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Small-scale English county maps produced for 19th century atlases and topographies have generally 
been dismissed as unoriginal, unreliable and of no value as historical evidence. However, this painstak
ing. reco~struction of methods of preparation of the county maps published in the Lysons' Magna 
Britanma ( 1806-22), from correspondence and working documents, reveals the need for a reassessment 
of such maps by establishing the complexity and diligence of their construction process. The working 
methods of 19th century map-makers are, thus, illuminated and the contributions of all involved in 
production newly assessed. A clearer picture of the procedures and timetable of map creation in the 19th 
century emerges. 

INTRODUCTION 
Daniel and Samuel Lysons published their Magna Bri

tannia between 1806 and 1822, in volumes covering the 
counties alphabetically between Bedfordshire and Devon, 
before the project ground to a halt following Samuel's death 
in 18191• This monumentally ambitious 'concise topo
graphical account of the several counties of Great Britain • 
was seen as the next link in a long chain of historical/anti
quarian/topographical accounts of Britain. Thus, although 
cartography was far removed from the brothers' main
stteam interests of antiquities and ancient and genealogical 
history, they followed the long-standing tradition estab
lished through the several versions and edditions of 
Camden's Britannia of illustrating their work with county 
maps2• Unusually, many of the working documents and 
much of the correspondence relating to the creation of the 
Magna Britannia has survived3, offering a unique oppor
tunity to reconstruct, at least partially, the process of 
creation of the maps and allowing a fresh assessment of the 
significance of this cartographic genre as evidence. In con
trast to the work's multitude of dull engravings and 
etchings4, mainly of antiquities, the county maps (along 
with the town plans5 and marine charts~ prove of surprising 
interest, providing an insight into aspects of map making 
only superficially understood and little documented. 

ROLE OF CORRESPONDENTS 
In order to understand the process of preparation, it is 

necessary to appreciate the number and variety of people 
involved. It was customary in the creation of such works to 
practice a process of ongoing revision during preparation, 
recognising that despite leaving 'no source of enquiry un
tried, whence it appeared... probable... obtain accurate 
information', inaccuracy was inevitable. Corrections and 
updated data would emanate from 'individuals, who are 
more particularly acquainted with the details of several 
matters ... than those to whom we have applied'. Hence, as 
know ledge of the project spread and ever -more correspond
ents became involved, more and more information came to 
hand, much of it of cartographic significance. The process 
of sending out draft and proof materials for revision to 
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informed individuals generated significant changes to car
tographic content. The involv·ement of multiple 
contributors was a long-standing and accepted method of 
correcting and updating information. It was both expected 
and welcomed, as Henry Barnard of Cave Castle confirmed 
in a letter of June 1808: ' ... I think it the duty of every one 
to promote the correctness & value of such a work as far as 
it is in his power.' Consequently, much unsolicited informa
tion and material was proferred. Thus, for example, Thomas 
France wrote in March 1819 informing that he had just 
'purchased the Estate called Hampton' in Devon and re
questing his 'name to be inserted in the Map instead of Mr 
Angwin the late owner'. In the event, although both the 
owners and the house were noted in Magna Britannia's text, 
neither appeared on the map of the county despite its 
sycophantic concentration on landownership and the 
houses of the gentry. The evidence of Lysons' own maps 
was even, on occasion, quoted back to them as authority for 
the correction of textual errors, as, for instance, in the case 
of the spelling of Egloshayle, west of Bodmin. 

It is clear that the brothers were anxious that the county 
map which accompanied each part of the Magna Britannia 
should be of quality and accuracy. In order to construct the 
maps, they drew on a range of authoritative sources, as their 
account of the preparation of the Cambridgeshire map 
indicates: 'No Map of Cambridgeshire having been hither
to published, which is by any means accurate, either in the 
general outline, or the position of the several Places, we are 
peculiarly fortunate in being able to give a more correct one, 
having been obligingly furnished by Mr. Thomas Fisher, 
banker of Cambridge, with the use of a Trigonometrical 
Survey of that County, made by the late Charles Mason, 
D .D. Fellow of Trinity College; we are also indebted to Mr. 
Arrowsmith for a corrected outline, and to Mr. William 
Custance of Cambridge, for corrections of the Course of 
Rivers and Roads in the Southern part of the County'. 
Custance was a surveyor and builder of Chesterton well 
known for his fine plan of Cambridge of 1798 7. Corre
spondence reveals that, in practice, Custance was difficult 
to contact and that at least some of the information for the 
construction of an up-to-date map of the county came from 
'a young man, his clerk I suppose' who warned that any map 
'of this county could not be accurate ... for two years 
together on account of the numerous inclosures going on, 
which to be sure is true enough'. 
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Amongst the vast number of other correspondents con
sulted, Daniel also contacted John Farey who was at the 
time agent for the Duke of Bedford's extensive estates. 
Farey was destined to become a leading and pioneering 
geologist producing some 60 scientific papers, contribu
tions to the Encyclopaedia Britannica and numerous 
geological sections and maps, including the important 
General View of the Agriculture and Minerals of Derbyshire 
(1811-17)8. 

At some time prior to February 1801, Farey was asked 
for information on local topography, particularly concern
ing the latest developments. His comments in reply 
illuminate the mechanics of correction and updating. In 
February 180 1, Farey helpfully responded that he could 
'make considerable corrections & additions to Jeffery's 
Map [c.1765] ... if you could procure a copy (in sheets it 
would be best to work at) ... I would ... be at considerable 
pains to correct that large Map to the present time, and from 
this correct copy your diminished Map had better be made 
than correcting it after it is diminished. It would also per
haps induce the owner of the large plates to correct them 
before he prints off again'. From the correspondence it is 
clear that Lysons' draft map of Bedfordshire was first sent 
for correction to Sir Joseph Banks, president of the Royal 
Society, who was associated with Farey and was later 
responsible for advising the Board of Agriculture to com
mission him for the Derbyshire survey. 

However, the Duke of Bedford's 'sudden & lamented 
death' forced Farey to resign as agent. Consequently in 
February 1803, he was forced to apologise 'that the Duke's 
Plans went out of my possession before I was able to correct 
your map of Bedfordshire' which had been passed on for 
further amendment by Banks after his revisions. The delay 
between Farey's offer of corrections two years earlier and 
the return of the map without his amendments must have 
been frustrating, the delay resulting from what must have 
been a typical combination of problems- 'a long illness', 
followed by 'the accumulation of business thereby occa
sioned', then 'removal' to London following resignation in 
which the map 'got packed up in a Box but till very lately 
opened'. However, Farey did pass on information recalled 
from 'Sir Jonas Moore's Plan & Survey ofWoburn Parish, 
made in 1661, which I had in my possession there'. 

