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As recendy as 1979, Phyllis Deanc wrote thar the Inspector General's Ledgers
of Imports and Exports for the years 1697-1780 (Customs 3) are ‘‘all the more
important for eighteenth-century Britain™ and she might have added for Europe
“‘and the New World Plantartions as well because the overseas trade statistics are’’
the only reliable annual tecords of an overall kind!’'. All scudents of eighteenth-

_century economic statistics have agreed on the acrual or potential importance of
this series but nor 2 few have found it flawed, perhaps to the point of uselessness,
because of unpredicrable under-reportage as a result of massive smuggling, brib-
ing of customs officials, and/or faulty book-keeping®. To be sure it has drawbacks.
The ledgers are large and heavy volumes which list commeodides imporeed (by coun-
ury of origin} and exported (by country of destunaton and divided inte English
manufactures and foreign producrs), and provide quantities as well as vafues, the

* I am immensely grateful wo my colleague Prof. Joun J. McCusker for guidance and
well - suited advice in marters of trade statistics and archival marerial. 1 do not hold him
responsible for any flaws in reasoning, however,

\ Prvius Deane, The Frrst Indusirmal Revolurion (2d ed., Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1979), p. 61. The ledgers are preserved in The Public Recard Office, Customs
3/1-82. See alse Epwarp Cagsown, *'Custorns Record as a Source for Historical Research’”.
Archives, 13, no. 58 (Autumn 1977), pp. 74-80; and W. E. Mincrmxtox and C. J. French.
British Records Relating to America in Microform: Custorns 3 1696-1780 in The Publi Record
Office, London. Introduction (East Ardsley: EP Microform Lid.. 1974).

? See, for cxample, R, G. Wison, Gentlernan Merchants. The Merchant Community
n Leeds, 1700-1830 (New York. Augustus M. Keuey, 1971), p. 38: *'The customs accounts
are pethaps the more unreliable or at least bewildering ™, as compared with a production
series for woolien cloth of the West Riding, Yorkshire.
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latter which became fixed early on and threfore do not reflect acrual purchase or
sale prices. The heft and detail of these volumes discouraged many otherwise
praiseworthy scholars from tallying the many figures, untl Elizabeth Schumperer
accomplished the painstaking work for most major commodities®. But even her
tallies, although widely used, have been challenged and should be used probably
as a crutch rather than a healthy leg?,

The prncipal eriticisms of Customs 3, however, have focused on smuggling
and the bribery of customs cletks or officials to misrepresent actual imports or ex-
pors, eicher of which, if substantial, would leave these registers lirtle rmore than
lists of licit commodities of relatvely low value and/or of low customs dury such
as not to tempt merchants trading in them to evade customs declaracion. Unless
some measurement or sound esumate could be made of these evasions, Customs
3 figures could serve, in the words of L. M. Cullen, only **as an acceprable general
indication of the extent of trade’” rather than the basis of close analyses of economic
change’.

The first and path-brezking attempt 1o quantify what was commonly believed
to have been an immense amount of smuggling to, through, and from England
in the eighteenth century was that of W. A. Cole, who used tea as z case study
because of irs high value relauve 1o 1ts bulk, its high rare of eustoms dury prior
t0 4784 (*'which often doubled the legal price™”), and its extensive and expanding
market in England®. He concluded that during certain periods, the early 1740s
and the 1770s and early 1780s, the smuggler marched if not outsold the Briush
East India Company, 2nd, more important, there may have been *‘a causal rela-
tonship berween fluctuations in tea smuggling and movements in the illicic trade
as 2 whole’.”' Much more recently the Muis have sharply challenged Professor
Cole’s reasoning and empincal data, leading them ro ask, ‘*Must we conclude that
the quancdrauve importance of smuggling during the eighteenth cenrury 1s

?E. B. Scuumpeter, English Overseas Trade Statistics, 1697-1808 {Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1960},

* See especrally Jonw J. McCusker, *“The Rum Trade and the Balance of Payments of
the Thirteen Conrinental Colonies, 1650-1775"" {unpbl. Ph.D. disscrration, University of
Pictburgh, 1970). p. 991. n. 24. Also his **Current Value of English Exports, 1697-1800",
Williarr and Mary Quarterfy, 3d ser., 28 {Oct. 1971): 607-28. and Deane, The First In-
dustrizl Revolution, pp. 63-3. _

y L. M. Coues, Anglo-Irish Trade, 1660-1800 (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1968), p. 218, 2nd sce also H. E. §. Fisuer, The Portwgal Trade, A Study of Anglo-
Portuguese Commerce, 1700-1770 (London: Methuen & Co., Lid., 1971).

