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ABSTRACT

This thesis is an'ahalysis of the conditiéﬁé which
promotedithe industrializatiqn of the countrfside in Leices-
tershire in the secénd half of the seventeenﬁh éentury and
thé transformatioﬁ of its agricultural economy from a
peasant—éubsistence level to market-oriented production.
Although‘the.éarticular foéus of the thesis is the eme;éence
of rural industrﬁalization in West Goscote and agricﬁltural
commerciélizatibn in Framland (both of which‘are hundreds in
Leicestershire), it was’nécesséry to place the Leicester-
shire experience both within a broader ﬁational context and

in a historical perspective,

The yeafs folléwing 1660 were mafked by the accélera£ed
progress of agricuitural modernization on the ﬁational,
“county and 1océl level. An important b?—product of this
agricultural modernizatibn was the creation notionly of food
surplgses but also of rurél ﬁnderemployment as the land
 became concentrated into a relatively small number of large-
scalg productivejdnits. As labour was freed from agriculture

it could be engaged in industrial activity.

In our examination of West Goscote and Framland it was

found that as the soil type was not consistent within each



hundred it was necessary to distinéuish suerégioné: the

Soar river valley, and the Ccal Measures and Charnwood
Forest'in West Goscoté; the4Vale of Belvoir, the erak valley'
and the.Eaétern Uplandé, and'North—east Framland in Framland.
By using éhe Prébate Invento:ies for the 1660 - 80 period
(stored in the Leicestershire County Record Officé) to
reconstrucﬁ the socio—economic profilés for>the average
viliages in eéchﬁof these éub—reg;ons, we could see the
influence of soil.structure in retarding or accelerating the
modérnization of the individual agrarian economies. The
'inability of the peasant society in the Soar valley to trans-
form itself from peasant-subsistence farming to market-
oriented production resulted in the emergencé of endemic
underemploymént and desperate poverty. The existence of
cheap labour in the Soar valley attracted merchant capitalists
" who establisheé the framework knitting industry in the over-

populated, poverty-stricken villages.
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INTRODUCTION

 The dissolution of the peasant subsistepéé economy and
its replaceﬁent by a markét eéonomy for agricultural pfo—
“ducts Qas an iﬁitiél pre—conditionvfor economic moderniza-
tion. In England, industrialization was preceded by the
modernization of agricultﬁral production. In the firét
chapter we will examine the technical'and institutional
changés in EngI&sh agricultural activity which occurred in
the 1650 - 1750 period, permitting the redeployment of
resources into commercé‘and industry. This study of eco-
nomic modernization within the ﬁational economy will enable
us to seé the industrializatioﬁ of Leicestershire within a

broad historical perspective.

In order td éee the interconnexion between the commer-
cialiéatidn of agriculture and the emergence of rural in-
dustry our second chapter will study the transformation of
Leicestershire from a county of peasant>farmers to a county
in which almost 90% of the land was worked by capitalist

tenant farmers. Agricultural activity was first modernized

in those areas whose soil was unsuitable for subsistence
farming. A crucial by-product of agricultural moderniza-

tion was the creation of a large body of dispossessed family



farmers who were forced out of the grazing villageé in
eastern Leicesﬁershire. Maﬁy of ﬁhese diépossessed peasants
migrated to the open~-field villages of the Soar valley
where institutional circumstances had enabled é larée class
of cotfaéer~labourers ﬁo remain on the land. The combined
effect of these two proceésesvwas the emergence of relative
overpopulatipn and desperate poverty among the class of

indigent cottager-labourers. The existence of plenﬁiful

-
Y d

cheap labou;_attracted merchant capitalists who established
, the framework knittingAiﬁdustry in ﬁhe overpopulated,
poverty-stricken villages, Rural industrialization emerged
in résponée to the breakdown of the peasant society in the
‘Soar valley._ The cohmercialization of agriculture in
eéétérn Leicestershire, by intensifying the pressufes within
the backwards péasant sociéty of the Soar valley, played

an integral role in fécilitating the emergence of rural

industry.

The framework knitting industry was established in
rural Leicestershire in the second half of the seventeenth
;centufy.l In the thixrd chapﬁer we will examine the emergence
‘qfndifferentiéted forms of socio-economic organization and,

in particular, of industrial activity, in the neighbouring

hundreds of Framland and West Goscote. As the soil type



within each hundred was not consistent, it was necessary

to distinéuiéh sub—regions?ﬁ the Vale of Belvoir, the Wreak
valley and the ﬁastern Uplands, and North-East Framland in
Framland; the Soar»valley, and the Coal Measures and Charn-
wood Fprést in West Goscote. By éreating average parishes
' for'each of these fiVe.areas, we can see their soéio-eco—
nomic profilesvinlreiation to their dissimilar progress
towards agricultural modernization. In this way the agri;

cultural origins of industry in Leicestershire will be seen

in the context of peculiar circumstances.

In brief theﬁ, the thesis moves from a focus on national(
long-term historical-patterns to a consideration of the
pa;tiéular ?robléms in LeicesterShire,‘and will attempt to
show the interQrelatidnship in that county, between agri-

cultural change and the beginnings of industry.



CHAPTER I

TﬁE BROAD NATIONAL CONTEXT:
THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC MODERNIZATION OF ENGLAND,
: ' 1650 - 1750,

Fro& the mid-seventeenth cenﬁury to the beginﬁing of
the Industrial Revolgtion in the i780's the structure of
English séciety was béing significantly altered. The
modernization of the éériéultural and commercial sectors of
the economy that began in the seventeenth century had opéned -
the way for the growth>6f industrial enterpriseé. The
transition from an agfarian to an industrial eéonom& was
so inordinately complex that rather than observing its
movements in minute detail one must be satisfied with an
explanation.which points out major_structural changes. The
growth of industfy‘in a pre-industrial environment resulted
from the redeployment of investment into non-agricultural
activities. But, because ére—industrial populations ex-—
panded in response to increases in agricultural productivity,
 the growth of capital per head tended to be neutralized.
ﬂihgréfore, a»sigﬁificant transfer of income into industry
c;uld only beisustained when an increase in agriéultural
'ﬁfaddctivityz;as'accompanied by a deérease of population

pressure on food resources. But the appearance of these



favourable conditions did not mean that capital would
.immediételytflow into the de&elopment of mbde;n industry
because mass-production’wés the least remunerative form of
investmeng in a proto—ihdquriai economy. Noﬁeﬁheless,
there was a considerable éméﬁnt of small—sééle‘domesﬁic
iindﬁstry‘scattered about.tﬁe countfyside of England in the
périod prior‘to the Industrial'Revolutién.' This manufac-
turing activity'differed from ‘modern' industry insofaf as
it was technolééically éimple, powered by human energy,
diffused in small units‘and engaged a semi-permanent labéur
fbrée.‘ Substantial capital investment in industry proceedad

only after all other outlets had been filled.

- The pré—industrial ecénomy had been composed of a
large.nuﬁber of'peasaﬁt-subsistence farmers who were unable
either to produce an agricultural surplus or to purchase
industrial goods, a smal; non-agricultural population, and
a stable demand‘fbr-luxury goods from a limited market of
wealthy cbnsumers. By examining the general transformation
- of the national econonmy and its effects on the size and
Qcompbsitioﬁ éf the popuiation we.will see the process which
?ésulted'in the creation of a new form of social organiza-
tiénh - The ﬁédern,-iﬁdustrial economy that emerged in England

was characterized by a small number of wealthy, professional
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farmers who were able.tovproduée laxrge food’surpluses and
purchasé industrial products, a large industrial and
commercial population, and manufacturers producing to satisfy
- a rising demand for mass-consumer goods from expanding mar-

kets both at home and abroad.

4-1—
 Steédy population growth from 1500 to 1550 waé com-
bined with a rélatively'inelastic supply of foodjﬁd'cause.a
very steep rise in the:price of food. Agricultural prices
rose from a base of 100 in 1450-99 to 644 for the decade

1640-49_ 1t

However thévchanging price of food was important~
only insofar as it differed from wage~rates. During these
150 years wages'were almoSt tripled but the.real purchasing
power of these wagé—rates fell drastically. One day's,
labour in 1650‘was wérﬁh ohly 40% df an equal effort in 1500.
Added to this énormous depreciation in purchasing poWer was
an inérease in the proportion of the population dependent
>ﬁpon wages, exacérbated by the rise in the total population.

1 P.J. Bowden, "Agricultural Prices, Farm Profits, and Rents",
in J. Thirsk, ed., The Agrarian History of England and Wales
1500 ~ 1640, in H.P.R, Finberq, ed., The Agrarian History of
England and Wales, Vol, IV, (Cambridge, 1967), pp. 593-617,
Hereafter this text will be referred to as Thirsk, ed.,
Agarian History. -




Furthermore, wage-earners found themselves'in an econony
that was unable to Supply'tﬁem steady employﬁent with thé
result that this group egpérienced extreme hardship, thchl
~was particularly intensé ffom the later,sixteenth céntury
until thé Restoration. Famine was a recurrent phenomenon
sinée the production of regular crops was inhibitéd by the
'éoilFs inability-to sustain regular cropping., Then, through-
out the century;foilbwing‘l650, the pressure of men u?on
‘resourées was relaxed not only because of .a drép in the
-rate of popula£i§ﬁ érowth but also because a revolution in
farming methodé had énabléd farmers to cbnsistently pro-
duce bumper crops. In this:section we will examine the
technical and sociological innovatipns'whiﬁh transformed a
crisis—stficken, stagnéting agrarian economy into an |

efficient, expanding enterprise.

The sixteenth century population boom created a demand
for mafketable food surpluses which the contemporary farmers
were ﬁnable to satisfy. in essence theré were two obstacles
‘to eff icienp agricultural production: the land could not
jﬁé;r'élmost éontinuous cultivation without being severely
depléted thlé ﬁhe proliferatién of small, subsistence
farmers meant that a cohsiderable portion of.the.total crop

was withheld from the market. The survival'of subsistence.



farming was positively harmful since, under this régime, the
iand was never taken out of cultivation long enough to re-
store its fertility; Thus, a satisfactory solution to the
technical aspect of this problem was dependent upon the dis-
possessidn ofvthe cusﬁomary peaéént farmers and their re-
placement by large—scale‘capitalist farmers. Only large
farmers had enough'reéourées to p:actiSe mixed farming,
alternating the}r land as pastufe and arable thereby saving

~

it from nitrogen starvation,

The failure of the small subsistence farmer was a pre-
condition to agricultural modernization. Peasant society
was destfoyed as a result of the population boom of the‘six—
téenth century. Upon a small peasant's death eiﬁher his land
was divided amonést his children so that their holdings be-
- came too small to sdpport thémselves or the land was all
given to the eldest son in which caée the younger children
becéme mere wage-earners. Landlords were reluctant to renew
their small tenants' leases while the small tenant was often
unable to come up with the money to pay for renewal of his
fiease br copyhold. Population growﬁh, therefore, by in-
-gﬁ;tablyvbreaéing a large number of people who had to buy

their. food reinforced the movements towards capitalist

farming.



- Larxge farmefs, unworried abo&t subsistence needs, were
coﬁsistently able to supply the market with producé, earning
lafge profits. With theif'lafge produgtivé units capitalist
farmers were able to improve'their‘land by sufficiently_
vreéting éﬁd maﬁuring'it'which meant that their cfop yiélds
weré-iﬁprovea. Since landloidsvregarded their'éstates aé a
sdurge dfiincome'it was in their_interest to have wealth?
tenants who wcqld; unlike the éméll subsistenée farmers, be
| aBle t§ pay théér'rents puﬁéﬁually._ Mpréévef, ianalofds_
-reééivéd é‘share of théirvfeﬁanﬁs"profits insofaf as Qealthy
;enants:paia higher’pér acre rents. Therefdré, thé increased
demand fér food creétedAby‘a groﬁing population accéierated
the éoncentratipn of égricultural produétion into fewer
ﬁands; Furthérmore,_prﬁductive units were enlarged énd en-

closed by landlords inforder.to attract wealthy tenants;

The Agricultural Revolution was a period of qualitative
improvements whose main achievements fell before 1673.l The

"1 E. Kerridge, The Agricultural Revolution, (London, 1967),
passim, My account of agricultural change follows the work of
‘Kerridge and E.L. Jones who both stress the significance of .
technical innovations in transforming landholding arrange-
ments and promoting the tremendous increase in the productivity
“of English farming in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
A more cautious, but less convincing argument is put forward
by J.D. Chambers and G.E. Mingay who not only push back the
date of the 'revolution' but also minimize the structural
changes which it wrought. (See their combined effort The Agri-
cultural Revolution 1750 - 1880, (London, 1966), passim.).
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major technical innovations were: the practice oficonver~'
tible‘husbandry; the use of more effective crop rotations;
the increased use of inofganic:fertilizers such as lime,

marl and chalk; qnd ﬁhé floating of water-meadows. By the
ﬁiddlé of the seventeenth gentury the Great Level of Fen was
being drainéd so ‘that almost.750,000 additionai aéres of
rich‘land-were piaéed in cultivation., The interuction of
these new pract}ces ga&e_farmers the-abilityvto increase
their food production. The long inflatibn of food price§
sléWed down in the years 1630—60; and, then, for the-century
after 1650 the ﬁpwards novement, for all intents and purposes,
stbpped as the price of a composite unit of consumables
fluctuated around 650 (1450-99 being 100).1 A centuryvof
relatively éonstant prices enabled wage—earhers to fegain
some of the purchasing power they had lost during the price
rise of fhe sixteenth century. By 1750 the purchasing power
of a building craftsman's wages'had.increased 50% over the
1660 value of his ;abour.2 However, because the proto-
industrial economy did not reguire enough non-agricultural
:%abpu; to erase £he pervasive under-employmént.that depressed

1 Brown, E.H.P., and Hopkins, S.V., "Seven Centuries of the
Prices of Consumables Compared with Builders' Wage-rates", in
Carus-Wilson, E.M., ed., Essays in Economic History, Vol. 2,
(London, '1962), pp. 194 - 5,

2 Brown and Hopkins, Ibid., p. 195,
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~wages, the mid—eighteénth‘éentury purchasing power of a

day's labour was still only 60% of what it had been invlSOO.‘

The cruéiél'technical'innovation was the praétice_of
'convertible husbandry. This type of farming "married the
livestock to the soil and extracted the greatest poésible
_cereal and animal produce from the farm.“; Farmers found
thét’by using fodder.cropé (legumes such as clover, Sanfoin,_
ryegrass and ﬁdrnips), they received a three-fold benefit:
- (1) Because of the nitfogen—fixing gualities of the
legumes the land was more fertile, giving higher
" crop yields. . ' : :
(2) 'The farmers had a larger amount of fodder to feed
and improve their animals while being able to keep

more of them over the winter,

(3) These animals produced extra dung for inéreased
manuring and fertilization.

