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FOREWORD

by SIR JAMES A. SCOTT WATSON,
C.B.E., M.C., LL.D., D.Sc.

Formerly ChiefScientific andAgricultural
Adviser to the Ministry ofAgriculture

T IS noteworthy that, over a large part of the world—and
Ll.especially in the New Countries—the business of producing
beef, mutton and lamb is based largely, if not quite exclusively, on
breeds of cattle and sheep that were created in Britain. Thus New
Zealand lamb is mostly the product of a Romney ewe,originating in
Kent, by a Southdown ram native to the adjoining county; again,
most of the vast amountofbeef that is consumed in North America,

and nearly all that is exported from South America, derives from
breeds that were created in Hereford, North-Eastern Scotland,

Teesdale and Devon.
Two reasons account for the pre-eminence of Britain in the rdle

of creating our modern meat-producing breeds. The oneis that,
two centuries ago, Britain was the only country where any large
body of consumers could afford to indulge their taste for meat of
high quality, and were no longer content to eat a product from an
old cow, an ox that had spent years in the plough team or a sheep
that had borne three or four fleeces.
‘The secondreasonis that Robert Bakewell, ofDishley in Leicester-

shire, envisaged new types of animals to meet the new demand and,
after years of study and experiment, succeeded in creating tolerably
true-breeding strains that would yield, at an early age, carcases of
tender meat, as fat as consumers mightdesire.

It is true that, today, Bakewell’s Longhorn breed ofcattle is no

more than a museum piece, and that his Leicester sheep andits
Vv



vi Foreword

derivatives are no more than some of the many breeds that combine
efficient meat production with useful weight and quality of fleece.
But the others were created by the methods that Bakewell was the
first to employ; moreover, as Professor Cooper points out in the
chapter that he contributes to this volume, Bakewell’s pupils might
have done better if they had morefaithfully followed the master.

Again, Bakewell recognised that the kind ofanimalthat he wanted
must require abundant and nutritious food, and hence he devoted
muchcare to his pastures, and was one oftheearly practitioners of
grasslandirrigation.

Professor Pawson examines the unfavourable viewsthat have been
current with respect to Bakewell’s personal qualities. It has been
said that he was over-intent on personal profit; and indeed he set
high prices on the cattle that he sold, and high fees for the use ofhis
rams. Onthe other hand, he kept open house to his manyvisitors
and entertained them royally—perhaps to the extent that, at one
time, he becamefinancially embarrassed. Another chargeis that he
wassecretive about the methods which he used. Here,his reluctance
may be explained by the prevailing view that the mating of closely-
related animals—to which indeed he freely resorted in “fixing” the
qualities that he valued—wasa reprehensible practice.

There is so much of legend in connexion with Bakewell thatitis
well that he should have this belated opportunity to speak for him-
self, as he doesin the letters which constitute a large part ofthis book.
Much painstaking research has gone to the production ofthis

book, and the historian offarming will be duly grateful to its author.
Moreover, there is muchin it that the practical stockbreeder will do
well to read and ponder.

(fea & Z. WGown
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PREFACE

OBERT BAKEWELL may be regarded as a man whose
work assumed an importance which has not been exceeded by

any agriculturist before or since his time, and it is curious to con-
sider why, if this statement is not an exaggeration, there is no bio-
graphy of him.

The reason is probably twofold. In the first place, no written
account by himself of his work and the eventsofhis life is available,
such as we possess for example in the case of Jethro Tull’s Horse
Hoeing Husbandry; and secondly, the great importance of his work
wasnotfully realised until many years after his death, though some
of his contemporaries, like Arthur Young,the first Secretary to the
Board of Agriculture formed in 1793, appreciated his outstanding
contribution to livestock improvement.

Today his genius in this realm of agricultural progress can be

better realised, especially since the principles laid down by Mendel
were published in 1865 and the subsequent developmentsin this cen-
tury of genetical science. Dr. John Hammond,a leading authority
in animal-breeding research of our time, has confirmedthe sound-
ness of much of what Bakewell achieved by his thinking and stock
sense. In the meantime, breeds based on Bakewell’s work were built

up and shipped all over the world, and Great Britain attained the
proud position of the premier stockbreeding country.

Several essays and papers about Bakewell have been written by
contemporaries and others since, but I have discovered nothing on
record ofhis early life and development of his thought which led to

his later success. Something perhaps may be deduced from the
following quotation taken from the “General View oftheAgriculture

xiii



xiv Preface

of the County of Leicester” by William Pitt, Wolverhampton,
1813; ‘‘The late Robert Bakewell was bred to his father’s business
and his early genius for selecting and improving stock was en-
couraged by his father beyondall parallel and without limitation...”

It is also probable that he received his earlier education at Kibworth
Academy under Philip Doddridge, but this cannot be authenticated.
In the absenceofthis earlier knowledge,it is therefore impossible to
construct a detailed biography.

I counted myself very fortunate, however, when, quite fortui-

tously, I came into possession of a collection of lengthy letters
written by Bakewell to his one-time pupil, George Culley of
Northumberland. Through the kindness of my friend, the late
Major J. G. G. Rea, I was informed that Mrs. Leather-Culley, then
Commandantofthe Red Cross Hospital at Callaly Castle, Alnwick,
Northumberland, had a large numberof old papers, most of which
would have to be destroyed; but that she thought some of these
documents might be of agricultural interest. Accordingly I spent
several hourssifting through masses of papers, and ultimately iso-
lated the exciting collection of thirty-two foolscap written in Bake-
well’s own hand, together with a copy ofhis financial appeal, con-
taining a list of several subscribers and other documents of the same
period.

Theseletters, which I have described as ‘“The Culley Collection’,

and which are now in the possession of King’s College, Newcastle
upon Tyne, throw muchlight on Bakewell’s character and the work-
ing of his mind in his later years when his theories were proved and
his practice established.
The only other surviving Bakewell documents, as far as I have

been able to ascertain, are six shorter letters—quarto size—in the
care of the British Museum andprinted in the Appendix; also a copy
of the financial appeal referred to above, whichis in the Rothamsted
Library.



Preface XV

For very many years I have been keenly interested in the subject
of this book, and my school education at Bakewell, Derbyshire, was

one of several links with the man whose family name was derived
from this well-known market town and centre of a famous annual
agricultural show. I have, therefore, been eagerat all times to read

everything I could find about him. In so far, however, as this
accountfalls short of what may be expected of a biography,it is to
be regretted. Everything relevant from the observations of his con-
temporaries plus his own letters, has been used to build up this
account of the man and his work, and the hopeis expressed thatit
may lead to a fuller appreciation ofthe character and work of a great
man, to whom his country owes so much, and whois regarded as
a legendary ancestor by livestock breeders throughout the world.
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CHAPTER ONE

Historical Background

OBERT BAKEWELL, son of Robert and Rebecca Bake-

well, was born on May 23, 1725, in the farm-house of Dishley

Grange,situated little less than two miles north ofLoughborough,
Leicestershire, on the main road to Derby. Hespent his wholelife
on this farm, and, as his gravestone records, “Departed this life

Oct. 1, 1795, Aged 70 years”.