¢ W. A. Cowr, "'Trends in Eighteenth-Cencury Smuggling’”, Ecomomic History Review,
10 (April 1958) pp. 395-400. Ser also G. D. Rawmsey, “'The Smugglers’ Trade: A Neglected
Aspect of English Commerical Development'’, Transactions of the Royal Historical Socie-
ty, Sthoser, 2 (1952) pp. 131-57.

© Cote. Economic History Review, 10 (April 1958) pp. 404-03, 407.
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iretrievably lost?”” and to answer, “'In a precise way, ves®.”’ Nonetheless they pro- |
mise 2 future treatment of the conzimental tea wrade which could provide a statistical
feundanion they found lacking in English sources. It remains up in the air as
whether or not we shall be able ro quanufy smuggling.

The second major analysis of the Customs 3 statistics has been to compare them
with figures extracted from extant port books. R. G. Wilson, for example, in his
study of Leeds merchancs compared the figures for two woollens - kerseys and nor-
thern dozens - exported from Hull with the *'nauonal’’ figures summed from Lon-
don and outports listings in Customs, for seven scatrered yeats berween 1702 and
17837, He found that in six of the seven, the figures from the Hull port books
alone exceeded towal English exports, suggesting to him substantial smuggling,
false entries, ete. In the absence of the quarerly reports from the outports to the
Inspecror General of Customs whose offics compiled Customs 3, “'it 1s impossi-
ble,”” Wilson concludes, '‘to place much reliance on either the natonal figures
or those for individual ports.”’

More recently Donald Woodward. using Bristol port books, has cautoned that
these beoks must not be accepred as ''accurate records of trade,” for he too found
the nartional ledgers lower on occasion than the local accounts'®. Yer he observed
that large - scale evasion of customs dutes and fraudulen: recording in the ledgers,
national and local, was *‘limited to a relatvely narrow range of commodites.”’
Both Wilson's and Woodward’s comparisons are berween Customns 3 and English

. port bocks, but such compartson can be only be suggestive. The port boeks are

oo fragmentary for the eighreenth century to allow more than spotheck and we
know even less about the processes of their compilation than we do of the national
ledgers.

Thus an immensely imporant contribution to this confused picture was made
by Sven-Erik Asuém's comparison for the year 1685 of the port books for Lon-
don, Hull, and Newcastle with the Sound Toll Register and assorted Swedish and
Baltic customs accounts'!. Unfortunately his comparison was for but 2 single year
and he o had to lean on 1 single commodity - iron. In spite of considerable
research difficulties, Astrom finds the English Port Books ‘*may be considered to

8 Hoh-Cheung and Lorwa H. Mu, “*Trends in Eighreenth-Centusy Smuggling’ Recon-
sidered."” Economic Hisrory Review, 2d ser., 28 (Feb. 1975) p. 43. See also Cole’s rejoinder,
““The Arithmetic of Eighteench-Century Smuggling'’, i#i4., pp. 44 - 9. Further, Rosert
C. NasH in his '“The English and Scottish Tobacco Trades in the Seventeenth and Eigh-
teenth Cenruries: Legal and Hlegal Trade™, ib4d.. 2d ser. 35 (Aug. 1982) pp. 334-72, con-
cludes that fobacco smuggling especially in the first half of the century was not great in
comparison with the total English tobacco trade but was nonerheless important in the home
marker. particulary Scotdand, and thus skewed the matker in Britain,

? Wuson, Gentleman Merchants, p. 38.

1o Donatd Woopwarp, ““The Port Books of England and Wales'', Martrme History, 3
{Sept. 1973) pp..160-61.

U Sven-Emk Astrom, ‘“The Reliability of the English Port Books™, Scandinavian
Econamic History Review, 16 (1968) pp. 125-36.
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be fairly reliable;"’ he finds relatively good agreement on the number of ships in-
volved, although he has greater problem with cargoes®. To be sure Astrdm's con-
tribution does not reflece directly on Customs 3, rather on the earlier port books
burt it did direct our attention, quite propetly, to the continental and other non-
British accounts crucial for owtside verification of the customs figures.