Thé use of legumes distinguished convertiblé husbandry from
mixed féfming. By feeding nitrogen into the soil, farmers
avoided having to let their landnlay fallow to slowly regain
ité ‘heart'. Théy wére able to cultivate their land almost
>-_continuously withoﬁt depletiné its fertility with the result
;?héﬁ a signifiéantly larger portion of the Country's arable

area was available to feed the population,

‘Convertible huébandry was particularly well suited to

 the light soils of scuthern and eastern England which had

-y St Ay o o ————

1 Kerridge, Agricultural Revolution, p. 202,
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‘previously been worn-out by permanent cropping. The use of
nitrogen—figiqg legumes remeaied this deficiency with the
result that, from the mid-seventeenth Century, farmers began
to.prodﬁce cereal surpiuées and England became an.exporter 
of grain; During the gentle'éubsidence of food priceé after .
1660 "iight land farmers found that by innovating. they could
profitably expand their 6utput. By putting a bigger volume
of produce on tpe market, even at reduced prices, they could
at least mainta;n their inéome."l
The first»to-feel the squéeze of declining profiﬁs were
the cereallfarmers on the clay soils of the midlands; Prior
to the intrdductioﬁ of conVertible husbandry the midlands
>'had been the granary of the country, but because the clay
soils were unsuiﬁable.fqr growiné legumes they received only
marginal.benefits fromvthe revolution in agricultural tech-
ni@ues. In addition the heavy clay land was more difficult
to workythan thé freé—draining, ligﬁt soils so‘that production
co;ts weré higher for thé farmers in the midlands. Thus the
"growth §f large-scale cereal.surpluses.from the south and
;east;piaced unbearable pressure on those midland farmers who

At — — e - —

1 E.L._Jones, "Agriculture and Economic Growth in England
1660 - 1750: Agricultural Change", in Jones, ed.,, Agriculture
and Economic Growth in England 1650 - 1815, (London, 1967),
pp. 162 - 8.
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tried to compéte in the grain market.

N

The clay soils of the midlands, howeVer, were most suit-
able for dairy farming and the production of meat, hides and
"wool. < But livestoék farming and grazing reduired lérge |
capital eXpenditures which many farmers did notrpossess.
These small men Were, therefore, unable to reallocate their
resources in£o these more profitable activities. The com-
bination of these factors intensified the pressures on the
peasant farmefs of the midlands and resulted in the rapid
vturn—over of tenaﬂts and the selling~out of owner-occupiers,
The béneficiaries of this situation were those landowners
wﬁo possesséd extra gapital to invést in the land market,
with the result thaE professional, tenant farming became
more common as tﬁe'sméll subsistence farmers werxe being driven

off the land.

The reiocation of arable farming, which resulted from
the‘introduction of convertible husbandry, had forced
farmers to suit their land's soil type with a complementary.
_fq;m of agricultﬁral activity. When farmeré on the light
;6i1s moved away from the pasture farming that had been en-
‘forced by théir land®s inability to sustain permanent

éropping they moved into cereal farming. Farmers on the
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heavier soils who had been the principal grain producers

were forced into pasture farming. This wholesale restruc-

turing of the national division of agricultural labour was a

long, drawn-out process that began early in the seventeenth

century, gained momentum after 1660, but was still not com-

pleted by the middle of the eighteenth century. There were

a number of important reasons for the protracted character

of the transformation:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Soil types were not everywhere either heavy or
light, many places had soil of a mixed texture
and guality.

The transmission of the new technigues was slow,
They moved by word of mouth and, at first, were
practised on a trial and error basis.

In the mid-seventeenth century there were still a
great many peasant-subsistence farmers who were

" reluctant to change their habits and this tradi-

tional frame of mind was only gradually replaced
by a more modexrn one, :

Peasant farmers were not summarily dispossessed

but were often able to persist for a considerable
time in the face of adversity, and this persistencs
held back the growth of the market-oriented,
capitalist farmers who were willing to innovate.

Regional =conomic demand might be in conflict with
the national pattern thus mitigating the impact
of the transformation,

For some farmers the short-term price structure
micht be unfavourable to a switch-over in their
‘mode of farming. '

These gqualifications can only explain the relative slowness

of the transformation,-but they cannot negate its existence.
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Therefore, while the restraints were local limiting factors,

the transformation was a pervasive naticnal phenomenon.

Those inefficient farmers who did not keep up with the
changing reguirements for success were dispossessed. England
became a country of:

"mainly large landlords, cultivated by tenant farmers

- working the land with hired labourers. This structure
-was partially hidden by an undergrowth of economically
marginal cottager-labourers, or other small independents
and semi~Independents, but this should not obscure the
fundamental transformation which had already taken
place. By 1790 landlords owned perhaps three-quarters
~of the cultivated land, occupying freeholders perhaps
fifteen to twenty per cent and a ‘'peasantry' in the
usual sense no longer existed."

The modernization of the agricultural economy, then, resulted
in the growth of agricﬁltural productivity, in the enlarge-~
ment of thé produéﬁive units, and in the reduction'of the
number of farmeré. ‘The creation and maintenance of an
-agricultural surplus throughout the 1660 - 1780 period freed
labour and investment for redeployment into non-agricultural

acitivities,

- 2 -
" The modernization of English industry and commerce be~

e - ——— " —— o

1. E;J. Hobsbawm, Industry and Empire, (London, 1968), p. 78.
The occupying freeholders that Hobsbawm mentions were not all
small farmers, many of them held as much as five times the
acreage of the smaller freeholders. Thus, the amount of land
cultivated in large units might have heen as high as 85% of
the total.
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gan in the 1620;5 in'response to the collapse of its tra-
ditional markets. Heavy woollen brcadcloths had been the
staple of a single-product exporﬁ economy; entirely at the
mexcy of foreigﬁ demand. The cloths had been sold to eastern
and cenffalvEurope by the Meréhant Adventurers, a Loﬁdon-
based monopoly whicﬁ had contfolled cloth'exporﬁs by right
of royal paténts. ‘The trading company had :eéulated produc-
tion to ensure itself high per unit profits. English cloth
exports had ceased to grow in volume after 1550. This con-
servative organization aesired‘only to maintain its share

of the international market, During the 1620's the Thirty
Years' War wracked central Europe causing English broadcloth
exports to decline precipitouély. Even more importént, how-
ever, was the growﬁh of a domestic woollen industry in
Germany whoée ine#pensive products were reducing English
sales. In 1606 the traditional broadcloths had accounted
for 72% of London's exports. By 1640 their share had

fallen to 35%.l Furthermore, the gquality of the English
;Aﬁool supply was changing due to the increasingly careful
pasturing of_shéep flocks which caused theée sheep td‘bear
.éélﬁﬁch és seven times more wool than rough-pastured sheep.
However, thesé abundant supplies were coarse and had a long

1 B.E. Supple, Commercial Crisis_and Change in England
1600 - 42, (Cambridge, 1959), p. 137.
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staple so that they were unsuitable for use in the pro-
duction of heavy woollen broadcloths.l

Woollen manufacturers responded to this crisis by pro-
ducing a new type of cloth to be sold to Mediterranean

markets. By 1640 "the new draperiee had profoundly altered

the nature of the English textile industry and the geo-

2 The transformation

graphical peétern of English trade."
of the woollenjinduetry had important repercussions in the
.tradiﬁional sﬁeep counties.sueh as Leicestershire since it
gave farmers an iﬁeentive to forego arable farming at just

the time when the agricultural revolution was creating un-

favourable circumstances for them in the grain market.

The infroduction of the new draperies was of funda-
mental importanee.beeéuse it possessed many of the char-
acteristics of modern industrial enterprise. The light
- fabrics were produced in many varieties and sold to con-

sumers who demanded fashionable clothing. This pattern of
'coﬁsumption was highly favourable to a repid increase‘in
_pu;chases beeeuse the new draperies were sold for con-
‘;;aefably less than the traditional woollens. Mass pro-

- - - —————

1l P.J. Bowden, The Wool Trade in Tudor and Stuart England,
(London, 1962), pp. 25 - 40,

2 Supple, Ibid., p. 159.
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duétion responsive to changing tastes was able to proceed
because these colourful,>cheap textiles were such a pépular
commodity that low quality goods were eagerly purchaéed.

By selling a large_volume of inexpeﬁsive fabrics, the
manufaétﬁrers of the new draperies expanded output and

maintained profits.

" The low‘production costs -0of the new draperies promoted
the independence of smali—scale manufacturers. Unlike the
traditional bfoadcloth manufactureré whose standardized
-production haad beén enforced by the exporting monopoly of
the Merchant Adventurers and the regulations of the guilds,
these independént producg;s were éble tobrespond to changing
fashions. 'The expanding demand for light textiies enabled
the independent producers to realize a dquick turnover of

| their capital and, thus, to avoid becoming subordinated to
the merchant—financiers. Between iéOO and 1640 production
‘of the new dfaperies increased fivefolé so that by 1640

they had drawn even with the old draperies in export value.l

However, in 1640, the English economy was still de-

" — -y Gma B3 v S on -

1 F.J. Fisher, "London's Export Trade in the Early Seven-
teenth Century", in W.E. Minchinton, ed., The Growth of
English Overseas Trade in the Seventeenth and Elqhteenth
Centuries, (London, 1969), p. 68, :
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vpendént on wool for 80% of iés éxports. The proépects for
diversifying their exports to Europe were slight so long

as the Dutch controlled the Eﬁropean carrying trade. The
English respondedAtb'these limitations by developingla
colonial.empire and subordinating its.economy to the welfare
of.the_home market. :"The mOst‘careful aﬁalysts have con-
éiﬁded thét\withoﬁt iﬁs (i.e. the Navigation Code) protection
and stimulus, the Englisﬁ trade and shipping woula have
found it difficult to develop against the greater skill,v

better technology and entrenched interests of the Dutch."l

The NWavigation Acts of 1651 and 1660 created a closed
commercial syétem thereby enabiing EnglishAmerchants to
receive windfall profits from the re-sale of colonial goods
in Europe. The colonial produce, mainly bulky items such as
tobaccoé sugar and fish, had to be transported in English
vessels so that the merchant marine was insured preferential
treatment. .The influx of wealth from the colonies facili-
tated the modernization of the English COmmerciai infra-
~ structure. Banking, merchandising and inland transporta-
Atibnvwere made more efficient so that a greater degree of
,irégulariﬁy aéd certainty became possible.'

- e P b gy o e o

1 C. Wilson, England's Apprenticeship 1603 - 1763, (London,
1965), p. 184, '
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‘_‘The coloniai system foséered growth in English in-
éusﬁry by protecting an expanding market for its manufac—.
tured goods. North American colonists and West Indian
" slaves werelboth clothed in English light woolléns. The
Manchgstér cotton industry grew in response to‘demands from
the tfdpics for lighter clothing. indeed, the raw materials
for the pfoductioﬁ goods were impdrted from the very same
plaégs which bought the manufactured cloth. Ship building
in Liverpool received an enormous boost as a result of the
city merchants' involvément in the'Atlantic‘trade.» For the
‘Birmingham hardware indﬁstry the coloniél system was'an
invaluable stimulus which promoted its early grthh in the
late seventeenth century and'sﬁstained it throughout the

1 wihe colonies were the destinations

eighteenth Century;

of great exports of iron wares and later of cottons which

played a vital part in the building of these industries to

the point wherxe technical change transformed the momentum
I|2

of growth,

—— et o —— - ——

1l W.H.B. Court, The Rise of the Midland Industries, (Oxford, -
‘1953), passim. The importance of the English colonies in
the Americas is also dealt with by Eric Williams (Capitalism
and Slavery, (New York, 1965), pp. 51 - 84.).

2 R. Davis, The Rise of the English Shipping Industry,
(London, 1962), p. 393. K
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A stagnating economy had been réplaced by a dynamic
one that was amenable to change and growth. "The trans-
- formation was so rapid, ﬁhat by the 1690's Engiand seemed
actually on the verge of industrial revolution.... Moreover,
this transformatioh in the world position of the British
'economy.was not due merely to spontaﬁgdus economic develop-
ments within'it, bﬁt blainly to a majbr revolution in policy,
whiéﬁ hencefbrtp subordinated all other énds to an aggresive
mercantilism, to the accumulaﬁion of capital and profit."l
waever, the industry that did exist during.the proto-in~
dustrial period was transitional insofar‘as it sold its
products to a mass market but was organized on a domestic,
handicraft basis. English goods were sold extensively
rather thanjintensively.. As long as the Atlantic ﬁradé was
highly profitable, entrepreneurs saw no reason to invest in
manufactu;ing and this bias was re-inforced by the relative
ease of disinvestment which gave trade its advantage over
industry as a magnet for funds until the development of a
j _.market for industrial shares.2 It was not until the decline
ygfﬁthe mercantilé economy in the-later eighﬁeenth century

—— e . o o _— i —

1 E.J. Hdbsbéwm, "The Seventeenth Century in the Develop-
ment -‘of Capitalism", Science and Society, XXIv/2, p. 110.

2 R. Grassby, "FEnglish Merchant Capitalism", Past and Pre-
sent, 46, (1970), p. 106. :
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that capital investment in industry was sufficient to

revolutionize production.

- 3 -
The poéulation'of England and Wales was about 2.8
million in 1500. By 1800 it was 9.1 million. However, this

growth was not continuous but was divided into three dis-

1 were as follows:

tinct periods whose broad outlines
(1) From~-1500 to 1650 the population grew from 2.8
: million to 5.3 million; a growth rate of .47%

per annum. '

(2) From 1650 to 1750 the population grew from 5.3 to
' 6.3 million; a growth rate of .18% per annum.

(3) From the middle of the eighteenth century to 1800
- the population grew from 6.3 million to about 9.1
million; a rate of growth of .72% per annum.

1 Before the nineteenth century there are no accurate figures
on the actual size of the English population so that the sug-
gested numbers are only rough estimates. The figure of 2.8
million for 1500 is only the best approximation possible under
such circumstances (G.S.L. Tucker, "English Pre-industrial
Population Trends", Economic History Review, 2nd Ser., XVI/2,
(1963), pp. 205-18). The population grew rapidly throughout
the sixteenth century and into the seventeenth century but
this rapid population growth halted about 1650 (E.A. Wrigley,

s Population and History, (London, 1969), p. 78.) As there. are

no figures for 1650 the best source for our approximation of
‘the 1650 population must be Gregory King's estimate of 5.5
million in 1688 (quoted in M.D. George, England in Transition,
(Harmondsworth, 1931), p.1ll.). Under the regime of slow
‘growth, the population was only 6.3 million in 1750. This
figure has been suggested by Farr, Brownlee and Griffith
(gquoted in J.D. Chambers, The Vale of Trent, (London, 1957),
p. 23.). The figure of 9.1 million for 1801 was also
suggested by Farxr, Brownlee and Griffith (Ibid.).
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There are a number of reasons why the population's

growth rate was significantly slower during the second

period that it was either before 1650 or aftef 1750:

(1)

Large cities were so notoriously unhealthy that
they required continuous infusions of rural blood
merely to maintain their size. During the century
from 1650 to 1750 there was an increase in the
number, size and importance of urban centers in

-England. ‘In 1650, 350,000 people lived in London,

while in 1750 its population had grown to 700,C00
or 11% of England's total population. Maintaining
‘London's growth had required a net immigration of
eight to ten thousand a year. "Its continued
growth acted as a brake upon the growth of the
English population."l Moreovexr, the growth of
smaller urban centers such as Liverpool, Bristol

.and Nottingham similarly helped to restrain popu-

(2)

lation increase, though on a smaller scale than
London. Thus, the creation, continued existence
and expansion of substantial urban centers was
accomplished by the absorption of some of the
surplus rural population,

In the late seventeenth century Gregory King esti-
mated that at least half of the households in
England had incomes that were inadegquate by con-
temporary standards. The commercialization of
agriculture that proceeded throughout the 1650-

" 1750 period resulted in the disappearance of

— s - o ———— ———

1 Wrigley,

peasant-subsistence farming and the concomitant
expansion of a class of wage~earning labourers,
Unlike the peasant-farmer who had a measure of
security in his land, the wage-earner's only asset
was his labour for which there was often little
demand., ThrougHout the economy there was endemic
underemployment, this phenomenon was particularly
acute .among farm labourexrs. Until the Industrial
Revolution manufacturing occupied such a small
part of the total labour force that redundant farm

Population and Histoxry, pp. 95-8, 148-50,.
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labour could not be transferred into industrial
employments., Therefore, a substantial section of
the community did not enjoy a steady, secure
income with which to support a family.