The century into which he was born was remarkable for the
revolutionary changes which took place in the economic and in-
dustrial life of England. The normal use of the word “revolution”
implies a single event in history, but it has come to be applied to a
process. The Industrial Revolution was evident in Bakewell’s early
days, but was greatly accelerated in the second half of the century
in which helived. In 1735 Darby’s useofpit-coal in place of char-
coal for the smelting of iron has been described as the greatest
innovation of the century. The inventions of Arkwright and Har-
greaves in textile machinery led to the vast development of the
Lancashire cotton trade, so that from 1780 Manchester trade was a

factor in world commerce. In 1750 Watt effected improvements
to the steam engine, which made it a means of creating and dis-
tributing power in manufacturing industry.

The previous century had been one of civil war and of general
unsettlement and unrest, but in the comparative calm of the eight-
eenth century the transition from medizvalism to the industrial
state as we know it today made rapid progress. From being a land

3



4 ROBERT BAKEWELL

of hamlets and villages, more and more labour came to be con-
centrated in the centres of expanding industry, and the population
figures reflect this great development. At the time of the Norman
Conquest the population, it is judged, was about 2 million, and it
had grownto 5 million by 1600 andto 64 millions by 1750. In the
next hundred years it had increased to 27,513,551 (1851 Census
figures). The slow increase of previous centuries was largely on
account of a very high death rate associated with a low standard of
living in the labouring classes. Technical development in mining,

engineering, and in the cotton and woollen industries changed the
long-established waysoflife and thoughtso as to fully justify the
term “Industrial Revolution”. One major result was that whereas
the producers of bread and meat formerly outnumbered the buyers,
the position was now quickly reversed. The demand for a higher
standard ofliving naturally concerned itself chiefly with the need
for more food.

It is abundantly evident that Bakewell lived in a period not only
of industrial butalso agricultural revolution. Tothelatter his work
was probably the most outstanding contribution. Agriculture had
madebutlittle progress in increased production for many centuries.
It is recorded that in the seventeenth century one half of the country
was covered by forest, moorland, and bog. The methodsoffarming

reflected the influence of Roman occupation and, indeed, in many

respects were not unlike those described by Virgil 1,700 yearsearlier.
Little progress could be expected under the Manorial system, with
its military-cum-agriculture organised settlements, where a man had
to be moreorless the Jack-of-all-trades and had no individual direct

control over the land he cultivated. At the end of the fifteenth
century Ernle records that a farm “‘had acquired its modern sense of
an indefinite area occupied by one tenant at one rent”. When, by the
beginning of the seventeenth century, the change to our present
pattern had beeninitiated, i.e. from strips of land cultivated in com-
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mon in the open-field system to fenced fields and compact farms,
each underthe control ofan individual (tenant or occupier owner),

the conditions andincentive for greater improvement were provided.
Moreland began to be enclosedfor cultivation, often bylandowners
who had becomeenriched by wealth gained from exports ofwoollen
goods, and new capital was also available from coal and other forms
of commerce. This mutual benefit was to promote the progress of
both industry and agriculture. As Trevelyan puts it: “‘Each helped
the other. They may indeed be regarded asa single effort by which
society was so reconstructed as to be able to feed and employ a
population that was rising in numbers with unexampled rapidity,

. owing to improved medical conditions.” The progress of the en-
closure movement, with the subsequent development of “com-
mercial” farming, had been very slow. Between 1455 and 1607 the

area of land enclosed amountedto only 516,673 acres. In Bakewell’s

century, however, during the reign of George III, 3,500 Acts of
Parliament—each enclosure had to be confirmed in this manner—
were passed to enable enclosure of 5-6 million acres.
The time was ripe, therefore, for new and better methodsto deal

with this expansion and to increase production of crop and stock
from both new and old farming land. Happily agriculture did not
lack men of the pioneering spirit who could match the need.

Four names merit special mention in this brief résumé ofthe agri-
cultural revolution. They are Jethro Tull (1674-1741), Charles

Townshend (1674-1738), Robert Bakewell (1725-1795), and Coke

of Norfolk (1754-1842). Although not unmindful, for example, of

the reclamationdrainage work in which the Earls of Bedford played
a leading part from 1630 onwards and the value of Woburn sheep-
shearings of the Dukes of Bedford at a later date, the work of the
four men above-mentioned was mainly responsible for the improve-
ment of basic methods over a period of about 100 years.

Tull, who farmed in Berkshire, advanced his proposals for sowing
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by mechanical drill and horse-hoeing between the rows of growing
plants, based on his own practice, by various publications, and
published his first book in 1731. As revealing the strong conserva-
tive instinct that obtained and the general resistance to change, an
edition published in 1822 with preface by William Cobbettindicates
that these methods werestill a matter of controversy and had to be
defended. Nevertheless agricultural education ofa contagious nature
resulted in the spread of this epoch-making change in cultural
methods. Originally part of the opposition to Tull’s ideas was due
to his prejudice against the use of dung and his insistence that
adequate mechanical cultivation could dispense with manure.

Charles, Viscount Townshend, though largely occupied with
politics, probably did greater good for his country when he devoted
muchofhis energy to the improvement of his Norfolk estates. He
adopted Tull’s practice of drilling and hoeing, but is most famed for
his incorporation of the turnip crop in a four-course rotation which
has passed into history as the “Norfolk Four Course”. This rota-
tion of roots, barley, clover, and wheat, replacing the almost un-

varying sequence of two corn crops followed by fallow under the
previous system, had an immense influence on arable husbandry,
making possible greater crop production, with consequent in-
creased food supplies for livestock, especially for winter feed, whilst
reducing to a minimum the area reserved for fallow. His advocacy
of the cultivation of roots, of which the turnip crop was the pivot
of his rotation, earned for him thetitle, to be held in honour, of
“Turnip Townshend”’.*

The third member of this band of innovators was the subject of
this book, Robert Bakewell. In 1760,at the age of 35, he took over

the full responsibility for the tenancy and managementofthe family
farm, though from about 1755 he had been given an increasing

* Townshend did not introduce the turnip as a field crop but popularised
its use by his rotation.
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share of that responsibility through the advancing age and infirmity
ofhis father. An accountofhis work follows, but the reflection may
be interposed here that, ofthe four great agriculturalists ofhis period,
he was destined, despite opposition, to see more widespreadresults
from his endeavours duringhis lifetime than thoseofhis fellow re-
formers. By the end of his life he had seen his creations in new or
improved breeds of sheep and otherlivestock appreciated not only
by the farmers ofhis own country, but also byvisitors from all over
the world. Moreover, the outstanding nature of his work wasits
scientific soundness, confirmed by research done after 150 years.
The fourth of these pioneers of agricultural progress was Coke of

Holkham. Hehasbeencalled the pioneer ofhigh farming, and maybe
described as the father of Agricultural Discussion Meetings. He was

heir to the work of Tull, Townshend, and Bakewell, and applied

their methods and other ideas on his 50,000-acre Norfolk estate. By
his improvements his annual rent-roll rose from £2,200 to £20,000.

It was in the setting, therefore, of a revolutionary period, when

the surge ofinventions and the resulting industry caused the flow of
increasing populationsinto industrial centres, together with resulting
prosperity accompanied by vast social changes, that Bakewell made
his all-important contribution. An agriculture barely supporting
6% millions in 1750 was feeding a quadrupled population 100 years
later. It cannot be gainsaid that the improvementin livestock
breeding, so largely the outcome of Bakewell’s labours, was one of
the most significant factors.