The shakeour of 2ll of these tests is that the port books of England are inade-
quare, especially for the period after 1697, to lend chemselves to establishing con-
clusively the reliability of the Customs 3 series, although for certain specific
commedines at cettain tirnes they can rouse suspicions that che nadonal series is
flawed by under-reportage. Yer there is no accepted technique for measuring that
under-reportage nor apparencly for deciding which commodities were so affected
(with the excepuon of a few highly visible contraband irems) or which outports
were scrupulous in reporting and which not. On the other hand, following Astém,
some commodities (those of low value per bulk, low tariff rate, or otherwise not
atrracuve to smugglers) may very well have received more or less accurate recot-
ding, even in Customs 3. This suggests that whar is necessary above all is that
Customs 3 necds more testing by forcign, especially continental, customs series,
2s Donald Woodward noted in 1973: **A comparison of English and continental
customs accounts is stll in its infancy and the work is hampered by the extremely
fragmented survival of customs materials for many areas on the continent!?.”

Nearly fifty years ago G. N. Clark asked how far it were possible to authen-
ticate, ‘'by comparison with complementary foreign and colonial staritstics,”” the
quantities of pgoods entering and leaving London and outports for the years
1697-1780%. He tentatively answered that, except for '“the famous Sound Tol
Register,”” the prospects were slim indeed. Unfortunately his answer was reasonable
then, for even those Registets have not over the year lent themselves to ready com-
parison, if for no other reason than they recorded wransic duties - not cargoes as
such - from which some countries were wholly or partially exempr?.

The present note provides a comparison, such a5 Woodward suggests, from a
neglected sector of Europe - St. Petersburg - for which survive printed lists (broad-
side sheets of single publications) which summarize quantities of exports of leading
commodities for the years 1753-91 and, for the decade 17921801, provide far more
detailed annual statements identifying commodiries by destination. These eleven
printed lists are preserved in Goldsmiths' Libracy, University of London (see Table 1).

12 bid., p. 134,

13 Woopwarp, Maritime History, 3 (Seprt. 1973}, pp. 139-60.

1 Sir GeorcE Norman CLark, Guide 1o Englich Commercial Statistics, 1696-1782 (Lon-
don: Roval Historical Society, 1938), p. 39.

BN H. W Banc & K. E. P. Korst, Tabelier over skibsfart og varetransport gennem
w.f. resund. 1661-1783. og gennem Starebaelt, 17011748, 4 vols. (Copenhagen: Gylden-
dalske boghandel, Nordisk forlag (e1c.}, 1930-1952),
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TABIE I

Lists of Exports from St. Petersburg, 1753-1801,
Preserved i the Goldsmiths' Library

List of the principal Russian ptoducts exported from St. Petersburg in the following
thirty-nine years by British ships 1753-91.

Goods exported from St. Perersburg Anno 1792.

Goods exported from St: Petersburg 1793.

Liste d'exportation de St. Petersbourg 1794,

Liste des marchandises principales, exportées de St Petersbourg 1795.

Liste des mmchm&iscs exportées de St: Petersbourg 1796

List of principal Russia products, exported from St. Petersburg 1797.

List of principal Russia products exported from St. Perersburg 1798.

Account of goods exported in the British ships from St. Petersburg Anno 1799.

Verzeichniss der vorziighichsten russischen Produkte, welke von St: Petersburg 1800
ausgeschift worden sind.

Merchandises exportées de St. Perersbourg 1801.

Note: Nene of these lists bears publication datz. although the bibliographic assump-
tion is that all were published in St. Petersburg and in the year following that covered by
the list, excepe the fisst one for 1753-91 which was published probabiy in 1794
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The 1753-91 list and the annual list for 1799 are limited to exports in British
ships only; the others provide figures for other European destinarions and the United
States. These very vajuable export lists appear to have ceased publication with the
beginning of f the long-lived and well-known annual Survey of the Foreign Trade
of Russia Across Exropean and Aniatic Borders, initiated by Minister of Commerce
N. P. Rumiantsev’®. At least no later ones have yer been found.

The St. Petessburg exporr lists, published evidendy in several European
languages, would seemn to have been compiled from customs ledger books of that
port, probably for the purpose of stimulating interest in Russian exports and mak-
ing Russian trade appear to be vigorous and healthy. Such ledgers must have been
also the source for another compilation published in 1805 by Joshua Jepson Cd-
dv, distinguished member of the Russia and Levant Companies'’. Oddy's staustics
which appear in a derailed and informed book on European commerce serve as
a most useful check on the Goldsmith's lists, in che absence of what must have
been the common source of them both, the original customs record.

Finaily, both Oddy and the Goldsmiths' lists may be spot tested by two other
snippets derived cerrainly from the same records: figures in the papers of two
Western visttors to Russia, Edmund Charles Genét and Francisco de Miranda.
Genét, while on diplomatic assignment in St. Petersburg for the French Govern-
ment berween 1787 and 1792, acquired among other things two exporns accounts
for 1788 and 1791'%. In additon Miranda during his visit there in 1786-87, barely
overlapping Genér, came into possession of a printed *‘Extract of Goods exporred
from St. Petersburg’’ for the years 1779-841%.