Farey's inability to amend the draft map, reflected the 
growing unproductiveness of correspondence with him. 
When asked for 'some observations on the Soils of Bed
fordshire', Farey did not consider himself 'at liberty' to 
provide information because it would compete with the map 
currently being prepared b~ his associate and teacher Wil
liam Smith, the geologist . The two had been brought 
together 'about 2 years ago by the late lamented Duke ... to 
investigate ... minutely ... the strata which compose the soil 
of Woburn & its neighbourhood'. At that time, Smith had 
'been many years engaged in investigating the Strata & 
Soils of this Island, and delineating accurately on a Map 
their appearances on the surface'. Not wishing to pre-empt 
the publication of his mentor's work, the best Farey could 
offer was 'a prospectus of Mr Smith's work in which the 
researchs ... alluded to are intended to appear'. Thus, a time 
consuming correspondence of over two years had yielded 
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very little in revisions to the draft map of Bedfordshire. 

SOURCES 
Map makers were rarely forthcoming in describing 

methods used to prepare their maps, even when they were 
constructed from actual survey. Generally, they tended to 
be reticent about their techniques, being either vague and 
evasive as Greenwood was10 or mainly silentlikeBurdett11 • 

Nevertheless, the vast majority of maps were constructed 
simply by copying whatever material was to hand12. Al
though this process of plagiarism is well known and has 
been reconstructed several times in recent county carto-bib
liographies13, few actual details of the practice are 
documented. Fortuitously, among Daniel Lysons' papers 
there is evidence of the methods used in creating his county 
maps. In addition to acknowledged cartographic sources, 
reference was made to Speed's maps of Berkshire, Bedford
shire and Buckinghamshire (all 1612), Bowen's map of 
Cambridgeshire from the Large English Atlas (cropped; 
edition unknown), Charles Smith's maps of Cheshire 
(1801) and Cornwall (1804), and Gibson's 'Accurate Map 
of Cornwall from an Actual Survey' (c. 1765-681') which 
appeared in The Universal Museum. That such maps were 
not accepted uncritically without revision or adaptation is 
indicated by manuscript notes adfed to an impression of the 
half-inch to the mile reduction1 of Martyn's 9-sheet map 
of Cornwall and by the crude geological colouring and 
manuscript labelling superimposed on the third-of-an-inch 
to the mile reduction 16 of the same map, both published by 
Faden in 1784. Although it is not clear to what extent each 
map was used as a source for the county maps, it is apparent 
that the brothers were not content to draw on only one 
existing map alone as so many other map makers did, both 
before and after. 

Crucial assessments of the value of existing maps as 
sources came from correspondents who conveyed local 
opinions on the quality and value of available cartographic 
materials and suggested revisions and corrections. Thus, 
Martyn's Cornwall (c.1748), for example, seems to have 
been well thought of by informed residents of that county 
who referred the brothers to the map for accurate data on 
distance, bearings, place location and the habitations of the 
gentry. James Coffin, for example, advised that 'for the 
Bearings, you will be more accurately informed by Martin's 
map of Cornwall, than any information I can give', and 
Edward Goode that 'you may derive great information as 
to the bearings of the different places from each other from 
Martin's Map of Cornwall'. Opinions such as 'Martyn's 
map is very correct and I do not think it common in County 
Maps to have each parish accurately set down' indicate a 
knowledge of county cartography which went beyond local 
interest, allowing correspondents to judge a map's veracity 
and accuracy within a broader context. Similarly, corre
spondents exhibited familiarity with recently published 
Ordnance Survey sheets: 'The Map of Cornwall taken by 
Government is not... out; a great part of the Eastern part of 
the County is included in their Map of Devon'. Indeed, it 
was predicted that the forthcoming Ordnance map of the 
county would not improve on Martyn's map which could 
be ' ... entirely relied upon- I have found it even at this day 
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wonderfully accurate, & I understand the Royal Engineers 
certified they could add little if any thing to it'. On one 
occasion, the brothers were even criticised for adopting the 
Ordnance's inaccurate topography in their draft map, by 
replicating 'Col. Mudge 's ... great error in carrying the Mail 
Road ... to Truro through the Village of Belovely ... ', which 
ithadpassedthrough 'inMartyn'stime,'insteadofcorrectly 
positioning it a distance to the right of the village. However, 
as with many other corrections notified by correspondents, 
this was ignored and Lysons' map continued to route the 
road incorrectly through the village, the revision being 
considered so trifling as not to warrant the trouble or ex
pense of altemtion. 

Other large-scale county maps were found to be less 
helpful. Donald's Cumberland (1774), for example, caused 
confusion by its identification of 'Castra Explomtion ... a 
little way south from Oea Hall'. Correspondent Richard 
Matthews of Wigton was asked for clarification but could 
discover only that 'there formerly existed the ruins of some 
work of defence; but, as even they have perished, & no 
recollection remains of any thing dug up within them, it is 
now impossible to ascertain to what age or people they 
belonged. The name given them by the Editions of the Map 
ofCumberland appears to be quite imaginary, and as remote 
from the truth as if they had stiled them Castra Cornelii'. 
Rocque's Berkshire (1761) was accused ofboth inaccuracy: 
'Rocque makes the area of Berkshire somewhat too large 
as to geographical extent; but on the other hand he consid
embly underrates the measure of degrees & consequently 
his scale of Miles is a little too long, & his calculation in 
Acres too low'; and of perpetuating errors: 'The Mistake 
made by Rocque appears ... to have been copied from Ash
mole .. .' Nevertheless, J. BeekejudgedRocque's map 'the 
best authority' for the orthogmphy of the county and its 
'topographical accuracy ... very highly & deservedly es
teemed' and suitable for the 'agricultuml and geological 
division' of the county. This view was sufficiently authori
tative for it to be noted in Magna Britannia11. In another 
case, the brothers were admonished for repeating errors 
from 'Jefferies' map of Bedfordshire; corrections offered 
included a sketch map of the course of a river. 