Invention was in the air, so to speak, and Bakewell was indeed
described as an inventor when the Duchess of Exeter asked another
Robert Bakewell (probably the celebrated geologist of that time)if
he wererelated to “the Mr. Bakewell who invented sheep”. With
more enclosure and more direct control on the part of the occupier
of the farm, whetherlandlord (e.g. Coke) or tenant (e.g. Bakewell),

encouragement was thus afforded to improve the land, hence more
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attention to such matters as draining and liming. Coke was one of
the first to use bone manureandtorealise the advantages offolding
stock for the benefit of their manure, and, especially with sheep, for

their treading effect on light land.
These new methods were not received with universal enthusi-

asm, for, as in the case of Tull, so Bakewell had his critics and

opposition to counter. The spirit of “What was good enough for
my grandfather is good enough for me”’ dies hard, and even today
not all remember that tradition, whilst a good servant can be a bad
master. Large tracts of waste land remained, and commonland, as

today, constituted a problem of improvement. Still there was no
stopping, but only a delaying of the onward march in both agri-
culture and industry, which hasled to the structure of the world in
which wefind ourselves today.

Oneotheressential was needed to complete the system offarming
which was to win the admiration of so many for our English hus-
bandry—that was the breeding of more and better livestock. The
ascending spiral was ‘“‘more crop, more stock, more stock, more
manure, more manure, more crop’. To which must be addedas the
way to greater efficiency the need for earlier maturing, better types of
stock, with emphasis on meat-producing properties. This need was
met by this remarkable farmer, Robert Bakewell, whose painstaking

life’s work, if it did not lead on to fortune (in a financial sense), as
Shakespeare describes the tide in the affairs of men, certainly led to
fame. Combined with the other developments described, it made
possible, amongst other things, a year-round supply of fresh meat
and the replacement of the salted meat hitherto reserved for the
winter, produced from the slaughter in autumnofgrass-fed animals.

Bakewell, as will be observed later, was keenly interested in the
land-improvementside of farming, but the achievement which gave
him enduring fame concerned the breeding and feeding oflivestock.
His greatest success was with sheep, and it is not correct, as some-
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times stated, that he was equally successful with cattle. His influence
on the adoption of better methods in the breeding ofboth classes of
livestock was profound.

It cannot be claimed that he was the first * breeder to endeavour
to bring about any measure of this much-needed improvement, but
that he was the man whofirst realised the importance ofsound com-
mercial stock of the type which would produce good meat at low
cost. Forthis purpose heultimately produced animalsoffiner bone,
thicker fleshed on the more valuableparts and “barrel” shaped in con-
trast to the lanky, coarse boned inferior sorts commonin his day.

Marshall in The Rural Economy of the Midland Counties, 1790,
makes Bakewell’s pre-eminence clear in the following words:—

“It must not, however, be understood, by those whoare notlocally
acquainted with this district, that MR. BAKEWELL,thoughhehas been
long, and most deservedly, considered as the principal promoterof the

_ ART OF BREEDING,and hasfor some length oftime taken the lead,is
the only man ofdistinguished merit in this departmentofrural affairs, in
the district under survey. It abounds, and has, for many years, abounded
with intelligent and spirited breeders. I could mention some fifteen or
twenty men of repute, and most of them men ofconsiderable property,
who are in the same department, and several of them eminent for their
breeds of stock.

* Itis said that Hugo Meynell, the first Master of the Quorn Hunt, was breed-
ing foxhounds in the 1760s on the sameprinciples as Bakewell. Quorn Hallis
only a few miles from Dishley Grange. Meynell may have learnt from Bakewell.
Marshall affirmed that the origin ofthe ‘New Leicestershire” Breed ofSheep was
due to Joseph Allom ofClifton,‘‘whohas raised himselfby dintofindustry from
a ploughboy”and “distinguished himselfin the Midland District for a superior
breed of sheep”. The exact origin of the improved flock of Allom’s, as in the
case of Bakewell, was apparently obscure, thoughit is said he obtained his ewes
chiefly from the Melton quarter of the county. He sold his ram lambs from two
to three guineas apiece to “‘superior farmers” who wentto Clifton in the summer
season to purchase them. From this, Marshall says,“it may be reasonably sup-
posed, the breed through the means ofAllom’s flock had passedthefirst stage of
improvement before Bakewell’s day”. Even so, Marshall seems quite clear in
according to Bakewell the premier place in the subsequent developmentofthis
breed ofsheep.
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_**Nevertheless, it must be and is acknowledged, that Mr. Bakewell is at
the head of the department;—and, whenever he may drop, it is much to

be feared, and highly probable, that another leader, of equal spirit, and

equalabilities, will not be found to succeed him.”

This continuous progressive movementin livestock improvement

undoubtedly stemmed from the eighteenth century and was the
result, as in our own time, of the sustained efforts of many farmers, —

landowners, cattle-men, and shepherds. Initiative, however, is

always morelimited; and although, before Bakewell’s time, others
had been seeking ways of improving theall-too-common mongrel
andill-assorted types of livestock,it is generally agreed that the man
who merits the title of zhe pioneer of pedigree livestock breeding

was Bakewell.
There were other circumstances, in addition to the increasing

need for food, and especially for meat, which favoured the spread
and influence of Bakewell’s methods during his own lifetime. For
example, he pursued his research—for the term indeed truly de-
scribes his work—at a time when agricultural improvements were
attracting increasing attention and the support of several members of
the ruling classes. The Duke of Bedford at Woburn and other land-
owners entered with zest into this progressive movement, carrying
out experiments and making known their results, whilst many
other types of people were eager to promote what was regarded as
a fashionable cause. Royalty gave its active patronage to such an
extent that George III became known as “Farmer George”.
Through his study of agricultural writings, his Windsor farm, his
flock of Merino sheep maintained at Kew, and his experiments in
stock-breeding, he gave evidence of a lively interest in farming
matters. So enthusiastic was His Majesty in his agricultural studies
that he wrote occasional articles for Arthur Young’s monthly
Annals ofAgriculture, under the name of his shepherd at Windsor,
“Ralph Robinson”. Bakewell evidently came in for a measure of
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the King’s favour, and no doubt his recommendation. “I left
Dishley about a fortnight past,” he writes to Youngina letter (p.

172) dated March roth, *88, “have brought a Black Stallion to
London which has been seen by the King, Prince of Wales and
many other personages to whom he gives more general satisfaction
than others I have yet shown.” The horse was paraded * before
Royalty in the courtyard of St. James’s Palace. It is said that the
King was more interested in Bakewell than in his horse. Bakewell
no doubt made manyinfluential contacts through the King’s interest.