From the sixteenth centure to 1911 the mean house-
" hold size was relatively constant at 4.75.1 This
meant that when population growth did occur it was
not the household's size but the number of house-
holds themselves that were increased. A higher
proportion of those people of marital age created
-households. When the average age at marriage was
reduced the generations were more closely spaced
and more households were created., However, be-
tween 1650 and 1750 English population growth was
beind limited because the proto-industrial economy
did not provide steady, secure employment for the
labouring class. Many underemployed labourers
were reticent to marry or to have children, "most
- of the evidence suggests that poverty was a major
cause of family limitation and that it was the
poor who often restricted the size of their
families.“2 Because people did not marry until
their new household could be economically viable
the age at first marriage was rarely under twenty-
five, with the average age being twenty-eight.
This marriage pattern kept women childless for a
substantial portion of their fertile period (i.e.
from the ages eighteen to forty when conception
was possible). Furthermore, illegitimacy seems
to have been relatively uncommon even though
' many people never married. A great amount of the
community's potential fertility remained unused,

(3) Between the early vears of the seventeenth centufy
and the 1770's new societies were created in North .
America and the West Indies by emigrants from

1. T.P.R. Laslett, "Size and Structure of the Household in
,England_Over‘Three Centuries", Population Studies, XXIII/2,
(1969), pp. 199 - 223,

2 J.T7. Krause, "Some Neglected Factors in the English In-
dustrial Revolution", in M, Drake, ed., Population in In-
dustrialization, (London, 196%), p. 107.
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England who were seeking a better life with land
of their own. Many more Englishmen were transported
to the colonies as indentured servants or convicts
since this "emigration was in tune. with the mer-
cantilist theories of the day which strongly ad-
vocated putting the poor to industrious and useful
labour and favoured emigration, voluntary or in-
voluntary, as relieving the poor rates and

finding more profitable occupations for idlers

and vagrants abroad."lv The white population of
the colonies was over three million in the 1770's
~and it seems.plausible that as many as 500,000
people had left England by this time.

(4) Anocther social control of population growth was
created by the almost systematic infanticide of
the foundling hospitals during this period.

"The infant death rate in workhouses in 14 London
parishes in the eighteenth century was estimated
at 88 per cent by a contemporarg, Jonas Hanway,
who inguired into this matter."

Not all parts of England, however, had stable or de-

clining populations in the 1650-1750 period. Urban centers

and manufacturing districts both experienced increases.

- People from the countryside in search of employment
Qere drawn to the prosperous commercial cities. This move-
ment of labour did not cause the national population to
grow because the city‘s gain was the counfryside's loss as
;th population Qés being redeployed away from those economic
fégioné which:could not fully eﬁploy all their resideﬁts.

1 Williams, Capitalism _and Slavery, pp. 9 - 10,

2 Wrigley, Population and History, p. 126,
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Furthermofe, the ecoﬁomies of the commercial cities could
not provide enodgh'employment for all the immigfahts with
the result that a hugh transient population flourisﬁed within
a social Underwbrld. This form of social dislocation Was

particularly acuteiin London,

Within the manufacturing districts the population in-
creased steééily. “This population growth was éustainedv
because indust£§ provided felatively steady, year—-xound
‘employment. The decay of apprenticeshipvregulations meant
that youngvmeﬁ earned full wages and 50 were able to marry
considerably earliér~thén farm labourers. Moreovér, women
and children also worked to suéport their household, supble—
‘ﬁentiﬁg the ﬁan's often inadequéte wages, Unfortunately,
rudimentary manufactﬁring was usually a small-scale opera-
tion, éonfined to a few iocalities, with the result that it
was ﬁnable to absorb the mass of the redundant farm
labourers. The distinct patterns of population growth in
agricﬁltural and indﬁstfial economies were exenplified
within the Vale of Trent after 1650. Between 1674 and
'?1743'$ixty~tWO agricultural villages increésed 12.7%; then
jiﬁhfhe.i743-§4 period, 6,4%; and 1764-~1801, 38.7%. In forty

industrial~villages in the same time periods population in-
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creased 47.8%; 35.9% and 96.5%.% wWithin the regional
economy of the Vale”of Trent'ﬁigration vas exceptibnally
high, immigrants from aéricultural villages séem to have
been a constant sourée of labour for industrialiéed
villages; Nottingham and even nearby agficultural villages.
However, it was uncommon for people from outside the neigh-
bourhood to migraté to ﬁhe industrialized villages iﬁ search .
of work. The eérly growth of Birmingham supports the érgu—_
ment that while’the population was highly mobile, its
,horizpns were limited. Most movement was within a small
area. ' An examination of the settlement certificates of
immigrants to Birmingham in the 1686 - 1726 péfiod showed

_that over 75% came from the immediate area, 2

Similarly,
the growth of Sheffield was fueled by immigration from the

adjacent parishes as only 25% of the immigrants came from

over twenty miles away.3

The proto~industrial economy was, therefore, charact-
erized by structural underemployment which was particularly
acute within the agricultural sector. Unless and until the

national economy broke through to full industrialization

-1 Chambers, The Vale of Trent, pp. 19 - 35.

2 Court, Midland Industries, p. 50.

3 E.J. Bukatzsch, "Places of Origin of a Group of Immigrants
into Sheffield, 1624 - 1799", Economic History Review, 2nd
ser., II/3, (1950), pp. 303 - 6. :
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and full employment, any increase in the size of the total

‘population was necessarily accompanied by the immiseration

of rural wage-earners. Inscfar as é part'of their redundant
agricultural population found fegular employment in in-
dustry, the manufacturing areas differed from the farming

communities.

-4 -
Economic cdonditions favouring the créa£i6n of small-
scale-domestié industry wefg developed in the later seven?
teenth century. General, nation-wide impro&ementsvwere vital
since the progress of the whole exerted modernizing pressures

on the individual parts. For example, the expansion of the

‘colonial system and the Atlantic triangular trade was of

profound importancevfof the development of a larger, more
sophisticated hardware industry in the Birmingham region.

The consumer aemand from overseas presented a new opportunity
for the Birmingham iron work district to increase produc-
tion at the expense of its English rivals, and, by so doing,

prepared that district for eventual control of the home

?market.l This concentration of industry was accompanied

.‘byAthé fact ﬁhat a growing number of industrialllabourers

1 Court, Midland Industries, passim.
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(many of whom wefe divofced from the land) had to purchase
fheir food: agricultural pfoduction becaﬁe geared to con-
sumer demands. Together with London, the industrial dis-

‘ tricts were the prime agehts of consumer demand for food-
stuffs; énd this in turn stimulated the rationalization of
agriculﬁural entefprise.r This brief example has illustrated
a.few impérﬁant changes in industry and agricultuxe resulting
from thé shift%ng structure of the national economy. Econ-
omic expansion: by creating new needs to be fulfilled,
énabled the English economy to extricate itself from its
heavy dependence.on the wool trade, Improvements in
agricultﬁral producﬁion, entrepreneurial abiliéy, business
organization as well as in transportation and technology

all combined to hasten the socio-economic modernization

of England.
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CHAPTER IIX

AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF THE
TRANSFORMATION OF LEICESTERSHIRE OVER 4 CENTURIES

In this chapter we will examine how historical and
geographical forces combined to transform the traditional

Leicestershire peasant society into diverse modern economic

systems. An examination of the process of modernization in

rural Leicestershire will enable us to see the origins and
growth of commercialized agriculture and rural industrial-

ization in historical perspective,

Rural iﬁdustrializatioh emerged in reséonse to, and
as a result of, the'modernization of.agricuitural produc-
tion. In fact{ the moderhization of agriculturai production
created the-nécessary‘conditiOns for the development of
manufacturihg in several Ways:

(1) The population's food requirements were produced
by a small number of specialized farmers. Not
only were these farmers specialized, but they
were also efficient which meant that they produced

" a large surplus for sale. These capitalist far-
mers earned their income by satisfying the non- .
agricultural population's demands. By providing
the basic, subsistence needs for a large number

- of people engaged in non-agricultural activities,
therefore, the modernization of the agricultural

"sector laid the foundations for an industrial
econony. '

(2) An important preliminary stage of agricultural



modernization was the reorganization of the land
into large, efficient productive units. This
process was accompanied by the creation of a large
class of wage-labourers who were not fully em-
ployed by the capitalist farmers. Until the
introduction of industrial activity the labour
market was characterized by endemic underemploy-
. ment. Labour-intensive rudimentary manufacturing
was, however, established where a sufficient num-
ber of indigent labourers existed to keep costs
~down,

(3) Consumer demand for manufactured articles was

' initially re-inforced by the wealthier parts of
the community. The emergence of a mass market for
consumer goods was very late. In addition to the
landlords with fixed incomes, secured by primo-
geniture and strict settlement, and their relatives
who often joined a sub-class of 'ladies and gentle-
men living on incomes', there were a large number
of tenant-farmers who commanded large incomes and
"did not try to hoard or try to add parcel to
parcel of their holdings as peasants might do,

- but who spent reasonably freely on manufactured
"articles, gee-gaws and fripperies - the things
whose production the Industrial Revolution was
all about."?l

(4) while direct investment by agrarian capital in
industrial activities was slight, its indirect,
supporting investment created an infrastructure
-that was highly favourable to manufacturing.

The large capital reservoir of the wealthiest
landowners was instrumental in providing the
financial backing for not only rural improvements
but also overseas trade, internal communications
and resource development. Moreover, a banking
system of considerable sophistication was
developed in response to the demands of investors.

1l F.M.L. Thompscn, "Landownership and Economic Growth", in
E.L. Jones and S.J. Woolf, eds., Aqrarian Change and
Economic Development, (London, 1969), pp. 57 - 60.
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(5) The incursion of market considerations into
' .economic matters led to rational calculation and
a breakdown of traditional forms of activity and
habits of mind.
During the second half of the seventeenth century the
complementary advance of industry and agriculture was
‘rapid. Thus, rural industry grew in a symbiotic relation-

ship with the modernized agricultural sector of the expan-

ding econony.

LR

-1 -
The pgriod of transition from a traditional, peasant-
-Subsisfence system of cultivation to modernized, market-
oriented agricultural production had lasted for ﬁore than
~four hundred years. The modernization of Leicestershire's
farming was substantiélly completed by 1800. The rationali-
zation of agricﬁlﬁural enterprise, however, had proceeded
on a piecemeal basis., Change was continuous, but slow and
uneven, ﬁather thén evolving at a steady rate across all
parts of the county, the stages of modernization varied in

application from region to region.

' The modernized agricultural economy of Leicestershire
_ diﬁferéd from:the traditional system of peasant farming in
three basic respects. First, rather than having strips in

the community-controlled common fields, each farmer held
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his land in individual parcels.‘ Individual enterprise was
nét.restrained because innovationé could be‘ﬁore readily
undertaken since experiments with new methods could be
practised without fear of interferencevfrom the village
council.. Competition replaced co-operation, Secoha,
ratﬁer'than working to sétisfy theierQn simple needé of
Subsistenée,\farmérs produced for sale in the'market—place,
making pfofit qnd loss ‘a consideration of‘pverriding im-
porténce. Bec;use the degree of spedialization depended

_ uponithe sizé of the market, the creation Qf a national
division of agricultural labour in the seventeenth century
was a most important advance. Third, specializeé‘agricul-
tural activity had to be Closely suited to a complementary
éoil type becagse tﬁe scramble for profits made it impera-
. tive that produﬁtion‘be as efficient as possible. Indeed,
it may be sﬁated as a rule of thumb that the propensity to
mpdernize.agricultural enterprise was inversely related to
the quality of thé s0il; providing, of course, that the soil
 was not barren; Peasant society flourished on the very
'best land which Qas usually found in the river valleys
wﬁéréaé it was on the more difficult land, such & heavy
‘clay or lighﬁisandy soilé, that heavily capitalized agri-

cultural activities were first introduced.
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The charaéter of the soil.playéd an important role in
determining the type of farming enterprise that was pracé
tised on it. .In order to be successful, farmers had to
work with theif land, trying not to bur&en it with an un-
éuitéble form of husbandry. Even the bestvlénd could be
worn out by permanent croppihg while soil cf an inferior
qualityAcéuld be farely cultivated for more than two or.
three years wiqhout needing substantial rest or manuring
to restore its'fertility. Moreover, there was some land
_ which was not easily worked so that the fémily farmer could
not cultivate a large enough area of it to meet his foéd
requirements and pay his renﬁ. Such intractablenland went
_ untenanted or else it was put under permaneht pasture. Geo-
logical peculiarities defined, therefore, the permanent
features in a farmer's life with which his work wés ines-
capably linked. Leicestefshire's geographical make-up was
divided iﬁto two roughly equal areas by the River Soar,
Apart from a small patch of light, upland soil in the ext-~
reme north east; the 1aﬁd in Leicestershire east of the
-SéarAwas a fertiie but mostly heavy Liassic clay. This
.iénd waé both difficult to work and slow-draining and in
‘some parts a‘ﬁigh water table made it liable to flood. West
of thé River Soar the lighter clay soils wére more friable

to the plough.' The land in western Leicestershire, however,



35

greatly varied in quélity over short distances, In addition,
the barren, stony and badly drained land of Charnﬁood

Forest cccupied a prominent pléce in west Leicestershire

- as it was scafcely settled as late éé ﬁhe seventeenth
cenfury Qhen it was described as»"that vast and decayed
Fbrest_of’éharnwood." The agricuitufal land iﬂ the river -
vaile? of.the Soaf wés 6f very good quality, the best in

Leiéestershirezh The smaller Wreak valley also had good

~

soil but since it was liable to flood it was more suitable
for pasture farming rather than arable cultivation. 1In
medieval agriculture the differences in soil type were of

minimal importance since farmers were primarily concerned

.

 with wresting their subsistence from the land. But the
search in a capitalist society for the most profitable type

of agricultural production enhanced the importance of

physical variations.l

1 The information for this section on physical variations
‘was drawn from W.G. Hoskins assisted by R.A, McKinley, eds.,
-The Victoxia History of the County of Ieicester, Veol. II, in
R.B. Pugh, ed., The Victoria History of the Counties of Eng-
land, (London, 1954), pp. 145 - 6, 224, and W.G. Hoskins and
"R,A, McKinley, eds., A History of the County of ILeicester,
Vol. III, in R.B, Pugh, ed., The Victoria History of the
‘Counties of England, (London, 1955), p. 129. Hereafter
these two volumes will be referred to as V.C.H,, II; or
v.C.BH., III. ’ '
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The breakdownlof the traditional system‘df subsiétence
farming was an essential pre-condition to the economic
modernization of agricglture in Leicestershire. Moderniza-
ﬁion occurred only after the traaitionai method of farming
had éhowﬁ itself to be unable not only to'satisfy Qemands
for a marketable surplus but also to ﬁaintain itself aé a
viable syétem. In.order to meet his subsistence require-

-

ments the peasapf—farmer overworkea his land and so depleted
it. The result was that his future crop yields were smaller
and his ability to pay his renf was diminished; This vicious
éircle of overwork, depletion and default doomed ﬁhe small
farmer, for landloxds were.réluctant to renew thoée leases
which were to be so very expensive to them and ruinous to
theixr land. The sﬁall tenants' inability to make regular
rental_payments.déalt'the death-blow to subsistence

farming. Moreover, the persistence of peasant farming had
held back p?ogressive agricultural change because the
peasant-farmer had been unable to provide the substantial
investments that were necessary to make his enterprise large
sgngugh to produce a marketable surplus. Eniarging the size
of éa;h tenanted farm meant that, although the total number
'6f3brbduCtivéfunits was diminished, the creation of an |
agric;ltural sﬁrplus waé facilitated‘for t&o reasons: a

.smaller part of the total output was needed for immediate
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subsistence réquirements,'while the total qutput itself
was increased by‘capitélist farmers who suited their land
- with é cbmpleﬁentary form éf husbandry, and'so increased
its productivity and maintained its fertility. 1In
additi§n; wealthy tenants provided landlords witﬁ a steady
income._ However, the liﬁited supply'of such tenanté'par—
tial;y restrained thé movement towards‘larger productive

units and slowed down its progress. .

