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EDITORIAL 

Shortage of space, dictated by the current staple-bound format of LPS, 
precludes any more than a brief editorial in this issue. Unfortunately, though 
for very good reasons, it has been possible also to include only two articles 
rather the usual three. It is, however, extremely gratifying that both of these 
are the work of local historians from the non-professional arm of the historical 
community, keeping alive a tradition that lies at the very heart of LPS. The 
contribution by Martin Ecclestone, currently treasurer of the journal, is most 
welcome, for medieval historical demography is a very rare animal indeed, 
whilst hard evidence on the labouring population for the medieval period is 
scarcer still. Equally welcome is Audrey Perkyns’ study of migration in 
nineteenth century Kent, linking census evidence to parish register 
reconstitution in a study that is remarkable for its diligence and assiduous 
attention to detail. Audrey’s work will be familiar to readers of LPS, and the 
impression the current study made upon the editorial board is reflected in the 
fact that it is published here, not quite in full but at a length that exceeds even 
the newly agreed limit of 7,000 words. The remainder of the journal is taken 
up with the annual Review of Current Periodical Literature, which draws 
upon a wider range of journals than hitherto and offers a fuller exposition of 
their contents. Readers’ comments are invited. 

LPS or Population in History 

On the subject of readers’ comments, only two objections to the proposed 
change of title to Population in History have been received, one of which was 
published recently in the LPSS Newsletter. Does this indicate that the rest of the 
membership approve? The board is, of course, sensitive to the fact that it is 
local population history that the journal publishes, and at the last board 
meeting it was suggested that if Population in History were to be adopted, we 
should also adopt the sub-title a Journal of Local and Regional Studies. Is this, as 
our Newsletter respondent suggests, ‘too academic’? We are, after all, an 
academic journal and proud of it, though equally proud that our contributors 
and readership extend far beyond the ‘formal’ academic community. 

LPS projects 

Two new projects are under consideration by the LPS board. One proposal is 
to produce a PDF (Portable Document File) version of LPS on CD-ROM, 
which could incorporate up to 50 issues (approximately 3,600 pages) on a 
single CD. This would create a permanent electronic archive of the journal and 
would also make out-of-print issues available. The key advantage, however, is 
that the entire CD would be searchable, for particular articles, authors, topics, 
places and so forth. The other proposal is to produce a volume of essays on 
women’s work, building upon the foundation established at the Ambleside 
conference in 1996, but adding other articles previously published in LPS as 
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well as newly commissioned pieces. Women’s work might be regarded as a 
‘suitable case for treatment’, for it is an area of research that is currently 
attracting considerable interest and not inconsiderable controversy. It is also 
becoming increasingly clear that there were notable local and regional 
variations in female employment opportunities, over and above the variations 
in the recording of those opportunities: for example, in the City of St Albans 
and its hinterland (population 17,991) fully 63 per cent of women aged 15 or 
over were recorded as employed in the 1851 census, the figure rising as high 
as 82 per cent in the parish of Harpenden. Readers’ views on both of these 
proposals are welcomed. 

Our current project, a collection of essays on the use of probate evidence, is at 
last nearing completion. When death do us part: understanding and interpreting 
the probate records of early modern England (edited by Tom Arkell, Nesta Evans 
and Nigel Goose), will be published towards the middle of next year. No price 
is available yet, but advance orders are now being accepted and will earn a 
discount of £2 on the published price. In order to clear stocks, we are also 
offering K. Schürer and T. Arkell eds, Surveying the people. The interpretation 
and use of document sources for the study of population in the later seventeenth 
century, at the knock-down price of £5 (plus £1 p. & p.), undercutting the LPH 
Book Club price by fully three quid! The offer of back issues of LPS at discount 
rates, first advertised in LPS 57, is being extended: issues 10-20 inclusive can 
be had for £10; 21-50 inclusive for £17.50 (post free). All orders, as usual, to the 
LPS general office. 

Conference announcement 

Finally, a conference that will undoubtedly be of interest to many LPS readers 
is ‘The Streets of London 1660-1870’. This is a two day, non-residential event, 
to be held in London on 17-18 December, at a cost of just £30. Full details are 
available from Tim Hitchcock, Department of Historical Studies, University of 
Hertfordshire, Watford Campus, Aldenham, Herts., WD2 8AT. 

Editorial matters 

As noted in the last editorial, the journal is now being co-edited in rotation on 
an annual basis, and hence Andy Hinde will be taking the helm for the next 
two issues. All enquiries and contributions should, however, still be sent to 
the LPS general office at the University of Hertfordshire. This co-editor looks 
forward to resuming responsibility in 2001. 

 

October, 1999                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                 Nigel Goose  
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MORTALITY OF RURAL LANDLESS MEN BEFORE THE BLACK 
DEATH: THE GLASTONBURY HEAD-TAX LISTS 

Martin Ecclestone 

Martin Ecclestone is a retired computer systems analyst, who studied Glastonbury 
Abbey’s dairy production for a M.A. in Local History at Bristol University. 

Introduction 

Demographic studies of medieval English villages are often considered 
impracticable, since nearly all surviving documents were intended to help 
manorial lords control their property and supervise their local managers, not 
to record every birth or death. Only rarely did the king demand a lay subsidy 
from his subjects, enabling us to enumerate the better off, though not the 
whole population. Not until Thomas Cromwell began to create a local govern-
ment system based on ecclesiastical parishes did the state concern itself with 
the registration of births, marriages and deaths, thereby providing us with the 
raw material for many local population studies. Demographic work relating to 
the period before 1538 depends on the survival of unusual documentation, or 
ingenious interpretation of indirect evidence, with a clear recognition of the 
assumptions behind any analysis; the validity of the results will always be 
limited, to social classes, age groups, regions or time periods. 

Those demographic investigations that have dealt with the period 1300–1348 
have been comprehensively reviewed by Richard Smith. He concludes that ‘in 
many respects this review . . focusing both upon population trends and the 
possible operation of Malthusian checks, makes for depressing reading. Our 
knowledge of demographic processes, if not trends, is still especially thin and 
uncertain‘.1 The disputed relationship between demography and economics 
remains unclear: that is, to what extent were population levels a consequence 
of economic progress? Were the causes of population trends exogenous 
(economic or climatic) or endogenous (the Malthusian checks of malnutrition 
and disease, or Postan‘s theory of soil exhaustion)? Where progress has been 
made is in estimating population trends at a number of manors, often using 
the technique pioneered by Hollingsworth of ‘replacement rates‘, based on 
how many sons were living at the time of their father‘s death.2 It seems clear 
that these trends were not consistent: at Halesowen in the West Midlands and 
Coltishall in Norfolk numbers increased until 1349, whereas on certain manors 
in Suffolk and Essex the population declined after about 1315.3 At present it is 
impossible to decide which of these patterns was characteristic of rural 
England as a whole, and in any case the difficulties of deriving and interpret-
ing replacement rates cast some doubt on their reliability.4 
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The estimation of pre-1348 mortality rates is also beset with problems and 
very little has been achieved. Postan and Titow used the excellent series of 
bailiffs‘ accounts for the Bishop of Winchester‘s manors to count the numbers 
of heriots paid annually between 1245 and 1348. If a heriot were paid only on 
a tenant‘s death, mortality rates should be proportional to numbers of heriots 
and to the number of tenancies. In practice, heriots might also be paid for 
intervivos land transfers, and the number of tenancies recorded in 1321 (1,725) 
is unlikely to have remained constant for a century. In this context, the mean 
rate of 84 heriots a year in the 1320s implies that the crude death rate among 
tenants was at most 84/1725, or 49 per 1,000, giving an expectation of life at 
the mean age of entry to property of at least 20 years.5 

The publication of Razi‘s Life, marriage and death in a medieval parish in 1980 was 
the first realistic attempt to derive reliable demographic data from the infor-
mation normally recorded in manorial court rolls. Razi used the records of 
1,667 court sessions between 1270 and 1400 for the large manor of Halesowen 
in Worcestershire, to collect information on 5,002 named individuals, men-
tioned on average 15 times each. With enormous diligence he reconstituted 
677 families and was able to distinguish many of the identically named 
persons, as well as identifying those villagers who bore more than one sur-
name. Names which he could not positively identify were disqualified, to 
reduce the likelihood of counting any individual more than once. By adopting 
this laborious procedure he was able to overcome many of the uncertainties 
endemic in medieval manorial records. His analysis of the resulting data 
produced a variety of important demographic estimates, among which 
mortality will be referred to later.6 This work initiated a protracted debate, led 
by Richard Smith and L.R. Poos, about the validity of Razi‘s assumptions and 
whether court rolls, by their nature, are likely to conceal the existence of many 
of the poorest inhabitants, thus precluding an unbiased reconstruction of the 
village community. Smith and Poos also criticize Razi‘s assumptions about age 
of entry to property and marriage, which they consider unwarranted and 
likely to produce invalid estimates of expectation of life at age 20. Their debate 
with Razi has been of great value in exposing the real difficulties inherent in 
court roll data, but in spite of these, court rolls will continue to be important 
for understanding the life of local communities.7 

Population trends at the manorial level have also been derived from the rarely 
surviving records of tithings, whose members were liable to individual 
payments of a halfpenny or a penny. Titow analysed the total annual pay-
ments (of one penny per capita) between 1209 and about 1325 from every male 
aged twelve or over who belonged to the manor of Taunton‘s tithings.8 As 
Titow then remarked, this was ‘the only piece of statistical evidence on the 
population changes over the thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries which is 
non-tenurial in character‘, and this is still true for the period before 1270. 
However, he was only able to convert the number of adult males into total 
population by assuming that they constituted 35 per cent of the total, a figure 
he derived from the 1851 (sic) census. Good estimates of medieval population 
totals will always remain elusive, because children under twelve so rarely 
appear in medieval records; estimates of mean household size can only be 
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guessed at. Tithing records have also been used by Postles for Kibworth 
Harcourt in Leicestershire (1280–1450) and by Poos for six manors in Essex 
during a similar period.9 

In the study that follows estimates are obtained for the mortality rates of a 
particular class of men, who are listed by name in the court rolls of the manors 
owned by Glastonbury Abbey, from the late thirteenth century until after the 
Black Death.10 These lists were noticed by M.M. Postan in the 1950s, when he 
assumed that they showed the larger manors were sending out every year 
‘hundreds of unmarried young men in search of employment elsewhere‘. He 
was never able to undertake a proper investigation of their significance.11 
Recent work by Lori Gates and Harold Fox has shown that, in general, they 
are lists of landless men aged 12 and over, living on the manor, who in most 
cases remained on the lists until they died or acquired property. Only a 
handful of such lists survive for most of the Glastonbury manors, and from 
these it is only possible to obtain crude death rates. However, the two adjacent 
Wiltshire manors of Longbridge Deverill and Monkton Deverill, which Gates 
studied, have an excellent series of court rolls containing the relevant lists, and 
for these manors there is sufficient information to allow expectation of life (at 
age 20) to be estimated, not just the crude death rate. There being so little 
published work on the Glastonbury lists, it is necessary to begin by describing 
in some detail what they contain and how this may be interpreted.  

The Glastonbury head-tax lists 

The records of the Easter hallmoot courts for the manors owned by Glaston-
bury Abbey in the late thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries always begin 
with a list of men called garciones. Garcio was a term implying low status and 
menial work, that only later came to mean a youth; the records suggest that 
these men were liable to pay a capitagium garcionum or annual head-tax to their 
lord. Harold Fox has published a definitive introduction to the significance of 
this tax and has pointed out the great potential value of the lists to students of 
the period; his own work on them has begun with a ground-breaking study of 
the extent of service in husbandry on two contrasting manors, Pilton and 
Ditcheat. An earlier study by Lori Gates of the two Deverill manors supports 
Fox‘s interpretation of the lists but draws somewhat different conclusions 
relating to the availability of labour.12 

The Glastonbury records do not appear to contain any complete and explicit 
statement about who was liable to pay the tax (in the account rolls usually 
referred to as chevagium garcionum, though ‘chevage‘ normally referred to 
villeins who had left their manor). Fox has found for a variety of English 
manors documentary references, dating from the twelfth century onwards, to 
annual taxes on landless men. Taken together with the brief annotations on 
the Glastonbury lists that were intended to justify exemptions from tax, Fox 
derives an explanation that is both convincing and useful. In essence, the 
Glastonbury manors exacted an annual tax at Hocktide (the period after 
Easter) on the males attached to the manor, aged 12 and over, who did not 
hold property (the garciones). Those exempted (but still listed) included 
paupers, the sick or blind, those in the lord‘s service, and young men working 
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for their parents (but only one of their sons was exempted at a time). Some of 
the later lists (for example, that for Buckland manor in 1350) describe the work 
done by named manorial employees.13 

The court roll was evidently prepared before the Hocktide hallmoot with a list 
of names based on the previous year‘s list, and was then amended in court: 
first, to record the payments charged to each man; second, to delete (with an 
abbreviated explanation) those who were no longer liable because they held 
property, or had died, or had left the manor; third, to explain exemptions for 
the ensuing year; fourth, to add the names of those newly liable. The total 
head-tax payment at this court was also recorded in the annual account roll. 
All this detail strongly suggests that, contrary to Postan‘s assumption, the 
named men were actually resident on the manor unless stated otherwise. 
Changes in head-tax liability occurring after the Hocktide court were normally 
noted on the Hocktide list, but they can be distinguished from those presented 
to the court. The beginning of the head-tax list for Sowy manor in 1307, that 
illustrates some of these features, appears in Figure 1a (see p. 10). 

References elsewhere in the court rolls provide confirmation of some of the 
details in the lists; in particular, the fines paid on entry to villein property may 
relate to a man who was later exempted from head-tax, because he held 
property. There are also records of youths aged 12 or more being sworn in, 
who then appear for the first time on a head-tax list. Fox concludes that 
capitagium in this context was a tax on labourers, normally resident on the 
manor and normally landless. It was rated according to their ability to earn 
wages, for the tax paid by individual men appears to increase with age, and 
none is paid by a son working for his father or widowed mother. ‘Those who 
were outside their parents‘ homes must in many cases have been servants 
serving in the homes of tenant farmers‘ writes Fox.14 The rarity of demo-
graphic data on this class of medieval people, who must have been among the 
poorest for whom we can hope to find records, together with the survival of 
numerous head-tax lists for the Deverill manors, makes the Deverill evidence 
particularly valuable.  

The quality of the Deverill evidence 

The manors of Longbridge Deverill and Monkton Deverill lie in south-west 
Wiltshire near Warminster, and they were unusual among Glastonbury‘s 
possessions in being managed separately by the abbey‘s chamberer; perhaps 
for this reason their records have survived more completely.15 The Poll Tax of 
1377 listed 312 adults on the Deverill manors. Two kinds of court were held 
there, at least twice a year for each manor: the ‘hallmoot’ that dealt with 
village transactions, especially property transfers, and (on the same day) the 
‘hundred‘ court that dealt with disputes, assizes of bread and ale, and sworn 
entries to the tithing (elsewhere known as the View of Frankpledge). At the 
Michaelmas hundred court the tithings paid a fixed sum of money called the 
common fine. In the Easter hallmoot records there are 43 head-tax lists for 
Longbridge Deverill that date from 1295–1350 and 42 for Monkton Deverill.16 
Together they name nearly 500 different men, and some of these names 
appear over 40 years. In the 56 years 1295–1350 there are only three gaps of 
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Figure 1a  Beginning of head-tax list: Sowy manor 1307 
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Figure 1b  Beginning of head-tax list: Christian Malford manor 1348 
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one year (1297, 1313 and 1330; also 1299 for Monkton), and six of two years 
(1301–1302, 1304–1305, 1310–1311, 1335–1336, 1346–1347). The rolls are well 
preserved and legible, with the unfortunate exception of 1348 that records the 
subsequent deaths from plague. The head-tax lists were written in more or 
less the same order from year to year, apart from an important reordering in 
1329–1331, so that names can be easily linked to those on earlier lists to 
determine the date when an individual first appears. The problems caused by 
identically named but different men appearing in court rolls are thus avoided, 
as are the occasional changes of surname.17 

Losses from the lists due to death and land acquisition were normally noted 
twice: first as a post-Hocktide addition to the roll, and then in the following 
year as a reason for non-payment of head-tax (though 1349 is an exception to 
this, with a revised list, almost devoid of deaths). For this reason, only the 
second year of the two-year gaps (1302, 1305, 1311, 1336 and 1347) must, for 
want of information, be excluded from mortality calculations, and it can be 
assumed that very few death records were lost in single-year gaps. More 
seriously, death and land acquisition do not account for all the losses: though 
some are explained by the word recessit (he has left), other losses are unex-
plained and only detectable by comparing lists for consecutive years. It is 
assumed here that the head-tax lists would nearly always record deaths and 
land acquisitions explicitly, because they would be known locally, so that their 
calculated frequencies (as a proportion of the number of men liable to head-
tax) should be unaffected by the losses from ‘other causes‘, which may include 
permanent exemption and emigration. 

The exceptional demographic value of the head-tax lists lies primarily in the 
information they provide about each man‘s age, if it can be safely assumed 
that young men first entered the list at the Hocktide following their twelfth 
birthday. The best evidence for this comes in the breach rather than the 
observance of the rule: the 1338 Longbridge list gives the ages of ten named 
men, ranging from 12 to 22, who entered the list for the first time in 1338. The 
court record states that the four who were over 14 were liable for arrears that 
with their 1338 payment amounted to 2d. for each year over 12; four of the 
remaining six, aged from 12 to 14, were working for their father and were 
excused payment.18 The only other example of evasion was at Hocktide 1312, 
when the hundred court fined the Longbridge tithing 2s. for concealing 
William Leveboye and Edward Cleke for the previous eight years; William 
and Edward were fined 3d. each, but their ages were not specified.19 There are 
quite frequent references in the hundred courts to imminent additions; in 
1307, for example, ‘Edward son of Walter atte Comb is entered in the tithing 
and chevage to the Lord is assessed at 3d. a year’.20 

Migrant workers 

It cannot be assumed that everyone liable to head-tax was the son of a local 
man, and in any case the resident freemen and tenants cannot be securely 
identified in the absence of contemporary surveys of the Deverill manors. We 
therefore need some way of distinguishing between local men and immigrants 
in the head-tax lists. Unlike local youths who entered the tithing aged 12, after 



13 

swearing an oath of fealty to the king, and who then became the tithing‘s 
responsibility, immigrant workers might be of any age and they would be 
expected to find their own sureties or pledges who would be responsible for 
their conduct and debts. Everyone except vagrants and men of rank was 
required (after a year and a day) to be either in a frankpledge tithing, or in the 
‘mainpast‘ or personal pledge of a responsible local man; the word ‘mainpast‘ 
refers to a household with living-in servants, fed by their employer‘s hand, 
but it also included manorial shepherds, ploughmen and carters.21 The basic 
assumption of this study is that a head-tax payer who appears in the lists with 
a pledge (at any time) may have been an immigrant worker, and therefore 
much older than 12 years at his first appearance in the lists. 

Evidence of pledges appears both in the hundred courts and the hallmoot 
head-tax lists. For example, the Michaelmas 1313 hundred court states that 
‘John Maynard and John Sarier took into their frankpledge (in liberam plevinam 
suam) John le Sarier, paying the Lord 4d. a year at Hocktide‘, and the head-tax 
lists confirm that John Sarier junior was charged 4d. between 1314 and 1329; 
his pledges were the two named men until 1317, and a Robert atte Mulle from 
1323 to 1329.22 On the other hand John le Rutherherd (possibly the village 
cowherd) only appears on the head-tax lists, pledged by the whole hallmoot, 
and paying 2d. from 1326 to his death in 1336.23 The 1331 list clearly recog-
nizes the different status of pledged garciones, since the 1329 list has been re-
ordered to place them all at the end of the list.24 

Pledged men also appear in the hundred courts as liable to pay ‘while they 
wish to remain‘ (dum stare voluerint).25 On the head-tax lists this often appears 
as ‘dum stare‘ or even just ‘dum‘, but the annotation disappears generally by 
1320. Their payments were often not in cash but in goods, either half a pound 
of beeswax or a pound of cumin, replaced from 1315 onwards by 3d. in cash. 
The 1299 hundred court records that ‘Thomas son of William Sutor gives one 
pound of cumin while he wishes to remain‘ and names his two pledges.26 
Another reason for paying wax or cumin appears in 1280, when seven men 
paid wax and eight cumin ‘pro advocato habendo‘, which Latham explains as 
‘rent paid for the protection of new settlers on lord‘s demesne‘.27 Only one of 
the 15 men appears on the contemporary head-tax lists, which appears to 
confirm that their payments were for rent rather than head-tax.28 

It was also possible for villeins to purchase their right to move freely. Thomas 
Randen of Longbridge entered the lists in 1315, probably aged 12, and was 
still alive in 1350. At the Hocktide hallmoot in 1328 he paid 20s. ‘so that he 
may serve wherever he wishes for the rest of his life‘ (deservire possit quocum-
que voluerit), and after 1328 he paid 6d. in head-tax.29 

The head-tax data 

A quantitative description of the head-tax data may begin with the numbers 
on the lists for all the Glastonbury manors, excluding the two Deverills. For 
each manor there are lists for a number of scattered years, but we have com-
prehensive data for six years: 1307, 1308, 1313, 1315, 1346 and 1350, though not 
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all manors have data for all six years. Table 1 summarizes the numbers of men 
recorded as liable for tax in the years before the Black Death, together with the 
number of deletions from the lists due to death or property acquisition. 
Because 1307 and 1308 were consecutive years it is possible to check whether 
losses from the 1307 lists were indeed removed from the 1308 lists; this check 
shows considerable duplication (see Table 1), which when corrected brings 
1308‘s estimated mortality more or less into line with the other years. It is a 
strong reminder, however, that individual years‘ data cannot be checked, and 
that calculated mortality rates may therefore be inaccurate. For the 11,132 
named men on these five lists, the crude annual mortality rate was 23 per 
1,000, and 23 per 1,000 also left the lists to take up land. 

