This was proved by one of the best makers in London 
having had flutes sent back as out of tune, that were 
made with very large holes.’ The reviewer notes 
approvingly: ‘Mr. Arthur sees the matter in a true 
light; only superior performers should use flutes of this 
description’. It is significant that an improvement for 
a small number of expert players was not universally 
regarded as desirable for the (much larger) market 
of wealthy amateur players. The contexts in which 
volume and projection are required for a flautist 
were limited to public performances in which 
the flute plays a solo role such as concert, or solos 
featuring the flute/flautist as ‘spectacle’. Although 
we know that much store was set by such repertoire 
in the first 35 years of the nineteenth century 
it didn’t necessitate changes in practice among 
domestic users: the main market for instruments. 
Of course, the most fashion-conscious or musically-
demanding amateurs would have wanted to imitate 
their heroes, but the prevalence of smaller hole flutes 
among the Nicholson models produced by Thomas 
Prowse senior for Clementi between around 1818 
and 1833 suggests that, at least initially, many such 
amateurs may have opted for the ‘look’ of the flute 

53 Advertised in The Times, Wednesday 17 October 1810, p. 3; issue 8116; col E.
54 A dated Richard Potter flute from 1776 in my collection has Monzani’s key flaps. The flute must have had the 

keys replaced at some point after Monzani introduced such pads in 1807, proving that the flute was also still in use 
(significantly with its shortest upper-middle joint) over 30 years after it was made, and Monzani duly stamped the flute 
‘MONZANI KEYS’.

55 Richard Shepherd Rockstro, A Treatise on the Construction the History and the Practice of the Flute (London: 
Rudall, Carte & Co., 1890).
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in question, without the difficulties of adaptation 
required by larger holes. This would lend support to 
The Harmonicon reviewer’s observation that large 
holed flutes may initially have been returned as ‘out 
of tune’, indeed we may hypothesise that the ‘best 
maker’ noted in the review of Arthur’s treatise may 
well have been Prowse senior,56 as he encountered 
more resistance to large holed flutes than his son. 
By the mid-1830s the situation had changed, and the 
majority of Thomas Prowse junior’s Nicholson flutes 
made after this point have larger fingerholes. These, 
together with Nicholson’s characteristic flattening 
of the area around the fingerholes, and rounding of 
the outer edges of the holes, could in some instances 
be so extreme that they necessitated the covering 
of holes with the joints of the fingers, rather than 
the pads – ‘Irish style’. The body of the flute was 
frequently ‘excavated’ beneath the short F touch as 
an additional aid to glides, and the 6th fingerhole 
offset slightly towards the player. I have suggested 
elsewhere (Waters 2011) that the most significant 
contribution Nicholson made to flute design was 
neither the fingerhole size, nor the embouchure size 
per se, but the combination of these with the reduced 
diameter of the outer headjoint at the embouchure, 
resulting in a shallower depth of ‘chimney’. This 
fundamentally changes the responsiveness of the 
instrument, and affords increased scope to adjust 
pitch with the lips – precisely the things which were 
identified by some contemporaries as difficulties with 
the design. That this was understood at the time as a 
critical feature is evidenced by an otherwise entirely 
conventional 7 key ebony Milhouse instrument in the 
collection of Michael Lynn, which has had the outer 
diameter of the headjoint around the embouchure 
reduced at a later date to approximate a Nicholson 
headjoint profile.
 Linked with the issue of increased demand for 
volume is that of changes in performing pitch. 
Although the telescopic slide of Potter’s 1785 patent 
affords significant potential for pitch change, the 
situation in London between 1805 and 1825 appears 
to have been sufficiently volatile that both Prowse 
senior and Monzani regularly supplied flutes with 
two headjoints. In Monzani’s case the difference in 
length between the two heads is frequently small, 
and only one head is usually equipped with some 
form of tuning slide, suggesting that Monzani was 
trying to appeal both to ‘conservative’ players who 

preferred an entirely unlined headjoint, and those 
who wanted the continuous flexibility of pitch 
offered by a tuning slide. Monzani also offered his 
own intermediate compromise between these, in 
the form of small wooden rings of varying widths 
which could be inserted between the headjoint and 
the next joint. Prowse’s alternative headjoints for 
Nicholson flutes were always structurally identical, 
but of markedly differing lengths. The difference 
is such that their performance considerably alters 
the relative tuning of the instrument, even with 
appropriate cork adjustments. My experiments 
thus far suggest that the tuning of the Clementi-
era Nicholson flute body is optimal with the longer, 
lower-pitched headjoint, which in turn suggests that 
their initial acoustic design had not really moved 
very far from the standardised Potter instrument. By 
1835 Prowse junior, who had taken over production 
of Nicholson’s Improved model at his Hanway Street 
manufactory following the demise of Clementi’s 
eponymous business, no longer supplied two 
headjoints, providing flutes only with the shorter 
pattern. This can be interpreted as indicating that use 
of a higher pitch is becoming increasingly prevalent, 
despite which the basic scaling of the instrument is 
not fundamentally altered from the earlier pattern, 
making the relative tuning of the instrument a real 
challenge for the player.
 Printed instructions pasted into the lid of 
one surviving Monzani flute provide written 
confirmation (through its description of the 
insertion of abovementioned rings of different 
widths for different specific pitches) that flutes with 
tuning slides were designed to be played with these 
at least partially extended (as per the illustrations 
in Nicholson’s treatise). Several systematic studies, 
notably that of Terry McGee in Australia,57 confirm 
that relative tuning is optimised with the headjoint 
extended. This is important, as museum estimates of 
flute pitch (and measurements of ‘sounding length’) 
tend to be calculated with the tuning slide closed: 
an extreme and unlikely situation for any practical 
musical use.
 It is well-established that business continuities in 
musical instrument making were established through 
familial inheritance, marriage and through the 
apprenticeship system, which acted both to pass on 
skills and to constrain the uncontrolled distribution 
of expertise. Such chains of interconnection 