Another and more important circumstance was that Bakewell was
a practical farmer. Then,as since, the advice of gentlemen or ‘“‘arm-
chair” farmers was, if not despised, seldom listened to with that

measure of respect afforded to men who dependedfor their living
upon their own efforts as farmers. Ernle quotes Dr. Edwards as
Stating (in 1783): “Gentlemen have no right to be farmers; and
their entering upon agriculture to follow it as a business is perhaps a
breach of their moral duty.” Bakewell’s example and precepts were
more readily accepted because he was not only one with, but one of
the rank andfile of the farming community. To belong, or only to
be with,still makes a difference in rural matters. In sharp contrast
to the interest, admiration, and emulation which Bakewell’s work

evoked in many was the opposition, sometimes spiteful, which he
encountered from particular individuals within the farming com-
munity, especially with respect to some of his later enterprises—
for instance, the formation of the Dishley Society. Considering,
however, the almost total lack of what are nowadaysthe principal
means of propaganda (though some few newspapers did exist), the
knowledge of Bakewell’s work spread at a rate which was little short
ofamazing. Yet even in these days ofradio, T.V., and all manner of

publications, the mosteffective way ofselling and popularising ideas
is personal recommendation by word of mouth. But Bakewell’s

* See letter (p. 172) written by Bakewell to Arthur Young, March10, ’88.
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goods were their own advertisement. His Dishley or New Leicester-
shire breed of sheep ultimately carried his fame as far as New Zea-
land, Australia, and other parts of what is nowthe Commonwealth,

as well as to Europe and America. His trade mark wassurely the
Dishley type, which the males that he bred stamped on their off-
spring in the many herds and flocks where they found homes—
sometimes in environments widely different from that of Dishley.
He usedto say, “If they will not speak for themselves, nothing that
can be said for them will do it.” That they did speak in this way is

certain for the man whoas described by Allan Fraser became the
“Cromwell of English sheep breeding”’.

The improvement brought aboutby theuse ofhis sires stimulated
curiosity in the man and his methods, which, through a happy
marriage of art and science, gave Bakewell his unique place among

the world’s stock-breeders. His lasting fame is confirmed in the
following observation by James A. S. Watson quoted from the
Agricultural Review, May, 1956. “The science of genetics has made
great strides since Mendel, yet our most successful breedersstill
apply—with only minor refinements—the methods that were used
by Bakewell.”



CHAPTER TWO

Forebears and Farm

HREE THINGS,it has been said, make a man; heredity,

7vemperament and environment. There are other formative
influences, including one supremely important, yet no studentoflife
would deny the importance of each of these three factors. Bakewell
would have agreed that the first and last deserve special mention,
for he not only closely studied the effects of these on animals, but
he himself provided an example of their potency.

His father and grandfather before him were tenants of Dishley
farm, and records ofhis lineage go back nineteen generations. His
earliest known ancestor was King’s Chancellor in the reign of Henry
II, and was presented to the Rectory of Bakewell, in the county of

Derby, in 1158. Three of his descendants were consecutive rectors
of Bakewell; the last, on his ejectment during the reign of King
John,retained the territorial name, and thus became the founder of

the Bakewell family. In the thirteenth century the Bakewells moved
to London, where some membersofthe family rose to high office in
State andcivil affairs. A grandson of Thomas de Bakewell, named
John de Bakewell, was an alderman of the City of London, and was
later knighted. He died by being crushed in a crowd, at the corona-
tion of EdwardIII, in 1308.

The second son of Sir Thomas, a lineal ancestor of Robert Bake-

well, and also called Sir John, became Baron of the Exchequer and

Seneschal of Poitiers, the King’s province in France, in 1322-23.

He had twobrothers in Parliament: Sir Thomas, who represented
13
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the county of Kent in 1321, and Roger de Bakewell, member for
Derby.

Subsequent descendants became successively owners ofthe family
manor of Bakewell Hall, in Basinghall Street, near Guildhall, Lon-

don, until it was sold in 1390. Bakewell Hall was formerly Basing
Hall, and was granted by the City of London to Alderman Bakewell
in 1293, and remained the family mansion until sold by Robert
Bakewell, rector of All Hallows Church in Broad Street, to the
Mercers Company. It was finally demolished in 1820 to make way

for the Bankruptcy Court premises.
Four generations downthe line, a grandson of Sir Thomas (the

member of Parliament for Kent), Henry Bakewell, was appointed
ambassador in 1415 to the Knights of Rhode Island. His grand-
daughter was the grandmotherofthe celebrated Countess ofShrews-
bury, best known as “Bess of Hardwick’’. Hardwick Hall remains as
a permanent memorial to her fame as the head ofthe femaleside of
the family of Cavendish, Duke of Devonshire. Three generations
later occurs another ambassador, Thomas de Bakewell, who

possessed the degree of LL.D. and was appointedto Brittany.
It was from one of Henry Bakewell’s (ambassador to Rhodes)

two sons, who settled at Normanton-le-Heath, in Leicestershire,

that the branch of the family known as the Dishley Bakewells de-
rived. Various church livings were held by membersofthe family,
andthe last ofthese, Robert, was rector of Hartlebury in Worcester-
shire. He was the first of five consecutive descendants bearing the
same baptismal name, the last of whom was the famouslivestock
breeder. Robert, one of the sons of the rector of Hartlebury (or
Hartleby), succeeded to the estate at Normanton. Hehadfoursons.
Oneofthese sons, the youngest, becamethefirst ofthe three Robert
Bakewells of Dishley, and grandfather of the subject of this book.
When he cameto Dishley is not precisely known, but as he was born
in 1643 and died in 1716, it was probably towards the end of the
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seventeenth or even the beginning ofthe eighteenth century. From
his will we learn that 66 per cent ofhis personal estate was composed
ofcattle, horses, sheep and pigs. A further 11 per cent was made up
of wool and cheese in store, making a total of £602 10s. outofhis
estate of £793 10s. His son Robert,born in 1685, succeeded to the

farm and died in 1773, aged 88 years. Thus wearrive at his famous
grandson, who was born in 1725 and died in 1795.
From the time, therefore, of Thomas, who, deprived ofhistitle

and in reduced circumstances, removed to London and became
known as Thomas of Bakewell, the social position of the family
seems to have improved. In Church,State, and civic government

Bakewell’s ancestry appeared to have made a useful contribution,
and this family history would indicate the inheritance of mental
capacity and moralvirtue which playedits part in the fashioning of
their character.

It is from about the middle of the fifteenth century, when this
branch of the family settled in Leicestershire, that most of the de-
scendants appear to have belonged to thatclass of country gentle-
men, or yeomen, some of whom farmed their own land. Today,
known descendants of the Dishley Bakewells are found in Great
Britain, America, Australia, South Africa, New Zealand, and other

parts of the world.
Influenced without doubt by this line of ancestry, the training

Robertreceived from his father would do muchto shape his outlook
and affect his development. Both in practical farming andin seeking
for further knowledge, it would seem that the son was encouraged
by his father—howelse could he have been allowed, when.compara-
tively young,to leave the farm and make those journeys of explora-
tion of farming methods and observation in livestock in the West
Country, later to be supplemented by visits to Norfolk, Ireland,

Holland, and elsewhere? One wonders how muchofthe famous
Robert’s ideas were stimulated,if not derived, from his father’s long
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Plate 2. Bakewell’s fireside chair, now in the possession of the Royal Agri-
cultural Society of England. On the back is an inscription which reads: ‘‘This
chair was made under the direction of the celebrated Robert Bakewell of
Dishley, out of a willow tree that grewon his farm. It was his favourite seat
and the back which thus records his memory served as a screen when seated by
his fireside calculating on the profits, or devising some improvements on his
farm. Thousands of pounds have been knownto exchange handsin the same.”
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experience and the expert training which he gave to his son. Arthur
Young makesclear that the irrigation methods employedat Dishley,
which the son developed and exploited in various ways—and upon
which subject he advised others—were first begun by the father.
This development would originally be suggested by the fact that
much ofthe land of Dishleylies in the flood-line of the River Soar,
 

only surviving member of that generation and bears the name William
Levenet Chadwick Bakewell—was responsible for the research which
resulted in the following information concerning the Bakewell Coat of
Armswhich has been borneby the family since the beginning ofthe reign
of Edward II.