The surviving manorial extents for the Glastonbury manors show that the 
total number of garciones was of the same order as the number of tenants. 
According to Postan, the mid-thirteenth century extents of 32 manors record 
2,046 customary tenants; the 1307 and 1308 head-tax lists for the same manors 
produce about 2,200 resident garciones. A detailed analysis by Harold Fox of 
the labour requirements on two manors c.1315 illuminates the factors that 
probably determined whether there were more or less resident garciones, 
relative to the number of tenants. In short, it appears that manors with larger 
villein holdings, or heavier labour services, attracted immigrant garciones from 
manors with less need for labour.30 

There are 30 manors which have head-tax lists for each of the four ‘years‘ 1307 
or 1308, 1313 or 1315, 1346 and 1350. The total numbers of garciones in these 
‘years‘ were 2,220, 2,325, 1,895 and 560 respectively, from which average 
annual rates of change of 0.7 per cent increase between 1307 and 1315, and 0.6 
per cent decrease between 1315 and 1346, can be estimated. Numbers in-
creased at ten of the manors between 1315 and 1346, while at five the number 
of men more than halved, with Shapwick (64 down to 20) the most extreme 
case.31 Assuming that the number of male villein holdings remained fairly 
constant during this period, the total adult male population would have 
decreased between 1315 and 1346 by about half the rate of the garcio popula-
tion, a fall of about 10 per cent in 30 years. 

Turning next to the much more continuous and reliable information for 
Longbridge and Monkton Deverill, the numbers involved are summarized in 
Figure 2 (p.16). This shows for each five year period from 1295 the maximum 
number of men liable in that period. This approach eliminates defective lists 
such as those for 1307–1309 when most of the pledged men were excluded 
temporarily. The three graphs in Figure 2 show how the total was divided 
between unpledged residents, those who paid in wax or cumin, and those 
who were pledged and paid cash. The number in the latter two categories 
increased by about one a year between 1295 and 1329, while the unpledged 
residents rose by about two per year until 1316. This rapid increase (in total 
about 3 per cent p.a.) implies a population rising faster than could be absorbed 
by available tenancies. Figure 3 (p.16) shows the proportion of the total 
number of garciones who were unpledged local men; in this case the minimum 
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percentage in each five year period is used. The situation was evidently stable 
until 1317, when famine decimated the population and allowed many gar-
ciones to acquire tenancies. This encouraged a temporary influx of migrant 
workers, so that the proportion of unpledged garciones fell from 70 per cent 
pre-1317 to 54 per cent in 1327; by 1348 it had almost recovered its former 
level. 

Tables 2 and 3 (pp.17–18) analyse for 11 five-year periods the flows in and out 
of the annual lists for Longbridge and Monkton respectively. Garciones who 
were recorded as having pledges (at any time) are distinguished from those 
without pledges. The year 1317 is shown separately because of the exceptional 
mortality at Longbridge, though not at Monkton, in that year. Based on the 
data in Tables 2 and 3 for 1296–1345, but excluding any garciones who died in 
1317, Table 4 (p.19) shows total losses, average annual losses, and rates of loss 
per 1,000 man-years for the combined manors, together with a simple measure 
of the precision of these statistics. In all three tables, losses due to death, land 
acquisition and ‘withdrawal‘ are distinguished; the third category may imply 
emigration. It is concluded that the crude death rate for unpledged garciones 
was about 20 per 1,000, and for those who were pledged, 21 to 22. It will be 
noticed that pledged men seldom acquired land and withdrew much more 
frequently than unpledged men, as we would expect if pledges imply immi-
grants. 

In the discussion that follows, the Deverill head-tax data will be firmly divided 
between the unpledged men (many of whom are known to be the sons of 
established families) who joined the head-tax lists soon after they were 12, and 
those who were pledged or paid in goods or whose names were annotated 
‘dum stare‘, whose age cannot be reliably determined. Much of the analysis 
will be focussed on the former group. 

Table 1     Losses from head tax lists, all Glastonbury manors 

Year Total names Losses by : Rate per 1,000 man years 
 on list Death Tenure Death Tenure 

1307          2,227          49          56          22.0          25.1 
1308 *          2,189          55 (67)        100 (116)          25.1          45.7 
1313          2,352          55          43          23.4          18.3 
1315          2,309          54          42          23.4          18.2 
1346          2,055          41          18          20.0            8.8 

Totals        11,132        254        259          22.8          23.3 

Notes:         Head-tax lists for the Deverill manors are excluded. Each year may include a different 
group of manors.     
* The figures in brackets are those recorded in 1308; they include some duplication of 
losses recorded in 1307.  

Source:     Glastonbury estate court rolls in Longleat archives. 
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Figure 3    Proportion of unpledged men to total number liable to head-tax 
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The unpledged garciones 

Before starting on the demographic analysis, it is worth putting the head-tax 
in an economic context, by recording the relationship between age and the 
amounts paid in head-tax by the unpledged men. Table 5 (p.20) refers to 145 
Longbridge Deverill men who entered the lists after 1295, whose payments are 
tabulated 1, 5, 9, 13 ... years after entry. The proportion of those liable who 
were excused because they worked for a parent fell rapidly, from 41 per cent 
in year 1 to one third of this in year 5, and a tenth in year 13. For those who 
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Table 2     Gains and losses: Longbridge Deverill 

Years No. of  Mean no.   Gains Losses 
 lists of men  M T R ? 

1296-1300        4       32      14        6       3       0       11 
1301-1305        1       44      17        0       2       0         2 
1306-1310        4       44      10        5       4       0         8 
1311-1315        3       57      31        0       3       0         2 
1316-1320        5       43      15      16     18       0         2 
1321-1225        5       45      13        9       4       0         1 
1326-1330        4       41        7        4       6       1         1 
1331-1335        4       37        5        0        4       2         1 
1336-1340        4       41      15        2        2       1         1 
1341-1345        5       45      16        7        4       1         0 
1346-1350        3       23        3      16      13       0         8 

TOTALS      42       41    146      65      63       5       37 

1317                          41        2      13        2       0         2 

B: All other garciones 

Years No. of  Mean no.   Gains Losses 

 lists of men  M T R ? 

1296-1300        4       16      10                 1        0       1         8 
1301-1305        1       21        8        1        0       0         6 
1306-1310        4       24      19        1        1       1       16 
1311-1315        3       32      27        2        0       4         3 
1316-1320        5       30      16      11        2       7         0 
1321-1225        5       37      14        3        1       8         0 
1326-1330        4       38      13        2        2       5         6 
1331-1335        4       30        5        3        0       4         3 
1336-1340        4       25        1        4        0       3         0 
1341-1345        5       17      10        4        2       6         0 
1346-1350        3       11        5      12        1       1         8 

TOTALS      42       26    128      44        8     40       50 

1317        28        2        5        1       3         0 

Notes:       ‘Gains’ are newly listed men in this period. ‘Losses’ include deaths (M for mortuus est ), 
property acquisition (T for habet terram ), withdrawal (R for recessit ) and unexplained (?). 
When a man is temporarily absent from the lists, the Gains and Losses are not altered; 
such absences occur chiefly during 1307–1309 for men with pledges. 

Source:       Longbridge Deverill court rolls in Longleat archives. 

A: Garciones without pledges 
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Table 3      Gains and losses: Monkton Deverill 

A: Garciones without pledges 

Years No. of  Mean no. Gains Losses 
 lists of men  M T R ? 

1296-1300        3      12         14       1        4        1        7 
1301-1305        1      21           6       0        1        0        2 
1306-1310        4      21         13       3        2        0        8 
1311-1315        3      27         11       1        0        0        2 
1316-1320        5      28           9       2        5        0        0 
1321-1225        5      31           7       5        3        1        2 
1326-1330        4      28           6       3        2        2        5 
1331-1335        4      21           3       4        1        1        0 
1336-1340        4      16           3       0        1        0        5 
1341-1345        5      14           7       2        2        2        0 
1346-1350        3      11           4       8        2        1        2 

TOTALS      41      21         83      29      23        8      33 

1317                         27           2       2        1        0        0 

B: All other garciones 

Years No. of  Mean no. Gains Losses 
 lists of men  M T R ? 

1296-1300        3         2           1        1        0        0        1 
1301-1305        1         4           3        0        0        0        1 
1306-1310        4         2           0        0        0        0        2 
1311-1315        3         2           1        0        0        0        0 
1316-1320        5         3           1        0        0        0        0 
1321-1225        5         4           3        0        0        1        0 
1326-1330        4       12         11        1        0        2        1 
1331-1335        4       12           3        1        0        1        0 
1336-1340        4       10           0        1        0        0        2 
1341-1345        5         9           4        1        0        3        0 
1346-1350        3         6           0        3        1        1        1 

TOTALS      41         6         27        8        1        8        8 

1317          2           0        0        0        0        0 

Notes:         As for Table 2. 
Source:       Monkton Deverill court rolls in Longleat archives. 



19 

Table 4      Mean rates of loss 1296–1345: Longbridge and Monkton Deverill combined 

 Man-years M T R Precision 

Unpledged garciones                  

Totals        2,763           55           68           12             1 
Per year             61.4             1.22             1.51             0.27             0.02 
Per 1,000 m.y.        1,000           19.9           24.6             4.3             0.4 

Other garciones     

Totals        1,459           32             6           43             1 
Per year             32.4             0.71             0.13             0.96             0.02 
Per 1,000 m.y.        1,000           21.9             4.1           29.5             0.7 

All garciones     

Totals        4,222           87           74           55             1 
Per year             93.8             1.93             1.64             1.22             0.02 
Per 1,000 m.y.        1,000           20.6           17.5           13.0             0.2 

Notes:         Totals are divided by 45 (not 50), because the years 1302, 1305, 1311, 1317, and 1336 
are excluded from the totals. 
‘Losses’ include deaths (M for mortuus est), property acquisition (T for habet terram) 
and withdrawal (R for recessit )  
The ‘precision’ shows the effect of adding 1 to M, T or R. 

Source:       Tables 2 and 3. 

paid, the median payment was 2d. in year 1, 3d. in year 5 and 4d. in year 9 and 
thereafter. The mean payment was 2.65d. in year 1, rising to 4.8d. in years 13 
to 17 and then very slowly declining with age to around 4.0d. This steady 
increase until a man was in his mid-twenties, followed by a slow decrease in 
middle age, is likely to reflect the wages earned by labourers. 

On the Deverill manors, as for Glastonbury manors generally, the unpledged 
garciones had roughly equal chances of eventually acquiring land or dying 
first. Records in the court rolls of the entry fines paid by new tenants can be 
linked to 37 of the listed garciones who acquired land, whose ages can be 
estimated. Fifteen (40 per cent) entered a property by marrying a widow, who 
had free-bench after her husband‘s death. The time elapsed from entry to the 
head-tax lists to these marriages ranged from 6 to 19 years, with a median of 
13 years. Fourteen men (38 per cent) entered a property held by a parent or 
same-surname relative; for these the time elapsed ranged from 1 to 19 years, 
with median 10 or 11 years. Finally, eight men (22 per cent) acquired property 
previously held by an unrelated man; they waited 8 to 20 years, with median 
16 years. If these men were about 13 when they first paid head-tax, the median 
age for acquiring property was about 25, and no-one was older than 35 when 
they first acquired property. Though the evidence is scant, it is plausible that 
marriage was closely linked to acquiring property. 
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Age-specific mortality rates and expectation of life 

The crude mortality rates derived from a large sample of Glastonbury head-
tax lists were shown in Table 1, and the slightly lower rates from the more 
detailed (and more checkable) records of the two Deverill manors in Table 4, 
where pledged and unpledged men can be considered separately. Both 
suggest a crude rate in the low 20s, far lower than Postan and Titow‘s estimate 
for Winchester tenants (49 per 1,000). This is not unexpected, since the garciones 
would be generally younger than tenants. Age-specific mortality rates are clearly 
more significant, and the Deverill data are capable of providing these. 

In order to obtain estimates of age-specific mortality rates only those 340 
garciones who entered the Deverill lists between 1296 and 1344 are now 
considered, for most of whom it is possible to measure how long they stayed 
on the lists, at least up to 1345. The 15 who died in 1317 are first excluded, 
because it was a year of exceptional mortality that will be considered later. 
Also excluded are 46 for whom there is no definite information about why 
they left the head-tax lists. Those who first appear in the surviving records the 
year after a two-year gap are assumed to have actually started one year 
earlier.  

For each of the 279 garciones that are left, the numbers of years they lived in 
each of the five-year periods 0–4, 5–9, . . 40–44 years since entry are calculated, 
and every death is also allocated to its appropriate period. This procedure 
produces for each five-year period the total number of man-years at risk of 
death and the total actual deaths, divided between the two Deverill manors 

Table 5      Relationship between head-tax payments and age 

Category Number of years since entry (aged 12-13) 

 1 5 9 13 17 21 25 29 33 37 

With father   50   14    7     1       
With mother     9     1    2     1     1      
With lord     1          
Paupers     3     3       2      

Paying p.a.           
1d     2          
2d   38   15    3     3     1     1    1     0     2  
3d   31   33  13     4     6     3    1    
4d   10   34  30   22   15     9    7     6     4     5 
6d     1   18  28   23   17     9    8     4     3        
8d     0     0    2     2     1     0    1          

Number paying   82 100  76   54   40   22  18   10     9     5 
Mean payment 
(pence) 

2.65 3.73 4.59 4.81 4.75 4.60 4.90 4.80 4.20 4.00 

Notes:         Data for 145 Longbridge Deverill garciones to 1348 (includes only unpledged men, 
entering the tax lists after 1295). 
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Table 6      Mortality of Deverill garciones who first entered lists in 1296–1344 

A: Garciones without pledges 

 Longbridge Deverill Monkton Deverill 
Years on list Man-years No. of deaths Man-years No. of deaths 

 0 – 4           531               7           241               2 
 5 – 9           394               8           185               5 
10–14           276               2           133               3 
15–19           161               6            89               4 
20–24             96               0            62               1 
25–29             63               0            34               2 
30–34             46               1            25               1 
35–39             25               0            11               1 
40–44               4               3              1               0 

All        1,596             27           781             19 

Mortality        1,000             16.9        1,000             24.3 

B:  All other garciones    

 Longbridge Deverill  Monkton Deverill 
Years on list Man-years No. of deaths Man-years No. of deaths 

 0 – 4           373               8            93               0 
 5 – 9           256               4            68               2 
10–14           179               8            35               2 
15–19             91               1            15               0 
20–24             35               3              6               0 
25–29             19               1              5               0 
30–34               9               0              5               0 
35–39               5               0              5               0 
40–44               5               0              1               0 

All           972             25           233               4 
Mortality        1,000             25.7        1,000             17.2 

Note:         This table excludes all garciones who died in the year ending Easter 1317. 

and the unpledged and pledged men (Table 6). Because the number of deaths 
in any period is quite small, the age-specific mortality rates are obscured by 
statistical effects. The underlying age-related trend in the observed data can 
best be extracted from the statistical ‘noise‘ by the careful use of actuarial life 
tables. 

The Princeton life tables are the most useful in this connection, since they 
provide in published form a finely graduated set of tables, that include high 
mortality scenarios rarely experienced today.32 They are based on recent 
observations of populations world-wide, and it is very unlikely that an actual 
fourteenth century population would correspond well with any of them over 
the complete age range. Even if a good match can be found for an adult 
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population, the life tables should never be used to predict medieval life 
expectancy at birth, or total population, since these are heavily influenced by 
infant mortality, evidence for which is totally lacking for the fourteenth 
century. As a general rule, the life tables should not be used to predict pa-
rameters for any age group not included in the actual observations. But they 
do provide an accessible and mathematically consistent set of functions, that 
may be used to find an objectively smoothed best-fit description of the ob-
served mortality data. 

The adopted procedure is to combine the man-years at risk in Table 6 with the 
Princeton life tables‘ age-specific mortality rates, so as to produce the expected 
number of deaths in each five-year period for each life table used. The total 
numbers of expected deaths are then compared with the observed total to find 
the most appropriate life table. For the combined Deverill manors, Princeton 
Model West levels 1 and 2 for males (referred to in future as PMW 1 and PMW 
2) are a good match of the observed deaths, and Table 7 sets out the predicted 
deaths for these levels. 

In Part A of Table 7 (garciones without pledges) it is assumed that the men‘s 
chronological age was 14 years greater than the years spent on the head-tax 
list. Fourteen is chosen, rather than 12, to allow for the occasional delays in 
recording newcomers to the list. Thus the period 0–4 years corresponds to 
ages 14–18 in the life tables. Since the observed deaths total 46 and the ex-
pected totals from PMW 1 and 2 are 48.0 and 43.8, a hypothetical PMW 1.5 
would best match the Deverill data. Turning now to Part B (garciones with 
pledges), it is reasonable to adopt the same life table, but with an older start-
ing age (though in fact there was no fixed starting age). PMW 1 and PMW  2 
are therefore used again with several different starting ages (18, 19, 20 etc), in 
order to find the starting age that gives the best match between predicted and 
observed total deaths. In this way 21 is selected as the ‘best‘ starting age and 
PMW 1.4 is then the best life table. In practical terms, the mortality of all the 
Deverill garciones, pledged and unpledged, over the age range 12 to 50-plus is 
satisfactorily represented by the mean of PMW1 and PMW2. The most appro-
priate PMW level is found to increase by one for every two years added to the 
starting age, and also for every 10 per cent decrease in observed deaths. 

Bearing in mind the already stated warning, that life tables are not reliable 
predictors outside the observed age-range (here, 12 to 50 years), the PMW life 
tables give the expectation of life at age 20, abbreviated to e(20), as 27.4 years.33 
The Deverill estimate is therefore similar to Razi‘s estimate of 30.2 years for 
196 well-documented (and richer) tenants in Halesowen, and his adjusted 
estimate of 25.3 years when more weight is given to the poorer tenants.34 Poos 
and Smith rejected so low an expectation, on the dubious grounds that it 
would imply an expectation of life at birth of between 18 and 22.8 years; but in 
doing so, they ignored the limitations of the Princeton life tables.35 It must also 
be remembered that the heavy mortality in 1317 has been excluded from the 
Deverill calculations; such catastrophes cannot easily be incorporated into 
estimates of what was normal. 
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Table 7     Deverill mortality calculated from Princeton Model West llfe tables and the 
                 observed distribution of man-years 

A: Garciones without pledges    

    (Chronological age = Years on list + 14)   

Years on list Man-years Expected deaths Observed deaths 
  PMW1 PMW2  

0–4           772             9.66             8.82              9 
5–9           579           10.71             9.76            13 

10–14           409             8.67             7.90              5 

15–19           250             6.15             5.59            10 

20–24           158             4.55             4.14              1 

25–29             97             3.39             3.08              2 

30–34             71             2.82             2.58              2 

35–39             36             1.80             1.64              1 

40–44               5             0.29             0.27              3 

All        2,377           48.04           43.78            46 

Mortality        1,000           20.21           18.42            19.35 

PMW 1.5 is the best fit to observed deaths 

B: All other garciones    
    (Chronological age = Years on list + 21)   

Years on list Man-years Expected deaths Observed deaths 
  PMW1 PMW2  

0–4           466             9.25             8.42              8 
5–9           324             7.30             6.64              6 

10–14           214             5.63             5.11            10 

15–19           106             3.30             3.00              1 

20–24             41             1.52             1.39              3 

25–29             24             1.04             0.96              1 

30–34             14             0.76             0.70              0 

35–39             10             0.67             0.61              0 
40–44               6             0.54             0.50              0 

All        1,205           30.01           27.33            29 

Mortality        1,000           24.90           22.68            24.07 

PMW 1.4 is the best fit to observed deaths 

Notes:         The columns headed ‘Expected deaths’ are the result of multiplying the ‘man-years’ 
figures by death rates for the five-year period, obtained from the PMW tables (column 
‘m’) by interpolation for age. PMW 1.5 provides the best overall fit to the observed 
mortality. The appropriate life table number increases by one for every two years added 
to the starting age of the unpledged garciones (e.g. starting age 13 implies PMW 1 is the 
best fit). 