56 Other contenders would be John Willis, who not only made large holed flutes for George Rudall, but also made a 
number of flutes—stamped J. ARTHUR/WILLIS FECIT—for J. Arthur himself, and Rudall & Rose.

57 <http://www.mcgee-flutes.com/Historical%20Flute%20Syndromes.htm>
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between people—sons and apprentices, wives and 
daughters—are frequently linear and easily traced. 
But the network of connections between businesses, 
companies, institutions, workshops, suppliers and 
materials is often more complex to unpick.
 Among the more well-known business 
continuities is evidenced in Nex (2011) and Rowland 
(2011) who trace Longman & Broderip’s emergence 
and hazardous demise, out of which grow various 
flavours of Clementi & Co., followed by Collard 
& Collard. In relation to the current narrative 
of flute production this continuity of business is 
irregularly related to who actually provided flutes. 
The majority of the better Longman & Broderip 
flutes I have examined were made by James Wood.58 
As noted above, Clementi sourced flutes from many 
suppliers (Rowland, 2011), and employed Thomas 
Prowse senior’s workshop team (probably on 
Clementi’s premises) to produce both ‘Nicholson’s 
Improved’ model and his other better quality 
instruments. Incidentally, it is important not to 
understand ‘working for’ or ‘supplying’ another 
party as necessarily implying subservience, or lower 
economic status. On 17 October 1848, shortly after 
Thomas Prowse senior’s death, his real estate is put 
up for sale by his executors (who include his wife). 
The extent of his property in St Luke’s parish is 
considerable.59 The £167 annual income from ground 
rents alone is the equivalent of between £120K and 
£260K per annum now, and the estate was also 
selling off 13 freehold properties. Other significant 
business continuities include Rudall & Rose/Rudall, 
Rose Carte & Co./Rudall Carte & Co./Keith, Prowse 
& Co (and Rudall, Rose, Carte’s purchase of Thomas 
Key) which are described in detail by Bigio (2011). 
There is also evidence that Rudall, Carte and Co (and 
earlier incarnations of the company) outsourced 
work to other makers, some of whom had previously 
been employees. Rudall & Rose were suitably 
cognizant of the value of their skilled workers that 
they provided some of them with accommodation (a 
fact that emerges, like so much, from the records of 
Old Bailey trials, in this case of three members of 

the Camp family, all of whom worked for Rudall & 
Rose).60

 The key role played by women, both in business 
succession and continuity, and as makers, is 
illustrated by the Gedney daughters’ continuation 
and development of the Stanesby workshop tradition 
inherited by their father. This is evident both from 
contemporary advertisements,61 and in David 
Lasocki’s (2016) discovery of Catherine Gedney’s 
marriage to Pietro Grassi Florio. Marriage between 
widows and apprentices is a key strategy for ensuring 
business continuity. Such mechanisms are a manner 
of storing, controlling and sustaining knowledge, 
much of which is embodied, or embedded in 
practices which are not formally codified. This is 
crucial as it is likely that the workmen probably 
worked not from plans but from templates and 
gauges, not least because it is unlikely that many were 
literate. Apprenticeships generally began at around 
the age of 12, so the relationship established with 
the workshop must often have generated familial 
levels of loyalty. Inevitably therefore such marital 
connection is not only a London feature: Johann 
Friedrich Floth married Jakob Grundmann’s widow, 
Johanne Christiane (née Köhler), in August 1801; 
Samuel Gottfried Wiesner, who worked for Heinrich 
Grenser in Dresden in 1811, and succeeded him 
in 1813, married his widow Caroline Wilhelmina 
in 1817 – the business continuing as Grenser & 
Wiesner; and recent unpublished research by Anne 
Pustlauk has done much to clarify the complexities 
of the succession of C.F. Freyer’s business in 
Potsdam following his death.62 F.G.A. Kirst married 
C.F. Freyer’s widow, and the business subsequently 
passed to J.G. Freyer and J.G. Martin. Other marital 
connections illustrate the international reach of 
the flute: Austrian virtuoso Rafael Dressler, who 
became a popular figure in London during the 
period 1820–34, was married to the daughter of 
important Göttingen flute maker, Johann Benjamin 
Eisenbrandt. He put his name to a Dressler’s 
Improved flute produced in London at the 25 Villiers 
Street workshop, and stamped ‘manufactured by 

58 And often marked as such under the keys.
59 ‘COMPRISING 13 Freehold Houses and Ground Rents, situate and being Nos. 20 and 21, Brick-lane, Old-street, 

and six Messuages, recently rebuilt, forming New-court, at the rear thereof; also Nos. 71 and 72, Brick-lane; with three 
Tenements in Whitby-court; also a Leasehold Estate, consisting of a Dwelling-house, containing ten rooms, with 
kitchen, yard, &c., in Europa-place, John’s-row, all in the parish of St. Luke’s, Middlesex, producing about £167 per 
annum.’ The Times, Tuesday 14 October 1848.