6 Russia, Ministerstvo Kommernsii, Gosudarsivennais torgoviia... goda v raznykh eia
vidakh (St. Perersburg: Pri Imperarorskol Tipografii, 1802-1913). Title and publisher vary
for subsequent vears; i1 tume the dtle stabilized as Okzor vneshner torgovki Rossi po
evroperskot { aziaiskoi granitsam. Also Tebleaux du commerce de {'Empire de Ruisie. An-
ndes ]802, 1803, 1804, 1805, trans. Fr. Pfeiffer (St. Petersburg: F. Drecuster, 1808}

], ). Ovpy. Exropesn Commerce, Shewing new and secure Channels of trade with
the contiment of Europe (London: W, J. & J. Ricrarpson, 180%), pp. 122* and 125%,

18 Account of Goods Exported by the British Ships from 5t Petersburg Anno 1788,
Library of Congress, Broadside Collection, Portiolio 307, No. 14; and Account of Goods
Exported by the British $hips from St. Petersburg Anno 1791, Portfolio 307, No. 17. These
accounts were originally preserved in the Genér papers bur are now housed in the Broad-
sides Collection. For Genét's sojourn in Russia, see M. H. Woopnxn, "Edmond Charles
Genet'', Dicrionary of Amercan Biography, V11 (1946) pp. 207-09, and M. MINNIGERODE,
Jefierson Friend of France, 1793: The Career of Edmond Charles Gener (New York: G.
P. Putnam’s Sens, 1928}, pp. 84-118.

18 Exiract of Goods exported from 5t. Peiershurg i the following Years, and untitled
and undared manuscripe account for the year 1786, both preserved in the Miranda papers,
Archivo de Franciseo de Miranda. Archivos de la Academia de Historia, Caracas, Venezueia.
For copies of these 1 2m indebred o Professors Davio M. Guirrits and R, Winmmror
WricHt. For Miranda in Russia, see W. S, Rosertson, The Life of Mirands (Chapel Hill;
University of North Carolina Press, 1929}, Il pp. 71-82.
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Only a single commeodity is used here for the comparison, 2 commodity »o? .
selected for compilation from Customs 3 by Schumperer buc a highly impertant
one nonetheless, the cathartc drug thubarb. Rhubarb reot. regarded since ancient
times 25 a useful stomachic, came to be appreaiated throughout seventeenth-century
Furope as an immensely valuable purgative, valued espeaally 1o chose sull humeoral
days because of its relative mildness and its astringency®. Bur the best thubarb
was not grown in Europe and was very expensive. Reputedly Marco Polo had brought
to the West the understanding that the most medicinally efficacious root came
from Tibet and Western China, and even before the mid-sevenieenth cenrury Rus-
sians by land and others by sea or land began o bring the drug back. Not unuli
the second quarrter of the eighreenth century, however, were the quantities returned
SO great as to arnount io a genuine Europe-wide craze. Europeans seemed deter-
mined to purge themselves as therapy for a wide range of afflictions from gout
10 gonorrhea, '

The largest imports to London and outports from all sources came in the 1760s,
the peak vear being 1768 when the Customs 3 ledgers recorded 67,764 Lbs. avoir-
dupois arriving in London, plus 2 trivial amount, as it always was, in the ourports
(122 lbs. avoir.) Of thar truly enormous quantity of the dried drug the largest
poruon by far was brought from Chinz and other oriental places by the British
East India Company, which over the enure period of Customs 3 accounted for
70% ot so of the rhubarb imported to Britain. Russia's thubarb, 1.e. Chinese

- thubarb ransshipped by way of Russia directly, or indirectly through Amsterdam,
constituted between 15 and 20% of total English imports. Most of the remaining
root came from Turkey which was probably the less prized drug native 10 the Eastern
Mediterranezan and known as rhapontic.

The Customs 3, Goldsmiths', and Oddy statistics are reproduced with conver-
sion from pouds to Ibs. avoirdupois in Table 2. {The Customs 3 ledgers. or registers
as Walrer Minchinton and Christopher French prefer, survive only through 1780,
although they are thought to have been compiled for several vears bevond that
dare. They were replaced by a later series of ledger, known as the Customs 5 series.
the only volumes of which sdll surviving are the 1792 and 1800.)