Sketch maps, frequently very rough and crude, often 
accompanied and clarified written correspondence. This 
was sometimes fortunate since many letters proved either 
incomprehensible or indecipherable. Hence: the route of a 
turnpike was delineated in a plane of Temple Lonsby in 
Westmorland; the position of Paradise Fort near Dartmouth 
was sketched; the county boundary between Lancashire and 
Cheshire was roughly laid down; and 'the ancient Camp at 
Danbury' was illustrated in a 'true Sketch... as it now 
appears 1762'. 

More usefully, correspondents were sometimes at 
pains to send detailed, carefully drawn maps of corrections 
and new developments. When materials relating to East 
Yorkshire (which never reached publication) were being 
collected, 'A Correct Plan of the Turnpike Roads round 
Market Weighton and to Brough Ferry' was received. It 
clearly located turnpike gates and water mills with addi
tional explanatory notes. Also sent was ' ... a plan of the 
roads round Market Weighton drawn by a young man here 
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by way of a lesson, as there were several mistakes in the 
Maps of this Neighbourhood that I have seen, as I thought 
it might hopefully be of service to you in drawing your Map 
of the East Riding of Yorkshire'. 

In contrast, correspondents might simply enclose al
ready published ~terial without comment or revision, as 
in the case of 'The Account ofNewb~ annexed to Willis's 
map of the Country Ten miles round it' 8 and the rough copy 
of Andrew Yarranton's map of unimplemented proposals 
for making the River Dee navigable to Chester (1677)19• 
On other occasions, maps promised or offered seem never 
to have been sent, as with '... a Plan of the Environs of 
Hungerford' which was to be prepared 'as soon I should 
have ... time to go thither for that purpose,' and ' ... a correct 
copy of the Boundaries [of forest land in Berkshire] which 
is much at your service if you wish it'. 

However, information submitted in cartographic form 
seems mrely to have been incorpomted into Magna Britan
nia's maps, often because they were at too small a scale to 
portray the minor features involved. Thus, Lysons' map of 
Devon could not accommodate the insignificant reposition
ing notified in April 1820 in a 'rough sketch' of 'the 
situations of the old and new Chudleigh bridges'. Similarly, 
antiquities and earthworks on a map of the Cornish coast 
betweenFowey andEastLooe atone inch to the mile, traced 
by Samuel Lysons on paper watermarked 1807, were not 
marked on the map of Cornwall. Again, Samuel's tracing of 
a map by the architect James Essex, 'in the possession of 
the Rev. Tho. Kerrich' [Thomas Kerrich, Libmrian of Cam
bridge University], showing Roman stations in 
Cambridgeshire was never utilised. Another historical map 
in pen and ink by 'Wrey J'ans, Esq., ofWhitstone House' 
was also jettisoned. This crude map, measuring 2ft 9ins by 
1ft 2ins, of Stratton hundred in Cornwall concentrated on 
the sites of the ancient barrows and 'castles' to illustrate 'a 
few general Remarks on the Fortifications'. It had been 
'hastily (&incorrectly) copied by W.J. to shew the Scites 
of ancient Fortifications - & Barrows - therein - For Samuel 
Lysons - Esqr.,'. 

PREPARATORY METHODS 
In contrast, in other cases reconstruction of the process 

of preparation of Magna Britannia's maps reveals the im
portance of some of the materials received. The survival 
amongst Daniel's papers of some of the preparatory materi
als for the county maps illuminates the complex process by 
which they reached their final published form. 

A manuscript map of Cambridge, of the same size and 
scale as the published map, was an early draft showing only 
the county boundary, roads, waterways and place-names. 
Although very carefully drafted, parts of the map are of 
significantly better topographical detail than other areas 
where features are extremely sparse. The final engmved 
version follows the detail of the manuscript map exactly in 
its delineation of the complex system of waterways north 
of the Old Ouse or West River. However, the south of the 
county has been much changed and the south-west, in 
particular, totally reconstructed. The source for the new 
southern landscape and the correction of many place-name 
spellings was a detailed manuscript sketch map of the road 
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and river system, with 'Double Black lines' representing 
'Turnpike roads' and 'Red lines' for rivers, around Cam
bridge, extending to Ely, Huntingdon, Newmarket ·and 
Royston. Notes relate to the visibility of Roman roads and 
as to whether they had been destroyed by turnpike construc
tion. Although this particular manuscript version appears to 
have been drawn by Samuel Lysons, the original source was 
presumably the 'corrections of the Course of Rivers and 
Roads in the Southern part of the County' furnished by 
William Custance. 

The draft manuscript map of the county is very much 
more detailed than the engraved map. Features excluded at 
the engraving stage to create space include ferries; details 
of river navigability; some place-names; many minorroads, 
tracks, & rivers and streams; some road junctions; and detail 
outside the county boundary. The area to the north and west 
of Newmarket, in particular, was greatly simplified There 
was also a process of overall simplification at work. Roads 
were straightened and altered to produce more direct routes; 
town outlines were simplified and conventionalized; and 
the delineation of the county boundary was simplified. 
Furthermore, the original draft was corrected by altering 
place-names (i.e. Hinxton for Hinkston, Melboum for Met
borne, Girton for Griton). This was, however, offset to some 
extent by the engraver's misreading of some other names, 
thus introducing spelling errors (e.g. Hafting field for Har
lingfield). As well as this simplification and correction, 
there was also a process of addition going on. Features 
missing from the original draft appear on the engraved 
version, including roads, roman roads, rivers, dykes, parks, 
place-names, hundreds, and road destinations. 

The map was finished off for publication by additions 
such as the graticule and title, and alterations such as the 
repositioning of the original scale and the substitution of 
'British Statute Miles' for 'English Miles'. 

Unlike the manuscript draft of Cambridgeshire, the 
manuscript draft of Cumberland is a highly finished product 
virtually ready for the engraver. It is a production of great 
quality with painstakingly neat lettering, the most delicate 
and subtle shading, fine title panel and north point, an exact 
scale and a neat ruled frame. Even the sandbanks in the 
Solway Firth are faithfully delineated. In many ways this 
extremely neat manuscript is clearer and more attractive 
than the engraved map, creating a sense of greater space 
within the map. The engraved map follows the manuscript 
exactly with the engraver, Mutlow, even breaking place
names in precisely the same places and using exactly the 
same positioning of names. Nevertheless, there was still a 
process of minor correction and addition in action. Before 
engraving, the spelling of place-names was reviewed and 
corrections made (i.e. Brampton for Brompton, Chapel for 
Chaple, Whicham for Whitchamp, Wry Nose for Wrey 
Nose), and there were some other slight changes in termi
nology. Relief features were added by engraving hachures 
where they had been missed, such as at Helvellin and Saddle 
Back. Some place-names were introduced and, in particu
lar, many of the lakes identified. Marsh and moor were 
distinguished by shading and tree signs inserted in parks. It 
seems that Mutlow excluded nothing from the manuscript 
draft in the way that Neele had for the map of Cambridge. 
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The only obvious omissions in the transposition from manu
script draft to engraved map are the towns of Allonby and 
Skinbumess along the coast north of Maryport. Certainly 
the former was sufficiently important at the time to indicate 
that the omission was simply an oversight on the part of the 
engraver rather than deliberate. Perhaps the preparation of 
such an exact and highly fmished manuscript draft suggests 
lesser confidence in Mutlow than in Nee le, leaving him less 
scope for independent judgement. 