Although the family had its origin in Derbyshire it was registered in
ancient rolls at the College of Arms in London as ‘“‘Bakewell of Middle-
sex’’, on accountof residence in the city of London duringthe thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries.

_ “The coat of arms is blazoned, Arms-Paly of six, argent and azure, on

a chef gules, a lion passant or. Crest— Out of a mural crown proper, a

demi-bull sable, armed and unguled or.”’
Theearliest record of this coat of armsis that of “Sir Johan de Bak-

welle’’ on a roll ofarms dated about 1308, now preserved in the Cottonian
Library, British Museum.

Asto the origin of the crest: the “Black Bull’ was the ancient family
badge of Gilbert de Clare (called ““The Red’’), Earl of Gloucester and

Hereford (4. 1243, d. 1295), the most powerful English noble of his day.
It is probable that Sir John Bakewell belonged to the adherents of the

Earl of Gloucester, who, when Sir John was knighted in 1293 granted to

him the “‘demi-bull sable’’ (or black bull) for his crest, with the mural

crown appropriate to Sir John’s position as a principal guardian of the
Cripplegate, a postern gate in the city walls.
John Stow,in his “Survey ofLondon’, (1598) cites a writ ofEdwardI,

addressed to Sir Ralph Sandwich, Warden of the City of London and to
Sir John Bakewell as custodians of the Cripplegate; Sir John died in 1308.

The family motto is “Esse quam videri’”»—‘‘To be rather than to seem.”
c
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and would benefit from occasional natural flooding which Bake-
well’s father would exploit by controlling the distribution of the
water. Bakewell himself made his distinctive contribution to the

scheme for Dishley byutilising a brook (as will be describedlater)
for irrigating high land far removed from the flood-line. The father
wascertainly in advanceofthe practices ofhis contemporaries and—
according to a writer in the Gentleman’s Magazine—‘‘had always the
reputation of being one of the most ingenious and able farmers of
his neighbourhood”’. It would seem a reasonable deduction, in view

of the fact that Robert did not take onthe full responsibility of the
farm until he was about 35 * years of age, that he owed nota little to
his father for his enterprise and desire to experiment. Apparently
the latter, when about 75 years old, handed over the entire control to

his son, and from then the son came into increasing prominenceas
an experimental agriculturist and a breederof improved livestock
in his own right.

Weturn next to a consideration of the farm and environment of
Dishley,t for whilst Robert Bakewell was a man ofthe times and a
traveller, hismore immediate sphere of operations was the farm of
which he was the tenant, consisting of under 500 acres, and de-

scribed as being held onlease by his father “‘at an easy rent”. The
land is mainly low-lying, and a large proportion would doubtless
be in grass, the topography lending itself as suggested, to the im-
provement brought about by the methodofirrigation. This grass-
land was a dominantfeature of both the county and the farm. It is
significant that Bakewell’s occupationis still described in the Dic-
tionary ofNational Biography by the word “‘grazier”. Again it was
natural that, by reason ofits situation in a county famedfor centuries

* Garrad, writing in 1800, says that when ‘‘about twenty-twoyears ofage he
began to pay particular attention to the improvementofdifferent kinds oflive-
stock”, |

{ Dishley = Dic-Leah, ‘Clearing By or Near a Dyke.” Transactions of
Leicestershire Archaeological Society, Vol. 18, 1934-35, Pp. 140.
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for its fattening pastures, his farming improvements on the stock

side should be mainly concerned with the production of meat;

and also that, in the first instance, he should desire both good stock

and goodland, and not the one without the other. Although graz-
ing and hay would be the major productions of Dishley in Bake-
well’s time, it is clear that he grew corn and roots for the winter
feeding ofhis stock, as well as vetches, carrots for his horses, broccoli

and coleseed. It will be notedalso in his correspondence with Culley
that he refers to his crop of peas. Further, he was evidently a keen
cabbage-growerfor seed as well as for a food crop and—as showing
that his interests were not entirely concerned with the improvement
of livestock—the following quotation from Marshall is of interest:
“There is in this county a valuable sort—a large green cabbage—
propagated, if not raised, by Mr. Bakewell, who is not morecele-
brated for his breed of rams, than for his breed of cabbages.”’ Mr.
Paget of Ibstock is described as the greatest cabbage grower ob-
served by Marshall, growing 10-14 acres a year, “‘excepting perhaps
Mr. Bakewell of Dishley’’.

Arthur Young, when hevisited Dishley for ten days in his tour
of the East of England in 1771, recorded that the farm comprised
440 acres, with 110 acres of this area under the plough; and‘‘on this
he kept sixty horses, four hundred large sheep and one hundred and
fifty beasts of all sorts”. About 30 acres were under roots (mainly
turnips, but including cabbage), 15 acres ofautumn-sown wheat,and

25 acres of spring sown corn each year, including some peas. “Mr.
Bakewell has generally a small field of potatoes which he plants after
the plough, and keeps perfectly clear of weeds; he finds them to
answer greatly.” The remainder of the farm (about 330 acres, less

area under buildings, water-courses, etc.) was under grass, of which

the water-meadows covered from 60 to 80 acres. Later Bakewell
adopted alternate husbandry on a larger area of the farm. The soil
Young described as ‘‘a mellow rich friable sandy loam which runs
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naturally to white clover and other valuable plants’, though in-
herently the land ‘‘is no better than his neighbour’s”. He notedhis
methodofplanting his quicks for fences, butcritically observed that
even at Dishley, as in other parts of the county, there was consider-
able waste of land in making new fences—mainly by reason of the
double post-and-rail fencing, i.e. on each side of the planted hedge.
He was most impressed by (butcritical of) the division andsub-
division of the pastures and meadowsat Dishley. He admitted the
convenienceofthis division when appliedto fields near the steading,

but said frankly that he could not understand its application to the
fields beyond. Bakewell’s reply is of great interest as showing
knowledge in advance of his time in the managementof grassland,
and also in witness of his observation and deductions from travels
through the country. Taking the last-mentioned pointfirst, here is

a noteinitialled by Bakewell which Young quotesin his account:—

“From whatpart of the kingdom comes oxen more completely fattened
than from the county of Devon? and there they wish to have the pastures
two or three acres, not exceeding four: three of which are grazed, the

fourth at rest. This practice is well known in the dairying countries to
produce most milk, and by a parity of reason, why not moreflesh? If it
be objected, that by this method, there is a waste of land, it is answered,

that whentheprice ofcoals exceed sixpence a hundred, the hedges makeas
muchfor fuel as the land is worth for any other purpose.

R.B.”

Young hadalso cited, not as objections but as points to he con-
sidered in taking up this idea of small fields or paddocks, which he
grantedafter listening to Bakewell, “Admit of much tobe said for
it’, the following:—

“*r. The expense of sub-division. 2. That of Water. 3. The conveni-
ence of stock. 4. The superiority of the instinct of an animal in feeding
himself, to the reason of a man, when applied to that purpose. 5. The
trampling that happens on small fields, merely to get out of them. 6. The
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shelter which long grass affords in a scorching summer. 7. The valueit
is of in winter.”