% ] am now preparing 2 monograph on the history of thubarb: in the meantume readers
may consubt Chapter 3 of mv Muscorite and Mandarin. Russta's Trade with China and Its
Setting, 1727-1805 (Chapel Hill: University of North Caroffns Press, 1969) for the Russian
trade n the drug.
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TABIE ]

The Trade in Rhubarb from St Petersburg to London, 1753-1804

Exports from St. Perersburg o London
& Ourpors, 1n Pouds and Pounds

Impons w Loadon & Ourports
in Pounds Avoirdupots, from

Avoirdupots Customs 3 & 5
Oddy Goldsmiths'

1753 00 00 91
1754 00 00 00
1755 00 00 00
1756 00 00 00
1757 00 00 00
1758 00 00 00
1759 00 00 00
1760 8-1/2 307 8-1/2 307 6o
1761 40-1/2 1462 40-1/2 1462 1874
1762 60 2167 60 2167 377
1763 157-1/4 5678  157-1/4 5678 6206
1764 277.1/2 10,021  277-1/2 10,021 9682
1765 284 10,255 284 10,255 34,789
1766 00 00 00 00 00
1767 129-1/2 4676 129-1/2 4676 4028
1768 00 00 00 00 3170
1769 00 00 00 00 00
1770 81-1/2 2943 81-1/2 2843 2309
1771 00 00 00 00 57
177 3-1/2 126 2-142 90 3
1773 00 00 00 00 85
177 56-1/2 2040 56-1/2 2040 2343
177% 100 3611 100 3611 3151
177 84-1/2 3051 84-1/2 3051 3095
1777 43 1553 43 1553 1372
1778 23-1/4 840  23-1/2 849 336
177 70-1/2 2546 70-1/2 2546 3452
1780 156 5633 156 5633 3763
1781 217 7836 217 7836 —_

1782 49 1769 49 1769 —

1783  200-1/4 7231 200-1/4 7231 —

1784 00 00 00 00 —

1785 37 1336 37 1336 —

1786 99 3575 99 3575 —

1787 239 8630 239 © 8630 —_

1788 57-1/2 2076 57-1/2 2076 —
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Exports from St, Petersburg to London Impors to London & Qurports
& Oucports. in Pouds and Pounds in Pounds Avourdupois, from
Avorrdupois Customs 3 & 5
Qddy Goldsmiths'
1789 55 1986~ 55 1986 —
1790 15 342 15 542 —
1791 75 2708 75 2708 —
1792 31-1/2 1137 32 1156 926
1793 16-1/2 596 16+ 251bs. 601 —
1794 12 433 00 00 —
1795 25 903 00 0o -
1796  138-1/4 4992 138 4983 -
1797 37 1336 0o 00 —
1798 236-1/2 8540 237 8558 —_
1799  86-1/2 3124 86-1/2 3124 —
1800 1 36 1 36 90
1801 26 939 26 939 -
1802 00 0o — — —
1803 47 1697 — — —
1804 122 4405 —_ — m

Note: Oddy's account has it that the '*Number of British Ships. to ail Pacts, in which Pro-
duce was loaded, are given ull the Year 1971; from that Year, the Number of Briush Ships,
which actually loaded to Grear Britain and Ireland only...”". The Goldsmuths' account, from
1753 through 1792 are for shipments in Briush bortoms to all ports; thereafter there is some
variation. The years 1794 and 1797 are respectively ' pour differentes Places™ and *“for Sundry
Ports’'. The remaining appear o include only ladings in British ships although 1796 is vague:
“pour |'Angleterre’’. The poud has been converted to Ibs. avoir. by multplving by 36.11;
the Russtan 1b. (as in the Goldsmiths {igure for 1793) is lighter - 40 funws o one poud.

Before comparison with Customs 3 figures for imported rhubarb, it is impot-
tant to examine closely the Oddy and Goldsmiths' conuribudons, and ro establish
if possible their reliability. Agreement berween the two 1s virtually perfect, except
for small discrepancies which, all in all, tend toward authenucation of the accounts
rather than challenge of them. Of the forty-nine years spanned by the two ac-
counts, only six years have minor differences of 1/4, 1/2, or 2 full peud which
may be dismissed as either scribal error or carelessness in tallying from the presumed
original Russian source. Four other years have slightly greater problems. There is
a five Ibs, avoir, difference for 1793 which cannor be reconciled, although it likely
dertves from the unusual reportage of 16 pouds 25 tbs. (Kwssian Ibs.) carried in the
Briush bottoms, For 1794 Oddy lists 12 pouds while the Goldsmiths’ sheet has 13
pouds for various places; we can presume twelve of thar thimeen weat to Britain
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and one elsewhere. For 1795 there is a significant difference, the Goldsmiths' ac-
count recording no expores to Britain or rather in British ships while Oddy gives
25 pouds (903 Ibs). There is no ready explanatien for this anomaly exceprt thar
the lists include only the *‘major’’ ems of wade which could well have been judged
by sorne ant-herbal clerk to exclude thubarb. Pethaps also it was just carelessness.
Finally there is an explainable difference for 1797. The Goldsmichs® account has
63 pouds {2275 bs.) desuned ''For Sundry Ports’™” which sensibly allows 27 pouds
{1336 lbs.) of that for British destinarions and the remaining, as usual, for nor-
thern Europe. These minor differences, then, suggest, at the least, that both the
Goldsmiths’ and Oddy accounts drew from a2 common source and, by and large,
did so carefuily.