For Bedfordshire and Buckinghamshire a different 
form of evidence exists. Instead of manuscript drafts, Da
niel's papers contain corrected engraved proofs ofthe maps. 
The Buckinghamshire proof has a number of minor manu
script deletions and additions made to the engraving, some 
of which are indecipherable. Particular attention was paid 
to the representation of main and Roman roads. The title 
and title panel were added very roughly in manuscript. 
However, not all of these corrections and additions were 
introduced into the fmished published map; in fact, the 
majority seem to have been ignored. There is a very marked 
difference between the engraved proof and the finished map 
suggesting, perhaps, that there were other intermediate 
proofs prepared. The fmished map has a very different 
appearance from the proof because it shows areas of heath, 
park, woodland, and so on, whilst no vegetation at all 
appears on the proof. Furthermore, the names of landmarks, 
hills, commons, settlements and other features were added 
after this proof was pulled and some place-names were 
re-cut to create a more obvious differentiation of settlement 
size using different lettering styles. 

The corrections and additions made to the engraved 
proof of Bedfordshire are far more extensive than those 
made to Buckinghamshire, including the addition of ha
chures, place-names, buildings, road extensions and 
directions, churches, and 'Caesar's camp'. Place-name 
spellings were corrected and there were other minor alter
ations such as the change from an abbey to a priory at 
Chicksend near Shefford. As in other cases the majority of 
these corrections and alterations did not, in the event, find 
their way into the finished map, perhaps suggesting that the 
proofs which survive were marked up for checking rather 
than ready for the engraver. This interpretation is reinforced 
by the addition of place-name labelling to the proof in the 
south-west of the county and its subsequent adaptation, 
re-positioning and re-naming for the finished map. The 
most startling difference between the proof and the finished 
map is the degree to which the representation of relief was 
diminished. The proof is heavily hachured whilst the fin
ished map has very few hachures and these are very much 
lighter. Clearly, the process of plate alteration could be very 
major if proofs did not live up to expectations in appearance 
or satisfy the requirements of the map maker. 

Some details emerge from the correspondence con
cerning the process of correction of the proofs of the map 
of Devon. Lysons' draft of the map was in the hands of his 
publisher Thomas Cadell in June 1821. In that month, 
Cadell sent Daniel the outline 'of our Map', taken from 
'Faden's Ordnance Map' which was also sent for compari
son. (The map of Cornwall, likewise, had its outline 'taken 
from Col. Mudge's'). A 'coloured Map of Devon upon a 
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single sheet' was also 'sent for the purpose of your marking 
under with ink such names as you may deem necessary to 
be inserted in our Map'20• In November 1821, Cadell sent 
the 'Map and the Agricultural Surveys of Devon... the 
latter ... only borrowed .. ' for Lysons to make further amend
ments as necessary. The engraving of the map was 
completed by March 1822 when Lysons was sent the 
'Proofs of six Plates, including the Map' for correction. 
However, the map proof turned out to be unsatisfactory. 
Lysons considered that 'the Engraving contains many er
rors'. At the beginning of April, Cadell assured him that 'no 
steps have been taken with regard to having the Map printed 
off for publication, which have been deferred untill the 
Impression sent to you for the purpose, had been returned'. 
In the light of Lysons' dissatisfaction, Cadell thought 'it best 
again to send you the Drawing upon which your alterations 
appear, that you may correct the Impression to your full 
satisfaction'. This and the 'proofs of antient plan of Exeter' 
were sent to Daniel at the beginning of May. When the plan 
of Exeter had finally been printed, it was found that the note 
concerning its source had not been added to the plate. In 
mid July Cadell informed Lysons that now there would 'be 
a necessity for you to add a Note in the List of Plates 
respecting the Plan of Exeter, as upon enquiry I find, to my 
no small vexation, that the Plate has been printed off without 
its having received the addition you mention, "From a Plan 
in Braun 's ac ... ". Although much of this passage of corre
spondence is obviously missing, it is clear that there were 
enormous problems of communication between draftsman, 
engraver and publisher, and that slip-ups and errors were 
multiple. It comes as no surprise, then, that so many printed 
maps contain errors. 

ENGRAVING 
The early maps, up to and including Cornwall, were 

engraved by the distinguished London frrm of Samuel John 
Neele of 352 Strand, who had engraved the Ordnance 
Ground plan for the Supplement (1811) and Second Edition 
(1811) ofLysons' Environs of London (1192-6). The Neele 
frrm was probably an automatic choice following the suc
cessful collaboration on Pinkerton 's Modern Atlas (in parts 
1809-14; whole 1815) between Cadell & Davies and L. 
Herbert Neele21 who also operated from 352 Strand at the 
same time and was obviously related to Samuel Neele and 
part of the family frrm. Samuel Neele was a noted antiqua
rian and map engraver whose workshop became renowned 
for the clarity and delicacy of its output. The firm's craft
smen were highly skilled in the engraving not only of 
topographical features but also decorative embellishments 
such as title lettering, north point, sea shading and map 
frame as exemplified by the magnificent large-scale county 
maps and their reductions that they engraved for the Green
woods 1817-34. 

Although Neele's craftsmen were also noted for their 
superb sense of design, it is clear in this case that it was the 
draftsman who designed the plain dovetailed title panel of 
the county maps; the proofs of the engraved maps show only 
topographical detail with the title and panel drawn in along 
with other manuscript additions and corrections. After Sa
muel John Neele's death in 1824 the business was carried 
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on for a time by his sons James and Josiah who had worked 
with their father as Neele & Son. It was a happy coin
cidence as with the collaboration with John Cary in the 
production of maps for the Environs, that the practice of 
commissioning craftsmen local to Cadell's offices should 
result in the engagement of a frrm at the height of its success, 
eminence and popularity, working for such as Dugdale, 
Faden22, Laurie, Playfair and Thomson. Certainly the 
choice of the Neele frrm would support the Lysons' boasts 
of their care in the preparation of the maps. 