Source:       PMW tables from Coale and Demeny (Note 32). 
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The crude death rate for all males aged 20 or more was 36.5 per 1,000 (the 
reciprocal of e(20), i.e. 27.4), and for those aged 13 or more, 31.3 per 1,000. 
These rates are much higher than the crude rates in Tables 1 and 4 because the 
adult male population would be older on average than that part of it which 
was paying head-tax. The disparity between the Winchester death rate (up to 
49 per 1,000) found by Postan and Titow from heriots , and 36.5 per 1,000 for 
the Deverill men, suggests that the heriot approach is badly flawed.5 

The estimated expectation of life at age 20 of 27.4 years may be compared with 
those found by Hatcher for Christ Church Canterbury and by Harvey for 
Westminster Abbey, although these relate to the periods 1395–1505 and 1390–
1529 respectively.36 Their separate investigations exploited the monks‘ bio-
graphical details, recorded from their profession to their death. Life expectan-
cies were calculated for 395 monks at Canterbury and 245 at Westminster and 
assumed the monks were 18 to 20 years old on admission. The mean values of 
e(20) in the period 1400–1480 were 28 years at Canterbury and 26 years at 
Westminster, but the expectations clearly declined between 1430 and 1500, 
partly because of recurrent mortality crises.37 

The crisis years 

William Jordan has graphically described the course of the Great Famine that 
struck Britain and northern Europe, from Poland to France, between 1315 and 
1322, and Ian Kershaw has dealt with the English evidence in more detail.38 
Prolonged and heavy rain devastated the harvests in 1315 and 1316, the winter 
of 1317–1318 was exceptionally severe, and in some areas the 1318 harvest was 
also ruined by rain. Large numbers of sheep and cattle then died from recur-
rent murrains until 1322. Studies of heriot payments have shown that the 
normal frequency (in 1313–1315 and 1319–1321) was roughly doubled in 1316–
1318.39 At Longbridge Deverill the magnitude of the disaster is clearly shown 
by the deaths of garciones in the year following Easter 1316; at Monkton Deverill 
no such effect is evident, perhaps because farming there was more pastoral 
than arable.40 At Longbridge 18 garciones died, where one or two deaths might 
be expected in a normal year; another 20 acquired land in 1316–1320, com-
pared with four in a normal five-year period. Increased property transactions 
were as much a reflection of hard times, when land was sold for food and to 
repay called-in debts, as of the tenant deaths caused by prolonged malnutri-
tion and disease. The total effect was to reduce the number of Longbridge men 
liable to head-tax from 93 in 1316 to 71 in 1317. The 16 or 17 additional deaths 
in 1316–1317 imply a 17 or 18 per cent mortality among the garciones, a rate 
that appears consistent with the 10–15 per cent mortality found for certain 
groups of tenants elsewhere in England, for example on the Essex manors 
studied by Poos.41 

In three other years the number of deaths recorded on the Deverill head-tax 
lists was significantly higher than the normal rate of two per 100 man-years. 
Eight deaths were recorded in the year ending Easter 1295, when 78 men were 
listed. Assuming that the number of deaths per year followed a Poisson 
distribution whose mean is the normal death rate, eight or more deaths could 
occur by chance once in 2,500 years.42 This mortality may relate to the high 
wheat prices in 1293–1295 that Schofield suggests were the principal cause of a 
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subsequent glut of property transactions at Hinderclay in Suffolk.43 The five 
deaths among 89 men in 1308 were only marginally exceptional (this number 
could have occurred by chance once in 100 years), but nine deaths among 111 
men in 1323–1324 were most unlikely to occur by chance (only once in 2,000 
years). The high (8 per cent) mortality in 1323–1324 may have resulted from a 
local epidemic, or been an indirect consequence of the severe cattle-plague in 
1319–1321, that Kershaw suggests made it especially hard for farmers to 
recover from the preceding famine years, ‘as their efforts were rendered vain 
by the destruction on all sides of their means of production and livelihood‘.44 
Finally, the bad harvest of 1310–1311 listed by Dyer coincides with a two-year 
gap in the head-tax lists, that hides any possible effects.45 

There have been many studies of plague mortality in 1348–1349, and these 
include reference to a 55 per cent mortality on the Glastonbury Abbey estate, 
estimated from the head-tax lists.46 John Hatcher‘s review of the evidence for 
plague mortality in England gives good reasons for treating some approaches 
(e.g. inquisitions post mortem, heriot payments) with great caution. Hatcher 
also suggests that statistics derived from customary payments were over-
estimates, ‘since dead men could not continue to pay but live men could take 
the opportunity presented by the plague to evade payment‘.47 However, this 
qualification should not apply to mortality estimates derived from the 1348 
head-tax lists, since this evidence is positive (names are annotated mort‘ for 
mortuus est) rather than negative (i.e. absence from the 1350 lists). It is possible 
indeed that some deaths went unrecorded, so that the mortality may even be 
under-estimated. Figure 1b (p.11) shows the beginning of the roll for Christian 
Malford manor in 1348, chosen to illustrate the death toll from plague in the 
following year. Table 8 gives the numbers liable to head-tax at Easter 1348, the 
number of names annotated mort‘, the percentage mortality, and the number 
remaining on the 1350 lists, for those Glastonbury manors for which this 
information is available. The average mortality among 977 garciones was 57 
per cent, and at Badbury it reached 76 per cent. The Deverill hallmoot records 
for 1348 are unfortunately damaged, but there were probably 35 to 40 deaths 
among 83 men (40 to 50 per cent mortality). The effects of the plague deaths 
and greater opportunities to acquire land after 1348 combined to reduce the 
total number on the Glastonbury head-tax lists in 1350 to only a quarter of 
their 1315 level. 

Conclusions 

The great rarity of good documentary evidence for mortality before the 
Black Death makes it worthwhile to analyse data which for the early 
modern period would be regarded as statistically inadequate. In almost 
every case the surviving documents also present difficulties in interpreta-
tion, since their purpose and scope were not defined unambiguously. 
Thanks to the work of Harold Fox, the significance of the Glastonbury 
Abbey head-tax lists is now reasonably well understood, and Postan‘s 
view that they recorded emigrants can be rejected. For the majority of the 
Glastonbury manors, however, the deaths recorded in their infrequent 
head-tax lists, among a population whose age distribution is unknown, 
can only provide crude death rates that are of limited value.  



26 

Table 8      Plague mortality from 1348 head-tax lists 

Manor No. liable  
in 1348 

Recorded  
deaths 

Mortality  
per cent 

No. liable  
in 1350 

Badbury             45             34            76              7 
Christian Malford             79             52            66            15 
Damerham           156           100            64            57 
Grittleton             43             27            63            13 
Walton             31             19            61            12 
Pilton             75             46            61            22 
Buckland             70             42            60            22 
Mells             79             46            58            19 
Kington             57             32            56              9 
Ashbury             20             11            55              5 
Batcombe             39             21            54              9 
Ditcheat             46             25            54            18 
Idmiston             58             29            50            21 
Nettleton             62             30            48            21 
Ham             65             27            42            26 
Winterbourne             24               9            38            15 
Marnhull             28             10            36              9 

TOTALS           977           560            57          300 

Notes:         ‘Recorded deaths’ counts the names that were annotated ‘mort’ after the hallmoot head-
tax lists were made. 

The two Deverill manors, by contrast, have a nearly continuous sequence of 
the relevant court rolls in 1295–1345, so that it is possible to determine the year 
of birth for a considerable number of the named garciones, and also the year 
when they died or acquired property, or left the manor. The number is dimin-
ished by the lists including many garciones who were probably immigrants, of 
uncertain age, who must be excluded from the life-expectancy calculations. 
For the selected population, the observed data on years at risk and age-related 
deaths can be matched against the Princeton life-tables, to obtain an estimate 
of e(20), the expectation of life at age 20. 

Based on 46 deaths, the best estimate of e(20) for the Deverill garciones is 27 to 
28 years. These figures would increase by one year for a 7 per cent reduction 
in the observed number of deaths, which is within the statistically probable 
range. It is concluded that the most reasonable estimate based on the available 
data is 26 to 29 years. It is important to note that the high mortality in the 
famine years of 1315–1317, that killed 17 or 18 per cent of the Longbridge 
Deverill garciones, has been excluded. 

This conclusion may be compared with Razi‘s estimate of 30.2 years for well-
documented tenants at Halesowen in the period 1270–1400 and his more 
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questionable estimate of 25.3 years for the whole tenant population there. 
Postan and Titow‘s work on the Winchester manors‘ payments of heriots in 
1245–1348 produced estimates in the low twenties that must now be treated 
with caution. Hatcher and Harvey‘s estimates for the monks at Canterbury 
and Westminster during the fifteenth century are the best available for the late 
medieval period and suggest that for these monks e(20) declined from around 
30 years in 1400–1430 to as low as 20 years by 1490. 

The data in Table 1 for the whole Glastonbury Abbey estate are so similar to 
the Deverill data, in respect of crude death rates and property acquisitions, 
that it seems reasonable to suppose that the expectation of life found for the 
Deverill garciones may apply to all the Glastonbury garciones. If so, it appears, 
perhaps surprisingly, that their mortality rates were only slightly worse than 
those of the wealthier Halesowen tenants and the early fifteenth century 
monks. This is an important conclusion, for a class of men who must have 
been among the poorest for whom we can hope to find documentary evi-
dence, and whose economic importance has until recently gone unrecognized.  
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PART I: INTRODUCTION 
 

Preface 

‘World-wide movements of population make a very 
powerful appeal to the imagination…. Nevertheless, there is 
some danger lest the spectacular attraction of such mighty 
currents…may divert attention from…those short distance 
movements which form the great bulk of all human 
migration.’1 

Thus Redford developed the theme of ‘a complex wave-like motion’ in his 
important study of the population movements which accompanied industri-
alization. While Ravenstein was amongst the first to demonstrate the preva-
lence of short-distance migration, the publication of census reports from 1851 
enumerating birthplaces by county has led to a number of studies of internal 
migration.2 Many of these reveal problems. Lawton admitted that ‘figures of 
net migration conceal the complex ebb and flow of actual population move-
ments’.3 Baines demonstrated that the use of census data alone conceals high 
levels of inter-censal movement.4 Armstrong showed the need to supplement 
the aggregated birthplace returns with more localized data from census 
enumerators’ books (CEBs).5  

This study starts from Baines’ hypothetical estimate of migrant age distribu-
tions and death rates and investigates what actually happened in six adjacent 
Kentish parishes 1851–81, using data from CEBs and parish registers.6 It 
follows Baines’ distinction between lifetime migrants who arrived some time 
since birth (or non-natives, who with natives make up the total population) 
and current migrants who arrived since the previous enumeration and who 
are included among the lifetime migrants. 

The study area 

The parishes selected for study are Rainham, Upchurch, Lower Halstow, 
Hartlip, Newington and Stockbury (see Figure 1). The London-Dover road 
passes through them, also the London, Chatham and Dover Railway from 
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1859. The river Medway was also important for the transport of goods. Near 
the river alluvial brick earth deposits became important as London’s growth 
increased demand for bricks, especially after 1861. The central area was very 
fertile, particularly producing wheat, fruit and hops. To the south the land 
was less fertile. These were open parishes with no dominant squire; the large 
landowners were absentees. Each parish had many small occupiers and a 
small group of middle class yeoman farmers owning a little land and 
additionally occupying 200–600 acres each, who still followed the custom of 
gavelkind, the ancient land law of Kent.7  

As Rainham, Upchurch and Halstow developed a brickmaking industry their 
populations grew rapidly and the proportion employed in agriculture 
declined, as Table 13b later demonstrates (see p.57). Table 6 (p.46) shows the 
remarkable increase in population in these three parishes. Hartlip and 
Stockbury remained agricultural backwaters, the latter being much poorer 
than the rest. Newington was somewhere between. Improved transport 
together with the increased population required for the brickyards gave an 
impulse to building which was facilitated by the freehold land society, though 
after 1861 the increase in housing stock in the industrializing parishes did not 
quite keep pace with the rise in population.  

Figure 1    The six parishes in Kent: 5 mile and 20 mile radius from Rainham 

Notes:          Ha = Hartlip               N = Newington             Ra = Rainham 
                    St = Stockbury           U = Upchurch               LH = Lower Harstow 
                    C = Chatham             Gi = Gillingham            R = Rochester 
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The sources: use and quality 

Since CEBs are used as a means of distinguishing natives from lifetime 
migrants through birthplace evidence, the accuracy of such data is important. 
An earlier study found a high level of accuracy; over all the parishes 1851–81 
the birthplaces of 70 per cent of the population were checkable from other 
evidence and of these 2.7 per cent were definitely in error and an additional 2.6 
per cent might have been wrong; unsurprisingly, servants, lodgers and visitors 
were least checkable.8 For the purposes of this article the inaccuracy is minimal: 
where errors have been positively identified, the correct version has been used; 
and the majority of discrepancies where the correct version is not known are 
between places outside the parish and therefore irrelevant to a distinction 
between those born inside and outside the parish, which is all this study 
requires.  

Another use of the CEBs is to reveal current migrants (who arrived since the 
previous enumeration), and those resident in one census who migrated out 
before the next. This requires a process of linkage between censuses, and 
consideration of the possibility that absentees from an enumeration might be 
temporary absentees and not permanent migrants; both these matters will be 
considered below. 

The 1841 CEBs are less useful than later ones for three main reasons: ages, 
except for the under 15s, were required only to the nearest five below; birth-
places are given only as in or out of the county; and relationships to the head of 
the household are not reported. However, these CEBs are necessary to reveal 
the 1851 current migrants. The quality of the CEBs is generally good; however 
the 1861 CEBs for Upchurch have 154 of the 468 records missing. For purposes 
of comparison with other censuses one must use the full number and fortu-
nately the summary page exists so the total numbers of males, females and 
houses are known. From this and other information it has been possible to 
reconstruct a large part of the missing section. A topographical comparison 
with 1851 and 1871 revealed that the missing area included certain farms and 
other properties. Baptismal registers show certain families continuing to 
baptize children before and after the 1861 census. This process has permitted 
the addition of probable residents to a total of 430 and possibles to 449. It was 
therefore possible to extrapolate with confidence estimated numbers for 
natives, migrants and age groups for the total population. 

Eleven double entries have been detected, some in the same parish and some 
in different parishes; for example children enumerated both at home and as 
visiting relatives. One house straddled the boundary of Hartlip and 
Upchurch; in one year the enumerator recorded all but one of the household 
in one parish, with one person sleeping in the room over the border in the 
other; in another year the household was recorded identically in both 
parishes. The CEBs 1841–81 for the Hollingbourne Union Workhouse (for 
Stockbury) and Milton (for the other five) were also used. The Admission and 
Discharge Registers of Milton Union Workhouse 1835–65 have also been used 
and have been found very useful as evidence of family relationships, 
absences from the parish and deaths.9 
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Baptismal registers have been used to confirm ages and birthplaces and to 
establish family connections. Over all six parishes the earlier study found that 
75 per cent of those reporting a birthplace in the area 1851–81 had a baptismal 
record.10 

Marriage registers are important for family connections and are particularly 
useful from 1837 when the names of the fathers of groom and bride are 
included. Unfortunately many were married in a place where they are not 
identifiable by any other evidence. Fifty-five per cent of the marriages in these 
parishes 1812–37 are of couples never heard of again; in 1837–81 this percent-
age drops to 17. Of married couples born in the study area and appearing in 
the censuses for 1851–81, 29 per cent of wives and 35 per cent of husbands 
have no marriage record there. These percentages fall consistently over the 
period: for wives from 38 per cent in 1851 to 24 per cent in 1881 and for 
husbands from 47 per cent to 28 per cent. The smaller percentage for wives is 
possibly related to the custom of marrying in the bride’s parish, but the 
figures suggest that this is often the bride’s parish of employment at the time 
of her marriage. Quite often witnesses are not relations but a young couple 
who themselves marry soon afterwards, occasionally identified as employed 
in the same household. However, by the nineteenth century other evidence 
facilitates the identification of many wives with no marriage record, as will be 
seen later. 

Finally, burial registers have been used here as evidence relating to the 
relative proportions of deaths and out-migrations and for death rates. The 
completeness and accuracy of the burial registers for this period in the six 
parishes seems clear. Family reconstitution shows that few residents inexplica-
bly disappeared. Whole families and teenagers who disappear can usually be 
assumed to be out-migrants. If one partner in a marriage died with no burial 
record the spouse would subsequently appear as widowed. The total numbers 
known to have died with no burial record in the parishes is very low: four 
1851–61; seven 1861–71; ten 1871–81. Even for these there is occasionally an 
explanation, for example the burials carried out speedily in the workhouse 
parish during a cholera epidemic. The vast majority of ‘absent’ spouses were 
in fact alive, if the marital status of the resident one is to be believed: most 
were temporarily absent which can sometimes be explained by a later burial 
from the county asylum but some are likely to have been deserters. What 
holds for the married is likely to hold for the single and widowed; that is, most 
people who disappeared without a burial record had not died. The burial 
registers occasionally record accidental deaths, most commonly from 
drowning. Furthermore, it seems reasonable to suppose that the numbers 
buried outside the parish will be balanced by extra-parochial burials inside. 
The registers also exhibit a high degree of accuracy in recording ages for the 70 
per cent checkable from other evidence such as baptism and/or marriage 
records and/or consistently reported ages in the CEBs. Accuracy varies from 
91 per cent in Halstow to 82 per cent in Stockbury, most error being in the 
inflation of ages of the over 64s, all of whom are incorporated into one group 
for this exercise. Known deaths not in registers have been added to the figures 
for total deaths in the analysis below.  
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Migrants and temporary absentees 

Migration studies which depend on census linkage are based on the presump-
tion that those present in one census and not the next, and who are not known 
to have died, are migrants. The accuracy of this method, Hinde has noted, 
depends on the completeness of the burial registers and censuses.11 The 
quality of these sources has already been discussed but another possible risk 
of over-estimating migration rates must be considered: the difficulty of 
distinguishing migrants from temporary absentees. An exact calculation of the 
latter is impossible but some indication can be attempted by a survey of three 
groups: visitors and lodgers; those whose work takes them away temporarily; 
and those in institutions. 

Though the number of residents, absent, visiting, cannot be known, the 
number from elsewhere visiting the parishes is known and furnishes a rough 
estimate. The number of visitors in the six parishes over the four censuses 
1851–81 totals 220. Since only those who moved over parish boundaries are 
being considered, it is necessary to subtract those visiting within their parish 
of normal residence, such as children whose parents resided there (in one case 
next door). These subtractions leave 192 visitors, or almost exactly 1 per cent 
of the extant enumerations. 

Over the six parishes and four censuses there were 993 lodgers and boarders. 
Of these 199 were farm or trade servants who were obviously not temporary 
absentees. Of the 562 living in ordinary houses, 43 per cent are found by 
family reconstitution to be related to the head of the house or household 
though rarely reported as such. (It is assumed that a temporary resident 
would be reported as a visitor.) This leaves 232 who are lodging at inns: of 
these 68 are known from reconstitution as mostly unmarried or widowed men 
who have nowhere else to live; they are not migrants. Inns were obviously 
helping to meet the demand for extra accommodation required by the 
growing labour force which new housing could not keep up with. In 
Upchurch in 1881 a new row of eight cottages each housed a migrant nuclear 
family and a group of lodgers: a total of 61 people, of whom 29 were lodgers. 
It is very unlikely that more than a handful of these 164 unknown inn lodgers 
were just passing through. Even if they were, and their numbers were added 
to the 192 visitors, the resulting total of 356 temporary residents would 
amount to 1.8 per cent of the total population, but clearly this proportion is far 
too high. While it is reasonable to suppose that the number of ’visitors in’ 
might serve as a guide to the number of ‘visitors out‘, the same does not apply 
to these working lodgers since the expanding parishes were attracting, not 
repelling workers. Of the 164 only three are found in Hartlip and four in 
Stockbury, the agricultural parishes. 

Of those temporarily absent on account of work only the married ones are 
recognizable, as absent spouses—a few wives, usually in the same parish, as 
servants, nurses etc. or husbands whose wives are reported as ‘bargeman’s 
wife’ etc. Those who are absent in other parishes would have been visitors or 
lodgers there so their situation has already been covered, but men at sea were 
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a special case. There were altogether 74 of them over four censuses. Of these, 
34 were not in the previous census either so they have not figured in the 
calculations of out-migrants from that time. Numbers of the unmarried cannot 
be known with certainty but bargemen tended to work as families and a 
survey of sons of bargemen suggests that not many of these would have to be 
added to the temporary absentee category. This exclusively male category, 
though smaller in number than the visitors, helps to adjust the gender balance, 
most visitors being female. 

For those in institutions an additional question arises: how long does someone 
have to be away to become a migrant as distinct from an absentee? Since 
teenagers away from home in service for a few years and families whose 
children are born at several different places in an inter-censal decade are 
considered migrants, those in institutions for more than a few months should 
also be placed in the migrant rather than the temporary absentee category. 
First, schools: boys probably away at school are in an analogous position to 
teenage servants and must be considered migrants; there was only a handful 
of children to whom this might have applied. Second, hospitals and asylums: 
numbers are very small here, if only from the paucity of accommodation. 
There are a few references to people being buried in the parishes from 
Barming Heath Asylum at Maidstone. Hospital patients are considered to be 
temporary absentees while asylum inmates are considered to be migrants. 
Finally, workhouses not only catered for the sick poor but also longer term 
inmates. Over the five censuses 1841–81 there are 130 people enumerated in 
the Milton and Hollingbourne workhouses who might otherwise have been 
expected to be resident in the parishes. Of these, 46 per cent are under the age 
of 15 and 22 per cent are over the age of 64; the youngest and oldest, the 
majority, were rarely temporary residents. For the 1841–61 censuses the 
Milton registers have been used to analyze the status of the 57 inmates present 
from the five parishes at census time. Orphan children accounted for 30; 20 
were old or disabled; two were young destitute women; three were frequent 
‘in-and-outs’ turning up with additional illegitimate children. All of these 
were present for at least a year, those in the first two categories for several 
years, leaving only two who could be considered temporary absentees from 
their parishes—one sick and one with a broken leg. Altogether these institu-
tions must account for a few temporary absentees but most inmates must be 
considered as analogous to migrants. 