60 The Proceedings of the Old Bailey, 15 June 1835, reference t18350615-1529; t18350615-1530; and t18350615-1531, 
cases 1529, 1530 and 1531.

61 Gazetteer and New Daily Advertiser, Friday 2 June 1769, issue 12 558.
62 Anne Pustlauk, ‘Berliner/Potsdamer Flötenwerkstätten zwischen 1772 und ca.1840’ (unpublished, 2019).
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Goodlad’, but marketed by Theodore Charles Bates 
– later of Chappell, Longman and Bates. 
 Workshop continuities are frequently determined 
by physical location, as well as personal relationship. 
In the second half of this paper I will look in some 
detail at the 3 Angel Court, Strand, workshop which 
was probably started by woodwind maker John 
Parker’s move there in 1804, and its move to 25 
Villiers Street, where woodwind making (and other 
flute-related activities) continued until Henry Wylde 
moved the premises in 1853. The key connection 
between the Angel Court and Villiers St workshops 
is John Willis, who from c1818 to 1821 made flutes 
for George Rudall, and in doing so arguably provided 
the template for the ‘standard model’ 8-keyed flute 
which would dominate the London market for the 
next 20 years – that of Rudall & Rose.
 At the other end of the market from the 
beautifully-made, boutique products of ‘flute makers’ 
Prowse, Monzani, Willis & Goodlad and Rudall 
& Rose, somewhat below the pragmatic market-
leader—the Potters, and the cautious old-fashioned 
‘musical wind-instrument makers’ like Milhouse—
were the ‘music sellers’. George Goulding built up 
what became one of the largest music businesses 
of the late eighteenth/early nineteenth centuries 
in London, running Goulding & Co. with various 
associates (Phipps, D’Almaine, Potter, Wood) until 
his death in 1814. Tempting though it is to regard 
the interests of specialists such as Willis, and mass-
market providers such as Goulding as unconnected, 
these two figures provide a salutary instance of the 
complex interpenetrations of the London market. 
The second half of my paper will focus on these two 

businesses, characterised earlier as representing 
the highest and lowest market options in the first 
quarter of nineteenth-century London. 
 It will do so because it transpires that music seller 
George Goulding’s family and that of specialist 
flute maker John Willis were from the same small 
village in the remote, rural North-West of England, 
Kirkoswald; and that John Willis was George 
Goulding’s nephew (being the son of Goulding’s 
sister Mary). Further to this, Dublin-based music-
seller Isaac Willis, who acted as Goulding’s agent in 
Ireland—also born in Kirkoswald—was the younger 
brother of flute maker John Willis, and therefore 
also Goulding’s nephew. And to re-inforce the 
significance of this emerging Northern connection 
within the Georgian music trade in London, wind-
instrument maker Thomas Percival was also John 
Willis’s cousin, the son of another of Goulding’s 
sisters Alice, who lived in the next village, Lazonby.63

 George Goulding appears to have been able to 
establish himself in London relatively quickly, 
possibly from as early as 1775, because various 
branches of the family were already in business 
there (although not in the music trade). His initial 
activity as a music publisher was rapidly expanded 
by forming allegiances with others, and as he had 
no male offspring, he employed his nephews John 
Willis and Thomas Percival, probably encouraging 
them to apprentice with those already supplying 
him with instruments. Willis and Percival were 
certainly working for Goulding by 1812, and 
probably considerably earlier, and by 1813 they 
had been joined in his employ by another cousin, 
Isaac Phillips (son of Goulding’s oldest sister Ann). 

63 John Willis was born in Kirkoswald in 1782, and Isaac in 1784. Goulding was born in 1759 and Percival in 1778 in 
nearby Addingham.

Figure 3. Goulding family tree (after Dorri Roughley). A partial representation indicating only links between family 
members involved in the music trade. Other family branches or individuals are omitted.
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Phillips at some point between 1816 and October 
1818 joined up with Thomas Mayhew to establish a 
successful music publishing and sales business at 17 
Old Bond Street. It is unclear at present how George 
Goulding funded the expansion of his business, but 
the Goulding/Gowling64 family appears to have had 
substantial amounts of land in Cumberland which 
it sold off sequentially, presumably to subsidise 
business expansion.
 Thomas Percival initially moved to London to 
work with his aunt Ann (another of Goulding’s 
sisters),65 a tallow chandler who had inherited her 
husband’s trade, living in Goodmans Yard, Minories 
in Whitechapel. His initial training must have 
been as a woodwind instrument maker, because in 
1823 another woodwind maker, George Wood, is 
documented as ‘late apprentice of Thomas Percival, 
free by servitude of the Tallowchandlers Company’.66 
Ann Phillips—Goulding’s oldest sibling—had been 
admitted to the Tallow Chandlers’ Company at the 
death of her husband, also a member. By the early 
1800s being a member of such a Company no longer 
tied one to a particular trade.67 In the case in hand 
it simply meant that George Wood had served his 
apprenticeship with Percival and journeymanship 
with other members of that company.68 The Livery 
Companies were organised in this manner to pass 
on skills in a controlled manner without losing 
them to potential rivals, and because it gave certain 
privileges within the City of London. The Tallow 
Chandlers’ Company appears to have been one of 
the wealthiest organisations, and Tallow Chandlers’ 
Hall is still standing in London. Although not 
related by blood, the Wood/Goulding connection 
must have been strengthened by this apprenticeship, 
and George Wood went on to supply flutes to 
successor companies Goulding & D’Almaine, and 
later to D’Almaine & Co, also starting his own 
woodwind making business Wood & Ivy. George 
was the son of flute maker James Wood, identified 