However, the final three county maps to be issued were 
not prepared by the Neele firm but by H. Mutlow ofRussell 
Court, London, who also engraved some of the architectural 
plates. Unfortunately, nothing is known of this Mutlow, 
excent, perhaps, for other examples of his engraving 
work'-3, indicating that he was a more commonplace en
graving journeyman of little contemporary stature. There 
are, of course, many possible explanations for the switch 
from Neele to Mutlow between 1814 and 1816, but it is 
possible that this is a further indication that the project was 
running into increasing difficulty and of the need for econ
omy. It is likely that Mutlow was significantly cheaper than 
Neele who had 'contrived to do well for himself in a 

. .24 pecuruary sense . 
All the county maps hear the signature of the engraver 

in variant forms below the lower frame at the right; for 
example: 'S.I. Neele Sculp 352 Strand' and 'Mutlow Se. 
Russell Court'. 

FORMAT 
There is considerable variation in detail between the 

finished county maps (see table). Each map is framed by an 
outer borderline of a thick and a thin line and an inner border 
of a double line graduated for latitude and longitude. Cam
bridge also has a graticule over the map face based on 15 
minutes of latitude and longitude. Topographical detail 
sometimes breaks into the frame as on the map of Bucking
hamshire. Coasts are washed by form lines. The scale is 
indicated by a scale bar divided into miles. The county name 
in capital letters appears in a decorative panel consisting of 
three lines with the outer lines bulging into a dovetail at each 
end. The Cambridge title additionally notes that the map 
was constructed 'from a Trigonometrical Survey by Cha5• 

Mason D.D.'. Bedfordshire, Berkshire and Buckingham
shire have a note beneath the title panel explaining the hand 
colouring: 'N.B. The Remains of Ancient British and 
Roman Roads are distinguished by blue lines'. Apart from 
this colouring, most maps appear to have been issued with 
main roads hand coloured light orange or, later, pale red, 
and Cambridge had some ditches and dykes coloured pale 
green. As in the case of the note on colouring the practice 
of noting mileages along the main roads also seems to have 
been abandoned after the appearance of Buckinghamshire. 
Unusually, where the county boundary followed the line of 
a river or road, it was not indicated on some maps. 

The maps of Derbyshire and Devon appear to be the 
least carefully prepared, lacking both north points and hun
dred boundaries and names. However, Devon is the only 
map to portray Parliamentary representation with 'The As" 
terisks attached to the Towns' denoting 'the number of 
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Members returned to Parliament'. Devon also lacks chur
ches, or rather what are presumed to be churches for no map 
has a key. This lack of explanation renders the interpretation 
of the various representations of roads problematical (al
though they may well have been obvious to 
contemporaries). However, the meaning of the three wind
mills shown in Cambridgeshire is obvious and country 
houses were named rather than being portrayed by conven
tional signs. 

Generally, the maps are finely engraved, showing a 
wealth of settlement detail at the expense of relief which is 
represented by minimal hachuring. Cambridgeshire ap
pears to show rather less detail than the maps of other 
counties because the signs for buildings are confmed to the 
most important towns and the flat landscape has no relief 
hachures. There is little difference between the maps of 
Neele and Mutlow, although the former delineated areas of 
woodland, heath, moss, chase, parks and so on (except in 
Cambridgeshire where only parks are shown) by a variety 
of unexplained stippling and vegetation patterns, whereas 
Mutlow portrayed parks only. Furthermore, Neele engraved 
virtually all of his lettering horizontally, while Mutlow was 
rather more haphazard, fitting in the letters in whatever 
direction space allowed, as on the manuscript drafts. Thus, 
Neele 's maps are neater but, nevertheless, show fuller detail 
than Mutlow's. 

In addition to the engraver's signature, all of the county 
maps have the dated publisher's imprint ofT. Cadell & W. 
Davies. The dates, however, do not always correspond to 
the dates of publication of the volumes. A few of the early 
maps and plans also designate the volume and part or page 
outside the frame at top right. 

CONCLUSIONS 
Lysons' Magna Britannia is a fine example of the 

antiquarian/historical/topographical county compendium 
so characteristic of the eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries in Britain. Many of these works contain interes
ting and attractive maps and plans. However, it has 
generally been assumed that, with one or two notable ex
ceptions, these maps and plans offer negligible 
topographical evidence, being simply derived from what
ever materials were to hand with only the most obvious 
up-dating25• Hence, they have been undervalued and under
used as sources of evidence. The reconstruction of methods 
of compilation and preparation of the cartographic material 
in Magna Britannia undermines these traditional assump
tions, revealing an unexpected diligence and complexity 
which raises the status of the resulting maps and plans. 

Furthermore, this reconstruction of the process of prep
aration reveals much concerning the inner workings of this 
typical project. The dynamics of the demise of the scheme 
are illuminated and the frail foundations of such ambitious 
undertakings are highlighted. Clearly, success or failure 
ultimately depended on a volatile mix of motivation, punc
tuality, finance, stamina and luck. The history of the 
compilation of the maps in Magna Britannia not only 
clarifies contemporary production methods, exhibiting a 
diversity previously unrecorded, but also dissects the con
fused and disordered relationship between compiler, 
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contributors, respondents, surveyors, draftsmen, engravers 
and publisher. 

Although the importance of contributors and respond
ents as providers of information, answerers of questions, 
and correctors of drafts and proofs has long been under
stood, it seems that the extent and range of their input has 
been underestimated and underrated. The quality of infor
mation offered depended on the qualifications and 
experience of the subscriber and these can only be judged 
from the correspondence itself. Certainly, correspondents 
varied enormously in their fitness to provide information. 
Consequently, the information so gathered varied enor
mously in accuracy and reliability. The process of gathering 
this intelligence was extremely haphazard and frustrating, 
depending on the willingness and interest of those contacted 
or the motives and abilities of those offering their services 
and advice. Inevitably, there was extensive misunderstand
ing and misinterpretation, as well as crippling delays. 
Promises of materials and information were not kept amid 
a myriad of justifications and excuses. Thus, what event
ually appeared in Magna Britannia and its worth depended 
partly on an unpredictable interaction of creation and revi
sion between compiler and correspondent. What was fmally 
included was the result not of coherent planning but rather 
what turned up on time. 