To conclude this section it is necessary to make some additions to the single 
per cent of the population who were visitors: a few inn lodgers passing 
through, men at sea resident at the previous census and the sick in institu-
tions, which might just take the percentage of temporary absentees to 1.5. The 
1871 Rainham CEBs give 32 temporary absentees, described as ‘visiting, on the 
water or out for a holiday’, which probably includes all classes of temporary 
absentees discussed here but not those more permanently in an institution and 
amounts to some 1.5 per cent of the population, confirming the estimate 
above. This can be only an approximate guide but it suggests that temporary 
absentees are unlikely to distort the figures greatly.  
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The methodology of total family reconstitution 

Family reconstitution based on parish registers is an established technique of 
demographic studies and total reconstitution based also on additional sources 
is now becoming more common for the nineteenth century. Hinde has 
achieved this for the parish of Berwick St James in Wiltshire, Robin for 
Colyton in Devon and Reay for the Kentish parishes of Boughton-under-
Blean, Dunkirk and Hernhill.12 

The total reconstitution of families for this study was accomplished by hand. 
Baptismal, marriage and burial records were initially recorded on cards, one 
line for each record, colour coded for type of register, and as many cards as 
were necessary for each surname in one parish. Census records were next 
entered into computer databases, 30 in all, for six parishes and five censuses 
1841–81. The next stage, linkage with the register records on the cards, was 
facilitated by a separate print-out of census data for each surname which 
occurred frequently. Linkage between censuses was done simultaneously, the 
results being entered into a series of 30 cross reference databases parallel to 
the first which contained the file record numbers for the other censuses (or ‘y’ 
for too young, ‘d’ for dead, ‘a’ for at sea and ‘x’ for unknown), plus additional 
fields ready for the register records when they had been put on to computer. 

The register records were then computerized into 54 databases, one for each 
parish and each type of register for three periods, 1750–1812, 1813–1837 and 
1837/8–1881, the dates reflecting the changes in the format of the registers and 
hence in the structure of the databases. It was found helpful to have two fields 
for surname, one for a standardised spelling and one for the spelling actually 
recorded. Each of these files has fields for the record numbers in the other two 
types of register and (except for burial registers before 1838) for those of the 
five censuses. All register and census record numbers were then cross 
referenced. 

The completed database was the basis for the reconstitution of families. The 
original cards, far from being abandoned, proved invaluable in conjunction 
with database tables, more so as file record numbers were added to them. 
Reconstituted families were first listed in manuscript on forms which included 
spaces for the three types of register and the five censuses for each individual 
as well as links to previous and next family forms. This information was then 
transferred to database files to which were added various other fields. There 
are in all 3,621 families which have been reconstituted in this way, some 
covering the whole of a marriage, some only the beginning, middle or end of 
it. After this a family identifier was created and expanded into each register 
and census file. Every person appearing in a register or census was consid-
ered; if no linkage could be found the family form number appears in the 
register files as ‘i’ for an isolated entry and in the census files as ‘x’ for 
unknown. Some individuals, more often before the nineteenth-century 
information becomes available, are entered with a query if their membership 
of a family is uncertain. The greatest uncertainty applies to the unbaptised 
children who were buried before featuring in a census. Many of these can be 
placed among families of the same surname by a process of eliminating those 
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having a child with the same forename and seeking one with an appropriate 
age gap among siblings. Several have been identified by the workhouse 
records if they died there while a few have been classified as unknown as they 
could have belonged to one of several families.  

The Milton Union Workhouse admission and discharge registers 1835–65 were 
also computerized. Each individual from any of the five parishes concerned 
(Stockbury came into the Hollingbourne Union) was given an individual and 
a family identifier which were added to the family files.  

Much of the process described so far can now be accomplished quickly by 
computer. But this is by no means the end of the process. Once all these links 
have been made the computer can furnish an essential aid to further investiga-
tion and this reveals many more linkages. Dependence on surname linkage 
can lead to false trails, partly because of carelessness and the use of dittos by 
enumerators, and partly because of the very large numbers of aliases. 
Comparison of census and register records sometimes shows that a family 
which was baptizing children before and after a census does not seem to 
feature in the census. These families can often be tracked down by forenames. 
In one instance a family always given as Miles in the censuses was identified 
as the Munns family in the registers; here the father, George, was identified in 
the baptismal registers as the illegitimate son of Charlotte Munns (his putative 
father being a member of a local yeoman farming family). When he had the 
choice of surname, as in the CEBs, he called himself Miles; in the parish 
registers the vicar knew better. 

One should note also the inadequacy of the column of the CEB which records 
relationship to the head of the house. The failure to give the full relationship 
has been discovered in many instances, so a separate and parallel set of files 
has been created solely for this, with fields, inter alia, for reported and actual 
relationships. 

One way in which this part of the CEB can be misleading is the frequent 
tendency of the enumerator to use ‘in-law’ to mean ‘step’, which complicates 
attempts to sort out remarriages. In Rainham in 1851 James Payne appeared to 
be living in the household of James and Amy Sharp as son-in-law and 
widower. James’ elder brother, William, had been in the same household in 
1841 when relationships were not given. It looked as if James had perhaps met 
the Sharps’ daughter through his brother and married her and she had since 
died, though there was no record of her burial. However, the reconstitution of 
the Payne family showed that their parents were William and Amelia when 
they were baptized in Stockbury but when the younger siblings were baptized 
in Rainham their mother was called Amy. Their father died in 1823. So it now 
became clear that son-in-law meant stepson. 

The use of forenames is often helpful but can also be misleading, sometimes 
because of inconsistent spellings, sometimes because the two parts of a double 
forename given at baptism are reversed later. A further problem to be aware 
of is the propensity of remarrying widowers to choose a second wife with the 
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same forename as the first. Frances Jenkins, wife of Edward, aged 30 in 1841 
(when ages were given only to the nearest five below) looks like the Frances, 
wife of Edward, aged 42 in 1851 but they are two different people. The burial 
of the first Frances exists and the Twirl stepchildren are in the household in 
1851.The fact that their father Shadrach does not appear in the burial registers 
was a complication at first, until the workhouse records showed the admission 
of Frances and her children when her husband was sentenced to be trans-
ported. The presence of stepchildren is a major clue in the case of remarriages 
and is especially useful when a woman is remarried and rewidowed between 
two censuses. 

The identification of married women with no marriage record 

Sometimes studies have to be restricted to males because linkage is felt to be 
impossible for married women. In fact, with nineteenth century sources, such 
linkage can be made in many cases for those with no marriage record in the 
area under consideration. In the present study identification through stepchil-
dren was made in 42 instances. This applies only in the case of second or later 
marriages but an analogous situation arises with a first marriage when an 
illegitimate child is found in the household (11 cases). Other relations of the 
wife are sometimes present (in 65 cases), though caution has to be exercised 
where these are female and not single (14 cases) in case they have changed 
their surnames, though sometimes both mother and daughter can be identi-
fied in this way. A wife might be identified because she is living in a known 
relation’s household (47 cases); quite a lot of young wives (especially those 
with husbands at sea or in the forces) and widows lived with their parents or 
other relations. Where there has been a remarriage the bride’s father’s name 
reveals the maiden name of a wife whose first marriage is not found (30 cases). 
Another clue can be the accommodation of children of the marriage in the 
household of a relation of their mother (18 cases). All these methods furnish 
incontrovertible evidence. 

In other cases evidence is circumstantial but the accumulation of circumstan-
tial evidence can be so strong as to produce complete or virtual certainty (91 
cases). In most cases the starting point was to find someone with the same 
forename(s) baptized in the parish of the birthplace at a time fitting the census 
age, so long as the census ages are reported consistently (or, if the person were 
unbaptized, of the right age in an earlier census). If several children of the 
same forename were baptized at the appropriate time those known to have 
died or married someone else can be eliminated. Additional evidence can then 
be sought. Sometimes the children of the marriage are given the putative 
surname as part of their forename. Sometimes close relations are found living 
next door (the proximity of families has not yet been quantified but appears to 
be frequent). The witnesses to a marriage should not be ignored: they can 
sometimes point to an otherwise unsuspected relationship. In one case in this 
study Ellen Frances Kitney, whose age suggested that she was probably née 
Moss, is found to have witnessed her sister’s marriage, signing the register as 
Moss and then crossing this out and substituting Kitney. 
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There are some unique pieces of evidence: the Mary Cooper North of the 
censuses was of the right age to be the Mary Cooper Frederick of the baptis-
mal register. This was confirmed by a chance entry in a baptism register 
noting that she had sworn an affidavit in her married name that as Mary 
Cooper Frederick she had witnessed a baby’s birth. Mary Ann Giles who 
looked as if she ought to be née Baker was before marriage a servant in the 
household of Gabriel Maryott, mariner; when she subsequently married a 
mariner she named her first child Gabriel, a name not otherwise found. 

A very unusual forename can be regarded as clear evidence if other data 
match. Augusta Lavinia Hubbard Bishenden née Boakes was unlikely to have 
a namesake. There is one family where the name Laetitia runs through the 
generations and another with Suszell similarly. The increasing tendency in the 
nineteenth century to give double forenames is often an additional aid to 
identification. 

Finally, there are 62 cases where an identification depends only on name, age, 
birthplace and baptism but where there is no other apparent candidate. There 
is no proof in these cases but so many hunches based on such data subse-
quently turned out to be confirmed by indisputable corroboration that such 
evidence should not be lightly dismissed. 

PART II: MIGRATION AND MOBILITY 

The age distribution of migrants 

In his Migration in a mature economy Dudley Baines explains the connections 
between the age distribution of current migrants, the migrant death rate and 
the number of migrants. If the age distribution were older the death rate 
would be higher and the number of migrants would have to be higher to 
maintain their numbers at a constant rate. He notes the overwhelming 
evidence that current migrants included a disproportionate share of young 
adults and that the age group 15–44 had a relatively low mortality. He created 
a table for a model lifetime migrant population 1851–1911.13 This  article, 
while derived from Baines’ work, differs from it in being concerned with 
shorter movements than those calculable from national birthplace statistics. 
Baines’ lifetime migrants had crossed a county boundary since birth; the ones 
studied here were born outside the parish. 

Table 1 shows the percentage of the total population (aggregated for all six 
parishes) accounted for by lifetime and current migrants. More than half the 
population had been born outside the parish by 1871. The increase in the 
proportion of lifetime and current migrants follows an overall pattern which 
will be seen in several contexts: a rise 1851–61; a big rise 1861–71; and a lesser 
increase 1871–81. 
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Table 1      Total population, lifetime migrants and current migrants: aggregate figures for six 
                  parishes 

 Total population  Lifetime migrants  Current migrants 

 No. % 
increase 

   No. % 
increase 

%  
of total 

   No. % 
increase 

%  
of total 

1851    3,568      1,684      47.2     1,025     28.7 
1851-61            13.5     19.5      34.2  
1861    4,049      2,012      49.7     1,376     34.0 
1861–71     31.4     49.8      70.1  
1871    5,321      3,013      56.6     2,340     44.0 
1871–81     23.0     23.9      12.8  
1881    6,546      3,734      57.0     2,639     40.3 

Table 2      Age distribution of lifetime migrants 

 Baines* Aggregate of six parishes 

  1851 1861 1871 1881 
 % % % % % 

<5            2            5            7            6            6 
  5–14          10          14          18          22          18 
15–24          23          18          17          18          20 
25–34          19          18          18          18          17 
35–44          18          14          14          13          15 
45–54          14          12          11          10          11 
55–64            9          10            7            7            7 
>64            5            9            8            6            6 

Total No. - - -      1,684      2,012     3,013     3,734 
Total %        100        100        100        100        100 

<35          54          55          60          64          61 
15–44          60          50          49          49          52 

Source *:    Baines, Migration in a mature economy, 106. 

Baines estimates an age distribution of current migrants consistent with the 
observation that usually about 25 per cent of lifetime migrants were under 
20.14 In this study area the percentage under 20 is always much higher for the 
four censuses 1851–81, the percentages being respectively 28, 33, 37 and 34. 
The age distribution of lifetime migrants also differs from Baines’ estimates 
(see Table 2). Amongst the oldest and youngest the percentages are higher; 
only the 25–34 group is comparable. Figure 2 compares the age distribution of 
natives and lifetime migrants at each census 1851–81. The pattern is similar 
throughout: natives have more younger and fewer older. Inevitably most of 
the under 10s will be natives. 

The age distribution of current migrants at the next census (as distinct from 
distribution at the age at migration, which cannot be known) is used for Table 
3, that is of all non-natives who had entered since the previous census. Baines 
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Figure 2    Birthplace: percentage in each age group: aggregate of six parishes 

Figure 3    Return migrants: born in census parish but absent from previous census (both 
                  sexes). Percentage of total natives in each age group 
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Table 3      Age distribution of current migrants 

 Baines* Aggregate of six parishes 

 AD1 AD2    1851 1861 1871 1881 
 % %    % % % % 

<5         4          4                8         10          8          8 
  5–14        15        15              21         25        26        24 
15–24        53        33              24         20        20        21 
25–34        28        25              22         21        19        19 
35–44        - -        15              11         11        12        12 
45–54        - -          8                6          7          8          8 
55–64        - -        - -                4          3          5          4 
>64        - -        - -                4          3          2          4 

Total No.        - -        - -          1,025    1,376    2,340   2,639 
Total %     100     100             100       100       100      100 

<35      100        77              75         76        73        72 
15–44        81        73              57         52        51        52 

Source*:     Baines, Migration in a mature ecconomy, 107. 

ascribes an age under 35 to the whole population of current county migrants 
(column AD1); in the six parishes the comparable figure is around 75 per cent. 
He also provides an alternative, highest conceivable, distribution (column 
AD2) and the percentage under 35 in the Kentish parishes is more nearly 
comparable with these figures. It looks as if the ‘highest conceivable’ is nearer 
the norm for these six parishes. However, Baines explains that this alternative 
distribution is logically impossible except for an isolated decade because of the 
high death rate implied.15 This discrepancy cannot be resolved until other 
factors have been considered. 

Baines defends his distribution, despite its appearing unrealistically young, on 
the grounds that it was net of return migrants; county returners were older by 
definition. Figure 3 shows that return parish migrants were strikingly young, 
with a consistent peak at 25–34. The fact that a higher proportion of visitors 
than total population was in the 15–24 age group suggests that this peak has 
been exaggerated but the numbers of temporary absentees were shown to be 
so small and the consistency of the peak is so clear that the youth of return 
migrants seems unquestionable. Jean Robin, tracing the fortunes of the cohort 
aged 0–9 in the 1851 census of Colyton, found that the greatest loss from 
migration came in the decade 1851–61 and that the tendency to return was 
particularly marked in 1861–71, which reinforces the conclusions above about 
the age structure of returners.16 It seems that young parish migrants were 
likely to return to their birth parish after they married and settled down. The 
matter of movement after marriage will be considered later. 
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Survival of migrants 

It is now possible to explore the question of survival rates. Baines’ model table 
for county migrants first lists the lifetime migrant population at a census by 
decennial age groups; the inter-censal deaths in each age group are then 
subtracted leaving the survivors in the next age group in the following census. 
The following equation is an example for one age group: 

              P1(5LM14) – 5d14 + P2(15CM24) = P2(15LM24) 

This subtracts from the lifetime migrant population aged 5–14 at the first 
census those who died, then adds the current migrant population aged 15–24 
at the second census giving the lifetime migrants at the second census. All 
under 10s not born in the parish were current migrants. The subtraction of 
deaths in the 5–14 age group gives the number of survivors aged 15–24: 

                      P1(5LM14) – 5d14 = 15I24 

The survival rate is obtained by dividing the survivors of an age group by its 
original number: 

s.r.= (15I24)/P1(5LM14) 

The process is repeated from decade to decade, each time starting with the 
figures derived from the preceding calculations. 

An attempt was made to follow this pattern from 1851 to 1881 in the six 
Kentish parishes. Table 4 shows the survival rates for 1871–81 in the Kentish 
parishes alongside Baines’ county figures; they are higher than those given by 
Baines. Some part of the higher rate can be accounted for by the fact that a few 
deaths were not known. 

So far so good. However, the attempt to add current migrants to survivors to 
find the total lifetime migrant population of the next census failed. The figures 
bore no resemblance to reality because, as quickly became apparent, far more 
migrants moved on than died. It became necessary to interpret survival, not as 
alive but as resident in the parish. Some of the re-migrants must have died 
before the next census but their numbers cannot be known and from the point 
of view of these parishes they were out-migrants, not dead, and have been 
classified as such. They are analogous to and likely to be balanced by the deaths 
of in-migrants who did not survive long enough to feature in a census; all 
burials, including these, are totalled for the calculation of death rates later. The 
under-estimation of deaths of residents through the lack of a burial record and 
the possible over-estimation of migrants because of temporary absence have 
already been considered in the introductory section. Neither of these is likely to 
involve more than a small factor, and even if allowance is made for these 
considerations the relative proportions of dead and migrants are still striking. 

Because of the difference between survival defined as alive and survival 
defined as resident the presuppositions of Baines’ calculations for inter-county 
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Table 4     Survival rates of lifetime migrants 1871–1881 

 Baines* Kentish parishes 

Age  Lifetime  Survivors s.r.     Lifetime  Survivors s.r. 
Group migrants1871 1881       migrants1871   1881**  

<5            15         - - -    0.89              181        - - -      0.96 
  5–14            68           13    0.96              654        173      0.98 
15–24          264           65    0.93              549        638      0.98 
25–34          353         246    0.90              529        537      0.94 
35–44          272         318    0.85              401        496      0.93 
45–54          142         231    0.77              307        374      0.91 
55–64          119         109    0.62              223        280      0.61 
65–            68           74    0.38              169        239       - - - 
75–            22           26     - - -               - - -        - - -       - - - 

Total       1,328      1,082             3,013     2,737         

Note:            ** Those not known to have died. 

Source*:      Baines, Migration in a mature economy, Table 4.2, 105. 

migrants cannot be applied to the more numerous local movements. This 
same phenomenon explains the continuing discrepancy in age distribution 
between Baines’ model and the figures in Table 3. It has been seen that he 
regards his alternative distribution, allowing for older current migrants, as 
logically impossible because of the high death rate implied. However, if the 
migrants who disappeared were not dead but alive elsewhere the logical 
difficulty goes. It should be emphasized again here that this study applies to 
far more localized phenomena than Baines’ study of county migrants. It is 
likely that a very large proportion of those who had moved from a parish 
were still resident in the same county at the next census so the proportion of 
out-migrants on a county scale would be much smaller. 

Table 5 shows the numbers of natives, lifetime migrants and current migrants 
resident in a parish in one census (column A) who had disappeared by the 
next (column B). The proportions of these (column C) vary for each of these 
groups. Of those not found in the second census a few had died (column E) 
but most had moved on (column G). The proportions of each category who 
were out-migrants (column F) are lowest for natives, higher for lifetime 
migrants and highest for current migrants, suggesting that those who had 
moved once were more inclined to move again and those who had moved 
most recently were even keener to move on. The figures indicate a high rate of 
re-migration. This is reflected in the proportion of lifetime migrants who were 
current migrants. Baines estimates this as a consistent 29 per cent.17 In these 
Kentish parishes the current migrant percentages of the total population can 
be seen in Table 1 as rising from 29 per cent in 1851 to 44 per cent in 1871; but 
the current migrant proportions of the lifetime migrant population, also 
calculable from the figures in Table 1, are, for the four censuses 1851–81, 
respectively 61, 68, 78 and 71. The study parishes are similar in this respect. 
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Table 5     Census residents dead or out-migrated during next decade: aggregate of six  
                 parishes 

 A B C D E F G 

 Resident 
at P1* 

Not present 
by P2* 

B as % 
of A 

 Dead by P2* Out-migrant by P2* 

    % of A % of B % of A % of B 

Natives        
1851–61    1,884         900       48         7.4      15      40.4        85 
1861–71    2,037      1,046       51         8.6      17      42.7        83 
1871–81    2,308      1,132       49         7.8      16      41.3        84 

Lifetime migrants                  
1851–61    1,684      1,048       62       12.5      20      49.8        80 
1861–71    2,012      1,339       67         9.9      15      56.7        85 
1871–81    3,013      1,918       64         9.2      14      54.5        86 

Current migrants                                         
1851–61    1,025         748       73         7.3      10      65.7        90 
1861–71    1,376      1,002       73         4.2        6      68.6        94 
1871–81    2,340      1,595       68         5.5        8      62.7        92 

Notes:         *P1 = population at first census    P2 = population at next census 
some out-migrants were also probably dead by the next census: see text. 

Table 6 shows, however, a sharp contrast between the agricultural and 
brickmaking parishes in the decadal percentage population changes. This 
shows that in the decade of maximum growth (1861–71) when the brickmak-
ing industry was developing in three parishes their largest increase was in 
current migrants. All tables reveal a less spectacular change in the last decade. 
In the three agricultural parishes the greater decline is in natives rather than 
migrants. 