In support of the method Young summarises Bakewell’s reasons
in the following words:—

“He contendsthat all grass should beeaten off the ground by Augustto
make way for the fresh growth that comesafterwards. If this is not effected
a loss must be incurred. Such as is not fed, should be mown. If the fields

are large, this cannot be done. The beasts will eat the sweetest grass, and

leave great quantities, which will grow sour and afterwards be refused
even bythelean beasts, which are brought on in succession, as they will

eat the young sweet growth, andleave so much,that a portion ofthefield
had it been divided, might have been grown for hay. In a large space of
groundalso, theytrample and spoil much morein beating aboutfor the sweet

spots, than they could do whena field is given in divisions by degrees.”

How interesting all this sounds in the light of our emphasis,
nowadays, on rotational grazing, close even grazing, rest periods,
strip grazing, and thelike.

This question of grassland managementhas been treated at some
length here because it explains to some extent why visitors in Bake-

well’s time were impressed by the appearance of the farm andby the
contrast between it and the surrounding countryside. The greenness
of the fields—especially where irrigated and in the dry periods ofthe
year—the multiplicity of divisions giving it almost the appearance
of a modern experimental farm, and the superior quality ofwell-kept
stock, combined to give Dishley, in a county with a certain repute
for grassland and livestock, a pre-eminentposition.
The grassland would not all be of a permanent character, for

apparently Bakewell, as his stock increased in number, laid down
muchofhis arable to temporary grass. Young reports that Bakewell
tried experiments on laying arable to grass, repeating them for
several years and from “‘the massofhis experience has drawn decided
conclusions”—the adjective “decided” is significant, for it is
characteristic of the firm judgment andself-reliance of Bakewell.
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Oneofhis fields which Young describes was in the following divi-
sions: onelaid with rye-grass (spelt ‘“‘ray-grass’”) alone, another red
clover alone, a third with white clover alone, a fourth white clover

mixed with red, a fifth red clover and rye-grass: ‘‘and in feeding the
field with varioussorts of cattle and sheep, as well as in mowing for
hay, he finds the last the best”. Hence his general conclusion for
laying downis given as “‘1o lb. an acre of commonred clover and 2
pecks ofgoodclean ray-grass”’. In a note by Bakewell which Young
prints is the request for more experiments on this question ofsuitable
seed mixtures for new grass. His method of establishing new
grass, Young says, was not common. He took two crops of roots
for the purpose ofgetting the land well cleaned, then used barley as
a nurse crop.

‘*The first year he has a very fine crop ofclover in the common manner;
the spring following he manuresit richly with very rotten dung and always
finds that half the broad clover disappears that year; the third year it is
quite gone; and the pasture everafter is not to be known from the best
common meadows; the herbage consisting of good grasses and a thick
covering of wild white clover.”

Around the farmstead were his roads, which, constructed after

his own plan, were kept tidy. Young says: “There is one use to
which Mr. Bakewell applies water, in which he is perfectly original;
it is that ofmaking roads. Helets it into a short onethat leads down
to his house, and by washing, cleans and improvesit.”

Onthis first visit in 1771, Young reports that Bakewell, having
observed many inconveniences to attend unfenced ponds—e.g.
whichcattle in hot weather make muddy—hadconstructed troughs
which allowedfor just sufficient water as was needed at any one time
for an animal drinking, and with a paved approach, the pond being
fenced off from the stock. His fields were thus adequately supplied
with drinking-water. At the farmstead he had water in cisterns, and
Youngsays all his cattle were let loose once a day to drink, “except
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those on turnips which do not wantit”, which latter remark suggests

a very liberal allowance of turnips per day. His cattle in winter were
all tied, in open or other sheds, from November until the end of

March. It is clear that at his own expense he constructedstalls and
new sheds and converted old barnsinto the accommodation required
for his increasing herd. Young reported that he had wintering
accommodation for upwards of 170 cattle; also that, as he did not
buy straw or hay, “‘it must at once appearthat he keeps a larger stock
on a given numberofacres than most men in England”.

All such additional equipmentofland and buildings, and perhaps
moreespecially that of the irrigation system, implies that Bakewell
must have had a good landlord and a sense of security of tenure,
doubtless arising in part out of the long-continued tenancy of
Dishley by the Bakewells. Thus Young concludes the report of
his first visit as follows:—

“No where have I seen works, that do their author greater honour; they
are not theeffect of a rich landlord’s determining to be a good farmer on
his own land, but the honest and truly meritorious endeavoursofa tenant

performing great and expensive works on the property of another. It is
true, he is fortunate in a generous and considerate landlord; and much do I
wish that such excellent farmers may always meet with the same encourage-
ment. A truly good farmer cannot be too much favoured, a bad one cannot
have his rent raised too high. Let me exhort the farmersof this kingdom
in general to take Mr. Bakewell as a pattern in manypointsofgreat impor-
tance; they will find their account in it, and the kingdom in general be
benefited nota little.”

This tribute, it should be noted, was made when Bakewell would
be in his forties.
Of major interest in considering the situation and layout of the

farm is its adjacency to Black Brook.* This is a stream whichrises
inthe uplands of Charnwood Forest south-south-west of Dishley,
and followsa circuitous course of about 10 miles in journeying to

* See letter (p. 175) from Bakewell to Arthur Young dated Aug. 1789.
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join the River Soar, near Dishley. It is a most important brook, as
within 3 miles ofits source it is dammedto form a mile-long reservoir
of great depth, which supplies Loughboroughand adjacentvillages
with water. The brook then continues from the reservoir overflow
and, taking in tributary streams, descends from the uplands with a
volume strong enough in former days to provide water for the mill
at Dishley and with an adequate supply for irrigation not only of
the fields adjoining it, but over much of the farm to the west. For
this extensive water-way system Bakewell constructed a canal said to

be over a mile in length, from which water would be distributed
through smaller channels. The Black Brook finally reaches the
River Soar to the north of Dishley. The main road, it would seem,
follows the line of the old turnpike road, as suggested by culverts
found underthe present road four years ago. This road divides the
farm, mostofthe fields lying to the north ofit being flat, whilst those
to the south ofthe road are more undulating. Judging from present-
day observation it would seem that the farm was well laid out with
reasonably sized fields. Bakewell had a personalliking for small en-
closures, claiming that five 1o-acre fields provided as much grazing
as one large 6o-acre field. As a tenant farmer he wasnotentirely his
own master in this respect, and some of the Dishley fields exceeded
his ideal. The buildings are fairly extensive, and though alterations
and additions have been made over the years, parts of the original
house and steading can betraced.

The famous barn, in which Bakewell showed off his sheep and in
which many agreements would be transacted is, alas! no more,

though the writer suggests that irregularities in the area immediately
north of the present steading may conceal remains ofits foundations.
White says that an ancient barn, 50 yards long by 15 yards broad,
was pulled down in 1856. This would be the original Abbey Grange,
said to be one ofthe finest barns in England.