The technical processes of cartographic preparation 
have long been understood in some detail and the general 
outline of the stages of production known. However, this 
apparently straightforward process and its clearcut relation
ships has rarely been illuminated by actual physical 
evidence of preparation. The survival of at least some of the 
Lysons' working documents offers evidence of the minutiae 
of preparation which tends to shroud a seemingly simple 
process in complexity by revealing a variety of often con
flicting practices and a process of unpredictable action and 
reaction which is far from clear. The preparation of maps, 
charts and plans for Magna Britannia thus appears much 
more complicated than generally assumed for materials of 
this kind. 

The evidence highlights the variety of cartographic 
sources consulted, both published and unpublished and 
sought and unsolicited. It reveals the great variety of these 
sources in accuracy, reliability and antiquity. This material 
was gathered in by every available method, ranging from 
the random trawling of historical records to the receipt of 
the uncorroborated evidence of correspondents. It was then 
processed in multitudinous ways, being traced, copied and 
up-dated until the last minute of preparation. Thus, even the 
common small-scale county map became a composite do
cument constructed from different sources of varying 
reliability and date, in the way that its larger scale relatives 
were created. 

It would be unrealistic to expect the makers of maps 
such as illustratedMagnaBritannia to finance original field 
survey. The maps were, after all, nothing more than a minor 
adjunct to the work's main content. However, it is clear that 
considerable time, trouble and expense was involved in 
their compilation. They cannot, therefore, be dismissed 
merely as copies of earlier material despite their sensible 
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plagiarisation of Ordnance Survey boundaries and incor
poration of other materials. Surviving documents expose 
how sketch maps and other data sent in by correspondents 
were incOiporated into draft maps and engraved proofs in 
order to correct, revise and up-date. Engravers worked from 
manuscript maps of widely diverse quality, from tracings, 
from overlays, and from amended proofs. The unfinished 
state of some of the proofs comes as a surprise, redefming 
the proof's position in the production process from some
thing close to completion to one of the more unfinished 
stages subject to radical modification26• The proof was very 
much a working document produced at an early stage and 
intended for use as a tool of revision, being subjected to an 
ongoing process of alteration until the plate was deemed 
satisfactory. Examples of such major plate alteration after 
initial engraving are well known but this is usually associ
ated with the incorporation of decoration or the extension 
of a map's life through modernisation27• The long-winded 
compilation of draft manuscript maps, the extensive revi
sion of proofs and the radical re-cutting of plates, inevitably, 
took much time and involved great expense. This not only 
contributed to budgetary problems but also magnified the 
timetable difficulties encountered by the project almost 
from the start. Time lags ranging from a few weeks to a 
couple of years are documented. Even delays of a few 

COUNTY MAPS IN MAGNA BRITANNIA 

weeks, let alone months, could cause publication deadlines 
to be missed, so that materials projected for inclusion had 
to be forsaken. Further delay resulted from the practice of 
putting out proofs for correction in the localities and from 
the publisher's (who would be expected to be more con
cerned with speedy preparation) habit of encouraging late 
amendment through the provision of new materials just 
become available. 

The survival of manuscript drafts and amended proofs 
reveals methods of adding or eliminating detail for the 
finished map, emphasising the contribution of the engraver 
in the respect without clarifying his role. Thus, Nee le seems 
to have had or taken carte blanche to make extensive 
alterations to topographical detail in order to improve the 
overall appearance, clarity and general attractiveness of the 
map. Mutlow, in contrast, appears to have followed the 
manuscript drafts exactly, probably on instruction28. An 
enormous doubt is cast in some cases on the extent to which 
the engraved map reproduces the draftsman 's manuscript or 
amended proof. The nature of the proof amendments them
selves is unclear. Were they queries to be checked? If so, 
who checked and corrected them, and in what manner? 
Were they corrections to be re-cut on the engraved plate? If 
so, why did so many fail to materialise on the finished map? 

COUNTY IMPRINT ENGRAVER VOUPAGE SIZE SCALE ROMAN CHURCHES NORTH COUNTY GRATI· MILE· HUNDREDS WOODLAND/ PARL. 
REF. ROADS POINT BOUNDARY CULE AGES NAMED WITH HEATH/MOSS/C REP. 

BOUNDARIES HASES/ETC 
BEDFORD PHblished JanY. S.l. Neele VOL. I. 240x 1': 2.75 m Yes Yes Cruciform/ Not shown No Yes Yes Yes No 

1'.1806byCa· Sculp. 352 P.1. 358 'Miles' Fleur de lys along roads 
dell & Davies. Strand. mm and rivers 

BERKS P~blished JanY. S.J. Neele, VOL .. I, 238x 1':4m Yes Yes None Usually not No Yes Yes Yes No 
1 .1806by sculp. 352 P.159. 357 'Scale of shown 
Thomas Cadell Strand mm Miles' along rivers 
& William 
Davies 

BUCKS PHblished JanY. Neele Sculp1• Some ~ies 238 x 1':3.4m Yes Yes Cruciform/ Usually not No Yes Yes Yes No 
1'. 1806 by Ca- 352Strand. have VO .I. 366 'Miles' Aeur de lys shown 
dell & Davies. p.449. mm alon9 rivers 

(but IS along 
roads) 

CAMBS P~lished May Neelscup. VOL. I!. 233 X 1':4m No Yes Cruciform/ Not shown Yes No Yes No No 
1 . 1sos by ea- Strand. P.1. 362 'British Aeurdelys alon9 rivers 
dell & Davies. mm Statute (but IS some-

Miles' times along 
roads) 

CHESHIRE London Publish· Neelesc. VOL. I!. 235x 1':5m No Yes Cruciform/ Usually No No Yes Yes No 
ed.Reptember Strand P.297. 355 'Miles' Aeurde lys shown 
14 . 1807by mm along roads 
Cadell & Davies and rivers 
Strand 

CORNWALL London P~lish· Neele Sculp. No 358x 1':5m No Yes Star/Fieur de Shown No No No No No 
(Inset: Scilly edJuly 18 . 352 Strand 373 'Scale' lys alon9 rivers 
Isles) 1814 by Cadell mm (roa snot 

& Davies, applicable) 
Strand 

CUMB P~lished Deo'. MutlowSc. No 233 X 1':6.5m No Yes Cruciform/ Not shown No No Yes (Wards) No No 
1 . 1815~T. Russell Court. 352 'Miles' Aeurde alon9 rivers 
Cadell& . mm lys/Cross (roa s not 
Davies. Strand, applicable) 
London. 