Burial registers and the migrant death rate 

It is impossible to make inferences about the migrant death rate directly from 
the CEBs. Burial registers are also necessary because a high proportion of 
those buried did not feature in the CEB immediately prior to burial: 35–40 per 
cent were too young to have done so; but 35–39 per cent of those old enough 
to have appeared in the previous census did not do so. The calculations of 
temporary absences suggest that only a small proportion can be accounted for 
in this way. Most must be current migrants who died before the next enu-
meration. This figure is far higher for these parochial migrants than the 7 per 
cent allowed for inter-censal county migrant deaths by Baines.18 

In order to compare the death rates of natives and migrants it was necessary to 
ascribe a birthplace in or out of the parish to everyone known to have died. 
For those previously enumerated in the six parishes or the workhouse (from 
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Table 6     Decadal percentage changes in six Kentish parishes 

 1851  1851–61 1861 1861–71 1871 1871–81 
 No. % change No. % change No. % change 

Total population       

Rainham    1,155     23.1    1,422      46.4    2,082      29.5 
Upchurch       407     15.0       468      66.0       777      43.1 
Halstow       344       8.4       373      35.1       504      39.1 

Hartlip       342      -6.7       319      11.3       355        6.5 
Newington       731     16.8       854      18.1    1,013        2.5 
Stockbury       589       4.1       613      -3.8       590        5.3 

Total    3,568     13.4    4,049      31.4    5,321      23.0 

Natives       

Rainham       636     16.0       738      31.3       969      35.9 
Upchurch       199     13.1       225      23.1       277      38.6 

Halstow       142       3.5       147      21.1       178      51.7 

Hartlip       187    -15.5       158       0.0       158    -12.7 

Newington       358       7.8       386       9.3       422      -3.8 

Stockbury       362       5.8       383    -20.6       304      -2.3 

Total    1,884       8.1    2,037      13.3    2,308      21.8 

Lifetime migrants       

Rainham       519     31.8       684      62.7    1,113      23.9 
Upchurch       208     16.8       243    105.8       500      45.6 
Halstow       202     11.9       226      44.2       326      32.2 
Hartlip       155       3.9       161      22.4       197      21.8 
Newington       373     25.5       468      26.3       591        6.9 
Stockbury       227       1.3       230      24.3       286      13.3 

Total    1,684     19.5    2,012      49.8    3,013      23.9 

Current migrants       

Rainham       307     45.6       447      94.2       868      10.0 
Upchurch       118     35.6       160    151.3       402      31.6 

Halstow       131     12.2       147      67.3       246      21.1 

Hartlip         90     16.7       105      35.2       142      26.8 

Newington       245     45.7       357      26.1       450      -1.3 

Stockbury       134     19.4       160      45.0       232        0.4 

Total    1,025     34.2    1,376      70.1    2,340      12.8 

Note:           The first three parishes in each list are the industrializing ones, the last three the 
agricultural ones. 
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1851) this was simple. Those who were absent from an earlier census but old 
enough to have been present could often be assigned a birthplace on the basis 
of register evidence, positive or negative; for instance those with surnames not 
previously known in the area were classified as migrants. Those who were too 
young to have been in a census prior to burial presented the largest problem. 
First they had to be assigned to the correct parents, simple if they had been 
baptized but difficult in other cases, as shown above. Sometimes the burial 
was an isolated event to be ascribed to transients otherwise unknown. These 
young children were assigned a ‘home birthplace’ if they met the following 
criteria: they were aged under two months; they were aged under three 
months and their probable family was known in the burial parish; they were 
aged over three months and either they had been baptized in the parish or the 
reconstitution of their probable family suggests residence in the parish at their 
birth. This assignment of birthplaces (i.e. born in the parish or not) cannot be 
completely accurate but the error is unlikely to be large.  

From this information death rates can be calculated. Population at risk has 
been calculated as the mean of the CEB population at the beginning and end 
of each decade for each age group and each native or migrant group. Tables 7a 
and 7b show this for natives and lifetime migrants. The results show a rise in 
the middle decade and decline in the last decade. Table 7b gives age specific 
death rates. Had the age distribution of lifetime migrants been the same as for 
England and Wales their rates would have been 19.4, 19.5 and 14.4 respec-
tively for the three decades 1851–81. For natives these would have been 17.6, 
20.9 and 17.9.19 

These figures are less than the death rates for England and Wales (1851–60 
22.2; 1861–70 22.5; 1871–80 21.4) but comparable to Kentish rates.20 Armstrong 
has noted that mortality levels in Kent were lower than national ones in this 
period, though contrasting the high urban level with the lower rural level; 
highest of all was the Medway district which was adjacent to the six par-
ishes.21 He quotes the death rates for Kent (from the Registrar General’s 
Annual Reports) as: 1851–5 20.2; 1856–60 19.8; 1861–5 19.9; 1866–70 20.0; 1871–
5 18.1; 1876–80 17.5. Table 7a shows that the industrializing parishes always 
had a higher death rate than the agricultural ones. 

The extensiveness of migration 

The above has confirmed ‘the complex ebb and flow of actual population 
movements’, but by concentrating on lifetime and current migrants it reveals 
neither the full extent nor the full complexity of these movements. A notable 
proportion of natives were also absent from earlier or later censuses. 

It can be seen from the percentages of lifetime migrants in Table 1 that natives 
represent just over half the populations of these parishes in 1851 and 1861 and 
about 43 per cent in the later two censuses. Table 5 showed that 40–42 per cent 
of these natives had out-migrated during the next decade. Figure 4 showed 
the age structure of returners. Further statistics of the wanderings of natives 
detectable from the CEBs can be seen in Table 8 (p.50) which shows the 
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Table 7a    Death rates: Industrializing and agricultural parishes 

 Natives Lifetime migrants 
 Population 

at risk 
Known 
deaths 

Death 
rates 

  Population 
  at risk 

Known 
deaths 

Death 
rates 

1851–61       
Industrializing1       1,043        224    21.5        1,041      216        20.7 
Agricultural2          917        159    17.3           807      175        21.7 

1861–71       
Industrializing1       1,267        330    26.0        1,546      287        18.6 
Agricultural2          906        193    21.3           967      176        18.2 

1871–81       
Industrializing1       1,698        361    21.3        2,239      350        15.6 
Agricultural2          862        169    19.6        1,135      143        12.6 

Notes:       1 Rainham, Upchurch and Halstow; 2 Hartlip, Newington and Stockbury. 
 

proportions of natives absent from previous censuses (back to 1851) or later 
censuses (forward to 1881). Part Ia shows the proportion of natives aged over 
nine who were absent from the census ten years before. Part Ib shows the 
proportions absent from any previous census back to 1851 who were old 
enough to have featured in it; Part II similarly shows the proportions of 
natives in each census who were absent from the next census only and from 
any census to 1881 and were not known to have died. From Part Ia it can be 
seen that 15–16 per cent were absent from the census ten years earlier; but Part 
Ib reveals that of natives present in the census of 1881 and over the age of 39 
almost half the men and over half the women had been absent from one 
census from 1851. Similarly, the proportion of the natives of 1851 who were 
absent at some time to 1881 is over 60 per cent for males and nearly 70 per cent 
for females. Jean Robin found that for her cohort of 633 persons aged 0–9 in 
1851 in Colyton, the majority of whom were presumably natives, 118 were 
present in 1881, of whom 25 were returners. Nineteen had died and if this 
figure is subtracted from the 118 the percentage of those present in 1881 falls 
to 15.6.22 

The contrast between genders shows clearly. The sex ratio of resident natives 
and the percentage of migrants show that women were more likely to migrate. 
This disparity is likely to be exaggerated because some women who took their 
husband’s name at marriage have not been identified. However, few of these 
are unknown, even where a marriage record is unavailable, as was explained 
earlier; the unknowns amount to 34 in 1861, and 30 each in 1871 and 1881. If a 
marriage record does not exist this suggests, ipso facto, that there was a period 
of migration. And the higher percentages of migration for women reflect the 
smaller proportion of female residents who are natives. 

Even this exercise depends on data which are available only at ten year 
intervals and cannot demonstrate the extent of inter-censal movements. One 
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Table 7b    Age specific death rates of natives and lifetime migrants: aggregated figures for 
                  six parishes 

Age group Natives Lifetime migrants 

 Population 
at risk 

Known 
deaths 

 Death 
 rates 

   Population 
  at risk 

Known 
deaths 

Death 
rates 

1851–61       
<5          475        232      48.8         112        53        47.3 
 5–14          616          37        6.0         300        18          6.0 
15–24          328          24        7.3         324        19          5.9 
25–34          208          19        9.1         328        35        10.7 
35–44          139          17      12.2         258        36        14.0 
45–54           95          10      10.5         209        37        17.7 
55–64           58          19      32.8         155        50        32.3 
>64           41          25      61.0         162      141        87.0 

Total       1,960        383      19.5      1,848      389        21.0 

1861–71       

<5          591        334      56.5         160        88        55.0 
 5–14          686          26        3.8         505        28          5.5 
15–24          297          39      13.1         447        34          7.6 
25–34          205          24      11.7         445        37          8.3 
35–44          159          21      13.2         338        43        12.7 
45–54          109          10        9.2         263        31        11.7 
55–64           72          16      22.2         186        45        24.2 
>64           54          53      98.1         169      156        92.3 

Total       2,173        523      24.1      2,513      462        18.4 

1871–81                                                                 

<5          764        333      43.6         199        51        25.6 

 5–14          836          36        4.3         666        34          5.1 

15–24          337          26        7.7         649        27          4.2 

25–34          197          20      10.1         581        52          9.0 

35–44          154          19      12.3         471        50        10.6 

45–54          124          19      15.3         360        35          9.7 

55–64           83          23      27.7         249        62        24.9 

>64           65          54      83.1         199      179        89.9 

Total       2,560        530      20.7      3,374      490        14.5 

Note:           The total number of deaths of migrants is slightly smaller than in Table 7a because a few 
burials were of strangers, age unknown. 
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Table 8      Migrations of natives: aggregate of six parishes 

I     Previous censuses      

Ia   Natives aged >9 and absent from census ten years earlier 

 Sex Total numbers  Percentage absent 
 ratio Male Female Both  Male Female Both 

1861      132     669      505   1,174       14.1       19.6    16.4 
1871      120     636      529   1,165       14.0       17.2    15.5 
1881      130     793      611   1,404       14.5       18.7    16.3 

Ib   Natives absent from any previous census from 1851 

 Aged >9 Aged >19 Aged >29 Aged >39 
 Total Absent 

% 
Total Absent 

% 
Total Absent  

% 
Total Absent 

% 

Males         
1861      669    19.6      413    27.1     - - -      - - -      - - -    - - - 
1871      636    23.1      406    32.8    285    37.5      - - -    - - - 
1881      793    24.1      449    36.7    295    41.4     206    43.7 

Females                                                                                 

1861      505    25.3      307    34.2     - - -      - - -      - - -     - - -  
1871      529    28.4      311    42.8    222    49.1      - - -     - - -  
1881      611    31.1      347    48.1    228    50.9     159    51.6 

II    Later censuses 

 Sex ratio Total natives Absent from next 
census (%) 

Absent from any later 
census to 1881 (%) 

  Male Female Male Female Male Female 

1851             116   1,011     873     36.3      45.1     64.3    69.4 
1861             119   1,095     923     41.3      44.4     57.1    63.5 
1871             113   1,226  1,082     36.7      46.5     36.7    46.5 

        

indication that movements of natives outside the parish was extensive is 
shown by the numbers of heads of households who, according to the CEBs, 
were always resident, but who had children born elsewhere, the percentages 
for the decades 1861–81 being respectively 9.4, 11.7 and 9.9. This might raise a 
question as to whether these birthplaces represent temporary absences, birth 
taking place in a hospital or workhouse or in a relative’s house. However, 
cases where such possibilities arise have not been included in these calcula-
tions: none of the birthplaces concerned was in a place with a hospital or a 
workhouse except one in Milton where the baby’s birth was not recorded in 
the workhouse records and a few cases where a comparison of the birthplaces 
of the mother and her mother suggest that she might have gone home for the 
birth have been excluded from the list. An example gives some impression of 



51 

the extent of inter-censal mobility. John and Mary Williamson (with birth-
places in Newington and Halstow but no marriage record in the six parishes) 
were enumerated in Newington in 1841, 1851 and 1861. They had eight 
children whose birthplaces and baptisms coincide: the first two, 1836 and 
1839, in Hartlip; the second two, 1841 and 1844, in Newington; numbers five 
and six, in 1846 and 1849, in Stockbury; numbers seven and eight, in 1851 and 
1853, in Newington. This family and others like it look as if they had not 
moved at all if only the census parishes of residence are considered. Many 
other families are like these but do not feature in the percentages above 
because the parents moved from one census to another without showing the 
multiplicity of movements they made. The Stafford parents (birthplaces in 
Halstow and Rainham) were living in Rainham in 1851 with two children born 
and baptized in Rainham in 1849 and 1851; the whole family was absent in 
1861 but they reappeared in Upchurch in 1871 and 1881 with children 
numbers three to eight (three of them living away from home as servants) 
born in Hoo; numbers nine to fifteen were born in Upchurch. These were not 
temporary absentees. Far from overestimating the extent of mobility between 
censuses, the figures given reveal only a small part of it. This is an area of 
research not yet fully investigated and quantified but it would repay further 
investigation. The examples given above were of movements within a five 
mile radius, and most follow this pattern, but a few are further afield: in one 
family two consecutive children were born in Hastings and in another family 
two were born in St Leonard’s, both in Sussex, before the family moved back 
to one of the six parishes. 

Burial registers and inter-censal movements 

Further indication of inter-censal movement and of the complexity of 
migration can be found in the burial registers. First, a few who are not known 
otherwise to have migrated out are shown to have been resident elsewhere at 
the time of their death (18 1851–61, 26 1861–71 and 14 1871–81). A more 
informative exercise is to consider the burials of those who did not feature in 
the census prior to their burial. For this exercise the parishes have been treated 
as one. This analysis leads to a classification into two main groups, each with 
two sub-groups: 

Class A comprises burials of people born outside the parishes who had 
migrated into them since the previous census: (i) isolated entries in the 
registers, representing a brief stay in the parish; no connection can be found 
with anyone in a previous or later census; (ii) current migrants whose families 
can be found in the parishes later; for instance the parent who is known from 
baptism registers but whose elder children were born elsewhere. 

Class B comprises burials of people who had previously migrated out of the 
parishes (whose birthplace might or might not have been there): (i) those who 
had moved away and returned only for burial. Some, especially young people, 
had been away for only a short time; some had been absent from the previous 
census only because they were in the workhouse; a few were yeomen with 
several residences; others had been away for some time, many returning to be 
buried alongside a long-deceased spouse; (ii) those whose absence from the 
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previous census was of a more temporary nature, for whom there is evidence 
of a return since. For some this evidence is solely the fact that the parish was 
given as their place of residence at the time of death; for others baptismal 
records of siblings or children suggest a family’s return. 

Table 9 gives some details of this analysis and reveals some of the complexities 
of migration. Class B(i) is analyzed more deeply in Sections II and III. The 
largest numbers belong to those who had been away for some time, often with 
their whole family, and many were buried alongside a spouse who had died 
some years before. Most had substantial connections with the parish, as shown 
by baptismal and marriage registers.  

The largest percentage is accounted for by class A(i), the isolated entries of 
people otherwise unknown. These are important as they give almost the only 
clue to the amorphous mass who came and went between censuses.23 
Baptismal registers are interesting as an indication of trends because the 
percentage of unknowns among total baptisms for each inter-censal period 
follows the pattern seen so often: a big rise 1861–71 and a partial fall back 
1871–81: the percentages for the three decades 1851–81 being 5.8, 11.1 and 8.1. 
The biggest percentage (13) is found in Rainham and Upchurch 1861–71. 
However, the figures are unreliable as a strictly numerical indication of inter-
censal migration since they apply to a narrow age group of parents, and 
whereas burial was obligatory baptism was optional. 

Table 10 (p.54) shows the age structure of unknown migrants. The analogous 
percentages for total burials are included in brackets for purposes of compari-
son. All tables of burials are weighted to the very young and the very old but 
the comparison between the unknowns and the total burials shows that this 
weighting was less obvious among unknown migrants where young and 
young middle-aged adults constitute a higher proportion than for all burials, 
reflecting the fact, seen in Table 3, that these age groups predominated among 
current migrants.  

The distance of migration 

While numbers of out-migrants from a parish can be calculated there is no 
information about where they went except that burial registers are suggestive 
through their information about place of residence at the time of death. Table 
11 (p.54) shows, for all buried from outside their parish, what distance they 
came from. The vast majority were within five miles, including one of the five 
neighbours (80, 76 and 68 per cent respectively for each inter-censal period 
1851–81). Altogether the percentages from within Kent were 92, 88 and 82 for 
the three decades respectively. It is interesting to see the increase over the 
period in the numbers of those from outside Kent, though total burials from 
outside the parishes represent a declining proportion of all burials, the 
percentages being 16, 14 and 11 for the three decades. Of the 39 brought back 
for burial from outside Kent 28 per cent belong to the higher social classes 
(relations of clergy, barristers, landowners etc.); those from the dealing and 
labouring classes were mostly wives who had migrated after their marriage, or 
their children.  
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Table 9     Inter-censal burials of those not resident in the six parishes in the census prior to 
                 burial 

I  Classification 1851–1861 1861–1871 1871–1881 
No.   %B No.   %B No. %B 

A: Current migrants       
       (i)  Isolated entries 85(38)*   11.0 123(76)*  12.5 111(48)*  10.9 
       (ii)  Family present later     12     1.6     18    1.8     24    2.4 

B: Previously in parish       
       (i)  No return before death     47     6.1     55    5.6     56    5.5 
       (ii)  Return before death     10     1.3     17    1.7     21    2.1 

Total   154   19.9   213  21.6   212  20.8 
Total burials   772    985  1,020  

Note:        *Numbers in brackets: too young to have been in previous census so not included in 
totals. 
% B = Percentage of total burials. 

II  Analysis of category B (i)   1851–1861 1861–1871 1871–1881 

Subclassification No. % No. % No. % 

Individual absent for short time           1     2.1         7  12.7      3     5.4 
Away longer than one decade        10   21.3       20  36.4    19   33.9 
Buried with spouse        22   46.8       10  18.2    13   23.2 
Married away from parish          0     0.0         5    9.1      2     3.6 
Whole family away previous census        11   23.4       10  18.2    12   21.4 
In workhouse at previous census          3     6.4         2    3.6      6   10.7 
Yeoman family, several residences          0     0.0         1    1.8      1     1.8 

Total        47 100.0       55 100.0    56 100.0 

III  Analysis of category B(i)   1851–1861 1861–1871 1871–1881 

Connections in parish No. No. No. 

Baptism or birthplace of    
    Spouse              11              8               7 
    Parent                  18             22             22 
    Child                   29             19             22 
    Sibling              22             34             38 

Marriage of    
    Self               18              8             11 
    Parent               12             15             14 
    Child                14              9               8 
    Sibling                         15             20             22 

More than four of the above                          32             40             43 
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Table 10    Inter-censal burials of unknown migrants: age structure 

 1851–1861  1861–1871  1871–1881 
Age group No. % (Total%*) No. % (Total%*) No. % (Total%*) 

<15     43   35.6  (44.0)   91   45.9  (48.3)    62  39.8  (44.5) 
15–24     11     9.1  (  5.6)   21   10.6  (  7.4)    10    6.4  (  5.2) 
25–34     12     9.9  (  7.0)   11     5.5  (  6.2)    15    9.6  (  7.1) 
35–44     12     9.9  (  6.9)   19     9.6  (  6.5)    15    9.6  (  6.8) 
45–54       7     5.8  (  6.1)   12     6.1  (  4.2)    10    6.4  (  5.3) 
55–64     12     9.9  (  8.9)   12     6.1  (  6.2)    12    7.7  (  8.3) 
>64      24   19.8  (21.5)   32   16.2  (21.2)    32  20.5  (22.8) 

Total   121 100.0 100.0 198  100.0 100.0  156 100.0 100.0 

 
Notes:         *Percentage of all known burials in each age group. 

Totals differ slightly from those of Table 9 because a few there belong to strangers 
whose age was unknown. 

 

Table 11    Extra-parochial burials: aggregate of six parishes 

  1851–1861 1861–1871 1871–1881 
 No. % No. % No. % 

Five neighbours        43      35.0        37      27.2        41      36.0 
Within five miles        55      44.7        66      48.5        37      32.4 
Within 5–20 miles        15      12.2        12        8.8        14      12.3 
Elsewhere in Kent          0        0.0          4        3.0          2        1.7 
London          6        4.9        11        8.1        10        8.8 
Elsewhere          1        1.8          5        3.7          6        5.3 
Not known          3        2.4          1        0.7          4        3.5 

Total      123    100.0      136    100.0      114    100.0 

       

Some of the extra-parochial burials exemplify the complexity of migration. For 
example, Ann Wildish married in Upchurch in 1845 and had two children 
baptized there in 1846 and 1848; this family was absent from the 1851 census 
and she was buried, in Upchurch, from Shoreditch, in November 1852. A 
problem arises because her elder son had been buried in August 1852, his 
residence being given as Upchurch—was he living with relations, or was his 
residence given in error, or did the family make frequent moves? William 
Lawson and his wife were living in Rainham with their daughter and son-in-
law, Daniel Green, a yeoman farmer, in 1861; William’s wife was buried in 
Rainham in 1866; he was buried in 1869, in Rainham, but from Terrington in 
Norfolk (the birthplace of all his family); presumably he had returned to 
Norfolk after his wife’s death.  