Dishley as an agricultural parish has a very long andinteresting
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history, and is now in the borough of Loughborough, with vast
housing estates adjacent. The Dishley parish never went through
the process of Parliamentary Enclosure, though its neighbouring
chapelry (Thorpe Acre) did have an Enclosure Act in 1779. It is
somewhat curious that Bakewell, unlike so many of his Midland

friends, never seems to have served as an Enclosure Commissioner,

especially as in his day there wasstill much open-field landin his
locality. During his life the road by the Grange was turnpiked,
which would aid travellers coming from all parts to reach him. The
toll-gate was situated just beyond the Grange going northwards, and
the small toll-gate house was pulled down asrecently as 1954, leaving

just the small garden. The corn-mill by the stream was closed and
its mill-pool reclaimed for agricultural purposes at the end ofthe
same year. Two new farm cottages have been built during the
twentieth century on the farm, but one ancient cottage with low
thatched roof remains which was re-thatched this year.
The main road today carries very heavy traffic, and schemesfor

by-pass roads may cut through the Dishley farm and fields so
familiar to Bakewell. Adjoining is the stretch of land forming an
aerodrome into which industry is seeking to establish itself. The
canalised Soar flanks one side of the Dishley Grange and the smoke-
trails of two railways lie to the east, yet the Dishley farmstead and
fields have survived sofar (1957).

More recently the farm area has been increased, some extra
acreage being taken, for example, in 1941. Today the Grangeis
therefore larger than in Bakewell’s tenancy and consists of 590 acres
with an addition, known as ‘‘The Mill’’, of 56 acres. Thefields are
chiefly watered by the stream, and no seasonal shortage is experi-
enced. In the 1940’s a well was still serving the farm water-supply
requirements. Mr. J. H. Porter, the present tenant, has farmed
Dishley for upwards of forty years, and his father farmed it before
him—thusfollowing the Bakewell family tradition.



CHAPTER THREE

The Man and his Contemporaries

NAPPEARANCEBakewell has been describedastall, broad-
Lsrcatdered, and in later years inclined—as is not uncommon—
to stoutness. His portliness is confirmed by the print (reproduced
at page 104) of a half-length portrait which has hung in the
writer’s private room at College for many years. This would appear
to be a copy ofthe original engraving, the work of F. Englehart,
published by Joseph Rogerson of Norfolk Street, Strand, London,
in 1842. It shows a clean-shaven face, rather prominentnose, firm

mouth, and double chin. The features suggest keen intelligence,
alertness, and sagacity, but a glance at this picture makes one
always aware of the most striking feature, namely the eyes. These
seem to indicate, by their piercing, intent quality, those powers of
observation which played so important a part in the success of
his work. It is difficult to conceive that much of importance in con-
nection with live-stock or farming would escape detection by those
eyes. He is wearing, as will be seen, a low-crowned hat, a short,

dark wig, a single-breasted coat with many buttons, and a white
cravat.
At Dishley Grange, Mrs. Porter, wife of the present tenant, must

have shown many visitors the equestrian portrait now hung over
the fireplace in one of the front rooms. In this picture (Frontispiece)
he is depicted riding a horse which looks like a good Cleveland Bay
(a breed belonging to a district in which Bakewell’s famous breed
of sheep are maintained today), thoughheis said tohave favoured a

26
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strong, black cob. In the backgroundare trees and a wide expanse
of greensward with three Longhorn cattle, to whose improvement
Bakewell devoted so much attention. The hat, the periwig, and the
coat with a few buttons unfastened to reveal the cravat, are as de-

scribed earlier, suggesting that the engraving was copied from this
painting. The loose buff coat (described by one writer as his drab
Quaker-cut coat), the scarlet waistcoat, leather breeches, and top
boots, would no doubt be an attire often adopted by Bakewell,
especially on his tours and on days when he showed his manyvisi-
tors round his farm and stock.

This painting in oils by an unknown artist (30 inches by 41
inches) was exhibited at Leicester in 1927 and at Amsterdam in 1929.

It was formerly in the possession of a member of the Bakewell
family, John Styles Bakewell, Esq., of Crom Hall, Gloucester, who

‘presented it to Mr. and Mrs. J. H. Porter in 1930 in appreciation of
their work in connection with the discovery and renovation ofthe
Bakewells’ burial-ground. Mr. John Styles Bakewell had previously
purchased thepicture from the Rev. Smithers, rector of Hathern, a
village situated 1 mile from Dishley.
The Royal Agricultural Society possesses, however, what is

apparently a copy,in oils, of this picture; which is hungin its offices
in London. TheSociety also houses an interestingrelic of Bakewell
in the form of a stoutly-made wooden chair, which was presented
by oneofits Leicestershire members, the late Henry C. Woodcock,

on the occasion of the Royal Show atLeicester in 1896. Onits high
back, with a movable rest for the head, are inscribed the words:—

“This Chair was made under the direction of the celebrated Robert
Bakewell of Dishley out of a Willow Tree that grew on his Farm—It was
his favourite seat, and the Back, which thus records his Memory,served as
a screen when seated by his Fireside calculating on the profits, or devising
some Improvement on his Farm—Thousands ofpounds have been known
to exchange Handsin the same.”
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Having sat in the chair, one can testify to the generous propor-
tions, which confirm the description of Bakewell’s stature. It is not
difficult to imagine him sitting in his chair reflecting on his work,
for the purpose, as Virgil once described it, ‘‘that so practice and
pondering might slowly forge out many an art”.

Bakewell has been charged with several faults of character, such
as secretiveness,selfishness, jealousy, and an occasional proneness to

self-advertisement. He had his critics (some of whom later became
his converts) who wereat times extremely hostile, and was “ridiculed
and opposed, most of all by those who lived in his immediate
neighbourhood”; but what great man has not at times experienced
similar opposition? Undoubtedly his success accounted for much of
the disparagementhe suffered. There wasalso the degree ofcunning
(in these days more politely described as shrewdness) which he is
said to have exercised by a writer of his own time, and which was
called “‘the vice ofhis profession”. That he mightat times have been
more conciliatory and perhaps more understanding, one does not
question: but his integrity and honesty ofpurpose are beyond doubt,
and his manners were described as having “rustic, yet polite and
pleasing frankness which rendered him acceptable to all ranks’.
In confirmation of this opinion we may quote the tribute of Sir
Richard Phillips, who seems to have known Bakewell well. Phillips,
makes an interesting comparison between Bakewell and Cobbett,
the famouswriter-politician. He writes of Bakewell:—

“In person, in originality and in self-thinking on every subject I have

never met with any approximating to him except in William Cobbett.
They are in many characteristics kindred men. Bakewell was not a writer,
but in his opinions he was as bold and original as Cobbett. The vulgar
farmers hated him,just as the small thinkers hate Cobbett. If the two men
had been weighed in the balance, they would each have weighed 16 stone;
if measured in height each would have been 5 ft. 10 in.: if a painter had
mixed colours to paint their complexion, the same dark tints would have

donefor both; if a tailor had made their clothes, the patterns and colours,
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brown and scarlet, might have been interchanged, and if a blind man had
heard them talk, the same style of reasoning would have deceived him as
to their identity. Bakewell’s visage was longer than Cobbett’s; but there
was the sameplayfulness of manner, the same contemptofvulgaropinions
and of authority in thinking, and the same deviation from commontracks
both in conclusions and in practice. I have seen Bakewell on his farm and I
have seen Cobbett on his farm, and except in the different species of their
enthusiasm, of one as a breeder, and of the other as a writer for the press,
no two men could be more enthusiastic and no two men more like each

other.”