DERBY Published Oc· H. Mutlow, No 235x 1':4m No Yes None Not shown No No No No No 
tober 12, 1817 Sculp. 351 'Miles' . along roads 
by T. Cadell & mm and rivers 
W. Davies, 
Strand. 

DEVON PHblished FebY. Mutlow, sculp. No 238 X 1': 8.25 m No No None(Cruci· Shown No No No No Yes 
(Inset: 15 • 1822, by T. 347 'British form/Pointer along roads 
Lundy Isle) Cadell, Strand, mm Statute on inset of and rivers 

London. Miles' Lundy) 
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As would be expected, it is obvious from the few 
working document which survive that in the case of each 
map many more are missing. However, what is available 
confmns that the process of preparation of these apparently 
simple straightforward county maps involved a complex 
use of sources and a complicated, confused, expensive, 
time-consuming, haphazard and frustrating programme of 
drafting; revision, correction and up-dating; partial engrav
ing; further revision, correction and up-dating; re-cutting of 
the plate and further engraving; and so on, right up to the 
publication deadline. With so many opportunities for error, 
it is a tribute to all involved that so few omissions and 
mistakes survived to the fmished map, although the few that 
did often seem blatantly obvious. 

The surviving working documents and correspondence 
concerned with the preparation of the maps, charts and 
plans for Magna Britannia, perhaps, pose rather more ques
tions than they answer. However, their evidence exposes the 
over-simplicity of accepted accounts of the preparatory 
methods of such maps. The general dismissal of the origin
ality, reliability and usefulness of such maps is undermined. 
The makers of popular small-scale maps in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries have, by and large, been the vic
tims of a distinctly unfavourable press. Perhaps their 
practices and products are ready for re-assessment. Perhaps 
rather more of them should now no longer be seen as 
uncaring, opportunist cost and corner cutters, but rather as 
energetic, committed enthusiasts producing commendable 
and worthwhile maps with noteworthy ingenuity and di
ligence in the face of multiple hazards and frustrations. 
Certainly, the county maps published in Magna Britannia 
should be accorded an enhanced reputation, being pro
moted to a higher status in terms of the topographical 
evidence on offer. 

Notes 
1. For biographical details of the Lysons brothers and a 
general discussion of their Magna Britannia, see: Simmons, 
J.: 'The Lysons Brothers and their Work' and the notes to in
dividual county volumes in the reproductions of the early 
counties of the Magna Britannia (1978) 

5. Smith, D.: 'The preparation of town plans for Lysons' 
Magna Britannia' (forthcoming) 
6. Smith, D.: 'The preparation of marine charts for Lysons' 
Magna Britannia' (forthcoming) 

7. 'A New Plan of the University and Town of Cambridge to 
the Present Year 1798. Surveyed by and Published for wm. 
Custance, Cambridge, May 21"t 1798. Engraved by J. Rus
sell, Grays hm Road, London'. (1798) 
For a full description, see: Clark, J.W., and Gray, A.: Old 
Plans of Cambridge 1574- 1798 (1921) 
8. Details of John Farey are given in the Dictionary of Na-
tional Biography. 
Despite the good reputation of Farey's General View of the 
Agriculture and Minerals of Derbyshire it was thought little 
of by John Hawkins who corresponded with the brothers on 
matters of archaeology, geology and mineralogy, and con
tributed extensively on the latter two topics to the 
Devonshire volume after Samuel's death. Hawkins 'exam
ined' Farey's work 'with some attention in hopes amidst so 
much ill digested matter to find a little good information but 
I have been disappointed'. See: Steer, F.W. (ed): The Letters 
of JohnHawkins and Samuel and Daniel Lysons 1812-
1830 with special reference to the Roman Villa at Big nor, 
Sussex (1966). However, Daniel Lysons was clearly im
pressed with Farey's help, noting in a letter to Sir Joseph 
Banks, who had sent him a letter of introduction to the Duke 
of Bedford, that Farey had 'received him civilly' and had 
given him much information (Dawson, W.R.: The Banks' 
Letters (1958)) and in a letter to the Gentleman's Magazine 
(May 1807) that 'the Duke of Bedford's professional 
Agents ... were extremely liberal in affording .. every assist
ance'. Some of Samuel Lysons' letters have been published 
in: Fleming, L.: Memoir and Select Letters of Samuel Lysons 
(1934) 

9. For details of Smith and his geological cartography, see: 
Davis, A.G.: 'William Smith's Geological Atlas' (Journ. of 
the Soc. for the Bibliography of Nat. Hist.; 1952) 

Ey1es, J.M.: 'William Smith (1769- 1839): a bibliography 
of his published writings, maps and geological sections, 
printed and lithographed' (Journ. of the Soc. for the Bibliog
raphy ofNat. Hist.; 1969) 
Fenton, C.L. and M.A.: Giants of Geology (rev. ed.; 1952). 

Pickford, R.F.: William Smith. Father of English Geology 
(Bath Municipal Libraries; 1969) 

2. For full details of the county maps in the various versions 
of the Britannia to 1703, see: Skelton, R.A.: County Atlases Smith, D.: op cit (1985) 
of the British Isles 1579-1850 (1970) Sheppard, T.: William Smith, his Maps and Memoirs (1920) 

For versions published between 1703 and 1742, see: Hod- 10. Harley, J.B.: Christopher Greenwood. County Map-
son, D.: County Atlases of the British Isles published after Maker and His Worcestershire Map of 1822 (1962) 
1703. Vol. 1. Atlases published 1704 to 1742 and their sub- 11. Harley, J.B.: 'Maps of Early Georgian Cheshire' (Che-
sequent editions (1984) shire Round, 1, 8., 1967) 