The general pattern of in-migration from counties other than Kent as shown in 
the CEBs demonstrates the predominance of the south-east corner. Over all 
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four censuses 1851–81 and all six parishes 67 per cent of non-Kentish in-
migrants came from eight counties. In order these are Essex (13.6 per cent), 
Middlesex (12.2 per cent), Sussex (9.1 per cent), London (7.1 per cent), Suffolk 
(7.1 per cent), Norfolk (6.5 per cent), Surrey (6.2 per cent) and Hampshire (5.5 
per cent). Proportions from other counties are much smaller; Somerset follows 
with 2.1 per cent. The pattern is similar over all parishes and all years.  

Examples can be found in these parishes of ‘the critical importance of friends 
and relatives in lubricating information flows’.24 Baines when discussing chain 
migration stresses the importance of information flows above social or 
economic conditions—‘an important cause of an individual’s first move was 
the previous move of someone else’.25 There was an influx into the brickmak-
ing parishes from the area of Terrington and Tilney in Norfolk. In Daniel 
Green’s household mentioned above there was a young servant, Rebecca 
Holloway, from Tilney; she married in Upchurch in 1862 and was living there 
in 1871 and 1881; the marriage register names her father as John. By 1871 John 
Holloway and his wife and three sons and one other daughter, all born in 
Tilney, had moved to Upchurch and were still there in 1881, the daughter 
having married an Upchurch brickmaker. In Rainham in 1861 there were three 
other young wives whose birthplaces were Terrington and another was there 
by 1871. (One of them was a witness at Rebecca Holloway’s marriage.) There 
were other families from Terrington and Tilney in Upchurch and Halstow in 
1871–81. Similarly some seven households in Rainham in 1871 hailed from the 
Herriard/Froyle area of Hampshire. 

At the shortest end of the distance scale movement among the six parishes 
themselves can be estimated more exactly. It represents, in the three decades 
1851–81, 17.6, 19.5 and 16.4 per cent respectively of all out-migration. Table 12 
shows the net losses and gains. It is unsurprising that Rainham was the 
greatest gainer and Stockbury the greatest loser. 

Characteristics of natives and migrants compared: (I) Occupation 

The classification of occupations is based on Booth’s categories as elaborated 
by Armstrong.26 To deal first with the three classes that involved compara-
tively small numbers: property owning and professional people were few; 
they were much more likely to be migrants than natives except for the few 
who were the residue of the yeoman gavelkinders referred to in the introduc-
tion; the same applies to building and dealing occupations 1851–61 but later 
the proportions of natives and migrants are similar and that applies through-
out to transport workers, most of whom were mariners. 

The three most numerous categories were agricultural workers, brickmakers 
and associated workers (classified here in the mining category to conform to 
Armstrong’s scheme) and labourers. The two thirds of undifferentiated 
‘labourers’ who are found in more than one census or as the fathers of 
baptized children are often reported in the CEBs or registers in more specific 
terms; the general tendency was for their occupation to be agricultural earlier 
and brickmaking later. The exception is Stockbury where there was little 
employment except in agriculture and usually over 80 per cent of the male 
working population was reported as agricultural but in 1871, exceptionally, 
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Table 12    Inter-parochial movement among the six parishes: net losses and  gains  

 Hartlip Newington Rainham Stockbury Upchurch Halstow Total nos. 

1851–61       -23          6        54       -30         -3         -4      282 
1861–71         -4       -13        55       -55        50       -33      390 
1871–81       -10        29        47       -68       -15        17      426 

        

for some unknown reason, this percentage drops to 49, with 32 per cent being 
described as labourers. 

Tables 13a and 13b look at occupations and migrants from two perspectives: 
Table 13a demonstrates the proportion of men within each major occupation 
who were natives or migrants; Table 13b shows the proportion of male natives 
and migrants found in each major occupation. In each case the years for which 
figures are given are 1851 and 1881, before and after the development of the 
brickmaking industry. It is clear from these tables that natives are more likely 
and migrants less likely to be agricultural workers than their proportions in 
the total labour force would suggest; and agricultural workers are more likely 
to be natives. On the other hand, labourers are more likely to be migrants; and 
by 1881, when the proportion of labourers is higher, migrants are much more 
likely to be labourers, and current migrants more likely than lifetime migrants. 
Numbers engaged in mining in 1851 were very small though here again 
migrants predominate. By 1881 migrants still constitute a larger proportion 
here but there is comparatively little difference in the proportions of natives, 
lifetime migrants and current migrants who have taken advantage of the new 
employment opportunities and while there are more current migrants 
engaged in mining than in labouring, the proportion of miners who are 
current migrants is less than their proportion in the total working population. 
It looks as if the latest comers took the unskilled jobs until they became 
established. 

The age structure of natives and migrants has been shown to differ and this is 
true also of the working population, which, for the purposes of Table 14 (p.58), has 
been divided into three broad groups. It shows that a much higher proportion of 
the native total working population than of migrants is in the youngest age 
group. The highest proportions for migrants fall in the middle group and in the 
case of current migrants this proportion matches that of the youngest group for 
natives. This is comparable with the general differences in age structure between 
natives and migrants. A more interesting exercise is to compare the proportions 
of each of these age groups in different occupations with those in the total work 
force for each sector. In each sector it is only the oldest age group which has a 
higher proportion working in agriculture than in the total working population. 
Agricultural percentages in the youngest age group are not far below those for 
the total in each sector but the middle group has a much lower proportion for 
migrants than for natives. Amongst labourers it is the middle age group in each 
sector which has a higher proportion than in the total work-force. Both 
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Table 13b  The percentage of male native, lifetime migrant and current migrant workers  
                  employed by select occupations 1851 and 1881 

 Total Native Lifetime migrant Current migrant 

1851                       
Agriculture            71.2           80.6           64.0           60.6 
Labouring              4.9             3.0             6.4             5.9 
Mining              2.3             1.4             2.9             3.4 
Manufacturing              8.4             5.4           10.7           11.0 
Other            13.2             9.6           16.0           19.1 
Total           100.0          100.0         100.0         100.0 

Total numbers 1,143           499           644           355 

1881                                                              
Agriculture            42.8           53.4           38.4           39.0 
Labouring            10.1             5.6           12.0           14.2 
Mining            24.2           22.7           24.8           23.5 
Manufacturing              6.9             4.7             7.8             7.0 
Other            16.0           13.6           17.0           16.3 
Total           100.0          100.0         100.0         100.0 

Total numbers 2,110           620          1,490           961 

Table 13a  The percentage of male workers by select occupations who were natives, lifetime  

 Total Agricultural Labouring Mining Manufacturing Other 

1851       
Natives      43.7        49.4      26.8     26.9          28.1      31.8 
Lifetime migrants      56.3        50.6      73.2     73.1          71.9      68.2 
Current migrants      31.1        26.4      37.5     46.2          40.6      45.0 

Total numbers 1,143 814 56 26 96 151 

1881                                                         
Natives      29.4        36.6      16.4     27.6          20.0      24.9 
Lifetime migrants      70.6        63.4      83.6     72.4          80.0      75.1 
Current migrants      45.5        41.5      63.6     44.3          46.2      46.6 

Total numbers 2,110 904 214 510 145 337 

youngest and middle groups have a higher proportion of miners in all sectors, 
though barely so among natives; and in all three sectors the proportions of the 
oldest group are well below; the new work was in the main for younger men, 
whether native or migrant. In manufacturing there is a big difference between 
natives and migrants: among natives a higher proportion is found only among 
the youngest, whereas among migrants it is found in the middle group, and 
also in the oldest group of lifetime migrants. 
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Table 14    Total population, natives, lifetime migrants and current migrants: age group 
                  percentages in select occupations 1881 

 Total Agricultural Labouring Mining Manufacturing Other 

Total population      
<25        33.9        33.2       28.0      43.7          26.9       27.6 
25–44        37.4        29.7       51.4      41.2          40.7       41.8 
>44        28.7        37.1       20.6      15.1          32.4       30.6 

Total      100.0      100.0     100.0    100.0        100.0     100.0 

Total numbers        2,110        904       214      510 145       337 

Natives                              
<25      45.5        42.9       37.2      58.2          55.2       34.5 
25–44      29.7        25.7       45.7      30.5          27.6       38.1 
>44      24.8        31.4       17.1      11.3          17.2       27.4 

Total    100.0      100.0     100.0    100.0        100.0     100.0 

Total numbers 620        331 35 141 29        84 

Lifetime migrants                                                
<25      29.1        27.6       26.3      38.2          19.8       25.3 
25–44      40.6        32.1       52.5      45.3          44.0       43.1 
>44      30.3        40.3       21.2      16.5          36.2       31.6 

Total    100.0      100.0     100.0    100.0        100.0     100.0 

Total numbers   1,490 573 179 369 116       253 

Current migrants                                                
<25      32.9        32.3       26.5      39.8          26.9       32.5 
25–44      45.6        36.3       57.3      49.1          52.2       49.7 
>44      21.5        31.4       16.2      11.1          20.9       17.8 

Total    100.0      100.0     100.0    100.0        100.0     100.0 

Total numbers      961 375 136 226 67       157 

       
Indeed, the most striking contrast between natives and migrants is in 
manufacturing which in these rural parishes signifies only small-scale 
establishments such as shoemakers and blacksmiths. Natives are generally far 
less likely than migrants to come into this category, and from the age of 35 
onwards lifetime migrants less likely than current migrants. This at first seems 
surprising because it is always supposed that ‘the nature of craftsmen’s and 
tradesmen’s business encourages persistency’.27 Analysis confirms Wo-
jciechowska’s findings; only 21 per cent of master craftsmen migrated 
compared with 49 per cent of journeymen. Of those who left, a consistent 72 
per cent in each decade were current migrants and 45 per cent were aged 
under 25. However, the vast majority of master craftsmen were lifetime 
migrants; most journeymen were lifetime migrants and far more were current 
migrants than were natives. 
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Employment prospects for women in these parishes were very limited which 
helps to explain the higher mobility of women mentioned earlier. Apart from 
a small number of nurses and teachers, most of the latter being migrants until 
1881, there were a few shop assistants and manufacturers such as seam-
stresses. Otherwise the only paid employment available was agricultural work 
and domestic service, and not much of that since there were few wealthy 
households. Figure 4 shows how agricultural employment declined; very few 
migrants are found here. On the contrary, a very high proportion of current 
migrants is found in domestic service. Among current migrants the employees 
by far the most likely to move out again before the next census were those 
engaged in agriculture and domestic service. 

Characteristics of natives and migrants compared: (II) Status in household 

Differences between natives and migrants in their relationship to the head of 
household reflect age differences already discussed. Figure 5 illustrates this 
for the year 1871 (the other years were very similar). It shows the high 
proportion of children among natives; the higher proportion of children 
among current than lifetime migrants is due to the generally earlier stage of 
their life-cycle. The higher proportion of migrant kin confirms the well-known 
phenomenon of new migrants finding accommodation with relatives who 
have preceded them.28 Similarly, it is unsurprising to find that migrants, 
especially current migrants, include a higher proportion of lodgers. The higher 
proportion of servants among migrants, again particularly current migrants, 
reinforces the findings about occupation. 

Characteristics of natives and migrants compared: (III) Marital status 

Here men and women must be considered separately. Lifetime migrants were 
less likely than either natives or current migrants to be single, especially 
among women. This is related to age structure: a glance back at Figure 2 
shows that a higher proportion of lifetime migrants than natives were of 
marriageable age. Current migrants would obviously contain a higher 
proportion of young singles, especially among males. The higher proportion 
of widowed people among lifetime migrants can be attributed to the fact that 
they constituted a higher proportion of the oldest age group. 

Characteristics of natives and migrants compared: (IV) Sex ratios 

Among natives men always outnumbered women. This was seen above in the 
commentary on Table 8. The calculations discussed here include only persons 
aged over 14, who had some choice about where they lived, and here the 
ratios show an even higher proportion of males among natives, the ratios for 
the four censuses 1851–81 being respectively 133, 135, 122 and 128. Among 
migrants (lifetime and current are similar) there was a slight predominance of 
women in 1851 and 1861, numbers are almost equal in 1871 and by 1881 the 
ratio is 108. The really interesting calculation, however, once again points to 
the difference between the industrializing and agricultural parishes and can be 
seen in Table 15 (p.62). Among natives the predominance of males is far more 
marked in the agricultural than the industrial parishes until 1871 but for 1881 
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the opposite is the case; by 1881 more native men have found work and 
stayed. Among both lifetime and current migrants men always predominated 
in the industrial parishes and women in the agricultural parishes. This again 
reflects employment opportunities. More husbands were natives and more 
wives were migrants, which reinforces the earlier suggestion that women 
were more mobile than men, but again the industrial and agricultural parishes 
are different: in the former the proportion of natives among husbands is not 
much greater than that among wives whereas in the agricultural parishes the 
proportion of natives is far greater among husbands than among wives. 
Native women had left the agricultural parishes and the native men in those 
parishes were more likely to marry migrants. In the industrial parishes many 
migrant men and women entered together as families in the period of greatest 
expansion though more individual migrants came in by 1881 which explains 
the change by that year. 

Movement as individuals, as families and on marriage 

The question of marital status is related to individual/family patterns of 
movement. Examples have been given of families following information 
channels. Anderson writes that ‘most migration was not undertaken by 
atomised individuals knowing nothing about where they were going or why. 
Rather, migrants moved, probably a majority in family groups, along 
networks of relatives and friends’.29 

The difficulties of identifying individual and family migrants were expounded 
by White who used data from the 1881 census.30 They result mainly from the 
use of a single census which, through the application of birthplace data, can 
reveal only lifetime migrants with no certain date of arrival. If consecutive 
censuses are used it is possible to identify current migrants and thus to know 
whether they entered as individuals or as families. This exercise identifies a 
third problem group, those who seem to have moved on marriage. A separate 
series of database files was created parallel to the basic census files (with the 
same record numbers) to store all place data including, inter alia, where 
everyone was at each census 1841–81 and, if movement had occurred, whether 
this was individual, family or on marriage. The outcome will not be entirely 
accurate but it gives an indication of numbers in each category. For example, 
over a ten year period teenage children may have moved independently of 
their family which also disappeared. What follows applies only to current 
migrants and some of these could not be classified, for example those whose 
spouses were absent or whose relationship to the head of the household was 
insufficiently reported. Children under ten who were born outside the parish 
have also been excluded if their parents were not counted as migrants 
according to their places in consecutive censuses. These omissions amount to 
less than a single per cent of the total. 

Family migrants always predominate: over the four decades 1841–81 their 
percentage was respectively 49, 57, 66 and 64. If those who moved on 
marriage (a small family) are added to them the percentages are 67, 74, 81 and 
78. The pattern seen so often before is repeated: a rise to 1871, then a slight fall 
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Table 15    Sex ratios of natives, lifetime migrants and current migrants aged over 14: 
                  industrial and agricultural parishes compared 

 1851 1861 1871 1881 

Natives                                                     

      Industrial           126.8           120.9           118.9           130.6 
      Agricultural           140.5           151.8           125.9           122.8 

Lifetime migrants                                                                     

      Industrial           101.0           106.7           103.5           115.1 
      Agricultural             89.7             87.1             94.1             94.0 

Current migrants                                                     

      Industrial           104.0           102.4           103.1           115.2 
      Agricultural             94.4             95.0             99.3             96.1 

back. 1861–71 was the decade of the greatest increase in population and in the 
number and percentage of migrants, so it is interesting to see the higher family 
migration in this period. In the following decade the proportion of individuals 
(and of lodgers) increased, though even then the proportion of individual 
migrants (at 22 per cent) did not reach the proportions in the first two decades 
(33 and 26 per cent respectively). More males than females moved as individu-
als; the opposite is true of movement on marriage, since more husbands than 
wives were natives. 

Figure 6 shows a fairly consistent pattern over four decades. The peak age for 
individual migrants was 15–24 while for migrants on marriage it was 25–34, 
which was unsurprising, but the percentage in these peaks is lower after 1861 
when the population rose so rapidly. 

As far as occupation is concerned, the highest proportion of individual current 
migrants is found in domestic service (91, 84, 83 and 72 per cent respectively 
over the four decades), which is to be expected. Among agricultural workers 
individuals predominate in the first two decades, families in the latter. Among 
labourers there were more individual than family migrants (except in 1871 when 
so many workers are described as such). In brickmaking, from 1861, over half 
were family migrants while in public and professional occupations around a 
third were individual migrants. Status in household gives entirely expected 
results. 

Most heads and wives had migrated as families, and over 90 per cent of 
children. Aggregated percentages for all years show 57 per cent of parents, 63 
per cent of other kin, 87 per cent of lodgers, 98 per cent of servants and 76 per 
cent of visitors were individual migrants. 



63 

Natural increase and migration 

The final topic to be considered is the relationship between natural increase 
and migration. The well-known formula 

P1 + B - D + I - O = P2 

(population at first date plus births minus deaths plus in-migrants minus out-
migrants equals population at second date) depends on the accurate estima-
tion of each factor. In this study, based largely on census and register data, the 
two populations are known but inter-censal events can never be fully known. 
As a result any calculation must be based on numbers of P1 known to have 
died or out-migrated and numbers of P2 who were in-migrants or who were 

Figure 6    Current migrants as individuals, families and on marriage 

 
Note:           Percentage of each category in each age group 
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Table 16    Natural increase and migration: six Kentish parishes 

 R U W H N S 

1841–1851       
      A  Natural increase      120        26        52        37        49        76 
      B  Net migration     -143       -98          3       -36      -51      -90 
      Gain or loss       -23       -72        55          1        -2      -14 
      B/A*100     -119.2     -376.9          5.8       -97.3     -104.1    -118.4 
      P2/P1*100        98        85      119      100      100        98 

1851–1861                            
      A  Natural increase      196        48        37        19        92      103 
      B  Net migration        76        12         -6       -43        34      -78 
      Gain or loss      272        60        31       -24      126        25 
      B/A*100        38.8        25.0       -16.2     -226.3        37.0      -75.7 
      P2/P1*100      124      115      109        93      117      104 

1861–1871                            
      A  Natural increase      342      111        79        46      143        46 
      B  Net migration      333      198        53       -12        14      -72 
      Gain or loss      675      309      132        34      157      -26 
      B/A*100        97.4      178.4        67.1       -26.1          9.8    -156.5 
      P2/P1*100      147      166      135      111      118        96 

1871–1881                            
      A  Natural increase      473      150      116        20      107        89 
      B  Net migration      135      188        76          6      -79      -56 
      Gain or loss      608      338      192        26        28        33 
      B/A*100        28.5      125.3        65.5        30.0      -73.8      -62.9 
      P2/P1*100      129      143      138      107      103      106 

Notes:         R = Rainham      U = Upchurch      W = Halstow (industrializing) 
H = Hartlip          N = Newington     S = Stockbury (agricultural) 
P1 = Population at first date           P2 = Population at second date 

aged under ten and were born in the parish (those under ten with a birthplace 
elsewhere were counted as migrants). 

Table 16 shows the results of these calculations for the period 1841–81 for each 
parish.31 The final line shows the total gain or loss in population between 
censuses as an index: 100 signifies neither gain nor loss; a number less than 100 
signifies a loss and a number greater a gain. This figure is directly related to 
the decadal percentage changes seen earlier in Table 6. The main significance 
of this table lies in the fourth line which shows whether natural increase or 
migration (gain or loss) was the more important factor in contributing to the 
total gain or loss: if it is a minus quantity it reflects a loss caused by migration 
and not necessarily an overall population loss; if the figure is below 100 
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Table 17   Migration and natural increase: agricultural and industrial parishes 

 1841–1851 1851–1861 1861–1871 1871–1881 

I  Out-migrants as a percentage of in-migrants 
       Industrial          137.1             90.7             64.6             79.5 
       Agricultural          133.1           112.2           108.0           114.1 

II  Deaths as a percentage of births 
       Industrial            53.3             39.7             28.6             28.9 
       Agricultural            53.6             43.5             41.0             41.5 

natural increase is the more important factor; conversely a figure above 100 
shows that migration is more important than natural increase. 

The first decade has been included to show the contrast between it and the 
later decades when the brickmaking industry was developing. Four parishes 
suffered a net loss 1841–51 and in every case out-migration was a more 
significant factor than natural increase. There was already some brickmaking 
in Halstow which gained slightly and here natural increase was more 
important. After 1851 natural increase is nearly always the more significant 
factor. The exceptions are in Hartlip and Stockbury where net out-migration 
sometimes exceeded the natural increase and in Upchurch after 1861 where in-
migration contributed more than natural increase to its extraordinary 
population rise. In-migration was of very high importance in the brickmaking 
parishes, though its significance declined somewhat after 1871. 

A measure of caution is necessary because, as was shown earlier, some deaths 
might not be known and thus the number of out-migrants will have been 
over-estimated and the number of deaths under-estimated. On the other hand 
the number of under tens born in the parish and the number of current in-
migrants who feature in the second of two consecutive censuses is known 
with more precision. Hence the numbers for natural increase might be too 
high and those for net migration too low. However, the error introduced will 
be slight and will not significantly affect the conclusions. 