The final two comparisons mentioned above are limited to a few years bur are
nonetheiess highly useful?!. The Francisco de Miranda papers, part of which were
preserved originally in Grear Brirain and are now in Carzcas, include two lists,
one printed and one manuscript, for the years tespectively 1779-84 and 1786, They
match exactly the Oddy and Goldsmiths’ accounts save that the pouds are round-
ed off. The survival of a manuscript sheet for 1786 which is substantially the same
as the other accounts, yer with scribal diffetences, certainly helps authenricate all
of them.

“Lastly the papers of Citzen Genét, who arrived to serve in St. Petersburg as
Miranda departed, preserve accounts for 1788 and 1791 which, although printed,
bear some differences from the Goldsmiths' lists. There is some re-arranging of
commodities and slight re-definition of them bur the major difference is that
Genét's lists are far motc detailed than the Goldsmiths'. Genér's list for 1788,
for examnple, provides a breakdown of the 542 British shups deparung St. Petessburg:
517 to Britain and the rest o Europe {plus one 1o Charleston and two 1o
Philadelphia). Of the 517 only 266 announced London or Hull as destination, while
the Scotush ports, especially Leith and Dundee, bulk much larger than mighr have
been expecred. Genért is likewise more detailed in commodiues included, listing

* There are, in addition, confirming irems in two contemporary accounts. The Rev.
Witiam Coxe o his Travels o Polond and Russia (New York: Amo Press, 1970, reprint
of the first three volumes of the 1802 cdition). II, p. 389, comes up with a figure for goods
exported from St. Perersburg in the holds of 382 British ships in 1777: 42 pouds 32 Russian
Ibs.. close enougk. to the Oddy/ Goldsmiths’ figure of 43 pouds. He adds thart this thubatb
was valued at £ 846/8/- or a bit less than £ 20 per poud, 2 comparatively high price, if
calfeulated using his rate of exchange for 1778 between pound and rouble {2/6 = one rouble).

Apam Krott, member of the Russia Company, in his A Commercial Dictionary, in the
English and Russian Languages: With a full explanation of the Russian trade, &e. &c. (Lon-
don: 8. Chaepei, 1800), p. 58, gives the figure of 80 pouds to England, Ircland. and
Scatland tn 1799 which compares closely with the 86-1/2 of Oddy/Goldsmith's. He also
notes 107 pouds “to America. and all other Countries™ |, which also compares closely with
the 100 pouds of the Goldsmiths' list. save that the latter atributes the entire 100 pouds
to nations other than America.
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quantities, usually small. of soaps, printed linens, smoked rongues (138 dozen,
mostly to Leith), and a variety of furs, especially fox (2458 pieces and 34 backs)
and ermine (28-1/2, mostly to Leghorn). He also includes commodiuces laden in
ten American ships bound for Boston, Salem. Gloucester, and ports south: bar
iron, clean hemp, and various linens. The 1791 Genét List, also more derziled than
the Goldsmiths', gives 75 pouds and one lb. - Russian - of thubarb but unlike
Oddy and Goldsmiths’ adds 2 breakdown for destination: 54 pouds 18 - lbs. Rus-
sian - to London, 20 pouds 11 lbs. - Russian - to Leith, and 12 Ibs. - Russian -
to Dublin, a roral of 75 pouds 1 lb. - Russian. A nearly equal amount went to
European ports Iraly, Liibeck, and Harnburg presumably not in British ships. The
upshot of the comparison of Miranda/Genér and Oddv/ Goldsmiths' is te boister
the claim of the latter a5 generally accurate and dependable extracts from St
Petersburg port ledgers.