earlier as supplying both Longman & Broderip, and 
then Goulding, with flutes. James was a partner 
in the Goulding company from 1810–23, and it is 
interesting that James Wood did not take on his own 
son as an apprentice. Indeed, in his will (proved 14 
August 1826) he directs his wife Mary to sell ‘all my 
interest in my leasehold house situate in Compton 
street and likewise my stock in trade with all the 
sundry working implements either separately or 
jointly by public auction or private sale whichever 
she may think will be most advantageous’. It is 
possible though, that George was a journeyman with 
his father, as by 1821 ‘Jas. Wood & Son’ are working 
together from the 20 New Compton Street address 
which had been James’s workshop since 1816, and 
George must have negotiated with or bought out 
his mother’s leasehold interest in the New Compton 
Street property, as he was based there (‘Geo. Wood. 
Late Jas. Wood & Son’) until 1836, the successor 
company Wood and Ivy remaining at that address 
until 1847.  
 We learn from Proceedings of the Old Bailey of 
28th October 182069 that the ‘Potter’ in Goulding, 
D’Almaine, Potter & Co is a previously unrecorded 
Thomas Potter who describes himself as ‘one of the 
firm of Golding & Co’. One Croft, an employee of 
six weeks accused of stealing flutes, elicits the useful 
observation from Thomas Potter that the company 
has ‘hundreds of these flutes’ which are in the care of 
one Samuel Hill who marks the paper in which each 
is wrapped with a ‘private mark’ for identification. 
The stolen instruments are eight-keyed flutes, as 
confirmed in court by George Wood, who identifies 
himself as the maker of one of the instruments in 
question, which he can identify ‘by the formation of 
the key’. This confirms that George—who is at this 
point unlikely to have completed his apprenticeship 
to Thomas Percival—was already supplying 8-keyed 
flutes to Sarah Goulding by 1820, including 
(presumably) making his own keys. It also suggests 

64 Without Dorri Roughley’s insight that the family name changed spelling in the late eighteenth century, and 
her patient research on the family tree much of the current work would not have been possible, and the author is 
exceedingly grateful. It is her observation that the family had land in Cumberland, but neither of us has yet found 
conclusive evidence of its disposal.

65 Ann Goulding is also known as Anne Gowling. The spellings of the family’s names are characteristically fluid 
during this period.

66 Waterhouse (1991), p.435.
67 Indeed, it can be argued that such constraints never fully applied to musical instrument makers, whose skills 

characteristically embraced disciplines associated with a number of different Livery Companies.
68 It appears that by this point the combined apprenticeship and journeymanship was sometimes reduced to seven 

years in total, although in some livery companies the full term may have been seven years’ apprenticeship plus two 
years as a journeyman.

69 The Proceedings of the Old Bailey, 28 October 1820, reference t18201028-75, case 1302.
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that different makers supplying Goulding probably 
worked to their own individual patterns, rather 
than to a standard design. At this point, James 
Wood (George’s father) still also supplied flutes 
to Goulding, continuing to do so until 1823 (and 
probably until his death in 1825).
 On 15 December 1806 Thomas Percival married 
Elizabeth Köhler, scion of another prominent 
music trade family, at St James, Piccadilly, and was 
in business with James Köhler variously as Köhler 
and Percival then as Percival & Köhler from 1811 to 
1834, after which he worked independently until his 
return to the North-West to retire in the late 1840s. 
At some point Percival switches from woodwind to 
brass-instrument making, probably as a result of this 
allegiance, and the Köhler name remains important 
in brass instrument making70 until 1907, eventually 
selling to Swaine and Adeney.
 When George Goulding died, suddenly, on 21 
August 1814 at his nephew Isaac Willis’s premises 
in Dublin, he was expecting to meet his friends, 
the opera singers John Sinclair and Charles 
Incledon for dinner that evening.71 Here surely is 
an indication that friendship mixed with, or grew 
from, business relationships: music publishing, a 
key part of Goulding’s business model, was very 
much sustained by its connections with well-known 
artists, particularly singers. From this point his 
widow Sarah Dennis Goulding was the force behind 
the company, her business empire and partnership 
with Thomas D’Almaine lasting until 1 January 
1833, at which point, as the London Gazette of that 
year (Vol 2, page 1773) records, the partnership was 
dissolved by mutual consent, and D’Almaine took 
over. In the numerous trials which appear in Old 
Bailey records relating to the Goulding business, 
some of them hidden under the names of Goulden, 
Golden or Golding (including the theft of 18 pounds 
of beef from the Goulding’s yard) it is notable 
that irrespective of their position in the company, 
individuals consistently identify themselves as in her 