Table 17 shows out-migrants as a percentage of in-migrants and deaths as a 
percentage of births, each list distinguishing between the industrial and the 
agricultural parishes. Before the development of industry the figures are 
similar, then they begin to widen in the second decade, and the contrast 
becomes striking in the last two decades. The agricultural parishes lost more 
to out-migration than they gained from in-migration whereas the industrial 
parishes did the opposite. There were always more births than deaths but 
even the natural increase was greater in the industrial parishes than in the 
agricultural ones after 1851. This can be partly accounted for by the fact that 
the population was slightly older in the agricultural parishes and the diver-
gence increased over time. In 1851 the percentage of the population over the 
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age of 49 was: industrial 14.4, agricultural 15.3; by 1881 the figures were 13.2 
and 16.3 respectively. 

These figures contrast with those provided by Baines; 67 which show that 
about three quarters of population growth in cities was from natural increase, 
though they confirm the finding that the slow growth of population in rural 
areas was a consequence of out-migration.32 They also point to the older age 
structure in agricultural areas which lost population.  

PART III: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

County and parish 

This article started with Baines’ hypothetical calculations for migrants who 
had crossed county boundaries and it has shown that many of his conclusions, 
particularly concerning age structure and death rates of migrants, do not 
apply at the more localized level, especially because of the greater amount of 
inter-parochial movement. 

Distance of movement 

It has been possible to confirm the long-held view that the bulk of migration 
was very localized. This was shown by the fact that a high proportion of 
movement was between these adjacent parishes and by the high proportion of 
return burials from within five miles. Those who had crossed county bounda-
ries to enter these parishes came almost entirely from the south-east corner of 
England.  

Extensiveness of movement 

The magnitude of this local migration has been clearly demonstrated by the 
high proportions of migrants in the population, the high percentage of natives 
who moved out of their parishes at some point and the evidence of movement 
between censuses shown by the birthplaces of children and by the burial 
registers. The greater tendency of lifetime migrants than natives to move out 
and the even greater propensity of current migrants to do so is probably 
related to the age structure of the three groups, the teens and twenties being 
most likely both to move and to return. 

Age structure and death rates 

The vast majority of natives were under 25 as most children were inevitably 
natives. Above the age of 24 there were comparatively few natives; they had 
moved out. In the oldest age groups most are lifetime migrants and in the 
middle range 15–35 most are current migrants, as is confirmed by the burial 
ages of unknown inter-censal migrants. Three quarters of current migrants 
were under 35 but not 100 per cent as Baines suggested; there were some older 
ones. The older age structure of current migrants is possible at the parochial 
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level because many more moved out than died. Conversely native returners to 
the parish were overwhelmingly young, leaving in their teens and often 
returning on marriage. The youngest workers, native and migrant alike, were 
more likely to be found in the new occupation of brickmaking, the oldest, 
native and migrant alike, in the old occupation of agriculture. In the middle 
years of working life migrants were more likely to be found in brickmaking 
than in agriculture. The indeterminate ‘labourer’, native and migrant alike, is 
most likely to be found in the middle years. Younger natives but older 
migrants were employed in manufacturing. Death rates are related to age 
structure — they may be higher for natives than migrants because of the 
difference in age structure — natives include a high proportion of the 
vulnerable very young. Death rates are lower in the agricultural than in the 
industrial parishes and since there is little difference between the industrial 
and agricultural parishes in terms of the proportions of natives, lifetime 
migrants and current migrants in their populations, the difference in death 
rates may be related to the occupations followed, which matches the situation 
in Kent more generally. Alternatively, the fact that the industrial parishes 
were close to the river whose extensive marshes were notoriously unhealthy, 
carrying the risk of malaria, may account for some of this difference. In the 
1790s Hasted described how the ‘noxious vapours’ arising from the marshes 
of Upchurch shortened the lives of the inhabitants; of Halstow he said ‘the 
marshes render it most unpleasant, and at the same time unhealthy to an 
extreme, the look of which the inhabitants carry in their countenances’.33 The 
admissions of the sick to Milton workhouse usually describe them in general 
terms but when the records are more specific ‘ague’ appears more often than 
any other single illness, which might be some indication of the continuing 
scale of the problem. 

Occupations 

Analysis of occupations shows that the more traditional jobs were likely to be 
done by natives and the newer jobs in brickmaking by migrants, though both 
took advantage of the new employment opportunities. Migrants tended to fill 
the comparatively unskilled labouring jobs and also, to a large extent, jobs in 
manufacturing.  

Industrial and agricultural parishes 

It is fortunate that a small area provides a group of parishes that could 
illustrate the fortunes of both agricultural backwaters and thriving new 
industrial areas. Significant differences between them have been identified in 
population growth (and in even greater migrant population growth in the 
industrializing districts), in death rates, in sex ratios and in the relative 
importance of natural increase and migration as factors determining popula-
tion growth or decline.  

Gender 

The sex ratios for those aged over 14 show that while males predominate 
overall only native males greatly outnumber women. Migrant males slightly 
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outnumber migrant women in the industrial parishes but there are more 
females in the agricultural parishes. This situation is directly connected to the 
lack of employment opportunities for women in the agricultural parishes; 
native women had left and migrants had moved in to the few jobs available 
and to marry native men. In the industrial parishes the more even proportions 
reflect the greater tendency for families to move in where new employment 
opportunities opened up. 

Natural increase and migration 

Natural increase has been seen to be generally the more significant factor in 
determining the extent of gains and losses though the out-migration of natives 
was a powerful influence in the agricultural parishes while in-migration was 
important everywhere, especially in the industrial parishes. Many more were 
born than died everywhere but natural increase was greater in the industrial 
than the agricultural parishes. This relates to the importance of young family 
migration, especially in the decade of greatest growth.  

Individual and family migration 

The overwhelming predominance of family migrants (both established 
families with migrant children and newly marrieds) is the most noticeable 
phenomenon in the period of maximum population growth. Individual 
migrants were generally younger; in the earlier period they had jobs in the 
traditional occupations, agriculture and domestic service; later they moved 
into the new industries. More males moved as individuals and more women 
on marriage. 

The ‘pull and push’ factors 

The pattern of migration in this area was closely related to employment 
opportunities. The low demand for labour in the agricultural parishes, 
particularly for women, led to stagnation or decline in population there. The 
new jobs available in the industrializing parishes brought migrants in but also 
encouraged natives to stay. The family pattern of in-migration in the brick-
making parishes must also partly be attributed to the efforts to provide new 
housing.  

Sources, techniques and problems 

In all investigation of local population the results are only as good as the 
sources of evidence, and in migration studies the evidence available engenders 
an awareness of the problems arising from uncertainty. However, it has been 
possible to suggest in this article not only that the evidence available, with all 
its limitations, is intrinsically reliable, but also that many of the problems 
arising from uncertainty can be answered with some degree of confidence, for 
instance by using the process of the total reconstitution of families to identify 
married women and by attempting to quantify the scale of temporary absence. 
It is to be hoped that despite some inevitable uncertainties this article has 
revealed something of the complexity and magnitude of the ‘ebb and flow of 
actual population movements’. 
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subtractions and additions result in a truer calculation of actual residents though in practice 
they only make a very small difference. 

32. Baines, Migration in a mature economy, 217–9. 
33. Edward Hasted, The history and topographical survey of the county of Kent, (Canterbury, 1798, repr., 

Wakefield 1972), VI, 25, 35–6. See also A. Armstrong, Farmworkers: a social and economic history 
1770–1980, (London, 1988), 39. 
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REVIEW OF RECENT PERIODICAL LITERATURE 

Nigel Goose and Andrew Hinde 

All articles reviewed were published in 1998 unless otherwise specified. 

Anderson, M., ‘Fertility decline in Scotland, England and Wales, and Ireland: 
comparisons from the 1911 Census of Fertility‘, Population Studies, 52, 1-20. 

Anderson, M., ‘Highly restricted fertility: very small families in the British 
fertility decline’, Population Studies, 52, 177–199. 

These two papers deal with national-level trends, and are packed with an 
enormous, at times bewildering, amount of numerical data from the 1911 
census. They are, however, both important contributions to the recent debate 
over the course of the fertility decline in Britain. In the first paper, Anderson 
argues, first, that the decline in fertility was characterized by strong period 
rather than cohort effects; and, second, that a hitherto little-remarked feature 
of the decline is that during the late-nineteenth century a substantial propor-
tion of married couples stopped childbearing after bearing only one or two 
children (or, in some cases, none at all). This second theme is taken up in his 
second paper, in which he argues, convincingly, that the methods of analysis 
designed to uncover birth spacing from the 1911 census data will over-
estimate the extent of spacing in the presence of highly restricted fertility (for 
example a substantial proportion of couples intending to have fewer than two 
children). It follows that the extent of birth spacing has been over-estimated in 
previous work. Anderson suggests that the prevailing patterns are better 
explained by a rise in the idea of having very small families, and a separation 
of the ideas of marriage and childbearing. Finally, he maintains that one of the 
shortcomings of previous work on the fertility decline is its tendency to look at 
‘average’ fertility rather than at the distribution of experience around the 
average. 

Arkell T. and Whiteman, A., ‘Mean household size in mid-Tudor England: 
Clackclose hundred, Norfolk’, Local Population Studies, 60, 20–33. 

Arkell and Whiteman wrestle with the problem of estimating mean household 
size through a detailed analysis of the corn certificate of 1557 for Clackclose 
hundred in Norfolk. Household size varied widely between parishes, from a 
low of 4.3 to a high of 6.7, whilst comparison with late seventeenth century 
listings suggests a degree of under-recording of small and female headed 
households to indicate a mean of 4.8–4.85, rather than the 5.1 that unadjusted 
calculation gives. The difficulties of interpretation are reinforced by a re-
working of the data for Poole in 1574, to suggest a mean household size of 4.9 
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rather than the figure of 5.3 calculated by Laslett. Very sensibly, it is suggested 
that a range of means should be applied when attempting to calculate popula-
tion size from household listings, and for the mid-sixteenth century the pre-
ferred range is 4.5–5.1. 

Blaikie, A., ‘Scottish illegitimacy: social adjustment or moral economy?’ Journal 
of Interdisciplinary History, 29, 221–41. 

Blaikie’s work on illegitimacy in Scotland will already be well known to LPS 
readers through his paper in LPS 60. In this paper he notes that the regional 
pattern of illegitimacy in the country persisted to a remarkable degree 
throughout the nineteenth century and into the twentieth century, with high 
illegitimacy in the north-east and parts of the south-west, and low illegitimacy 
in the western Highlands. The high rates of illegitimacy in these areas defy a 
simple or a monocausal explanation. It seems that a culture which did not 
regard illegitimacy as a social misdemeanour allowed the bearing of children 
outside marriage to be instrumental in the local society’s adjustment to chang-
ing social and economic circumstances. Blaikie’s work is thus in the recently 
rejuvenated idiographic tradition of population history, in that it looks for 
explanations which are specific to local circumstances, rather than trying to 
develop general theories of social and demographic change. 

Brumhead, D., ‘Social structure in some “dark peak” hamlets of north-west 
Derbyshire in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries’, Local Historian, 28, 
194–207. 

Brumhead provides an analysis of the social structure of ten hamlets in north-
west Derbyshire 1650–1775 using hearth taxes and probate documents. He 
finds a clear-cut distinction between yeomen and husbandmen, not based 
upon wealth but according to whether land was owned or rented. Where 
industrial activity was their prime concern, individuals identified themselves 
by their trade, even when they also had substantial farming interests. The 
‘dark peak’ areas were dominated by large independent farmers and husband-
men, and hence there was greater gradation within the social hierarchy here, 
whilst in the ‘white peak’ to the south-east smaller, poorer husbandmen were 
more numerous. Probate evidence confirms the well attested involvement of 
women in rural credit networks. 

Campbell, B. and Overton, M., ‘L’histoire agraire de l’Angleterre avant 1850. 
Une revue historiographique de l’état actuel de recherche’, Histoire et Sociétés 
Rurales, 9, 57–76. 

Moriceau, J-M., ‘La terre et les paysans an France et en Grande-Bretagne aux 
XVIIe et XVIIIe siècles. Un parcours bibliographique critique (1re partie)’, 
Histoire et Sociétés Rurales, 9, 113–210. 

For those who can read French, these two papers provide critical summaries 
of the recent literature on British agrarian history, with quite a few references 
to the role of demographic factors. They are particularly valuable for their 
extensive bibliographies (which will also be useful to those with little or no 
French!).  
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Crompton, C.A., ‘An exploration of the craft and trade structure of two Hert-
fordshire villages, 1851–1891: an application of nominal record linkage to 
directories and census enumerators’ books’, Local Historian, 28, 145–58. 

This is a rare example of record linkage between nineteenth-century trade 
directories and the census enumerators’ books, using two rural parishes in 
Hertfordshire (St Paul’s Walden and Much Hadham). Crompton shows that 
the average size of rural trade and craft enterprises fell between 1851 and 
1891. Only about half the offspring of tradesmen and craftsmen followed their 
fathers into the same trade; the rest either took up other trades or moved 
down the social scale to become labourers. Finally, there seems to have been 
increasing specialization within the trades and crafts sector after 1870. There 
are some useful methodological comments, and a short discussion of the 
advantages and limitations of the data sources. 

Dawbarn, F., ‘Patronage and power: the College of Physicians and the Jaco-
bean court’, British Journal for the History of Science, 31, 1–19. 

Medical matters and the importance of patronage are highlighted in Daw-
barn’s appraisal of the membership of the College of Physicians in Jacobean 
England, with particular reference to the careers of Leonard Poe and Francis 
Anthony. Patronage was crucial to the fortunes of both, although the patron-
client relationship was less one-sided than was usual as here the patron, as 
provider and patient, was, inevitably, in a far more vulnerable position than 
was the case with other forms of patronage.  

Fairman, T., ‘The diff’rence what! Landholders and their labourers in early-
nineteenth-century Kent’, Local Historian, 28, 217–24. 

This article approaches social relations in early nineteenth century Kent from a 
perspective which may be unfamiliar to LPS readers. Fairman conducts a 
linguistic analysis of statements made by persons from different classes. He 
notes how both sentence structure and the way in which words convey and 
conceal meaning reveals much about the world views of the different social 
groups. Most of the evidence comes from landholders and those with official 
parish positions. Their statements show them as active and effective persons, 
performing vital functions. Labourers and those applying for poor relief, by 
contrast, are portrayed as passive (having things done to them). ‘Labour’ is 
used in an impersonal way and portrayed as non-functional and ineffective. 
Of course, the few statements of labourers which are analyzed suggest a rather 
different picture! 

Fildes, V., ‘Infant feeding practices and infant mortality in England, 1900–
1919’, Continuity and Change, 13, 251–80. 

Fildes argues that the role of infant feeding practices in the decline of infant 
mortality after 1900 has not been sufficiently recognized. She analyses Medical 
Officer of Health reports for the Great Towns (1911 census definition) and 
London. Factors which seem to have been important in the decline of infant 
mortality include an improvement in the nutritional status of mothers, which 
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rendered them better able to breast-feed; the phasing out of the long tube 
bottle (which was an excellent breeding-ground for bacteria); and the intro-
duction of dried milk. Generally, babies who were exclusively bottle-fed dur-
ing the first weeks of life had infant mortality rates between two and eight 
times those of exclusively breast-fed babies. Breast-feeding was rather more 
prevalent in the north of England than in the south, and it was lowest of all in 
the Potteries. 

Fisher, K., ‘”Clearing up misconceptions”: the campaign to set up birth control 
clinics in south Wales between the wars’, Welsh History Review, 19, 103–29. 

This article studies the provision of birth control clinics in Glamorgan and 
Monmouthshire following the law of 1930 allowing local authorities to give 
birth control advice. Fisher notes how the attitude of individual Medical Offi-
cers of Health was crucial. Where they were opposed to the setting up of 
publicly-funded clinics (as, for example, in Monmouthshire), none were cre-
ated. Although public opinion in south Wales was broadly in favour of clinics, 
individuals or small groups who held positions of power, for example a group 
of Roman Catholics on Cardiff City Council, were able to retard their intro-
duction. 

Garrett, E., ‘Was women’s work bad for babies? A view from the 1911 census 
of England and Wales’, Continuity and Change, 13, 281–316. 

T.H.C. Stevenson, the government statistician who analyzed the responses to 
the fertility questions in the 1911 census, was quite convinced that women’s 
work was bad for babies. He drew up tables showing that infant mortality 
rates for working mothers were higher than those for non-working mothers. 
Garrett shows that Stevenson’s interpretation is flawed, because the women’s 
employment status was measured in 1911, whereas the data on infant and 
child mortality refer to an earlier period (often 10–15 years earlier). She argues 
that it is at least equally (and probably more) plausible to conclude that 
women whose children had died had fewer survivors to care for and were 
thus in a better position to take up paid work outside the home. Thus, the 
arrow of causality should be reversed: infant mortality is ‘good’ for women’s 
work outside the home. The paper contains some data on the occupational 
distribution of women in Lancashire, taken from the 1921 census, which inter-
ested readers might like to compare with those in J. McKay’s recent paper in 
LPS 61. 

Haines, R., Kleinig, M., Oxley, D. and Richards, E., ‘Migration and opportunity: an 
antipodean perspective’, International Review of Social History, 43, 235–63. 

This fascinating paper studies people who left Britain and Ireland for Austra-
lia in the nineteenth century. It uses three case studies, perhaps the most inter-
esting of which for LPS readers will be that which looks at the experiences of 
the farm labourers from Wiltshire who took advantage of the assisted emigra-
tion schemes advertised in mid-century. The punch line of the paper is that, 
contrary to a widely-held belief, the emigrants were not drawn from the poor-
est and least able members of society.  
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Hallas, C.S., ‘Yeomen and peasants? Landownership patterns in the north 
Yorkshire Pennines c.1770–1900’, Rural History, 9, 157–76. 

This paper deals with many of the same themes as the paper by Brumhead 
reviewed above, comprising a study of landownership patterns in Wensley-
dale and Swaledale during the nineteenth century. Hallas maintains that this 
area does not fit the standard ‘three estates’ model of the rural social structure. 
Small ‘yeomen’ owning 10-100 acres were common in this area, and during 
the nineteenth century they were increasing their share of the total land occu-
pied by squeezing out even smaller owners. Many of the latter had combined 
agriculture with lead mining, and when lead mining declined in the late nine-
teenth century they could not make a living off their tiny holdings of land. 
These ‘yeomen’ lived locally, but often let their holdings, sometimes to many 
different tenants. This facilitated a close relationship between landlord and 
tenant, with regular contacts. It also rendered the pattern of land ownership 
and occupation flexible and adaptable in the face of agricultural depression. 

Hanawalt, B.A., ‘ “Good governance” in the medieval and early modern con-
text’, Journal of British Studies, 37, 246–57. 

In a contribution to a symposium held to discuss Marjorie McIntosh’s Control-
ling misbehaviour in England, 1370–1600 (Cambridge, 1998), Hanawalt empha-
sizes the influence of demographic crisis upon social regulation. The Black 
Death of 1348–9 exerted a long term impact, breaking down community soli-
darity and enhancing physical mobility, but even short term fluctuations in 
‘misbehaviour’ (or, more accurately, its prosecution) can quite generally be 
related to periodic demographic crises consequent upon plague or famine. 

Hindle, S., ‘Power, poor relief and social relations in Holland Fen, c. 1600–
1800’, Historical Journal, 41, 67–96. 

Hindle, S., ‘The problem of pauper marriage in seventeenth-century England’, 
Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 8, 71–89. 

In these two articles, Hindle studies local politics and power relations as re-
vealed by the operation of the Old Poor Law in Frampton, Lincolnshire, and 
neighbouring parishes. In the first he uses a wealth of detail drawn from sur-
viving vestry minutes to show that power structures were complex, the vestry 
acting as a political, governmental and ideological agency, although a basic 
asymmetry of power lay at the heart of institutional poor relief throughout the 
period. Notable features of the operation of the Old Poor Law included the 
distinction between the treatment of ‘insiders’ (those regarded as belonging to 
the parish) and ‘outsiders’, the latter being dealt with much less sympatheti-
cally than the former, partly for paternalistic and partly for financial reasons.  

The second paper concentrates on one feature of the local politics of these 
fenland parishes during the seventeenth century which will be of particular 
interest to LPS readers. Attempts were made by the ‘great and the good’ to 
discourage and even to forbid the marriages of paupers (or of those who were 
considered to be likely to burden the poor rates) by the simple expedient of 



76 

objecting when the banns were read. This practice was especially common if 
‘outsiders’ were involved, and one motivation for it might have been the 
desire to prevent in-migration. Moreover, the extent to which pauper marriage 
was restricted was related to the prevailing degree of population pressure on 
resources: in times of ‘high pressure’ the incentive to restrict marriage in this 
way was greater. On the peg of pauper marriage, Hindle then hangs a critique 
of the individualistic rational-choice models favoured by historical demogra-
phers (and especially the Cambridge Group) in recent decades. These models, 
he asserts, inadequately contextualize historical actors’ decisions. For example, 
the view that population growth rates were largely determined by nuptiality 
changes ignores the institutional and individual context within which deci-
sions about marriage were made. It is suggested that prohibition of pauper 
marriages may have contributed to the high celibacy rate that checked popula-
tion growth in the seventeenth century. The problem with this argument is 
that studies of pauper populations to date do not suggest that they were either 
numerous enough, or generally of an appropriate age, to significantly affect 
national demographic trends in this way. 