We will now survey the progress of agricultural
' moderﬁization in Leicestershire from the fourteenth century
to the Parliamentary Acts for Enclosure of the later eight-

eenth century.

The Black Death of 1343, the recurrent incidences of
the piague aﬁd £he spéio-economic dislocation of the fif-
ﬁeenth century combined to reduce the population of Lei-
gestershife. Evey by 1563 the county's populat%oﬁ had not
regainéd its pre-—plague_level.l The decimation of the
population and its very gradual reassumption of its former

1 V.C.H,, III, pp. 132 - 8. The countys population was es-
timated to have fallen by almost 40% in the second half of
‘the fourteenth century. Little repopulation occurred during
the fifteenth century. It appears that substantial growth
'resumed only about the beginning of the sixteenth century.
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size had important repercussions on the county's econonic

life,

.The early fourteenth century's dominant condition of
land-hunger was abruptly transformed into-a situation in
which resources were plentiful but labour was scarce. At
Groby, ﬁeér Leicééter, in 1445 both arable and.meaddw were
- worth only ohe—third of what they hqd been in the period
of lanc’i—hurxc_t;eﬁ.7'1 Rentals fell because laﬁdlords had
difficultyvreﬁaining their fenants and had to offer bene-
ficial terms in ofder to attract new tenants or retain
their existing tenants, Mdreover, the peasantry's pros-
pects were enhanced by the fact tﬁat ﬁanorial services were

relatively light in Leicestershire.2

The relative abundance of land combined with the.
peasantry's mobility to enable the-Surviving farmers to
choose thelland they would rent and cultivate. Villages
whose soil was unsuitable for subsistence fafming were for-
saken and turned to permanent pasture, Only a_few villages
. were gompletely abandoned. In some villages enterpriSing
%armers took gdvantagé of thé situation to gain control of

—— e e - —— . ——

1 W.G; Hoskins, Leicestershire:; The History of the Land-
scape, (London, 1957), p. 27. :

2, V_.C.H., II, p. 173.



individual parcels of land thefeby separating themselves
- from the demands.of communal farming, However, in‘those
villages whose soil had satisfactory aréble quélities, the
depopulating conséquences of the.plague were hardly notice-
able as ﬁhe ﬁraditional peasant society persisted‘along with

the communal farmihg of the open—fieids.

. Before:i450 there was little benefit.for landlords in
turniﬁg their féna to-permanent pasture as the demand for
wooi and meatAwas low. But in the second half of the fif-
Eeénth century thé Low Countries' demands for English wool
. promoted the depopulation of Leicgsteréhire villages in which
there were too few people to férm the land properly. "Most
of the abandoned villages lie upon the heavy Liassic ciays
6f East.(or High) Leicestershire, which were in general
more Sui£able foﬁ gréssland than for tillage, and we find
some " landowners defending their apparenﬁlj anti-social
activities on this ground.“1 By 1530, mdre than fifty
villages had been deserted to make way for sheep.runs.

Most of the enclosure for pasture came between 1450 and
"1530,‘the most intense activity happening in the yéérs be-
_tﬁeen.l4§0«a§a 1510.2 By 1530 perhaps 15% of the county's

1 Hoskins, Leicestershire, p. 27.

2 V.C.H., II, pp. 192 - 5.



total area had been withdrawn from the traditional system
of péasant farming and turned into capitalist farming

units.

The.period from 1530 to 1650 was characterized by
‘risiné food prices énd rapid population growth. The en-
closure for pastufe movement was temporarily slﬁwed down
even'before éhe coliapse of wool pricés in 1551 because
Acapitalist.farﬁérs produced grain in order to supply the
expandiﬁg fooa market. The riée in population had greatly
enlarged‘the ranks of the poor. A peasant—farmef with a
small landholding eithgr divided his land amongst his
children who subdivided it again thereby 1§aving the third
generatiqn with a mefe fragment,'or else the peasént—farmer
bequeathed all his'héldinés to his elder son alone in which
casé his younger children were left propertyless, Iﬁ any
event, there were more poor péople who had to puréhase
their grain in thé local market week~by—wéek. The problem
of rural poverty wés complicated by the fact that demographic
growth had outstrip?ed agricultural productivity with the.
;reéuit thaf thle food prices rose rapidly wages lagged be-
ihipa;‘tﬁﬁ§ i#tensifying the imboverishment of tﬁe landless

labourers.l

1 A. Everitt, "Farm Labourers", in Thirsk, ed., Agrarian
History, pp. 430 - 42, :
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High cereal prices throughout the sixteenth century
promoted the prosperity of many peasant~farmers who had a
self-sufficient economic life and sold their available
surpluses in increasingly favourable market conditions.
Furthermore, until the later sixteenth century rents were
fixed at very low levels; farmers who held long- leases en-
joyed ecoﬁomic security. In addition, it appears that in
some Leicestershire villages the copyhold of inheritance
was the dominant form of land tenure. - In Wigston Magna,
for example, a confrontation occurred in 1558 between the
lord and tenants:

"On the one hand we have customary tenants who claim

copyholds of ‘inheritance with all the rights that flow

therefrom, who pay a fixed and ancient rent more
appropriate to the thirteenth century, and who claim
to pay only a small and ancient fine. On the other
hand we have a new lord who has purchased the manor

(no doubt at a price appropriate to the rising price-

level of the 1580's, but we do not certainly know

this) and who is anxious to sweep away this rabbit
warren of medieval rents, customs and services, and to
exploit its full economic possibilities in the form of
leases at rents that bear some relation to the real
~annual value of the land."
The peasants proved that they held their land by copyhold
of inheritance and gained an almost freehold interest in
their land inasmuch as the inflation of prices had yielded

‘their payments nominal. Since the landlord could not re-

adjust the terms of the copies without the peasants' con-
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sent he was forced to sell out.?} Particularly af;er-1580
"as land became relatively scarce and, hence, more valuable
fhere was a steep increaée in rents when.léﬁdlords, not
burdenéd wi£h copyholders of inheritance, readjusted the
terms of'leasehold as‘thé "pnecdnomié" leases were ex-
piring.i'MoreOVer, the groﬁth ofia cléss of propertyless
1abourers>reinforcéd the pressufes that were dissolving the
traditional social system. The sméll farmers' abilify to
Asdpplement his income with wége—labour was thwarted by thé
proliferation of masterless men and sturdy‘beggars who drove
dbwn the price of labour. As more people sold their labour
inrexchange for cash, the market for the purchase_of sub-
sistence requirements expanded. Production for this market
was a profitable aétivify,_but the farﬁer who could not
produce a marketable.surplus nevertheless had to pay higher
rents without benefi£ of an enlarged income. The economiés
of mérket pioduction were, therefore, favourable for the
professional farmer while being disastrous for the sub-

' _éiStence farmer. These conditions began the dissolufion
“Qf”the egalitarién peasant community and iﬁs replacement by
iﬁdividually—gperated, market-oriented production.

1 W.G. Hoskins, The Midland Peasant: The Economic and Social
History of a ILeicestershire Village, (London, 1957), pp. 106-7.
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In many Leicestershire villages a few families benefited
ffom £he misfértunes of fheir neighbours by becoming‘mohey-
lenders to these struggling peasants. During the recurrent
dearths and famines, mortgaged land was‘often foreclosed
and extra'pieces of land were bought up by the wealthier

peasanté.1

The extremely active land'markeﬁ in Leicester-
shire from'the later 1570's‘to ﬁhe 1640's made it possible
nfér the progressive, capitalist elements in rufal society

to augment their holdings and>to create compact parcels of
~land. From theAlSIO's to about 1580 enclosure had proceeded
slowly, but after 1580 the pace gquickened once again. By
1640 néarly one village in three was entirely encibsed and

. many others were partially enclosed.? 1In the 1580 - 1640
surge of enclosure small farmers who had managed to consoli-
date their strips by purchase or exchange joined forces with
the sguirearchy to reduce the size and importance of the

common fields.3

Beneficial marriages, small families, pri-
"mogenitural inheritance and a fair degree of business acumen
were all combined in elevating the enterprising men who

1 R.H.-Tawney, "Historical Introduction", T. Wilson, A Dis-
course Upon Usury, (London, 1925), pp. 24 - 7.

2 V.C.H., II, pp. 203 - 6,

3 V.C.H., II, p. 203,
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formed & tiny‘villagé oligarchy. Indeed, throughout the
1580 -~ 1650 period there was a massive redistribution of

income in favour of the wealthier sections of the community.

The high demand for farm produce which had partiélly
protected the fragile economic position of many Leicéster—
shire péasant;farmers abated in the middle decades of the
seventeenth ;entury. The combined effectbof a slowdown of
populétion groﬁ%h and a revolution in farming technigues
hastened the ﬁbvement away from arable farming in most of
Leicestershire; Edrmers on the clay soils were at a com-
pagative disadvantage in marketing larée"scale grain crops
because their land was unsuitable for the’use of legumes
which meant that they.did not benefit from the introduction
of conVeftible husbandry. Of course, a few farmers could
still séli their cereal érops in the local markets, but this
was mérely a st0p—gap'ﬁéasure. In respohse to the changing
market conditions, many capitalist farmers in Leicester-

shire redirected their investment into pasture farming.

The advance of capital-intensive pasture farming
placed enormous pressure on small landowners and the smaller
tenant farmers. Small-scale grazing operations in the pas-

ture regions were unusual because landlords preferred to

lease compact holdings to stable, professional tenants,
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Dairy farming, however, rquiréd far less capital invest-
mept that‘did stbck—breeding, grazing or fattehing. This
1ébour—intensiye actiVity floupished in the rich land of
the river valleys where it couldbbe practiéed in small,

efficient units.

Enclosure fop pastufe was most important on the heavier
claylsbils of ecastern Leicestershire, although it also
occurred in th;‘wéstern half‘bf the,count&. Between 1660
and 1760 73 places were entirely enclosed, which Qhen added

 to the.pre;l640.enclosgrés meant that by 1760 "at least 197
out of 396 places in Leicestershire (50 per cent;’ were
entirely enclosed."! It has been estimated that ébout 52%
of Leicestershirefs toﬁal acreagé was enclosed by private
agreements between 1607 and 1730.2 In many open-field
villaées largeAsectiéns of land were fenced, removed from
the demands of communal farming. and farmed privately. The

grazier became the dominant force in Leicestershire farming

as "the movement towards large-scale grazing had received

immense impetus from the 1660's onwards.“3 These men
1 V.C,H., II, pp. 223 - 5.
2 W.G. Hoskins, "The Leicestershire Farmer in the Seventeenth

Century", in Provincial Bngland: Essays in Social and Eco-
nomic History, (London, 1963), p. 163.

3 Ibid., p. 165.



46

"specialized not only in wool but in producing meat for the

‘towns and in particular for London."l

The dissolution of the self-sufficient village economy

meant that rural society became pplarized between fhe few |
‘who-possessed land and capitai and the poverty—stricken

multitude. The enterprising members of the peasantry rose
to become eiéher tenant-farmers or substantial freeholders
who were wholi§ eﬁgaged in producﬁipn for the market. The
combination of low and fluétuating agriculturai pfiéés for
ﬁore'than a hundred years befére 1750, and heavy taxation,
especially between 16Sé and 1715, obliterated the indepen-

2 They became in-

dent status of many peasapt landowners.
digent cpttagers possessing a feﬁ acres and relying upon
seasonal employment at low'wages to eke oﬁt a miserable
living. Enclosure for pasture, by reducing employment
opportunities and fqrcing the uprooted peasants into over-
crowded open-field villages, created rural élums. In unen-
closed.villages the co—exiétence of numerous poor peasants
alongside several substantial farmers was Jquite common,
1_\1__9___@__ II;‘ p. 220.

2 G.E. Mingay, Enclosure and the Small Farmer in the Age
of the Industrial Revolution, (London, 1968), p. 29.
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Parliamehtafy.Eﬁclosures of the later eighteenth.cen—
tury put the finishing touches to developments that had been
progressing'sindévthe fourteenth century. Enclosure by Act
of Parliament imposed a heavy bqrden on the remaining small
farmers in several ways: the cost of an Act of Parliament
rose steadily throughout.the léfer eightéenth century;
supplementary expeﬁses (e.é.vditéhing and fencing) were
high; the compgpsation of the titheholder also reégired a
relatively large sum; and many post-enclosure holdings
‘were too small to be farmed at a_»profit.l In Wigston
Magna, enclosed by Act in 1766, 46.1% of thé land was held
in 7 parcels of over 100 acres, aﬁother 37.9% waé héld in
ﬁniﬁs of 20 to 100 acresrby another 23 farmers. On‘the
other hand, the remaining 67 allétments compriséd ohly‘l6%
of the parish's tétal area. Although the énclosure of the
parish did not create an? greéter inequality than had ex-
isted beférehand, the peasantsf loss of their_comﬁon rights
dealt a death-blow to.their traditional way of life,? Par-
liaﬁentary Enclosure finalized the triumph of agrarian
1capiﬁalism. Thué, by the time that the‘Industrial Revolu-
'ﬁioh commenceé the process of modernization in rural Lei-

—— o — . —— —a——y $2

1 Mingay, Enclosure and the Small Farmer, pp. 22 - 5,

2 Hoskins, Midland Peasant, pp. 253 - 4,
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cestershire was complete,

._2‘-'

In the medievsl subsistence économy, household handi—
¢raft production and some guild fegulated production
existed, but there was little point in producing a large
volume:of_goods as iong as there was no cohsumer market;
The breakdqﬁn of the subsistence economy, however, was
accompanied byithe creation of a class of cépitalist far-
mers.Who provided not only a food surplus to feed a popu-
1atibn employed in manufacturing consumer goods but also a
market for manufactured products. But the transformation
-Of 'secondary' production from the household handicraft
stage to machine—powered, market-orientsd modern industrial
activity was retarded by the deliberate progress of agfi—
culturél modérnization which necessarily restrained th¢

development of consumer demand.