Onthe question ofhis secretiveness it would seem that the charge
hascertainlybeen exaggerated, and mayindeed havelittle foundation.
It is probable, as suggested earlier, that the criticism has simply
been repeated by successive writers without study of the evidence.

In the Complete Grazier (sixth edition, 1833) it is stated that

“With regard to the ‘mysterious manner’ in which Mr. Bakewell has
been too generally accused of having conductedhis businessit is a charge
so vague and undefined, as hardly to merit remark; yet, as it conveys
somewhatofreflection uponhis character, it may be due to his memory to
enquire upon what foundation it rests and if examined closely it will re-
solve itself into this:—that he was gifted with more than commonacute-
ness of observation, judgement and perseverance; which combined with
the experience he had acquired under his father, (who was also a dis-
tinguished breeder in his time) he unremittingly applied to the improve-
ment ofcattle. Such qualities directed to any one object, could not fail
of success; and such it may fairly be presumed wasthe only mysteries he
employed.”

It is only right, however, that an opposite view should be quoted
and William Pitt writes in 1813 “‘No man perhaps ever made more
comparisons betweenthedifferent breedsofcattle than Mr. Bakewell
and no one able to tell us so much hasevertold us solittle about
them.” A fair deduction, it would seem,is that in a period of keen
rivalry amongst eminentbreeders of livestock Bakewell’s practice
was not open to the inspection of everyone, though he was willing
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to help many genuine inquirers. That he did not publish or leave
behind him a written record ofall his methodsis hardly a justifiable
basis for the charge of secrecy.* It is difficult, for instance, to recon-
cile the charge with the following quotations from oneofhisletters
to Culley, dated February 8, 1787:—

“*A few days ago I was honouredbya letter from Count de Bruhl, Envoy
Extra-Ordinary to the Court of Great Britain, requesting to know the
best method of Breeding, Rearing and Feeding the best kind of stock and
what I would expect for such communication, to which I returned for

answer that I had not any knowledge I should not with great readiness

communicate and accordingly gave him the best Account in my Power.”

Possibly his use ofin-breeding as an aid to fixing type—and none
applied it so intensively as he did—may have accounted in part for
a certain reticence. There is some indirect confirmation for this

suggestion in George Culley’s Odservations on Live Stock, 1786.

Culley writes, ‘“The great obstacle to the improvement of domestic
animals seems to have arisen from a common andprevailing idea
amongst breeders that no bulls should be used in the same stock
more than three years, and no tup more than two. Otherwise the
breed will be too near akin.”’ Culley adds a significant observation,
‘Some have imbibed the prejudice so far as to think it irreligious.”’
Religion and respectability were close associates in those days, and
Bakewell, who so completely ignored the prejudice against mating
close relations, may have beenless than frank in conversation about
this matter. Bakewell, following in his parent’s footsteps, was a
loyal supporter, and chief mainstay financially, of the Unitarian
Chapel in Warners Lane, Loughborough. This chapel was built in
1743, and Bakewell’s father was one ofthe first two trustees of the

* Of John Ellman (1753~1798) of Glynde, Sussex, who did for the Short-
wools what Bakewell did for the Longwools and so making possible the
Southdown, though his work was about twenty years later than Bakewell’s.
Fraser writes: “There is perhaps less known of Ellman’s methods than of
Bakewell’s”, ref. 34, Bibliography p. 97.



The Man and his Contemporaries 31
property and at onetimeits treasurer. Robert, the son, was ap-
pointed a trustee in 1774, and in 1761 was also a trustee for the
Mountsorrel Chapel, and even in the daysofhis financialdifficulty
maintained his subscriptions to the church. Thathis religious con-
victions were ofimportanceis borneoutin other ways; for example,
he would never show stock on a Sunday, even to his most exalted
visitors. It may thus be that this was another factor accounting for
his reserve on such questions as his method of in-breeding. He
certainly had a horror of“‘city farmers”, as he described the journa-

- lists who cameto see him to obtain “copy” abouthis agricultural
methods, and this no doubt gave force to thecriticism. It is clear,
however, that he genuinely desired to encourage others to engage
in the work oflivestock improvement. Hence he writes to Culley
(p. 102): “This matter I think of great importance to determine
and much wants investigation which I hope you will attend to also
request your friends to make the same experiments”—and again,
writing about Culley’s book on livestock, he observes (p. 102):—

“I congratulate you on the success you had in your Publication and
doubt not butyou must and will have the Thanks ofthe sensible part of
Mankind and whatthe others say or think is oflittle consequence. I hope
you will soon be ready for a Second Edition.”

It would thus seem,then, that the criticism ofBakewell’s secretive-
ness about his methods has been rather too severe. On the sources
of his original foundation stock it is granted that he was uncom-
municative, and in his matings it is said his only confidant was his
shepherd. What, of course, Bakewell could not communicate to
anyone else was his own skill and judgmentin the selection and.
mating of his stock and his combination, so entirely personal, of
powers ofobservation, intuition, and memory which, even in these
daysofreadily accessible pedigree records, herd books, and thelike,
is still indispensable to the establishment and maintenance of a
successfulstud, herd, or flock. Bakewell’s success was largely due to
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his great capacity as a judge of stock; something more than pro-
ficiency in the use of a score card is necessary in a judge ofstock.
As Low puts it, “He perfectly understood the relation which
exists between the external form of an animal and its aptitude to
becomefat in a short time.” There is art as well as science in stock-

breeding and feeding; and milk or other records are of value only
if the data thus made available are rightly interpreted andefficiently
applied. It is not uncommonin these days to find successful stock-
breeders who havedifficulty in explaining their methods in words.

About Bakewell’s philosophy of life we can glean little know-
ledge from the Culley collection of letters. Here is a selection.
“We are best of all led to Men’s Principles by what they do”

(p. 104), and again, writing in April, 1787 (p. 109), when he would

be only 61 years of age, he says:—

“And as in the way of Nature my continuance cannotbe longI like Earl

Douglas, who when dying said:—

‘Fight on my merry menall,
For why mylife is at an end
Earl Pearcy sees mefall’.

so I would recommend to you and others who have done methe Credit of
adopting my Opinions to pursue it with unremitting Zeal as far as shall be

- consistent with prudence and commonsense, allways open to conviction
when anything better is advanced.”

In June, 1787 (p. 112), he openshis letter thus :—

“Your kind Favor of the r9th Ult. came in due course and I have the

pleasure to inform you that I am now much better than I have been for
some Monthspast, but feel myself not so active or able to bear so much
Exercise as in the earlier part of Life but this is nothing more than is

reasonable to expect Pope says

‘Nor from the Dregs of Life hope to receive
Whatthe first sprightly runnings hence could give.’

I wish to do all in my powerto serve the cause in which I have engaged
and hopethey will accept the Will for the Deed.”



 
Plate 3a. Recentrestoration work at Dishley Church. Originally the
church, dedicated to All Saints, consisted of a nave, chancel, north

porch and a low, embattled tower with onebell.

Plate 36. Bakewell’s tombstone.
































































































































































































































































































































