Holdsworth, C., ‘Dr John Thomas Arlidge and Victorian occupational medi-
cine’, Medical History, 43, 458–75. 

This paper tells the story of the work done by Dr Arlidge in the field of occu-
pational medicine in the late nineteenth century Staffordshire Potteries. After 
his appointment as a physician at the North Staffordshire Infirmary in 1862 he 
drew attention to the ill effects which dust in the workplace had on potters’ 
health, especially their chests. Later, in 1892, he published an important work 
called The hygiene, diseases and mortality of occupations. Holdsworth’s article will 
be of interest to any LPS readers who are working either on the Potteries, or 
on aspects of occupational health in late-nineteenth century England. 

Howells, G., ‘ “For I was tired of England Sir”: English pauper emigrant 
strategies, 1834–60’, Social History, 23, 181–94. 

Howells argues that pauper emigrants in the mid nineteenth century were not 
‘shovelled out’, but left by a process of negotiation with local authorities, 
occasionally laced with the threat that unless their emigration was subsidized, 
they would continue to burden the ratepayers of their native parishes for 
years to come. This paper reflects the current interest in the poor as active 
participants in the welfare process, rather than as passive recipients of doles. 

Hoyler, M., ‘Small town development and urban illiteracy: comparative evi-
dence from Leicestershire marriages registers 1754–1890’, Historical Social 
Research, 23, 202–30. 

This article analyzes illiteracy in Melton Mowbray, Hinckley and Coalville 
using the criterion (conventional but often criticized) of whether or not a 
person could sign his or her name in the marriage register. Illiteracy was 
highest in Hinckley and lowest in Melton Mowbray, and Hoyler argues that 
this reflects the towns’ relative economic situations, Hinckley being domi-
nated by the declining framework-knitting industry and Melton Mowbray 
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being a prosperous market town. Illiteracy varied with occupation and with 
marriage distances (in long-distance marriages, both partners tended to be 
literate), but there was no clear association between age at marriage and liter-
acy. This paper should be of particular interest to LPS readers because of the 
way it highlights the importance of variation in local contexts. 

Hughes, T., ‘The childhood of Sir Thomas Browne: evidence from the Court of 
Orphans’, London Journal, 23, 21–9. 

An unusual perspective upon family history is provided by Hughes, who 
examines the treatment meted out to Thomas Browne (1605–82), later Sir 
Thomas Browne, by his mother and step-father during his minority. His patri-
mony was poorly administered until his paternal uncle took charge of his 
affairs, the Court of Orphans authorizing a payment of £1,500 to his parents to 
secure complete withdrawal of their involvement.  

Humphries, J., ‘Female-headed households in early industrial Britain: the 
vanguard of the proletariat?’ Labour History Review, 63, 31–65. 

This paper is the latest to result from Jane Humphries and Sara Horrell’s im-
portant study of a sample of household budgets from the years 1787–1865 (see 
the paper by Horrell and Humphries reviewed in LPS 61). Using the minority 
of household budgets which came from households headed by females, 
Humphries argues that the standard of living of female-headed households 
did not improve during this period (though she has very little data for the 
years after 1840). Like the handloom weavers and southern agricultural la-
bourers, female-headed households had a negative experience during the 
industrial revolution. However, the strategies they adopted to make ends 
meet, such as providing lodgings, were important for the early industrial 
economy, for example in facilitating migration. 

Jones, K. and Zell, M., ‘Bad conversation? Gender and social control in a Kent-
ish borough, c. 1450 – c. 1570’, Continuity and Change, 13, 11–31. 

In an interesting article with demographic implications, Jones and Zell exam-
ine changing concern over female social behaviour in the small borough of 
Fordwich in Kent from court records. They find a distinct heightening of 
concern during the reign of Henry VII, and a dramatic decline of cases 1531–
70. Such concern cannot, therefore, simply be equated with growing popula-
tion pressure, but (as Hanawalt argues in the article reviewed above) it was 
possibly associated with outbreaks of disease, which were so often viewed as 
a punishment for sin. It must be recognized, however, that the sample of court 
cases available for examination was small, amounting to just 361 across this 
120 year period. 

King, S., ‘English historical demography and the nuptiality conundrum: new 
perspectives’, Historical Social Research, 23, 130–56. 

Steven King has recently joined the LPS editorial board. This paper is the latest 
to result from his research into proto-industrial Calverley in the West Riding 
of Yorkshire. In Calverley, the age at marriage in the long eighteenth century 
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was low, and did not fall over time (as it did in England as a whole, according 
to the results of the Cambridge Group). It also varied by occupation and ac-
cording to whether marriage was associated with upward or downward social 
mobility, or with ‘staying put’ in the social scale. It is clear also that many 
Calverley brides and grooms at this time could not have been economically 
independent at marriage. King concludes first, that the Wrigley and Schofield 
model did not apply everywhere in England, and, second, that the motiva-
tions of those marrying were complex and can only be uncovered by detailed 
local studies. 

Lee, M.L., and Loschky, D., ‘Interdependency between fertility and real wages 
in England, 1541–1871', Journal of European Economic History, 27, 107–31. 

This paper is another econometric analysis of the data provided in Wrigley 
and Schofield’s The Population History of England. The results of the analysis are 
generally supportive of the conceptual structure which Wrigley and Schofield 
use to describe the inter-relationships between vital rates and real wages in 
early modern England.  

Levine, D., ‘Sampling history: the English population’, Journal of Interdiscipli-
nary History, 28, 605–32. 

This is an article-length review of the Cambridge Group’s recent book English 
Population History from Family Reconstitution 1580–1837, also reviewed in LPS 
60. Levine is critical of the book for several reasons. First, the results cannot be 
considered representative of England as a whole. The Cambridge Group’s 
sample of parishes varies over time, and for the period after 1789 only in-
cludes eight parishes, none of which is north of the Trent. Second the results 
do not fundamentally change our knowledge of English historical demogra-
phy, merely adding detail to a story, the broad outlines of which have been 
known for 20 years. Third, the analysis of fertility is relentlessly aggregative, 
obscuring much possible variation in fertility behaviour. Fourth, the Cam-
bridge Group have privileged statistical accuracy over the possibility of con-
ducting analyses which are innovative in a social and economic sense. Finally, 
the demography of early modern England is studied without much reference 
to the broader historical context (the paper by Hindle reviewed above makes a 
similar point).  

Lewis. J., ‘ “Tis a misfortune to be a great ladie”: maternal mortality in the 
British aristocracy, 1558–1959’, Journal of British Studies, 37, 26–53. 

In a fascinating examination of maternal mortality amongst the aristocracy 
across four centuries, Lewis finds that under 5 per cent of her sample of 1,251 
women died in childbirth, a figure far lower than received wisdom or contem-
porary comment appear to indicate, although comparison with the population 
at large is unfortunately impossible. Early modern rates were significantly 
lower than those that prevailed in the later eighteenth century, and fell to 
below 4 per cent in the late seventeenth century. The nineteenth century wit-
nessed a considerable decline. The key variable appears to be the degree of 
emphasis upon maximization of fertility to ensure male succession, reinforced 
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by non-interventionist medicine and a potentially hazardous dietary fashion 
in the later eighteenth century. Hence ‘For most women…it was the long years 
of very short birth intervals that killed’.  

Millward, R. and Bell, F.N., ‘Economic factors in the decline of mortality in 
late nineteenth century Britain’, European Review of Economic History, 2, 263–88. 

Bell, F. and Millward, R., ‘Public health expenditures and mortality in England 
and Wales, 1870–1914’, Continuity and Change, 13, 211–49. 

These two papers report the findings of a project which investigates mortality 
in late nineteenth century England and Wales using data from 36 towns. In the 
first paper, the towns are classified into types according to their main eco-
nomic activity (for example textile towns, agricultural market centres, ports, 
seaside towns, etc.) and factors related to age-specific mortality decline identi-
fied using statistical analysis. It turns out that population size, housing, wages 
and food prices are all associated. The authors interpret these results as sup-
porting both the McKeown thesis and environmental accounts of mortality 
decline. An economic model is also estimated, but is rather less convincing 
although still useful. Household wealth and income appear to be related to 
mortality, as are prices (though the most significant price variable was the 
price of tea, which is hard to interpret!). A key observation of the paper is that 
rising living standards facilitate expenditure by local authorities on sanitation 
and other environmental improvements. The second paper looks at the effect 
of this expenditure on mortality in more detail. Prior to 1880, the main objec-
tive of investment was the water supply. However, improving the water sup-
ply may not have had much of an impact on mortality because drainage and 
sewerage were still inadequate. Although a major increase in expenditure 
after 1895 might be linked to the decline of infant mortality after 1900, the 
authors are generally rather sceptical about there being too close a relationship 
between the amount of money invested in public works and mortality during 
the late nineteenth century. 

Monson, E., ‘The three Esthers: noblewomen of the Huguenot refuge’, Proceed-
ings of the Huguenot Society, 27, 1–19. 

In the field of migration, Monson’s piece on noblewomen of the Huguenot 
refuge provides some relief from the usual emphasis upon the middling and 
lower orders by examining the experience of the widow, daughter and grand-
daughter of Barthélemy Herwarth, who sought refuge in England as persecu-
tion increased following the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685.  

Moore-Colyer, R. J., ‘The small land occupier in east Northamptonshire, ca. 
1650–1850’, Midland History, 23, 84–104. 

This paper is another contribution to the recent flow of literature on changes 
in landholding patterns between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries 
(see, for example, the paper by Hallas reviewed above). Moore-Colyer argues, 
largely on the basis of evidence from the parish of Weldon near Corby, that 
enclosure did not extinguish the small occupier. What emerged after enclosure 
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was a complex occupational pattern in which many owners and tenants of 
smallholdings let (or sublet) them to others, and took other holdings on as 
tenants. He also stresses the role of dual occupations, which allowed many 
occupiers of small pieces of land to earn a decent living. There are similarities 
between the way small occupiers in east Northamptonshire managed to adapt 
to changing circumstances, and the strategies used by the peasantry of the 
Yorkshire Pennines which Hallas describes in the article reviewed above. 

Noonan, K.M., ‘ “The cruel pressure of an enraged, barbarous people”: Irish 
and English identity in seventeenth-century policy and propaganda’, Historical 
Journal, 41, 151–77. 

Irish immigrants to London in the mid-seventeenth century, Noonan finds, 
were increasingly harshly treated, at least in those parishes that possessed a 
stable leadership, enabling the translation of ideology into policy. This is 
explained in terms of the impact of the Irish rebellion of 1641, and particularly 
of John Temple’s treatise on the same, which emphasized both religious and 
ethnic differences, and exerted great influence at both local and national lev-
els. This treatise, it is suggested, managed ‘to sear the English mind with an 
image of the Irish that would last for centuries’, a ringing phrase indeed, but 
perhaps one that gives too much credit to the importance of an individual 
book which, despite ten editions 1646–1812, can hardly be held so wholly 
responsible for anti-Irish sentiment. 

Ottaway, S., ‘Providing for the elderly in eighteenth-century England’, Conti-
nuity and Change, 13, 391–418. 

Using evidence from Puddletown, Dorset, and Terling, Essex, this paper ar-
gues that although the Old Poor Law contained a clause seemingly requiring 
families to support their indigent elderly relations, this clause was hardly ever 
enforced by local poor law authorities. Family support was frequently given, 
but, contrary to what the Old Poor Law advocated, it was often in kind rather 
than cash. By contrast, cash payments by the parish were vital in supporting 
many elderly persons, and these cash ‘pensions’, when combined with some 
additional family support in kind, would often be enough to enable the eld-
erly to achieve a standard of living similar to that they attained when in work. 
It is also suggested that many old people supported themselves either wholly 
or in part, a feature of community life which historians have neglected.  

Ottaway, S. and Williams, S., ‘Reconstructing the life-cycle experience of pov-
erty in the time of the Old Poor Law’, Archives, 23, 19–29. 

Much research in local population history uses nominative record linkage. The 
Cambridge Group’s family reconstitutions based on parish are the most fa-
mous example, but historians have, during the last 20 or 30 years, also linked a 
variety of additional sources which give nominative information. In this infor-
mative paper, the linkage of various types of poor law records (most notably 
overseers’ account books, but also vestry minutes, bastardy records and ap-
prenticeship documents) to parish registers for the eighteenth and early nine-
teenth centuries is described. The paper is very clearly written with the prac-
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tising local historian in mind. Rules are listed which may be used to determine 
when ‘definite’ and ‘probable’ links exist. Some results from the authors’ own 
projects are also described, indicating that life-cycle poverty persisted in rural 
England throughout the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 

Parkinson, E., ‘Interpreting the Compton Census returns of 1676 for the dio-
cese of Llandaff’, Local Population Studies, 60, 48–57. 

Parkinson compares the Compton census returns of 1676 for that part of Llan-
daff diocese which lay in Glamorgan with the Hearth Tax data for 1666 and 
1670. Analyzing the 32 parishes for which the evidence is comparable, she 
concludes that as many as 26 of the 32 Compton returns appear to omit poorer 
cottagers, and in nine cases possibly other households as well, rendering them 
of little value as a source for estimating total population. This methodology 
might well be applied elsewhere in England and Wales to test the reliability of 
the Compton returns, for it seems clear that they varied widely in quality.  

Song, B.K., ‘Landed interest, local government, and the labour market in Eng-
land, 1750–1850’, Economic History Review, 51, 465–88. 

Song, B.K., ‘Agrarian policies on pauper settlement and migration, Oxford-
shire 1750–1834’, Continuity and Change, 13, 363–89. 

These papers are based on a study of Oxfordshire. In the first, Song argues 
that landlords exercised and retained control over labour mobility throughout 
the period 1750 to 1850. Their ability to use the poor law to influence local 
labour markets in their favour survived the 1834 Poor Law Amendment Act 
and the reorganization of petty sessional boundaries in the 1820s and 1830s. 
The landlords’ principal aim was to control the circulation of the more pro-
ductive workers within groups of parishes. The article includes some analysis 
of ‘open’ and ‘close’ parishes, emphasizing that there were many degrees of 
‘openness’. Finally, despite the parochial basis of the poor law, the autonomy 
of individual parishes to act was circumscribed by the supervision of various 
regional ‘authorities’. 

In the second paper, Song develops some ideas about the relationship between 
the poor law and migration. He reiterates the conclusion of the previous paper 
that parishes had less autonomy than is commonly supposed. The other main 
points to emerge in this paper are first, that the role of settlement in labour 
migration was marked; second, that policies on pauper settlement and migra-
tion were selective so that the local economy was the greatest beneficiary of 
the settlement framework; and, third, that conventional approaches to under-
standing migration (for example those couched in terms of ‘push’ and ‘pull’ 
factors) are unsatisfactory because they fail to take into account the contingent 
nature of people’s decisions about whether or not to migrate. 

Taviner, M., Thwaites, G. and Gant, V., ‘The English Sweating Sickness, 1485–
1551: a viral pulmonary disease?’ Medical History, 42, 96–8. 

This short note starts out as if to challenge Alan Dyer’s interpretation of the 
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‘sweat’ as a disease spread by an environmental vector (or ‘zoonosis’) as well 
as by human contact (see the review of Dyer’s article in LPS 61), but ends by 
supporting his interpretation. Contemporary descriptions show similarities 
with a modern pulmonary disease with a rodent vector (HPS), but very recent 
evidence has revealed that HPS too can be spread by human contact. This 
gives further plausibility to the argument that the ‘sweat’ was indeed a virus 
with a marked pulmonary component and few cutaneous signs, and hence 
modern epidemiological evidence appears to support the conclusions Dyer 
reached from historical demographic data. 

Voth, H-J. and Leunig, T., ‘Did smallpox reduce height? Stature and the stan-
dard of living in London, 1770–1873’, Economic History Review, 49 (1996), 541–
60. 

Razzell, P., ‘Did smallpox reduce height?’ Economic History Review, 51, 351–59. 

Heintel, M. and Baten, J., ‘Smallpox and nutritional status in England, 1770–
1873: on the difficulties of estimating historical heights’, Economic History 
Review, 51, 360–71. 

Leunig, T. and Voth, H-J., ‘Smallpox did reduce height: a reply to our critics’, 
Economic History Review, 51, 372–81. 

The first of these papers reports a study based on data on the heights of work-
ing class boys recruited into the Marine Society 1770–1873. Voth and Leunig 
conclude that boys who suffered from (and survived) smallpox in childhood 
were, on average, about one inch shorter by their teenage years than boys who 
had not had smallpox. The remaining three papers are contributions to a 
debate arising out of the first. Razzell argues that the Marine Society records 
suffer from a number of deficiencies which make them unreliable for this 
purpose. Heintel and Baten, by contrast, take issue with Voth and Leunig’s 
analysis for various technical reasons. In their reply, Leunig and Voth defend 
both the quality of the Marine Society data and the analysis in their original 
article. The debate as a whole is of interest in that it encapsulates the question 
of the validity of conclusions reached on the basis of the complex statistical 
analyses of the ‘new’ economic history. 

Wall, R., ‘Characteristics of European family and household systems’, Histori-
cal Social Research, 23, 44–66. 

Wall compares family and household systems in Corfe Castle in 1790 (which 
will be well known to LPS readers familiar with Osamu Saito’s paper in LPS 
22) with those in Corsica and Hungary. He argues that the presence of rela-
tives in the households of Corfe Castle arose because they were either provid-
ing or receiving services (in other words, services were being transferred 
within the extended family for reasons of welfare). In Corsica and Hungary, 
by contrast, relatives were present because of the way in which household 
headship was transferred down the generations (for example through the 
stem family system). 
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Walter-Smith, J., ‘Sir George Newman, infant diarrhoeal mortality and the 
paradox of urbanism’, Medical History, 42, 347–61. 

In the early decades of the twentieth century, George Newman was Medical 
Officer of Health for the borough of Finsbury in London. In 1919 he became 
Chief Medical Officer to the new Ministry of Health. While in Finsbury, New-
man published a book entitled Infant mortality: a social problem. This paper 
discusses the contribution of this book to the understanding of high rates of 
infant mortality from diarrhoea in urban areas at the turn of the twentieth 
century. Stress is laid on Newman’s concern to promote maternal health edu-
cation in general, and breast-feeding in particular. 

Ward, J.E., ‘Death in 18th century Whitehaven: the mortality records from 
Holy Trinity Church’, Transactions of the Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquar-
ian and Archaeological Society, 98, 249–61. 

This is a case study of the parish registers of Holy Trinity, Whitehaven. Be-
tween 1750 and 1780 the incumbent, Thomas Sewel, kept records of causes of 
death, based on consultation with local doctors, which are analyzed. Perhaps 
the most interesting result is that smallpox accounted for 597 of the 3,138 
deaths for which causes are given, a figure even greater than the one in six 
which is sometimes quoted for urban areas in the eighteenth century. Typhus 
was also important, and there were a substantial number of accidental deaths 
in the town’s docks and mines. It was believed by contemporaries that mari-
time traffic played a part in introducing epidemics of feverish illness to the 
town. 

Whelan, R., ‘Persecution and toleration: the changing identities of Ireland’s 
Huguenot refugees’, Proceedings of the Huguenot Society, 27, 20–35. 

In another contribution to the history of migration, Whelan turns our attention 
to Huguenot refugees in Ireland, finding that their narratives all reveal a 
tapestry of their origin, struggle for survival and flight into exile, with a view 
to the preservation of this heritage for their descendants. It is suggested, how-
ever, that we must move beyond this view of these refugees as victims turned 
heroes, and remember too that they were colonizers of Ireland, and shared the 
same priorities as other colonial presences: power, possession, security and 
subjugation. She finds clear signs of a wrestling with the problem of religious 
imperialism in the early eighteenth century.  

Wright, D., ‘Family strategies and the institutional confinement of “idiot” 
children in Victorian England’, Journal of Family History, 23, 190–208. 

This article reports a study of a sample of ‘idiot’ children admitted to the 
National Asylum for Idiots on Earlswood Common near Redhill, Surrey, 
1851–1886. The asylum admitted fee-paying people besides those whose costs 
were paid in full or in part by the charity which founded the asylum. Paupers, 
however, were excluded. For readers of LPS, Wright’s most interesting finding 
may be that poorer children sent to the asylum came from families who were 
deprived of extensive kin networks (often because of migration), and they also 
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tended not to have older siblings available to care for them. There is also evi-
dence to suggest that sending an ‘idiot’ child to the asylum was a tactic used 
by parents to help them overcome the life-cycle budgetary crisis arising when 
they had many young, dependent children to support. 

Wrigley, E.A., ‘Explaining the rise in marital fertility in England in the “long” 
eighteenth century’, Economic History Review, 51, 435–64. 

Wrigley argues that the rise in marital fertility between the end of the seven-
teenth century and the first decades of the nineteenth century can be ex-
plained by a decline in the number of stillbirths (which increased the number 
of live births). Trends in the stillbirth rate are estimated using trends in en-
dogenous and neonatal mortality. Wrigley maintains that this trend alone can 
account for about 25 per cent of the rise in population growth rates, and when 
combined with changing nuptiality patterns can potentially account for the 
whole of the rise in population. He admits that his argument is somewhat 
speculative, and there are problems of timing yet to be resolved. Nevertheless, 
it suggests one way in which economic change and mortality might be linked. 
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