service, despite the numerous business associates, 
and partners of various tenures.
 Sarah Goulding worked hard to maintain a market 
share: the techniques were, as with the more boutique 
suppliers—who sold flutes stamped with the names 
of flute playing heroes—to contrive for their buyers’ 
illusions of connection, in this case with the Prince 
of Wales (the future George IV), whose feathers 
regularly appear on the keys of their flutes produced 
in the 1820s, or stamped on the instruments as a logo. 
That this was a conscious ploy is confirmed by the 
dedication on a ‘Bosnian Air’, by composer Joseph 
Mazzinghi, a partner in the Goulding firm. The 
dedicatee, Lady Elizabeth Conyngham, was by 1819 
the mistress of the Prince of Wales; a scandalous and 
widely-known liaison which would certainly have 
boosted sales. Business must frequently have been 
pragmatically bolstered by the self-interest and self-
promotion of the individuals involved: Mazzinghi 
used his status as a partner to ensure his works were 
published. His name does not appear in any of the 
formulations of the company’s title, but he is there 
as a signatory when Sarah decouples the Goulding 
partnership from Isaac Willis’s business in Dublin 
on 15 December 1815 (operative retrospectively 
from 29 September 1814).72

 Sarah Dennis Goulding died on 25 November 1843 
aged 7773 and D’Almaine ran the successor company 
D’Almaine & Co. from the same premises until his 
retirement in 1847.74 D’Almaine was in turn succeeded 
by his trusted nephew, Thomas Mackinlay, who had 
been associated with the business since as early 
as 1829.75 We gain some indication of the fondness 
in which Mackinlay is held, and his dedication to 
maintaining the Goulding company’s ideals, when he 
is called as a witness in an Old Bailey trial76 on 17 
October 1833, where he describes himself as ‘in the 
service of Mrs. Goulding’, and from the fact that he 
occurs in the will of Georgiana Goulding, George’s 
eldest child, as a beneficiary. Mackinlay died in 1866 
and the D’Almaine & Co. assets were sold in 1867.

70 Lance Whitehead and Arnold Myers, ‘The Köhler Family of Brasswind Instrument Makers’, Historic Brass Society 
Journal XVI (2014), pp. 89–123.

71 Colburn’s New Monthly Magazine, Volume 2, p.288 describes the event rather dramatically: ‘On the morning of 
his death he was conversing with Incledon and Sinclair, respecting where they should go after they left Dublin, and 
was to have dined with them that day; but when dinner was ready, being indisposed, he retired to his room, and before 
the cloth was drawn became a corpse.’

72 Reported in The London Gazette 9 January 1816, issue 17098, p.52.
73 The Gentleman’s Magazine, New Series, Vol XXI Jan-Jun 1844, p.105 Obituary.
74 The Musical World of Saturday 10 April 1847 reported a dinner held the previous week to commemorate Mr 

D’Almaine’s ‘retirement from business after a period of fifty years’.
75 Poole and Halton (1982), footnote 4 per British Library Add MS.33965, letter 69.
76 The Proceedings of the Old Bailey, 17 October 1833, reference t18331017-32, case 1437.
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 Despite Poole’s (1982)77 enthusiasm for the notion 
that Goulding & Co and D’Almaine & Co were 
manufacturers rather than suppliers, the huge 
variety of instruments offered, the variations in 
style and quality of their surviving flutes, and the 
company’s increasing focus on music printing and 
publishing suggest that instruments were mostly 
bought in and resold. A violin with the Goulding & 
Co stamp on the button is signed inside ‘William 
Hardy’s manufacture, Gainsboro, Lincs 1810’. The 
stylistic similarities which Poole claims to find can 
be accounted for by the fact that instruments will 
have been ordered in batches, and that there will 
inevitably have been preferred suppliers.
 Some larger music sellers’ businesses stored their 
own stocks of wood, but this is not in itself evidence 
of in-house instrument making. Such materials 
could be supplied to outworkers or smaller specialist 
businesses, as described in Nex (2011) and Rowland 
(2011) with regard to the Longman and Clementi 
businesses, although both of these companies appear 
to have combined buying in finished instruments, 
finishing and quality-controlling outsourced or 
imported instruments, and producing instruments 
on-site. The disastrous fire at Clementi’s manufactory 
in March 1807 was such that ‘every working man in 
the factory lost from £30-40 worth of tools.’78 This 
is the equivalent of around £25–35K in earnings 
and roughly the annual salary of a skilled workman 
at the time. The Morning Chronicle of the next day 
called for donations to support the families of those 
affected, and Clementi himself appears to have had 
a continuing interest in ‘good works’, contributing 
funds in 1816 towards the alleviation of distress in 
Spitalfields.
 That workers almost always owned their own tools, 
where these were portable, suggests another aspect 
of flute production which warrants further study. 
Numerous addresses recur as sites for manufacture 
over long periods, but associated with different 
business names, these concealing—I would suggest—
continuities of practice which are pragmatic. 
Removing the infrastructure of a workshop would 
not have been a trivial business, and the supporting 
technologies for flute making change remarkably 

