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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 
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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. 
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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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