The modernization of industrial activity was also
'limitsd by inhefent restrictions in the techniques and
the organization of production itself. Handicraft hanu—
ff;stﬁriﬁg was characterized by the fact that the processes
“dfjproductiog and distribution were carried sut by one per-

son whose economic horizons were necessarily limited. Handi-

craft producers were generally committed to gquality produc-
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tion and relatively high prices. Moreover, since mostv

“workers engaged ;n handicrafts possessed too little capital
to expaed the scale of their operations, an enlargement of
consumer demand couid only be satisfied by the utilization
of wage iabour. The emergence of wage labour not only made
it possible to expand the scale of production, but also re-

duced production costs, thus ruining the inefficient jour-

neyman manufacturers but creating a new class of successful

-
”

entrepreneurs. These suceessful merchants not only con-

- trolled production by 'putting out' work to dependent
eraftsﬁen but also dominated the'merchandizing of_the
‘finished goods. This form of economic organizatioh was non-
progressive inésmuch as most merchant-capitalists found it
profitable to maintain reiatively high prices at the expense
of further enlé&ging‘the scale of production., The manu-
facture of inexpensive articles for a mass consumer market
rendered £he merchantécapitalisﬁs' profitable middleman
position obsolete insofar as such mass production was
eolely responsive to consumers' demands. In order to mak
the,productien bfvcheap goods a profitablevventure, human
\;kili ahé effort had to be replaced by rapid, regular,
'pfeCiSe and tireless machines. The eeparation of capital
and lebour, the production for a-mass consumer market and

the use of machine power were, therefore, the three most
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prominent characteristics of modern industrial activity.

It was énly about 1570 that ﬁhe practisé of knitting
jersey‘or worsted hosiery became common in‘England. ‘The
hand-knitting iﬁdustry.was connected with the home market;
it was not an export trade. By the midale of the seven-
tgenth century hand~knitting was well established as a
leicestershire “domestic industry in which'kﬁitting was 'put
out' to womenvby hosiers who organized the produc£ion'and
distributidn of the finished producfs.l Evén at this early
daté, the hand-knitting industry wasAcharacterizeQ by‘the

subordination of labour to capital.

The knitting frame Qas invented in 1587 by William
Iee. It was a highly specializeé machine which was made up
of over 2,000 separate pieces éf steel, wood and lead eacﬁ
requiring‘precision‘craftsmanship. It was a first—réte
technological breakthrough_which enabled a framework knitterx
ﬁo do.“lOOO to 1500 stitches a minute, compared with about
;Op-stitchesia minute in hand knitting." However, the

"1 R.A. McKinley, ed., A History of the County of Leicester,
Vol. .IV, in R.B. Pugh, ed., The Victoria History of the
Counties of England, (London, 1958), pp. 90 - 2, The hand-
knitting industry in Leicestershire was merely of local im-
portance; the national center of the industry was in Norfolk.
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first knitting frames cbst a prohibitive'ﬁ 80 per ffame SO
that the introduction of this machine inté_general use was
reta;ded. Furthermore, the‘earliest modéls.of the knittiné
frame requifed two operatives which meant that labour costs
were anofhér factor limiting its dissemination, Nongthe—
less, the-demand for kniﬁting frames created a subsidiary
frame—makingvindustrf which not only iméroved Lee's proto-
'type so that it could be worked by a single'operatiye but
also reduced its cost.l Cost-reduction was rapid after the
hiddle of the seventeenth century. :The "frame and implé-
ﬁents“ of George Pogson, a silkstocking Qeaver of Dishley
near Loughbofough, were valugd:at £ 31 in the invéntory of
“his belongings made in 1660.2 By ﬁhe early. eighteenth cen-~
_tury the cost of a.frame'had been greafly reduced since in
1718 "the §alue of two frames in the possession of a farmer
and ffamesmith of Selston, Nottinghamshire was only £ 8 and

1 J.D., Chambers, "The Worshipful Company of Framework
Knitters (1657 - 1778)", Economica, 27, (1929), pp. 296 - 312,

2 Leicestershire County Records Office, Inventories, 1660

- (Before the Archdeacon), 266. A man who owned a machine
‘worth & 31 cannot be considered to be a pauper, although he
may have been a dispossessed peasant-farmer who had liqui-
dated his assets in order to engage in a trade which was
independent of the land.




E 7 10s. respectively.”l, But even a frame costing as
little>as £ 10 must hé&e béenvout of feéch of.most cottag;rs.
These high initial capital costs,.theiefore, neéessarily
enabled the productidn ofvﬁachinefwrought hosiery tc be
domiﬁatea from the outset by men with large capital funds.
These caﬁitalist hosiersvwere able "to control the hiring
out of frames to dbméstic craftsmen; and although the dom-
estic system Continuedvdespite the new machine; it continued
on the basis og the owneréhip of the instruments of'produc—
tion by capitalists and the hire of these instruments to

the individual producer."2

The money from the domestic
workers' frame rentals defrayed a large part of fhe hosiers'
capital costs. The subordinationvof the laboufer to the
capitalist hosier was intens%fied by the practise of giving
work oply to those craftsmen who paid a frame rent. More-
over, the fact that the knitting frame was initially used
ﬁo producé luxury goods (i.e. silk stockings) enaﬁled a

. small group of London-based meréhant—hosiers to control

the expoft of finished goods by maintaining close contact
with‘their consumers'® changing tastes.

1" Chambers, Ibid., p. 298.

2 M. Dobb, Sstudies in the Development of Capitalism; (New
York, 1963), p. 1l46. :



In order to-safeguafd their profitable pqsition, the
Londoﬁ~based oligarchy of cépitalist-hosiers’twice seéuréd'
government orders of incorpofation enabling theh to exér—
cise control over the whole framework knitting industry,
The l66$lcharter of the Worshipful Company of F;amewérk
Knitte:s-invested governing powers in a closed; self-per-

. 4

pétuating body of officials, .Through the use and abuse

of théir incorporated powers, a.small'grqup of weélthy
merchant—hosiegs‘completély dominated the hosiery trade
for as 1ong as the Company's authority was respected. By
impqsing a scale of exorbitant fees on the journeyman
members of thé Company for the employment of apprentices
the Qligarchy put large-scale production beyond the reach
of tﬁe smallerxr craftsmen{_but the wealthy masters ignored'
these apprenticeship regulations whenever it was in their
intereéﬁ to do so. Thevroyal patent also gave the Company
'supervisofy powers to forbid the export of knitting frames
thus éecuring a 1afge measure of protection from foreign
‘éompetition for the framework khitting industry. In addi-
‘#ign,_the Company was empowered to fix prices and fine anf

‘hosiers who tried to undercut the established rate.

1 Chambers, Ibid., pp. 303 - 5.
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Framework knitters butside London were not independent.
producers iﬁsofar as they manufaétﬁréd‘luxury goods that were
sold through the Londoﬁ merchant—hosiers. :The Company ex-—
pressed the .interests of £he London oligarchy by keeping the
provincial masters'firmly'under c§ntrol. 4However, the-Com-
pany's authority was_effectiveiy challenged when provincial
mastersAused the knitting frame to produce cheap woollen or
cotton stockinqs. By turﬁing their attention‘ﬁo the domestic
markeﬁ for these cheaper goods; the éouhtry manufacturers
not only escaped from their subjection to the London merchant-
hosiers, but also rendeféd the Company ineffective, in that
its power had been dependeﬁt upon a commitment to luxury

production. s

- The country manufactufers were mainly located in Derby-
shire; Nottinghamshife and Leiceétershire. In the Midlands
there were favourable conditions'that réduced production
costs. Because both.food and accommnodation cost less than
in London, wages could be‘éommensurately lower than those
paid to-Londqn workers, Many opératives combined framewofk

ikﬁitting wifﬁleither rural 1aboqring or the cultivation of
“a s&ai1 élot;bf land, and as framework knitting merely pro-
vided a supplement té their regﬁlar iﬁcome, they'could be

paid very low wages. Proximity to the supply of coarse,
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inexpensive Midland wooi further reduced ihe production

' costs,' In addition, the reduced purchase piice of frames
enabled hoéiers to employ more oéeratives, and thé frame-~
rentals that these men were paying proﬁided the hosiers

with anothér source of income which could be ploughed back
into the purchase of stiil more knitting frames, Further-
more, an'iﬁprovemeﬁt in thé knittihg frame itself had made
it-possible fon,a'singlé man to operate it. The process of
mechanical knitting was fﬁrther>simplified with the resul£
_that apprgnticeship or piolbnged training became unnecessary.
These developments were behind the prodigious increase in the
numbeerf frames in-the three Midland countieé: from 140 in

1664 to 3500 in 1727.%1

. . . . - . .

Iﬁ Léice*étershire, the accelerated pace of enclosure
for pasture in the second half of the séventeenth century
produced a large élass of wage labourers. These men, unable
to find employment in their native villages, drifted into
the remaining open-field villages where they fbrmed a large
:édsl'df ﬁndeiemployed labour. Furthermore, the population ih.
jthege.OPén4fiéld villages, such as Wigston Magna in the Soar
valley south of Leicester, "had long ago outgrown the avail-

1l Chambers, J.D., The Vale of Trent, p. 13.
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able supply of land, and would have done so even had there
been no growing concentration of land in fewer and fewer

1

hands.," Thus, agricultural modernization had freed labour

for industrial employment., Provincial hosiers with knitting
frames tb rent were attractea by the cheap, unskilied and
unapprenticed laboﬁr of ﬁhe rural poor; Framework knitting .
was an ideal form bflemployment fbr absorbing the pobr and
dispossessed»a%vit was carried on with a minimum of equip-
ment: a Hiréd_;rame, wool supplied by the hosier and a
small WOrkshop were all that was necessary.2 By 1750 frame-
work knitﬁing was a proﬁinent component of the economy of
Leicestershire as'the;e were 1,000 frames in Leicester and
‘probably another 2,000 frames scattered among the industrial

villages.3

The introduction of framework knitting intc the county
town of Leicester was similar to the proéess of industriali-
‘zation in many Leicestershire villages. Indeed, Leicester
Qas really an overgrown village as its mid—seventeénth cen-

‘1 Hoskins, Midland Peasant, p. 228. The first knitting frames
to reach Leicestershire had been set up in Hinckley, another
open-field village with a surfeit of indigent cottagers,

about 1640. (V.C.H., III, p. 2.)

2 Hoskins, Midland Peasant,-p.‘227.

3 Vv.C.H,, III, p. 3.
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tury population was only about 5,000. Dispossessed family
farmérs from the enclosed villaées of eastern Léiéestér~
.shire and the oveicroWded villageé of ﬁhe Soar Valley had
drifted into Leicester in search of work. From 1678 to 1730,
57% of the migrant apprentices had come from less than 10
mileé away; while 60% of the youths apprenticed in Leicester
hosiery.trades camé from the immediate area.l 'Apprentice-
ship' had, howgyef, a broad range of meaning in the late
'seventeenth.cenfﬁry that Qas dependent upon the class of the
 apprentice and the ferms of his apprenticeship. " On the onz
hand, substantial farmers from nearby agricultural villages
succeedea in éstablishing their younger sons in thé hosiery
. businéss by apprenticing them to wealthy merchant—hosiers.
These people joihed the ranks of the capitalist hosiers
aftér their apprenticeship was completed.2 On the other
hand, apprenticeship Qas often a,form of.cheap 1abour as it
was "in this industry that we come across the first collec-
tive indentures of apprenticeship, by arrangement between
manufacturers and parishes., It was a good opportunity for
Eth:parish to geé rid éf its Qorkhouse children and it en-

1 V.C.H.; IV,;p.'l93. Hoskins, Midland Peasant, pp. 257 - 9.

2 Hoskins, Midland Peasant, p. 258.
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abled the manufacturer to obtain free labour, and thus force

down the wages of adult workers. "}

Industrial employment caused a startling sociological -
innovation: .men were able to earn full wages at én early
age with the‘resﬁlt that it was\commdh for industrial employ-
ment aﬁd early marriége tqbgo hand-in-hand. We havé already
noted thét the age at marriage . acted, in agricultural
communities, éé avvoluntary'method of birth-céntrol because
‘men did not eétablish households untii éhey had an independ- -
ent source of income. But the genius of industrial employf'
ment was that it provided young men with enough money to get
married and support a family. However, framework knitters
were paid subsistence-level wages so that contemporaries
noted a close éséociation between the coming of rural in—’

dustry and a rise in the poor rates.

Rurai industrialization was a prominent feature of the
Leicestershire economy during the eighteenth centﬁry. The
absence of institutional checks, such as the rigid control
,qusettlement by‘landlords and pérish officeré, had facili-
i;ééed the relative over-population of open—fiéld villages.

1 P, Mantoux, The Industrial Revolution in the Eighteenth
Century, (New York, 1965), p. 193.
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The indigent cottagers shpplied the cheap labour that was
crucial to the éﬁécess of domestic industry. In Wigston
Magné, for example,.at least one-third of the viilaée's
populatioﬁ in 1765 were industrial workers, renting frames
and beiné paid subsistence wages.l The Industrial Revolu-
tion had little impact in Leicéstershire until the.mid—
nineteenth century when framework knittiﬁg was finally
organized within factory walls. This final stage in the
transforﬁétion of knitting from handicraft to machine

. industry was achie&ed only after steam bower had replaced

human effort in driving the knitting frame.2

1 Hoskins, Midland Peasant, p. 228.

2 V.C.,H., III, p. l6.
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CHAPTER III

THE PECULIAR CIRCUMSTANCES WHICH PROMOTED
SOCIO-ECONOMIC DIFFERENTIATION:
" THE EMERGENCE OF AGRICULTURAL COMMERCIALIZATION IN FRAMLAND
AND RURAL INDUSTRIALIZATIQN IN WEST GOSCOTE, 1660 - 80.
‘Modern industrial activity was initiated only after a
more efficient division of agricultural.labour had created
a”foOd'surpiﬁs and had thereby enabled labour and capital
to be redeployéd inté such secondary undertakings as manu-
facturing and'service industries. Our éxamination of na-
tional and regional economic development has shown that.this
economic modefnization began on a subsfantial scale during
the middle of the seventeenth bentury. In this chapter‘
; we will examine specific, local conditions in two neigh—
bouring parts of Leicestershire during the 1660's and
1670's. By this time one can already see the bifurcation
'of social and economic organization that was to be intensi-

fied throughout the proto-industrial period.

"In the l6§0's férming was the primary economic activity
_of‘the bulk'of tﬁe'population in both Framland and West Gos-.
fééﬁé;' Apart from such traditional village craftsmen as the
“blacksmith og the carpenter, there was very littie industrial
acti&ity. By.the 1660;5, however, the agrarianléociety of

Framland was very wealthy in comparison with the poverty-
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»stricken villages in West Goscote.  In order to explain the
disparity ofjweaith distribﬁtion béthen_these qu regions
we must review the dissimilar progress of-agricuitural
‘modernizatibn. We will then see that tﬁe origiﬁé of agri-
culturéi.commercializatién in Framland and of industriali-
zation{in West.Goscote resulted from their peculiar re-

' séonses to particuléf socio-ecénomic crises within their
traditioﬁal ecepomic systens. Mdreover, we will observe
 that these funéémehtal economic transformationS'occﬁrred

when the pressures.of adversity had forced men to abandon

their habitual activities,.