What are the shorteomings of Oddy and Goldsmiths'? First and most obvious.
we do not have the original ledger books from which all of the extracts most cer-
tainly were drawn. Although the agreement berween and among them is grear.
we stull need the originals back to 1753 if we wish to be certain. Yer even were
they to surface, we would still have to examine them much as Customs 3 has been
challenged since 1938, and is it not likely that we would conclude that the St.
Petersburg bureaucracy was no mote successful than the Briush in prevenung smug-
gling and contraband, in avoiding inaccurate reporting due 10 peculation on the
part of customs inspectors, and in preventing simple carelessness? We cannot now

fully evaluate these shorcomings although common sense intimates they are con-
siderable.

Mote to the point, however, are several other matters. Thus far we have largely
neglected the question of in whose ships these goods were sent. The Goldsmiths’
accounts (except for two vears) tally the expores from St. Petersburg in Briziré ships
bound for various ports, to be sure British ports in the main. The exceptions are
1794 and 1797 which record shipments to various ports bur presumably in the
bottoms of several countries including perhaps Russia herself. This does not however
seern [0 be 2 major problem in so far as Oddy includes only ladings in Bridsh ships.
{Both Miranda and Genért specify British ships). Suill, if we keep in mind Oddy's
careful notation that before 1791 his figures are for Britsh ships departing St.
Petersburg for &/ pors, both fina! destinaton and possible ports of call, then we
cannot be entirely certain how much of the thubarb taken aboard tn 5t. Petersburg
ended up on Briush wharfs and how much may have been sold in Liibeck or Ham-
burg or for that marter elsewhere in Europe. This is to be borne in mind as we
turn to Customs 3.

The Customs 3 ledgers record rhubarb impors 1o London and unidentified
outports for the twenty-eight years berween 1753 and 1780, with the grear bulk
of the root going to London. Comparison of these figures with Oddy/ Goldsmuths’
frgures produces z striking congruence of pattern although significant differences
In precise amounts. At Inttal glance, overall Customs 3 has far lzrger imports from
Russia than shown in the figures from Sr. Perersburg: 81.898 los. avoirdupots to
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56,909 Ibs., or an annual import average for the whole period of 2925 lbs. to 2032
Ibs. However, if the difference berween the rwo for the single year 1765 (34,789
Ibs. 10 10.255.) 1s set aside, then Customs 3 figures are less than 1% greater than
Qddy/Goldsmiths'! We have of course no authoricy to set aside that single
anomalous year, especially if we note that it represents in both St. Petersburg and
London the largest vear in the thubarb trade berween the two countries.

There are a number of possible explanations for 1765. Several of these we can
dismiss early on. There is, for example, the difference in calendar, making precise
comparison of annual figures impossible. During the eighteenth cenrury Russia
used the Julian calendar for most purposes, eleven days behind the Gregonan
adopted ifi Britain in 1752, The Britsh customs ledgers were kept from Chrisrmas
to Christmas, however, so that the real difference was a fortnight and 2 half. Sull
the calendar could not have had much impact on these figures, in the light of
the weeks it took for ships to ply the route berween the two ports. To be certain
we could avetage 1765 with the years before and after, or even the several years
before and after, in order to elimmnate discrepancies due to shipments late in the
year and arrivals early in the new vears. But this is no help. The two sets {Customs
3 and Oddy/Goldsmiths') agree for 1766 (no shipments, no arrivals) and neacly
so for 1764 {a difference of only 3%),

As for the London side of things, obvious explanadions are not readily apparent.
The notation in the Customs 3 ledgers 15 clear and bold, allowing little room for
copying crror. It is possible that our copyists or compilers misateributed imports
by the only other important source, the East India Company, to impors from
Russiz, but thar seems less than likely, Customs 3 already has the Company im-
porting 19,428 Ibs. in thart year, which would make a toral of nearly 44,000 lbs.,
an excepuionally large figure indeed (although one exceeded in 1768 for the largest
import by the Company recorded in Customs 3). Even though such misatuibu-
tion is possible, we must set it aside as unusual at the least, for we see no evidence
of that sort of thing elsewhere.

More telling is a comparison of the foa/ imports of thubarb to London {again,
mainly from Russia and the East Indiz Company) with expors of the root to the
Contnent and the New World Plantations, for the years around 1763, for which
see Table 3:

TaBIE I1I
Total Imporss and Exports of Rbubarb for the Port of London,
1763-1767 (1n {os. avorr.)