little between 1760 and 1840.79 The degree of tacit 
or embodied knowledge involved in making would 
have been enhanced by the intimate relation between 
worker and toolset. (I have noted in discussion with 
contemporary flute makers how difficult it can be 
to communicate such making knowledge verbally, 
not least because many of the tools themselves are 
idiosyncratic and personal, and do not have names.) 
The embodied, physical nature of manufacturing 
is likely to have been carried over into comparison 
of work in progress with patterns or models, rather 
than working from drawings. The capacity to move 
one’s livelihood between manufacturing sites would 
have provided both economic stability and potential 
refinements of practice for individual workers in a 
dynamic market. 
 That there was a sharing of knowledge within, and 
identification with, flute making is, I think, signified 
by another linking factor – the prevalence of the 
unicorn stamp on flutes made in England between 
1770s or earlier, and the 1840s. This, I would contend, 
was initially likely to indicate identity of at least one 
partner in a business with German origin: Cramer, 
Gerock, Wolf, Wrede, Astor, Miller, etc. Of course, 
not all those of German origin bought into this idea: 
Schuchart, Kusder, Metzler don’t seem to have used 
the unicorn, and the stamp appears occasionally 
on Potter flutes, or on ‘music sellers’ instruments, 
suggesting perhaps that they were supplied by one 
of the makers with Germanic origins, or simply that 
the unicorn had become symbolic of the German 
flute,80 given that this was the preferred term in 
London from the 1730s. The reason for the unicorn 
stamp still remains to be conclusively determined, 
however. 
 I will now return to John Willis, whose relatively 
brief life81 belies his crucial role in establishing the 
8-keyed flute as the instrument of choice in early 
nineteenth-century London. As established above 
he was born (Valentine’s Day – 14 February 1782) in 
Kirkoswald, Cumberland, the son of James Willis, 
shoemaker, and Mary (née Goulding) and was 
therefore the nephew of George Goulding. By 1812 
he was working for his uncle alongside his cousin 
Thomas Percival at Goulding’s Soho Square base, 

77 H. Edmund Poole and David Halton, ‘A Catalogue of Musical Instruments Offered for Sale in 1839 by D’Almaine & 
Co., 20 Soho Square’, The Galpin Society Journal XXXV (1982), pp.2–36.

78 Rowland (2011), p.145.
79 Robert Bigio suggests that the most significant change during this period would have been the replacement of pole 

lathes by treadle lathes.
80 The use of this term is gradually superseded by terms such as ‘Patent flute’ later in the century.
81 John Willis died 7 March 1823. His gravestone in Bunhill Fields Cemetery, City Road, Islington, mis-records his 

age as 11, although mercifully he survived to the age of 41.
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and from 1814 until at least 1821 he was both living 
and working at 3 Angel Court, St Mary le Strand. 
He apparently took over this workshop from wind 
instrument maker John Parker—also an oboist, bass 
singer and bassoon player82—who died late 1813 
or early 1814, with whom he might possibly have 
been apprenticed. It is possible that Parker may 
also have supplied Goulding’s music business with 
instruments. Parker’s instruments were apparently 
highly regarded. The British Encyclopaedia of 1809 
lists his bassoons in particular (along with those of 
Wood, Milhouse and Cramer) as being preferred 
because of their good tuning. Parker had moved to 
Angel Court about 1804 following 33 years working 
from 52 Long Lane, Southwark, so he was already an 
established maker.83 Parker took Thomas Rayment 
into apprenticeship on 16 January 1793,84 and his 
advertisement for a further apprentice and two 
journeymen appears on 15 July 1799 in the Oracle 
and Daily Advertiser

WANTED an APPRENTICE to a FLUTE MAKER.
His friends to find him in Clothes, Washing, &c. a
Premium will be expected. Apply to JOHN PARKER,
No. 52, Long-lane, Southwark. N.B. Two Journeymen
wanted as above.

John Willis would probably have begun any 
apprenticeship earlier than this advertisement, 
possibly around 1794, and though there is as yet 
no concrete evidence to substantiate Willis’s 
involvement with Parker beyond his taking over 
of Parker’s 3 Angel Court workshop at the latter’s 
death, Willis might well have been looking for a 
journeymanship in 1799. There is a connection 
between Willis and Parker’s apprentice Thomas 
Rayment, as Rayment is a witness (with William 
James Eve) to the making of Willis’s will at Angel 
Court on 28 October 1818.85 Rayment and Willis 

could conceivably have been journeymen at the same 
time. 
 By the time John Willis married his first cousin 
Mary Ann Phillips (daughter of George Goulding’s 
sister Anne, and sister of music dealer Isaac Phillips) 
on Christmas Day 1818, he must himself have taken 
on an apprentice at Angel Court – the young Henry 
Wylde. Figure 4 (colour section) shows Wylde as a 
young man holding a silver-mounted cocuswood 
flute of identical design to that in Figure 5 (colour 
section): an instrument produced by Thomas Ingram 
at the Angel Court workshop c1820. Wylde describes 
himself (in a surviving price list from 1856–7, Figure 
6) as ‘Formerly Apprentice to the late J. Willis, The 
Or[i]ginal Manufacturer of Rudall’s Flutes.’86