-] -

In Framland hundred perhaps'GO% of.tﬁe land belonged
ﬁo the bélt of Liassié cléy.soils wﬁich cévered the eaétcrn
half of the county.l None of this land was infertilé al-
thoughvthere were places where it was heavy and, therefore,
difficult to culﬁivate. Enterprising_farmers on the clay
s0ils became graziers rather than cereal fafmers because
their lénd was ﬁore productive when it was used for pgstufe
fthan»whén iftwas cultivated. The other 40% of the land in
:Eéaﬁland”Qas‘é mixﬁure of saﬁdéﬁone and 1imestohe which was

1 See the'accompanying map on soil structuré.
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lighte; and1moreveasily workea than the dominant clay soils
which surrounded it on threé‘sides. However, as this land
R was more sgsceptible to nitrdgen depletion than the clay
soilé'it ;equired substahtial‘fertilization if it was to
realize its full potential. 1In this section we will see
that when circumstances forcea farmers to becbme efficient,
séeciaiized produceré, they could only do so if they suited

their land with a complementary form of husbandry.

4

Subsistence farming in Framland broke down first on the

light soils which were worn out by continuocus cultivation,?!

Without the aid of legumes, farmers on this type of land
had tp pfactise a form of mixed farming in which their
animalé"manure replenished the hitrogen that was extracted
from the soil by.their ceféal crops. Mixéd farming was,
howevgr,ibeyond ﬁhe economic competence éf the small fafmer
since, by demanding that a large part of his land be put to
pasture, it required him to own a large number of'animals.>

1 By the later fourteenth century the villages on the light
soils were poor as evidenced by the fact that they were al-
‘ready sparsely populated, after having been the most densely
populated part of Leicestershire at the time of the Domesday
suyvey in 1086, Until the later seventeenth century this
‘region was aniong the most thinly populated parts of Leices-
tershire, (V.C.H., III, pp. 131, 135, 138, 143.).



63

Many members of the traéitional peasant society wére dis-
enfranchised beéauée they could not adapt to the new

- demands which pressed upon them after they had contributed
to the soil's nitroéen depletion, After the small family
férmers ﬁad lost their tenancies the éystem of landholding
was.reofganized and the iand was rented to a smaller number
of capitalist farmefé. This pfocess was well advanced by
the 1660's when 6 of the'13 pariéhes on the light soil belt

”

‘had been totally enclosed. !

‘Enclosure in the light soil belt of Framland was for
mixed“farming and not for permanent pasture, so that while
the villages shrank they were not deserted. There were, on
the average, only 36.3 householdé per parish.2 The labour
force was,feduced because.this enclosure Qas acconmpanied by
the cfeation of large farms which utilized labour more
efficiently. In our examination of probate inventoriés for
the years 1660 to 1670 we found that only 26,32% of the

1 The dates at which enclosure was finalized for these 6

parishes were as follows: Bescaby (1538); Croxton Kerrial
#:(1538); Eatcn (1575); Stonesby (1579); Eastwell (1656); and
Goadby Marwood (1638-74). (V.C.H., III, pp. 254 - 9.)

2 See Appendik 1 for the source of this figure and those
following which relate to the social structure of the light
soil regicn of Framland. .



estates from this area were worth leés thén L 25..1fhe
‘relative abéence'of poor people was aléo notea in tﬁe Hearth
Tax returns.of 1670 in which 25,6% ofvthe houéeholds were
exempted because of;their poverty, However, in the 6 par-
ishes which were ehclosed by the mid—seventeenth”centﬁry

the po?erty rate was only 17% asncompared to 29%lfor the

unenclosed parishes,

Although Ehe family farmér was being réplaced by;fhe
markét—orientéd commerciai farmer, this process was not
compléte by the 1660's. Inaeed, the largest part éf the
population, 43.43%, was composed of small independents
whose estates varied in size froﬁ £ 25 to & 100, Howéver,
almost 75% of'this group owned.goods worth less than & 50

suggesting that their independence was very fragile.

Iﬁ the lightAsoil area of Framland the wealthy farmer
had become the most importént figuré by tﬁé 1660's. -3Q.28%
of the inventories from this region were made for people
‘who owned more fhan T 100.in possessions at the time of
| _th;ir_death.. inbadditiOn, this group controlled 75.32% of
_;ﬁé ﬁQVeable wealth, and since the land was the primary
“source of wééﬁth it follows that perhaps 75% of.the 1and.

was being farm=d in large units by the 1660's.
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fhe inqbility of subsistence farmers to sur&ive on fhe
light>soils had,.therefdre, enabled the market-oriented corm-
mercial farmef to become the,charactefistic unit of produc-
tion. While the mixed.farming which they practised was a
definite.improvement over the disastrous system Sf subsis—
tence farming, it was no£ an especially productive form of
husbandry. -These'light soil farmers were not taking advant-
age of their lqnd's tractability or its free draining
dqualities, Mixed farming was a remedial measure rather ihan
an activity which promoted an intensificétion of cultivation.
The technical aspect of'farmiﬁg in this‘region bégan to be
modernized sometime in therlatér seventeenth century, after
the introduction of convertible husbéndry had enabled the
light‘soil fa;mers:to specialize their production by be-
coming cereél farﬁers. Arable husbandry demanded a la;ger
labour force than mixedifarming had needed, with the result
that the éopulation of the light soils increased 25% between
1705 and 1801 compared with an increase of only about 4% in

the grazing regions of eastern Leicestershire.l

‘On the clay solls in Framland agricultural efficiency

could only be achieved when the land was used for pasture

1 v.c.H., III, p. 155,
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farming, Because they were difficult to work and pooxrly
~drained, most clay soils were not suitable for intensive,

- market-oriented cereal production. Subsistence farmers did

not, however, possess'ehough capital tQ establish themselves
as pastﬁfe farmeré; Agricultural commercialization éoﬁld
not; therefore, prqceéd_ﬁntil the family farmers were re-
piaced by dépitalist—graziers Whose activities were connected

with the world of cash and crediﬁ.

In réspohse to the price rise of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centurieé; 1apdlords‘demanded higher rents from
éheit'ﬁénants.I The émaller tenants were placed in a
terribly difficult position because many of them could ndt
earn more money from théir fafms‘ produce. Those'family
farmers who were unable tb'meet the'demands for higher rents

did not get their leases renewed. Their land was rentéd to

1 Of course, landlords could only demand higher rents if
their land was not hzld by copyhold of inheritance tenure,
The terms of tenancy have not been discovered; however, the
speed with which the belt of heavy clay soil was enclosed
suppoits the contention that landlords were not restrained by
their tenants' legal right to traditional rental payments.
:Indeed, it was in the landlords' interest to have his land
enclosed for pasture in view of the fact that this type of
farm could be rented for almost three times as much as open-
'field arable, between 9s.6d. and 1lls. an acre against 3s.64d.
an acre in the mid-seventeenth century at Dalby-on-the-Wolds,
the parish a6301n1ng Melton Mowbray on the south.

(V. C.H., II, p. 225, ) : :
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- men who could provide landowners with more money. VWhereas
g thé'reorganization of landholding was_completed dufing the
seveﬁteénth céntury in the villages oﬁ the heavy clay_soils
of the Wreak valley and the Eastern Uplands, it did not
reach.fuifilment in ﬁhe Vale of Belvoir until after the
Parliamentafy Acts for Eﬁclosure of the later eighteenth
century had divided fhe traditional common fields into

individual farms.

-

The digehfpanchisement of the subsistence farmer waé
- very fapid in the Wreak valiey and the Eastern Uplands. By
thé ena of'the sevenﬁeenth century onl§ 3 of the 18 parishes
- on the heavy clay soils were nbt fdlly ehclosed. Further-
-hore, of these 3 unénclosed parishes at least one,»Staple—

ford, had experienced some movement away from open-field

farming by 1603.1

- Much of the enclosed land was devoted to grazing: a
capital-intensive activity with a built~in bias in favour

1 The dates when enclosure was completed in these 15 parishes
‘were as follows: Melton Mowbray (1601); Kirby Bellars (1536);
Cold Overtcn_(l63l): LittlevDalby‘(before 1679); Burton
Lazars (1649); Thorpe Arnold (1601-1700); Wyfordby (1612-74);
"Saxby (1674-1736); Wymondham (by 1607); Edmonthorpe (by
1607); Buckminster (1579); Sewstern (1597); Coston (1634-9);
Garthorpe (1674); and Sysonby (early seventeenth century).
(V.C.H., II, pp. 254 - 9.). : 4
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of large-scale enterprise. Because pasture farming created
little employment for the di;pbssessed, those pedple-who
couid not adgpt to the agrarian(econom?'s new-étructure vere
dri§en fo the land. Between 1603 and 1676 the population

6f the eﬁclosed viiiages of the Wreak valley and the Eastern
Upiands was declining, 12% and 31% respectively;l Leaving
aéide the market towﬁ éf Meltoﬁ Mowbray, the purely agricul-
turél villaéesoin this region had an average of 6n1y 30 house-
holdé each.z-»The dispossessioh of the poor fa;mers was well
advanced by 1670 when only 19.27% éf tﬁe households in this
area were exemﬁted_from payment of the Heafth Tax becauselof

-

poverty.

Our'figu;es on thé distribution of wealth in the 1660's
showed that men with estates valued at mofe than £ 100 com~
posed 30;7% of the pbpulaéion in the villages on the clay
soils. This group qontrolled 78.2% of the community's wealth.
. The following examination of the structure of livestock owner-
'ship in Melton Mowbray will illustrate the concentration of
wealth into the hands of a particular kind of farmer - the
:l:V,C.H.;iII%; pp. 144 - 5.

2 éee-Appeﬁaix 2 for.fhe source of this figufe and those

following which relate to the social structure of the heavy
clay region of the Wreak valley and the Eastern Uplands.
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{
grazier.l; 23 of the 57 inventories from Melton noted that

‘the deceased had owneq at-léast one sheep. 1In 22 of these
ihveﬁtories there was a record of th¢ numberqu the deceaséd‘s
shéep: 9 pepple owned fewef than 19 shee?; another 9.people
held between 20 and 99 sheep; and 4 men owned more thén 100
sheép. The 4 men whé each had.flocks of more than 100 sheep
owned 68% of the total; those with medium-sized flééks had
26.8%; while‘thg small men held only 5.7% of the total. The
ownership éf b;;tle'and horsés followed along the same lines:
l7lpeqp1e owned fewér than 5 animals apiece; 13 held between
5 and 19 beasts; and another 5 men owned more thanAZO'animals
eéch. Tﬂe wealthiest.man in the community, Edward Stokes, a
~ mercer who died in 1669, owned animals worth L 1,273.2 He
had 591 hogs, 445 sﬁeep, 16 oxen, 9 horses and 41 heaa of
catﬁle, His involvemént iﬁ arable farming was limited to 8
acfeé‘éf barley and aﬁothef'S acres of peas and beans which

1 This information was gathered from the probate inventories
made for Melton Mowbray residents between 1660 and 1680. The
importance of the largest farmers may have been underestimated
in view of the fact that men who held land in more than one '
county had their inventories registered in London at the
:Chancery. The Leicestershire inventories are located in the
Leicestershire County Record Office in Ieicester,

2 Stokes' estéte had the total value of £ 1,449. (Leicéster—'
shire County Record Office, Inventories, 1669, 14.).
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were valued at T 30. The fact that Stokes had invested 87.8%
of his capital into his livestock underlines the importance

of-grazing in the agricﬁltural'economy of the clay soils.

In the 1660's the rural economy of the Vale of Belvoir
Qas ndt entire1y devoted to ?asture fqrmihg. During the
early seventeenth century its rich clay land was renqwned
for its arable qdalities. .Beéause open-field farming was a
flexible systern it was possible for a few graziers to reﬁove
themselves from its dehands with0utiruining the remaining
familyvfarmersf_ In the pa¥ish of Bottesford, for example,
graziers and famil? farmers seemed to have co-existed.!l
Oﬁly 1 parish of the 11 in the Vale of Belvoir was fully

enclosed during the seventeenth cehtury.2

By successfully practising arable husbandry the small
men were able to hold onto their land during the seventeenth

1 In Bottesford there were 8 people with possessions valued
at more than E 200 as against only 3 people of similar

wealth in the other 10 parishes in the Vale of Belvoir. See
Appendix 3 for the source cf this figure and those following
which relate to the social structure of the Vale of Belvoir.,

2 Plungar was completely enclosed by 1612, Other enclosure
was noted in the extra=-parocial area of Belvoir which was

~fully enclosed by 1734, while some enclosure took place in
Hbée_and Nether Brcughton in. 1605 and 1651 respectively.
(V.C.H., II, pp. 254 - 9,).
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century. Thé successful survival of the peasantry was
eviéent ithhe 1670 Hearth Tax returns wﬁich 80.33% of the
hbuseholds were able-to pay; The villages in the_?éle of
Belvoir each had, oﬁ the-average, almost twice as many
'househoids as the purely agricultural, enclosed villagés

. of the Wreak valley and fhe Eastern Uplands - 54.7 compafed
to 30. The'commercialization of the vale of Belvoir's agri-
cultural activity was completed oﬁly after the Parliamentary
Enélosufés o% ;he later eighteenth century when the lénd was
diyidedvinto séparate‘farms, the rents’wére trebled, grazing
became the prédbminant form of husbandry and the small

" family farmer was forced to give up his farm, looking elsz-

"where for employment.l

" The inabiliﬁy of family farmefs to practise érable
husbandry in the Wreak valley, the Eastern Uplands and the
iight soil belt in Framland resulted iﬂ their replacement by .
large~-scale farmers who were not pressed by iﬁmediate sﬁb—

sistence redquirements and could suit their land with a

‘1 'W.G. Hoskins, “"The Leicestershire Crop Returns of 1801",
in Hoskins, ed., -Studies _in leicestershire Agrarian Historvy,
(Leicester, 1949), pp. 131 - 3. It was noted in this

"~ article that the Duke of Rutland owned land in and around
the Vale of Belvoir worth T 21,000 per year in 1809, '
‘Apparently the Duke had been moved to enclose his land by
Parliamentary Act in order to make it more profitable.
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complementary‘férm of husbandry. In c0ntra5t, the commer-
cializétioﬁ of the.Vale of‘Belvoir;s agfarianieconomy was
héld back by the peasaﬁt fafme;s' inébility to practise
arable husbandry on its rich clay soils.~ The eétablish—
ment ofbmodern,'efficient farming in‘Framland occurred,
thérefpré, aftér the family farmers.wéfe dispossessed by
éither their own.inéfficiency‘or their landlérds' reluc-~

tance to put up with the inadequate income they provided

him. ]
.— , .

The guality of the lénd in West Goscote fell into two.
dissimilaf and distinct categories: poor and very good.1
‘The rocky, barren soil of Charnwood Forest and the West
Leicestershire Coal Measures covered perhaps 60% of West
Goscofé; The fertile soil of the Soar river\valley ex--

tended over the other 40% of West Goscote.