Imports Exports
1763 ' 25,473 6,041
1764 39,311 22,687
1765 54,289 19,601
1766 27.839 26,849
1767 28,933 20,428

Source: Customs 3/65-60
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Of the 54,300 lbs. imported in 1763, as Customs 3 has it, 34,789 were from
Russia and 19,428 by way of the Company. In order 10 account for the unusually
targe amount exported in the following vear (i.2., exported “'in time’", or, after
1721, within three years of impor) either the Customs 3 figure or the Od-
dy/Goldsmiths’ figure would suffice, but if as litde as 10,255 lbs., the larter figure,
were imporred, it would have left surprisingly litde for the domesuc marker in
Britain, which was then nearly insatiable in its craving for the good impored
root’. The Customs 3 figure, judging from the London side, would appear more
plausible than the Oddy/Goldsmiths'.

With a suspicion that the Oddy/Goldsmiths’ figure is too low rather than the
Customs 3 too high, it is intriguing te notice that the difference berween the two
figures could very well be accounted for by scribal error in a single digit in the
original Russian customs registers; instead of 284 pouds were the figure say 984,
the difference would be a trivial twenty-one pouds, well within the annual dif-
ferences over the years. This is of course wild speculation, and a case cannot be
built upon 1t.

Apar from the discrepancy for 1765 and the overall higher figures for Customs
3, the partern of waxing and waning of the rhubarb trade is remarkably similar,
even one of congruence. The following figure illustrates this harmony.

Figure 1
Trade in Rbubarb, St. Petersburg-London, 1753-1800
fin 1000s of lbs. avoir.)
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Not only do the two sets of figures rise and fall in fairly close unison one with
the ather, except for two or three periods they alternate one with the other as to

7 As evidenced in the numerous and widespread efforts to culuvare rhubarb 1n Britain
from sceds brought from Russia by Dr. James Mounsey in 1762, See, for example, jor H.
Appigay, ‘Rhubarb’ Mounsey and The Surinam Toad - a Scowtish physician-naturalist in
Russia’, Archives of Natural Hisrory, X1, pp. no. 1 (1982} pp. 13732
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which s greater. Hence taking periods of two or three years rather than single years
results in even closer agreement berween the two. Taken together with the slight dif-
farence berween the two (after omitting 1765}, the harmony of pattern strongly re-
commends the authenticity and accuracy of both London and St. Petersburg figures.

The usual reasons advanced for difficulty in comparing Customs 3 figures with
customs tallies of other lands - smuggling, bribery of customs nspectors, and simply
bad book keeping - cannor, as least as of now, be employed in the St. Petersburg-
London trade conaection. To be sure che Russian administraton periodicatly com-
plained that the smuggling of Chinese thubarb inte, through, and from Russia
damaged severely the official monopoly in the thubarb trade which was enforced
throughout much of the second half of the century. Notably there seemns to have
been a decline in those officials’ complaines in the period of Catherine the Grear
when, among other things, the state’s appararus for procuring rhubarb on the
Mongol border, selecting (éraé-ing) it according o the best apothecary state of
the art, and guarding it on its long journey to St. Petersburg and abroad seems
to have significantly improved®?.

What rematns of this compatison is the reasonable judgment that Customs 3
statistics seern well if narrowly tested by the thubarb trade from St. Petersburg
in the second half of the cighteenth century and are not found seriously wanting,
and vice versa. The rompatibility of the two sets of figures is unusually close for
that period, which suggests thart the Customs 3 for the rthubarb trade at least, are
reliable, that smuggling in that commodity was not great (except possibly for 1765},
and that mistepresentation in London customs was not rampant. Specifically, the
Russian thubarb recorded as imported to Londen probably came directly from St
Petersburg and mainly in British ships. Some Russian rhubarh was imporced earlier
through Germany, Holland, and Flanders but the amounts were slight and the
instances only occasional. From the present evidence there is no reason to believe
that any appreciable amounts were carried by these routes afrer 1753,

But whar of other commodities? It {s necessary now ro make comparisons of
the St. Perersburg and Briash serics for other commodities taking care to under-
take fresh calculadons from the Customs 3 ledgers in order to set aside doubts
regarding Schumpeter's tallies. A tedious job 1o be sure, bur one that might allow
us confidenty to use the quantities series of Customs 3 for ar least those com-
modities and those avenues of trade which do not have the features making them
atrractive to smuggling or falsification of registry, Customs 3 may vet become our
key eighteenth-century source, bur it sesms fairly obvious now that we must use
it selecnively, commodity by commodity, port by port, period by period, rather
than expecs 1t to be validated or repudiated as a whole.

5 See. faor example, the Senate decree of 21 Seprember 1765 ordering the establish-
ment at or near the Mongol border (Selenginsk or Irkuisk) of an 2pochecary office to be
presided over by the accomplished apothecary Avoret Brant, Polnoe sobranie zabonov, No.
12475, 27, pp. 5410-341.
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