 As indicated here, also working in the Angel 
Court workshop during this period was flute maker 
Thomas William Ingram.87 Ingram’s status in the 
workshop is still unclear, but the Wylde/Ingram 
connection survived in that both Wylde and Ingram 
went on to work for Rudall & Rose—in my view they 
were probably the key foremen there—and both 
subsequently set up in the 25 Villiers Street workshop 
started by John Willis at the end of his life. We know 
that John Willis had moved his workshop across the 
Strand from Angel Court before 27 February 1822 
because on that day the owners (or more probably 
lessees) of the property—John Woodcock of Watford, 
Herts and John Davison of East India House—record 
a ‘Willis flute maker’ at 25 Villiers Street.88 Willis 
died only a year later on 7 March 1823, the executors 
of his will (proved 17 April 1823) being Mary Ann 
Willis and John Dunkin Goodlad. 
 At Willis’s death, Willis & Goodlad became a 
partnership between his widow Mary Ann and 
businessman Goodlad. This partnership was 
dissolved on 26 June 1826 (London Gazette, 16 June 
1826, p.1652) leaving Goodlad to run the Villiers 
Street workshop until 1838. It is unclear whether 

82 J. Doane, Musical Directory (London: 1794).
83 The instruments stamped ‘[Crown]/Improved/Parker/Maker/London’ often with other devices or marks are, on 

the basis of style and date, likely to emanate from an unrelated later workshop or dealer.
84 London Music Trades 1750–1800, citing Apprenticeship Books at Public Record Office, Kew, IR1/35, f. 182.
85 Willis describes himself in his will as ‘Wind instrument maker of 3 Angel Court, Strand, London in the parish of 

St Mary le Strand, Middlesex’.
86 I’m indebted to Robert Bigio for tracing descendants of Wylde, now living in Canada, and to Catherine Ballingall 

for permission to use the images of the price list and portrait of Wylde as a young man.
87 Despite considerable research, notably by Stephen Chambers, no evidence has been found to substantiate the 

existence of a flute maker named John Ingram, listed by Waterhouse (1993), p.190. The 1836 registry listing of him 
seems to be an error, as Thomas William Ingram, flute maker of Plumtree Street is named as the father on the baptismal 
record of his son William on 24 May 1835 at St George, Bloomsbury (William was born 22 April). Thomas William 
Ingram is still at the address in Pigot’s Directory for 1839, and with his wife and three children in the 1841 Census.

88 Records of Sun Fire Office, London Metropolitan Archives: 27 February 1822. MS 11936/492/989557.
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Figure 6. Price list from Henry Wylde, 15 Queen Street, Soho Square, indicating that he was apprenticed to John Willis. 
Wylde occupied this address from 1856–7. Image reproduced by kind permission of Catherine Ballingall.
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Goodlad himself made flutes, and the Willis & 
Goodlad and subsequent Goodlad businesses 
may have been sustained for at least some time by 
completing John Willis’s remaining stock. A flute 
stamped Willis & Co89 (signifying its distribution 
by brother Isaac Willis) was undoubtedly made 
in the Villiers Street workshop, as it is identical in 
every significant detail to other surviving Willis 
instruments.90 John Willis had stamped the flutes 
he made for others unambiguously ‘Willis fecit’. 
Goodlad later opted for the more ambiguous 
‘manufactured by Goodlad’,91 although he may 
well have been involved in keymaking, and in 1828 
entered his silver hallmark as a ‘small worker’ at 
Goldsmiths Hall.  The Goodlad workshop appears to 
have made flutes for Fentum, Monro & May, Pearson, 
Simpson, Bates (Dressler’s Improved) and others, so 
it was not unsuccessful.
 Villiers Street continued as a significant work-
shop and centre of flute-related activity after 
Goodlad left in 1838, and Henry Wylde took over 
as ratepayer for the property, Wylde and Thomas 
Ingram continuing their activities there (the latter 
sometimes as Ingram & Morland, although they 
were never ratepayers at the property).92 On 2 
April 1841, Willoughby Monzani (son of Tebaldo) 
took out an advertisement in The Times claiming 
improvements he had made to the design of the flute, 
which ‘are calculated for either small or large hole 
positions of fingering. Lessons in the style of Drouet, 
Nicholson, Toulu [sic], &c. on the most moderate 
terms, at Wylde’s, late with Rudall and Co., musical 
instrument manufactory, 25 Villiers Street. Wylde 
is the only manufacturer authorised by W. Monzani 
to use his name, the instruments being made under 
Mr. Monzani’s immediate inspection.’
 The workshop’s continuing viability is indicated 
by the fact that in the 1851 census Henry Wylde, 
described as ‘Flute Manufacturer empl[oying] 1 
man’, was still living at Villiers Street with his family, 
including the 20-year-old Henry junior, ‘flute maker’, 
although by 1853 he had moved the manufactory up 