Charnwood had never been a royal forest but had been
vdividéd among the adjacent manors as a part of their
, manorial waste.‘ But the soil in Charnwoéd Forest was vefy
 ;§6df quality, badly drained and impossible to cultivate
because of i;s stony composition. It was only sﬁitable

1 See the accompanying map on soil structure.
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V for rough pésture. Nonefheless, fhe Forest wa§ useful té
the peasantry of the surrounding villages whé pastured
fhéirAanimals iﬁ it.l 1n addition, this-uﬁinhabited waste-
land was'probably one of the havens chosen by séuatters or
‘othex mésterlesé meh whose numbers mushroomed dufing the
sixteenth and seventeenﬁh centuries. "Driven partiy by
the_depopulation of.old?established viilages, partly by the
rapid rise oﬁﬁpopulation and morcellétion of their ancestral
ﬁenements, and in part by the attraction-of new industries
like mining and smelting, many labourers were drifting away
from the old centers of rural population in this period,
and reséttling themselveé, wherever land remained unappro-
priated, in royal forests, on sandy heaths, and beside

wooded spaces."2

vaerty was als6 a majof prbblem in the parishes
situated on the Coal Measures. The peasantry were unable
to wrest théir subsistence needs from the region's sandy,
acidic sdil. All 9 parishes on the Coal Measures exper-
ieﬁéed‘some enclosure during the seventeenth century
‘swith at least 4 of them being fully enclosed before
1 :nggik, II, pp. 269 - 9,

2 A, Everitt, "Farm Labourers", in Thirsk, ed., Agrarian
History, p. 409.
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1710,1 By enclosure, landlords salvaged some income from

their land; Because the land was unsuitable for_cultiva—
ﬁion, the popﬁlation's’main source of employment was in

the coal mineé.‘ The Leicestershire mineé had greatiy ex-
panded £he scale of tﬁeir Opera£ions in response to the
growing demand for domeétic fuel which emerged during the
later sixteénéh éenﬁﬁry after thé natural forests had been
rapaciously dqnuded.? The growth of mining.creéted employ-
ment for landiéss labourers. lOf the"probate inventories,
37.7% were recorded for people whose‘possessions were valued
ét less thén.E 25,3 Similarly, in the 1670 Hearth Tax re-
turns, 57.3% of the pépulation were grantéd exemption from
paYment of the tax. Nearly two.households.in every five

were considered.to be destitute by their contemporaries.

There was, therefore, almost twice as much poverty in the

1 The following parishes were fully enclosed before 1710:
Ashby de la Zouch (1601); Cole Orton (1638); Packington
(1609); and Whitwick (by 1704). 1In addition, enclosure was
first noted for the following parishes before 1700: Breedon
"on the Hill (1541); Charley Forest (1618); Ulverscroft
(1540); Worthington (1506); and Woodhouse Eaves (1656).

(v C. H., II, pp. 254 - 9.).

, 2 V.C.H,, III, pp. 32 - 4.

' 3 See Appendix 4 for the source of this figure and those
‘follow1ng which relate to the social structure of the poor
soil region of West Goscote,
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mining region as in the purely agriculturél villagés of
Ffamland iﬁ Which‘only 20% of the population were exempted
from paying the Hearth Taé. Moreover, the average inventory
“from the mining region was worth only 50% of the average
inventoiy in the enclosed villages in which the grazier
figurgd so largely. By‘the 1660's, Qhen mining had become

a major economic;endéavouf in thé poor soil belt of West

Goscote, industrial poverty was already present.

The farmland in the alluvial valley of the Scar was
very rich and fertile:

"The broad flood plains produced hay as well as

“summer pasture, and it was often the supply of

winter fodder that limited stock-rearing. The

gravel terraces provided excellent settlement sites

with a reliable water-supply as well as good, well

drained loams for arable farming."l
As a result of these beneficial conditions; the Soar valley
‘had been the most densely popﬁlated region in Leicester-
shire, at least since the Domesday survey of 1086, Since
willing immigrants had always been available to fill any
vacant tenancies, the traditional system of peasant farming
~was able to survive until the seventeenth century. Then,
'vﬁhe population boom of the later sixteenth century caused
ah'excessive{subdivision of landholdings and the fragile

1 V.C,H., III, p. 131.
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fabric of peasant society was destrdyed;

JThe deleﬁerioué effects of.population growth on the
peasant communities of the Soar valley can be seen moét
Clearly in Louéhborough. Aﬁ ecclesiastical census made in
1563‘f0und tﬁaﬁ-there were 277 houéeholds in Loughborough.
If we assume tbat there were 4,75 persons per household then

1

the population of Loughborough was 1,316 at this time. In

1603 another sﬁrﬁey, the Liber Cleri, recorded that there
were 1,260 communicants in Lbdghborough. Non—cﬁnformity was
’negligible. ABy'usiﬁg a ratio of 2.é commﬂnidants per house-
holdee found that there were 43Q households.in the.parish.
In a period of forty>years the population had risen 62, 3%;

2

to 2,042 peréons. A large part'of this increase must have

been absofbed by Loughborough's agrarian économy. In 1563
the Soar valley was the most densely populated farmland in
Leicestershire with over 20 households per 1000 acres. The

population explosion of the next forty years intensified

1 v.C.H., I1I, p. 166. The assumption that each household
had 4.75 persons was the results of the research of Peter
:Laslett which found that household size in England had re-
mained almost constant from the mid-sixteenth century to
1911. ("Size and Structure cf the Household in England
‘over Three Centuries", Population Studies, XXIII/2, (1969),
pp. 199 - 223.). e . -

2 V.C.H., III, pp. 142 - 3; 168,
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this land-populaticn ratio to more than 35 househélds per
1000 acres.i The satufation point seemed to have.been
réached by aboﬁt 1603 because by 1670 the town's poéulation
had declined slightly as thereﬂwere 17 fe&er houSehoids at
_thé latef date. The population had contracted to 1,961, a
decliné of 4%.2 The_Hea£th Tax returns for 1670 recorded
that>l78 of the téwh;s 413>households were SO poor thét they
were ekempted_grom paying the tax.3 Poverty~stricken house-

holds, 43% of the total, were more than twice as common in

- Loughborough as they were in Melton Mowbray.

The impact of additional pepple meant that either
landholdings wefe dividedAand.inequality among the farmers
became more common or else an enormous labouring population
grew up in Loughbofough. Probably a combination of these
two alternatives occurred. The reduced output from thé
farms of many cottagers were too small to sustain their
families, In order to purchase enough food to continue
-livihg these men were driven into eithef wage laboﬁr or
1 v.c.'H.; III, pp. 138; 143.

2__:_\/_'.0."}1'.',: 111, p. 171.
3 See Appeﬁéix 5 for the source of this figure and those

following which relate to the socio-economic structure
of the villages in the Soar valley,
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mortgaging their land. In the Loughborough inventories for
the years 1660 - 1680 thére.was“a remarkably 1érge aﬁount

of money from 6utstanding debts credited to people's.estates.
Altogether 75 out of 134 noted that the decéased had money
owing to.him upon his death., 23 of these people had lent
out.suﬂs toﬁalling i 2,760. Undoubtedly some‘of the town's
'wéalﬁhier residenfs had benefitted from their neighbour's
misfortunes by4first-lending them money and then receiving
strips of land‘Qhen payments could not be met. Those house-
holds whose landholdings wefé redgced by éuch foreclosures
did}not, like their counterparts in Framland, get thrown

off the iand. The fefﬁility of the scil enabled the cottager
to feélize large yiélds from his few strips of land, Further-
more, the fact that mény:farmers-turned their attention to
4dairy_farming was adyantageous to the cottager since. this
labour-intensive enterprisé created'paft—time employment
which gavé him additional income. Perhaps the land Qas
alienated strip by strip in which case the process of attri-
vﬁion would have been prolonged.‘ The existence of a very
,large'numbeonf indigent cottagers combined with the survival
-5£wmény'family farmers to‘frustrate mest attempts to reor-
‘ganize the cdﬁmon fields into large, individually-operated
farmé. Enclosure was nét an important phenomenén'in the

Soar valley during the seventeenth century as only 1 place
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was fully enclosed, while 2 others experiencéd some

enclosure.l

Because the poor were neitﬁer thrown off the lénd nor
given non-agricultural work, endemic.underemployment‘was
common in the villages of the Soar valley during the 1660's.,
The portion qf_the pbpulétion which sold its labour was
caught betweenlthe Scylla of a loﬁ demand for labour and
Charybdis of the ovefsupply of labourers. Pdverty was,
therefore, a ﬁajor problem in the viliages of the Soar.
valley in the 1660's. 40.5% of the inventories were made
for people whose estates We%e valued at less thah_ﬁ 25,
Another 21.4% of thefinventories were made for people whose
possessions were worth between £ 25 and £ 50. Thus, 61.9%
of the pdgulatioﬁ, three.hOuseholds in five, were either
indigent or uncomfortably close to poverty. furthermore,
the problem of poverty in the Scar valley was compounded by
the fact that the villages were very large which meant that,

1 Belton was fully enclosed by 1625, while Thurcaston and
Long Whatton experienced some enclosure in the seventeenth
‘century, first noted in 1600 and 1664 respectively. How-
ever, some enclosure had taken place in the Soar valley in
earlier times: Dishley was fully enclosed by 1529 and Wan-
'lip was described as being an "old enclosure" in 1625,
while- a section of Castle Donington had been. imparked in
1482, (V.C.H., II, pp. 254 - 9.).
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-in‘absolute terms, there were a grea£ nany poor péOple in
each Qillagé. There were an average of 1@4 households per
parish with thé.reSult that each parish had an average of
42 households which were indigent. In:compariSOn, the
smallér Qillages in Fraﬁlana, which ﬁad an average of only
45,households and‘a poverty_rate of 20%, had an average of.

only 9 indigent households. -

Primary pagverty, signified by the ownérshipbof
pdsseésioné wbrtﬁ less thaﬁ E lO, was a much gteaﬁer pro-
blem in the Soar vailey'that in the enclbsea villages of
the Wreak valley and the Eastern Uplands.‘ In the Soar
valley 18;3% of the inventories wére made for people who
can be considered deétitﬁte. Whereas‘ih the encloséd
villages on the heavy clay soils in Framland only 7.3%-of
the population wére in such straits. When we look at this
problém ip absolute terms, primary poverty in the average
village in the Soar valley can be seen to be an even more .
serious social evil. There were 18.9 destitute households
per parish in thg Soar valley compared to 3.4 destitute
. ;households in the Framland villages which wére devoted to
'grazing. 'Thu$,'primary poverty was almost six times as
Hcé@mqn iﬁ ﬁhé economica1ly backwards villages as it waé in

villages which were agriculturally commercialized. Poverty



81

in the Soar valley was Qualitatively different from that in
Frémland because the poor existed as a class thch'still
played a role in the region'é.economy in comparison ;o.the
irrevelance éf their counterparts to the grazing economy
. of Framlénd. |
The progress of agricultural specialization in'the
Soar valley wéé h;ﬁdered by the cottagers' inability to
survive on the produce from a few.strips of'land, supple-
mented by the income which fhey received ffom part-tim¢
wage labour. In order to supply subsistence needs a con-
siderable amoupt of land was not available for conversion
to dairy.pasture.l Moreover, the wealthigr farmers were
reluctant to devote their attention solely to dairy farming
as long as theychuld profitably supply the cottaéérs'Aaﬁd
labourers; demands for food. The commercialization of the
Soar valley's agrarian economy was not completed by the
1660's because arabie husbandry and Subsistence farming

could be successfully practised on its rich alluvial soil,

The Soér valley's socio-economic profile in the 1660's
é@é;.éharacﬁefized by a substantial number of poverty-stricken
‘households. ,ﬁény of tﬁese households were destitute; all
of thém were underemplGYed. The existence of a iarge nuﬁber

of poor people was, at once, both cause and effect of the
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agrarian economy's breakdown. Stagnation was inevitable as
loné as new forms of‘empléyment were not found to remedy
this éituatioh;‘ The abundance of labourers who were des-
perately in need éf employment and supplementary income,
howéver,'attracted capitalist hosiers who needed cheap
labourvin order to establish the framework knitting

industry.

- Industrialization was not only a respoﬁse to the agrar-
ian eéohomy’s>bréakdown but became a powerful reason for
its continued staghdtion. In addition tp creating;a wholly
new form of em?loyment whicﬁ drew labourers away from théir
-almogt total dependence upon_farm>work, industrialization_
triggered a growth_in'thé ranks of those iandless wayge
workers who had to purchase their food and sﬁstenaﬁce. In
Loughborough, for example, the introduction of framework
khitting was_accompanied by rapid population growth._ The
population which for 70 years had been stagnant, shot up-
wards between 1670 and 1705, 1In these 35 years the town
added 556 people{'an increase éf 29%. The rapid growth
;gontinued throughout the eighteenth centurykand by 1801
TLoughborough ﬁad 4,603 residents.lt The bulk of this growth

1 V.C.,H,, III, p. 145.
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was divorced from the land.v Indeed, growth was possible
only insofaf as the'town's‘ecénomy became'non—agricultural.
The‘agrarian eéonomy's response to the enlarged demand for
fodd was inconclusiVé: on the one hand the fortunes of the
farmers ?rodubing for the market were promoted, but on the
.other hand the cottage;s; ability to retain their parcels
of 1énd was_reinférced with the result that the reorgani-

zation of the land into largé, efficient productive units

I 4

‘was frustrated.
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SUMMARY

‘The rationalization of agricultural enterprise waé a.
tremeﬁdously important stage in economic modernization. It
has beén cogently noted that Qan obligatory pre-condition
fp;-the continuous expansion 6f cities and a specialist
workforbe must be é'food sﬁrplus; however sﬁall a percentage
of the total crop_this surplus represented,4it had to be
prééent and it:had to be feliable."l As a résult of the
revolution of.agricultural techniqﬁes'and organization
which was initiated during the seventeenth ééntury-tﬁis
pre—ééndition was satisfied., Indeed, until the population
boom Qf the later eighteenth céntury, England exported
cereals. A new division of agriéultural labour emerged in
the century pridr to the ihdust;ial Revdlution despite the
fact that a ?oor system of distribution kept the results of
agricultural innovation from being felt immediately through-

ouﬁ,the country.

‘In addition to‘feeding more people, the creation of
vlapgeAcerealisﬁrpluses directly affected the many marginal

producers who found that when grain prices were falling

1 E.L. Jones and S.J. Woolf, "Introduction", in Jones and
Woolf, eds,, Agrarian Change and Economic Development, p. 14.
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‘they eitherlhad to innovate or'else be slowly forced out of
farming into the labour mérket.v The period between 1660
qnd 1750 witneésed the final decline ofbthe small owner-
occupiefs and the sﬁall ten%nt farmers.‘ fhe disappeérance
of the péasant;y during thig period was céused by a com-
bination bﬁ low and flucﬁuating prices) heavy taxation
parti{:ularly 'bétx-zéén 1688 and 1715, as well as the inexor-
abie pressures;of'£he market economy wﬁich'intensified the
differentiatiog and étratification wiﬁhih the peasantry.

_ fhe facf tﬁaﬁ léndlords favouted'léasing théir land in large
parcels.meant"that the pfoéess of concentratiop was |
accelera£ed: smali tenants experiencedvdifficﬁlties in
having their leéses reneﬁed. By the last years of the
eighteenth century the traditional, subsistence farmer had
ceased to exist.while the numerous small peasants had been

converted into wage-earners.