For versions published between 1763 and 1836, see: Smith, 12. See, for example: Jones, A.K.: The Maps ofYorkshire 
D.: Antique Maps of the British Isles (1982) Printed in the Period 1577-1877 as Sources ofTopographi-
For versions published after 1836, see: Smith, D.: Victorian callnformation (Unpublished thesis reported in I M COS 
Maps of the British Isles (1985) Journal, 6; 1986) 
3. Daniel Lysons' surviving correspondence and working do-13. See, for example: Burden, E.: Printed Maps of Berkshire 
cuments concerning the preparation of his topographical 1574 -1900 (1988) 
works are held in the Department of Manuscripts at the Brit- Chambers, B.: Printed Maps and Town Plans of Bedford-
ish Library: Additional Manuscripts Vols. 9408-9471. In shire 1576- 1900 (Beds. Hist. Rec. Soc., 62; 1983)) 
~any. cases the text of letters and particularly signatures are Harvey, P.D.A. and Thorpe, H.: The Printed Maps of War-
mdeclpherable. wickshire 1576-1900 (1959) 
4. For a full listing of the plates, see: Upcott, W.: A Bibliog- Hod D 't son, .: op et. 
raphical Account of the Principal Works relating to English 
Topography (1818) Kingsley, D.: Printed Maps of Sussex 1575 -1900 (1982) 

14. See: Chubb, T.: The Printed Maps in the Atlases of 
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Great Britain and Ireland (1927). No. CCXXl. Unfortunate
ly only four volumes of the Universal Museum are now to 
be found in the British Library. The other volumes, includ
ing that containing Cornwall, have been destroyed. 
Furthennore, all the county maps have been removed from 
the surviving volumes. However, it is clear that the follow
ing counties were issued thus: Berkshire (Nov. 1765), 
Devon (July 1767), Dorset (April 1768), Kent (May 1765), 
and Yorkshire (April1768). Simmons, J.: op cit notes: 'Sets 
of maps were available to them; the best covering the whole 
country when they began was John Cary's New Map of Eng
land and Wales of 1794'. However, there is no evidence of 
reference to this map and it is far more likely that the bro
thers would have preferred maps in the county fonnat 
corresponding to their chosen presentation rather than 
Cary's national coverage. The maps in Magna Britannia are 
certainly not derived from Cary's national map of 1794. 
15. Rodger, E.M.: The Large Scale County Maps of the Brit
ish Isles 1596-1850 (1972). No. 60. 
16. Rodger, E.M.: op cit. No. 61. 
17. Quoted by P. Laxton in the Introduction to A Topographi
cal Map of the County ofBerks, byJohnRocque ... 1761 
(1973). The original correspondence is in the Department of 
Manuscripts, British Library. Additional Manuscript 9409. 
No. 47. Correspondence of 20th January, 1803. 
18. J. Willis: 'A Map of the Country Ten Miles round New
bury in Berkshire with a Plan of the Town ofNewbury and 
Speenhamland' (1768) 
The town plan is illustrated in: Tooley, R.V.: 'Large Scale 
English County Maps and Plans of Cities not printed in At
lases. Part 2. Berkshire' (Map Collector, 6; 1979) 
19. For details of this map and scheme, see: Harley, J.B.~ 
'Ogilby and Collins: Cheshire by Road & Sea' (Cheshire 
Round, 1,7; 1967) 
20. It is not known which map of the county was being 
referred to. The most likely recently published contender 
would be Henry Teesdale 's re-issue of c.1828 of Robert 
Rowe's county map of 1813. 
See: Smith, D.: op cit (1982). No. llO(ii). 

21. Not noted in Tooley, R.V.: Tooley's Dictionary of Map
makers (1979) 
22. A puzzling comment on the preparation of the maps for 
Magna Britannia appears in a letter from John Farey to Da
niel Lysons, dated 5th March 1803. Farey notes in passing 
that he was 'glad to hear that your Maps are in such good 
hands as Mr Faden's'. However, Faden's involvement in the 
project is not clear as this seems to be the only reference to 
his participation made anywhere. 

23. The ftrm of Woodman & Mutlow of Russell Court en
graved the 'Sketch of Gloucestershire and its Environs' 
(1789). 
Hannas, L.: The English Jigsaw Puzzle,l760 -1890 (1972) 
records that the firm ofT. Woodman & H. Mutlow took over 
the business of John Spilsbury, the inventor of jigsaw puz
zles, in about 1771. 

Kingsley, D.: op cit. Appendix m. No. 10 records a map of 
1798 engraved by an unspecified Mutlow of Russel Court. 
H. Mutlow engraved Hall & Pinnell's plan of Gloucester 
(1780-82). Although correctly noted in Tooley, R. V.: op cit. 
(1979), he is incorrectly recorded as 'H. Muthow' in: 'Large 
Scale English County Maps and Plans of Cities not printed 
in Atlases. Part 12. Gloucestershire' (Map Collector, 38; 
1987) 

There is no known family connection with I. Mutlow of 6 
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James Court, Covent Garden, who engraved maps for Morse 
1794, county maps and town and canal plans for John 
Aikin's Description of the County from thirty to forty Miles 
round Manchester (1795), and others. A Joseph Mutlow en
graved a county map of Gloucestershire for the Rev. Thomas 
Rudge's History of the County of Gloucestershire ( 1803 ). 
For full details of the latter two works, see: Upcott, W.: op 
cit. 
24. Bryan's Dictionary of Painters and Engravers. New edi
tion revised and enlarged under the supervision of George C. 
Williamson (1903-4) 
25. Chambers, B.: op cit, for example, considers the Bed
fordshire map in Magna Britannia to be 'obviously based on 
the work of John Cary'. However, the evidence of the fm
ished map, the preparatory materials and the correspondence 
with John Farey suggest that this is an unfair and dismissive 
judgement. Comparison with Cary's maps of the county sug
gests superficial similarity only. 
26. This view is reinforced from correspondence John Haw
kins and Daniel Lysons in October 1819 concerning a plan 
of the Roman villa at Bignor, Sussex (see: Steer, F.W. (ed): 
op cit). In this instance, Hawkins notes that Samuel Lysons 
was to correct the engraved proof on site so that 'the difficul
ties would have been readily cleared up, & the plan 
perfected so as to receive the fmishing hand of the en-
graver ... '. The process of amendment of the proof involved 
two revisions: ' .. if I can receive ... a proof impression of the 
plan I will both send ... the drawing & most distinctly point 
out, how it is to be applied to the plate. After which if he 
will forward a proof impression of the plate so finish'd, I 
will revise it'. However, the engraver was only to be 
allowed to incorporate the additions without supervision if 
he was 'fully competent to do it after my directions'. 

27. For a discussion of plate alteration in response to a 
changed competitive situation, see: Smith, D.: 'Blaeu versus 
Jansson. A study of competitive response in the production 
of seventeenth-century English county maps' (Cartographic 
Journal, 23; 1986) 
28. As noted in the case of the plan of the Roman villa at 
Bignor, only a 'fully competent' engraver was to be allowed 
to make changes to the plate without supervision. 
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