the street to number 13, and by 1856 to 15 Queen 
Street, Soho Square. Well after his work for Rudall 
& Rose, and his establishment in Villiers Street, 
Henry Wylde was still supplying instruments to 
Rudall & Rose’s successors Rudall, Carte & Co in the 
1880s (Bigio, 2011), continuing a chain of unbroken 
workshop practice which originated with John 
Parker in the very different business conditions of 
the beginning of the century.
 Further research will either sustain or contradict 
the emerging likelihood that Rudall & Rose was 
formed as a direct response by George Rudall either 
to the imminent death of his gifted flute-making 
partner John Willis,93 or the latter’s setting up of a 
business to sustain his widow which might have put 
him into competition with Rudall. It will further 
elucidate the patterns of employment, partnership 
and supply among Willis’s apprentices such as 
Henry Wylde, and colleagues such as Thomas 
William Ingram, both of whom contribute crucially 
to the making of Rudall & Rose’s instruments, and 
both of whom continue their associations with the 
25 Villiers Street workshop established by Willis, 
but which he did not survive long enough to enjoy. 
Further data may also allow us to determine whether 
it was John Parker who trained Willis and Ingram to 
make flutes at 3 Angel Court. There is undoubtedly 
more to be done on the Goulding family’s rapid move 
to centrality in London musical business life, but the 
current Goulding, Willis, Phillips, Percival family 
connection – with its links to Köhler, James and 
George Wood, George Rudall, Thomas D’Almaine, 
Henry Wylde, Thomas Ingram and ultimately Rudall 
& Rose is of an extraordinary scale, given the origins 
of such a significant number of these individuals in a 
single small rural area of Cumberland. It is in itself a 
cipher of the rapid expansion of London between the 
1770s and 1820s, and the opportunities represented 
by an international metropolis for provincial 
populations.
 To paraphrase Wetherell (1998),94 the connections 
explored in conventional social network analysis 

89 Washington, Dayton Miller Collection DCM0697.
90 Villiers Street-made instruments from Willis, Willis & Goodlad, and Goodlad appear to have been stamped in a 

continuous numerical sequence, but the number of recorded surviving instruments is currently insufficiently large to 
confirm this.

91 For example, on instruments marketed by Bates as ‘Dressler’s Improved’ model.
92 I’m indebted to Stephen Chambers for much new material on Ingram, including his observation that in the 

Westminster Rate books the name of John Goodlad was crossed out in 1838 and that of ‘Hy. Wylde’ written (initially 
pencilled) in. Wylde is recorded as paying the rates on 25 Villiers St until 1850.

93 Rudall & Rose advertised their formation on 17 November 1822, less than four months before Willis’s death.
94 Charles Wetherell, ‘Historical Social Network Analysis’, International Review of Social History 43 (1998), 

Supplement, p.127.
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are generally of biological or marital connection 
(kinship), association (shared membership) or 
resource-transfer (creditor-debtor). I have attempted 
here to expand the reach of such analysis so that the 
‘actors’ with which we concern ourselves are not 
only individual humans, but musical instruments, 
geographical addresses or locations, events, 
institutions and so on. This complicates but enriches 
an already dense web of data. It is outside the scope 
of this paper to describe the representational and 
analytical scheme which I have begun to use, but 
crucially this employs digital tools to offload some 
of this complexity to computers, which conveniently 
provide the means with which to evaluate some of 
the key issues we wish to investigate and interpret. 
Patterns of connection and relationship which 
would be difficult to appreciate or follow without 
them begin to appear, and we have the means to 
evaluate the centrality and connectedness of key 
figures and ideas. 
 To return briefly to the issue of how research 
is constituted, raised in the introduction, 
detailed network analysis shifts the balance 
from antiquarian observation based on ‘style’, or 
‘organological’ concerns with measurement, and 
does not suppress or conceal the story (or criteria) 
of how the data is gathered, celebrating both 
its variety and distribution. In this regard, I am 
indebted to a network of contributors, and much of 
what is brought together here would not have come 

to light without the collision between multiple 
different categories of expertise: Dorri Roughley’s 
intimate knowledge of the extended Goulding/
Gowling family through ancestry research; 
Margaret Debenham’s familiarity with Irish 
archives; Robert Bigio’s encyclopaedic knowledge 
and embodied understanding of flute making; Jenny 
Nex’s,  Carol Lynn Ward-Bamford’s, Stacey Kluck’s 
and Andy Lamb’s generosity in organising access 
to both documents and instruments; and online 
contributions from Stephen Chambers in particular 
have been crucial, and I am unfailingly grateful to 
them, and to the many other curators, collectors, 
musicians and historians who continue to be part 
of a network of knowledge. In a very real sense this 
‘network methodology’ resonates with the subject 
of the research: the importance of kinship and 
association in the controlled sharing of knowledge, 
and the establishment and maintenance of business. 
Apprenticeship, journeymanship and Guild/Livery 
Company membership are mechanisms which allow 
tacit knowledge—skills which have to be shown, 
rather than described—to be transmitted or shared 
among peers, without such knowledge becoming 
generally distributed and undermining commercial 
advantage. But the networks of connection, formal 
and informal, often extend beyond these tight 
groups, illustrating a remarkable and surprising 
breadth and interdependence between music 
businesses and workshops across London. 
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Figure 2. Glass flute by Laurent and ivory flute by Monzani probably intended as a pair of flutes, the former also with 
Monzani’s stamp. Image reproduced by kind permission of Michael Lynn.

Figure 5. A cocuswood and silver flute stamped Ingram/3 Angel Court/Strand/London (author’s collection). 
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Figure 4. A young Henry Wylde holding a cocuswood and silver flute typical of the 1820s. Image reproduced by kind 
permission of Catherine Ballingall.
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