» The formation of,an enormous pool of underemployed
labour was a most important‘by—product of agricultural
modernization. No lonéer did most men have to struggle
?With—ﬁhe land in order to feed themselves. As a result of .
.tﬁg reﬁolﬁtioh'in farming the most necessary”form of

economic activity could be performed by a fraction of the

community. The remainder of the labour force was freed for
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'eﬁploymént in suchA‘Secondary' acﬁivitieé as business,
‘industry andlservicé,~ Tﬁe.produc#s of.these fseéondary"
actifities Weré demandea and’bought by the prospérous
farmers who;e pufcﬁaéing‘power.was of greét sigﬁificance

in sustaining infant industries.

 Areas in which domestic industr? located had been
unable to bééome agricultural market producers,.,  Rural in—
austrializétiod5 £hereforé, emerged 1in respbnse to a crisis
within ?he.agfarian economy. Because the technical aépect
of domestic industry was usﬁally simple it could easily be
combined with éart—time aéricultﬁral aétiVities. Cottager-
labourers purchased grain in the iocal market while using
" their land to providevtheir families with milk and cheese.
Labourers with two sources of income were cushioned from
the uneveh demands of tﬁé labour market. The man whose
sole sburqe of income came from industrial employment,
however, was in a precarious position because he had no

insurance to tide him over during slow periods.

The subservience of labour to capital was institution-
i;iigédlby the_exploitative practice of Qnderemploying a
'very'lafge nugber of outworkers. Production was‘controlled
by a herchant'capifalist who ‘put out' work to cottagers,

paying them a piece-rate to perform simple, repetitive
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operations. The rural domestic worker could be paid a
very émall wééeisincé his living costs were low thle his
need for work was great. In thisIWay the working han's
desire to agitate for highér wageé was resgraihed by his
Iknowiedgé that he wasvonly too dispensable, He hgd‘to
aCcépt what he was offeréd. Furthermore, it was in the
»4cépitaliéts"interest to move his enterprise away from
high-wége centers like London. The relative lack of in-
dustrial concentrat%on, therefore, presented‘labour dis-
sidents with.formidable problems in organizing obposition
to working conditions. Since.the brunt of the deficit
could be-passed on to the labour force, the structure of
indﬁstrial organizaﬁion freed the entrepreneur from in-
curring losses during trade recessions, while during timeé
of heavy demand, he could‘call on the large reservoir of
underemployed labourers who were oniy too happy to be fully
employed for a change. Such a loose form of business
orgénization was well-adapted to industrial activity so
long as industrial technology rémained backwards, relying

on man¥powerirather than machine~power,

In particular, our examination of the socio-economic

transformation of Leicestershire has shown that economic

modernization was achieved in two ways: Framland became
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Aaériculturally.commercialized as farmers became devoted to
improving tﬁeir particulaf,.specialized form of agricui—.
tural enterprise; while in West Goscote the breakdown of
the agrarian econony creqted conditions which resultéd in

rural industrialization.
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.~ STATISTICAL APPENDICES

Introduction

The 1670 Hearth Tax returns.and probaﬁe ihventories
were ﬁhelsburces from'which the socio-economic préfileé.of
the farming communities Qere drawn, The Hearth Tax. returns
‘have been reprintéd in the V.C;H., IIi, pp. 170 —.2. The
probate ihventgxies‘were studied at the Leicestershire
CountyARecordvéfficeAin Leicester, These documents, made
by a man's neighbours shortly.after his death; sunmarized
the deceaéed's poésessions and estimated their value,
sometimes article by article, but more often in groups
such as livestock, furniture, houseﬁold utensils, ready
money and credit, és well as his crops either in the ground.
or in storage. .Ih an economy without bankihg_fagilities
men showed their £hrift in accumulating those things which
éassed at their death.l Thus, probate inventoriés provide
thé:historian with an extremely rare insight into the dis-

tribution of wealth in rural communities.

;ThéArawistatistical information has been used to con-
sﬁ;uqt three tables: Table I repeats the 1670 Hearth Tax

1 R.H. Tawney, "Historical Introduction", T, Wilson, A Dis-
course Upon Usury, (London, 1925), pp. 103 ~ 4,
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returns in order to show the relative prevalence of pdverty
in the various regions and to show £he sizé of the popula-
- tion in each parish so that we éan create an aVerage parish
size; :Table IT déscribed the distribution of population
amoﬁg diffgfeﬁf economic stations; and.Tablé III recons-
tructs the average comhuhity for each region, showing how
many househqlds-from this average parish were found in the

- various economic stations. By creating ideal parishes for

-
”

ourAS regions'we'can contrasf their socio-economic profiles,
and therefore see their dissimilar progress towards agri?
cultural ﬁodernization. The ideal or standard pérish Was,
in fact, very rare, but for the purposes of analysis it is

a necessary conceptual tool,



REGION

Wreak Valley

and the

Eastern

Uplands

- MELTON
MOWBRAY

VALE OF
BELVOIR

NORTH-EAST
FRAMLAND

Soar Valley
- LOUGH-
BOROUGH

REMAINDER of
WEST GOSCOTE

SOIL TYPE

HEAVY CLAY SOIL

- difficult to
cultivate

- poor draining

RICH CLAY SOIL
- not difficult to
cultivate

- liable to

flooding

LIGHT UPLAND SOIL

- easy to work

- free draining

~ susceptible to
nitrogen depletion

FERTILE ALLUVIAL SOIL

- excellent arable
loams

- easy to work,
fertile

- good meadowland on
river banks

COAL MEASURES

- thin acidic soil

- poor for arable

CHARNWOOD FOREST

- hard stony soil
that was impossible
to cultivate

DEGREE' OF
AGRICULTURAL MODERNIZATION
(late 17th century)

Subsistence farming long
since superseded; agricul-
turally commercialized
grazing '

Subsistence farming was
practised on the Vale's
rich clay soil - very

little progress towards

~agricultural commer-

cialization

Unsuitable to subsistence
farming because of. sus-
ceptibility to nitrogen
depletion; agriculturally

commercialized - mixed

farming

Rich soil enabled subsis-
tence farmers to survive;
large numbers of
cottager-labourers

Unsuitable for subsis-

. tence, arable farming.

Coal mining.

ENCLOSURE
(before 1700)

15 of 18 parishes fully
enclosed; 1 other parish
partially enclosed

Enclosure negligible as
only 1 of 11 parishes
fully enclosed; 2 other
parishes experienced
some enclosure

‘6 of 13 parishes completely

enclosed

2 of 15 villages enclosed
by 1530's; 1 more village
enclosed by 1625; 2 other
villages experienced some
enclosure in later 17th
century

All 9 parishes experienced
some enclosure; 4 parishes
fully enclosed

SIZE OF
AVERAGE
VILLAGE
(households
1670)

30

Melton Mow-

bray, the mar-

ket town, had

430 households

- 54.9

36.3

8l.4

Loughborough,
the market
town, had 413
households

62.2

WEALTH

DISTRIBUTION
Average
(Inventory

1660's)

E 112 7s.-

E 92 8s.

E 68 10s,

, E 57 10s.

21

COMMENTS

Wealthiest area,
little poverty.
Large-scale
commercialized
grazing.

Persistence of
peasant farming

Wealthy region;
mixed farming

.High receptivity to

industrialization
because desperate

agricultural poverty

pushed people into
industrial labour

Commitment to coal
mining; rough

- grazing



Parish

Bescabjl

Branston

Croxton Kerrial

Eastwell

Eaton

Goadby Marwood

Harston
Knipton
Saltby
Scalford
Sproxton

Stonesby

Waltham on

the Wolds

Table I

Paying
27
37
22 .
28
20
18
22
25

41

36

27

_50

351

Exempt Total

10

12

10

15

26

5

4

21

121
74.4% 25.6%

37

49
22
28

23

25 -

37

33
67"
4

31

71

472

Appendix 1‘_

Table I

Value of Totél

Possessions Value

E People £ 
0~ 10 9 48.60
10 -~ 25 11 199.05
25 - 50 24 861.90
50 - 100 9 624.60
100 - 200 - . 12 1,746.05
200 - 500 10 3,010.50
500 over 1 533.55

76

7,024.25

average E 92 8s,

% of
Population

11.8
14.5
31.6
11.8
15.8
13.2

1'. 3

% of
Wealth

.7

2.8
12.3

8.9
24.8
42.9

7.6
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Tablg IIIX

Value of |

Possessions _
E Households

0~ 10 4.6

10 - 25 5.7

25 - 50 12.4

50 - 100 | 4.6
100 - 200 6.2
200 ~ 500 5.2
500 over : .6

At the time of the 1670 Hearth Tax the average size of the 12 inhabited parishes in the belt of light soil in Framland was 39.3 households

each,

- G D S S R - >

1 Bescaby had been completely enclosed and depopulated by 1538 and became a part of the parish of Saltby (W.G. Hoskins, "The Leicestershire
Crop Returns of 1801", in Hoskins, ed., Studies in Leicestershire Agrarian History, p. 151.
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Appendix 2'

Table I | | Table II | Table III
Value of  Total Value of |
. Possessions Value % of % of Possessions
Parish Paying Exempt Total o E People ) Population Wealth E Households .
Ab Kettleby 26 4 30 0 - 10 10 51.05 7.3 . .3 Socio-economic profile of
3 | N o the purely agricultural
Buckininstex - 25 10 35 10 - 25 27 463.20 19.7- 3.0 villages which had an
‘ 4 ' . average of 30 households
Burton Lazars 30 10 40 25 - 50 34 1,148.55 24.8 - 7.5 ' each.
Cold Overton 20 6 26 50 - 100 24 1,677.10 17.5 10.9 - 0- 10 2.1
Coston 22 9 31 100 - 200 19 2,763.75 13.9- 17.9 10 - 25 5.9
Edmonthorpe 15 9 24 200 - 500 19 5,882.65 13.9 38.2- 25 - 50 7.5
Garthorpe 23 6 - 29 500 over = _ 4 3,403.45 2.9 22.1° 50 - 100 5.2
Kirby Bellars 25 2 27 137  15,389.75 o ' 100 - 200 4.2
Little Dalby 18 9 27 average E 112 7s. 200 - 500 4.2
Melton Mowbray 284 56 340 500 over .8
Saxby 18 3 21
Sewstern 30 6 36
Somerby 39 11 50
Stapleford 29" - ';29 The 18 parishes which ﬁere located in the Wreak valley and on the Eastern Uplands
: : : : - E had a total of 856 households in 1670. The average size of each parish was, therefore,
Sysonby 7 - o7 47.6 households. However, if we only look at the purely agricultural villages then the
_ ' average size of these parishes was 30 households each. The market town of Melton
Thorpe Arnold 24 - 24 Mowbray had 340 households, making it more than 10 times as large as the purely agricul-
: tural villages which surrounded it. Poverty was not a serious problem in either Melton
Wyfordby 16 . - 16 Mowbray or the surrounding villages as only 16.5% of Melton's residents and 21.1% of
' the people living in the grazing villages were exempted from paying the Hearth Tax.
Wymondham _40 24 _64
691 165 856

80.7% 19.3%



Table I

Parishl Paying 'Exempt Total
Barkestone i 29 9 38
Bottesford 52 15 67
Harby 49 5 54
Hose 42 20 62
Long Clawson 75 11 86
Muston 35 14 49
Nether Broughton 47 8 55
Plungar 19 8 27
Redmile - 43 6 49
Strathern 50 12 _62
441 108 549

1 80.3% 19.7%

In the 10 parishes of the Vale of
Belvoir there were 549 households in
1670. ' Each parish had, therefore, an
average of 54.9 households,

1 The extra-parochial area of Belvoir, the
residence of the Manners family who were the
Dukes of Rutland, was not included in the
1670 Hearth Tax returns,

Appendix 3
Table II
Value of : Total
Possessions Value
} People E

0- 10 9 55.80
10 - 25 19 291.60
25 - 50 27 ,977.20
- 50 - 100 19 1,330.50
100 - 200 13  1,702.10

200 - 500 - 11 2,991.40
500 over ed
98  7,347.60

~ average E 75 Os.

% of % of
Population Wealth

9.2 .7
19.4 4.0
27.6 13.3
19.4 18.1
13.3 23.2
11.2 40.7
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Table III
Value of
Possessions
Households

0~ 10 5.0
10 - 25 10.6
25 - 50 15.2
50 - 100 10.6
100 - 200 7.3
200 -~ 500 6.1
500 over
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Appendix 4
Table I Table 1I , Table 11X
Value of Total ' | Value of
Possessions Value % of % of Possessions
Parish Paying Exempt Total E People 5 Population Wealth ) Households
Ashby de la _
Zouche 167 49 216 0~ 10 20 95.10 15.4 1.3 0 - 10 10.5
Breedon on 10 - 25 29 488.85 22.3 6.5 10 - 25 15.2
the Hill 29 24 53 ' _
25 - 50 36 1,280.30 27.7 17.1 : 25 - 50 19.1
Cole Orton 38 39 77 : / . '
Charley Porest 8 4 12 ‘ , .
100 - 200 © 20 3,055.40 15.4 40.9 100 - 200 10.5
Packington 40 - 13 53 o ;o .
‘ - 200 -~ 500 5 1,199.85 ' 3.8 16.1 200 - 500 . 2.5
Seal 21 - 21 . o
130 71,475.79 - 500 over
Ulverscroft 7 - 7 . .
_ average £ 57 10s.
Whitwick 42 ,ﬁ.17, 59
Woodhouse Eaves 32 41 73
Worthington 46 . 67 113

430 . . 254 684
'62.7% 37.3%

The 10 parishes in the poor soil
region of West Goscote had 684 resident
households at.the time of the Hearth
Tax in 1670. Each parish had, on the
average, 68.4 households.



Parish

Relton

Castle Donington

‘Diseworth

Dishley
Thorpe Acre

Hathern
Kegworﬁh
Lockington
Long Whatton
Léughborough
Mountsorrel
Osgathorpe
Quorndon
Shepshed
‘Thurcaston

Wanlip

The average size of the 15 parishes
in the Soar Valley was 103.6 households each.
Loughborough, the market town, had 413 house-
If we exclude it from con-
sideration, then the average size of the

remaining 14 parishes was 81.4 households each.

holds in 1670,

Table I

Paying Exempt Total
47 21 68
99 51 150
57 26 83
‘15 6 21
61 11 72
63 lso 1i3
20 21 a1
44 31 75
235 178 413
84 84 168
21 9 30
61 50 111
120 33 153
24 12 36
12 4 16
266 587 1,553

62.2% 37.8%

Appendix S

Table II
Value of ‘Total
Possessions , Value
5 People )

0- 10 56 326.10
10 - 25 68 1,134.80
25 - 50 65 2,345.95
50 - 100 63 I3;760.20

100 - 200 41 }5@637.30
200 - 500 - . 19 /5,301.55
500 over - | l\4 ’2,266;85

306 50@963.75

average E 68 10s,

% of % of
Population . Wealt;h
18.3 ;.5

22,2 5;4 '
21.4 11.2
17.3 17.9
13.4 26;9
6.2 25.3
1.3 10.8
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Table III
Value of
Possessions
E Households

0~ 10 18.9
10 - 25 22.9
25 - 50 22.4
50 - 100 17.§
100 - 200 14.0
200 - 5G0 6.7
500 over 1.3
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