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I. Historical Context
The final decades of the seventeenth century are a vitally important period for those who study the social and demographic characteristics of England’s population in the time before the first official modern census. As a result of the increasing financial demands on the post-Restoration state, both traditional and new forms of national taxation were progressively imposed on the populace, and the assessments for these generated a wealth of detailed documentation that readily lends itself to historical analysis. The returns from the hearth tax and the ‘four shillings in the pound’ aid, for example, provide lists of named householders with individual assessments that can be used as indicators of economic status; whilst the most descriptive sources – the returns from the poll taxes of the 1670s, 1680s and 1690s and, in particular, the marriage duty assessments of 1695 – provide a unique insight into the internal composition of the households and families of the period. Peter Laslett and other scholars in the 1970s and 1980s used these and similar lists of inhabitants in their pioneering and still surprisingly influential study of the size and structure of the domestic group, Household and Family in Past Time. This work disputed the historical existence of the extended family, arguing that the English pre-industrial domestic group was invariably small and nuclear in its organisation (that is, a married couple with children and perhaps servants), with a mean household size of less than five people. Subsequent research however has highlighted the need to incorporate regional variations into their national picture, with perhaps the most important of these being the distinctive case of the metropolitan household. London’s important role in the social and economic transformations that occurred in early modern England is well-established, and this must have affected the size and shape of the capital’s households and families, as well as the relationships they encompassed. 
Yet there has been little detailed investigation of the metropolitan domestic group over a long period, even though it is now widely recognised that households in early modern London exhibited a particular set of structural characteristics, generated by the relatively high incidence of lodgers, apprentices and servants, and relatively low incidence of children. Richard Wall has argued that London is ‘the only clear candidate for an area with a distinct household structure’, and that the average number of cohabitants within a single property (or ‘housefuls’, as I’ll be calling them) was considerably greater in the capital than elsewhere in the country. Nevertheless, studies of the metropolitan domestic group have tended to rely upon methodological systems that are better suited to the less complex arrangements found outside of London, where the majority of households conformed to the simple model of the nuclear family, with or without servants, living on its own. For example, the scheme for the classification of lists of inhabitants pioneered by the Cambridge Group for the History of Population and Social Structure makes it difficult to incorporate, and thus to examine, the very characteristics that made London unique, such as the incidence of co-resident households, and the frequent presence of lodgers, inmates and so on; whilst other scholars such as Glass and Spence, have struggled analytically with the distinctions between the various types of household that they identified within their own studies of London.
I hope to address this anomaly today by providing a study of the city’s households and families that is based on a ‘London-specific’ methodology which has been developed during the course of a number of research projects.
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The methodology subdivides the metropolitan domestic group in a number of ways in order to analyse its full complexity, rather than trying to shoehorn London’s households into the simpler structures anticipated in previous demographic work. The methodology, which I’ll outline shortly, permits a more comprehensive analysis of the size and structure of the metropolitan domestic group and its component parts than has previously been undertaken. Hopefully this kind of analysis can contribute to the kinds of recent qualitative studies which have identified a contemporary perception of the apparent breakdown of the family unit as a symptom of social breakdown in the late 17th century; where high numbers of servants and apprentices were perceived to be directly connected to social disorder; and the lamented increase in the number of broken marriages, the harbouring of lodgers, strangers and other potentially unruly individuals marked the growing atomisation of society. These have been seen by historians as characteristic of the capital’s domestic experience, and were trends which many contemporaries considered to be an implicit threat to the social order. 
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An important concern here, at least in terms of the history of the development of London, is whether these trends were characteristic of the metropolis as a whole or whether they were a feature of particular regions within the city. Studies of the social geography of early modern London have traditionally posited a concentric circle model, with the inner core of the city housing the wealthiest population, and the poorer inhabitants occupying its periphery, especially outside the city walls. More recent work, however, has stressed the lack of social and economic exclusivities across the parishes of seventeenth-century London, pointing to the social intermingling of rich and poor in both city-centre and suburban areas. Yet there are few detailed investigations of the relationship between household and family structure and social and economic status across different areas of London, and so this analysis has drawn upon lists of inhabitants from one area within the walls, and from one extra-mural area in order to investigate their respective household and family characteristics.
The first area – of approximately seven acres and housing about fifteen hundred people in the late seventeenth century – is a cluster of four small, relatively wealthy inner-city parishes at the eastern end of Cheapside in the commercial heart of London. The second – an area of roughly ten acres with just over two thousand inhabitants in 1700 – is the suburban precinct of Tower Hill, lying to the east of the city in the large and much poorer parish of St Botolph Aldgate, an area that had undergone recent – and massive – population and industrial expansion.
Existing studies would lead us to expect that the contrasting wealth and social profiles of these two local populations would result in substantial differences in the size and structure of both their households and families. But while the results based on our methodology do illustrate marked contrasts in the composition of their respective households which can indeed be attributed to social and economic factors, they also reveal a surprising number of common household characteristics. Moreover, at the level of the family, we find an even more striking series of similarities – and unexpected differences – between the family units of the two areas. In a period which it is claimed witnessed a crisis in the metropolitan family, these statistical data can be used to test such claims by providing a factual foundation upon which to base a study of the development of the social landscape of London, and the size and composition of the early modern household.
II. Sources, area and methodology
Before I get to this detailed statistical analysis of the households and families of the two study areas, I’d just like to quickly say something about the sources and methods used. At the heart of the analysis is an investigation of the marriage duty assessments, the late seventeenth-century taxation record which provides the most complete coverage of local populations (at least within London – very few marriage duty assessment survive beyond the capital). 
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Marriage duty assessments were the product of a fairly intrusive (and therefore very unpopular) form of taxation levied on the event of births, marriages and burials, and due annually from bachelors aged over twenty-five, and childless widowers. Legislation for the tax, which ran from 1695 until 1706, imposed a standard charge for vital events and annual payments, but in addition enforced a graduated system of surcharges based on wealth and social status (including titles and ‘professional’ qualifications). The most common surcharge encountered in the assessments is that imposed upon individuals who owned more than £600 worth of goods, or who held land worth £50 a year – and it is this rating which can be used to discuss issues of wealth amongst the population (that is, those who qualified for this surcharge can be identified as ‘wealthier’ than those rated at the basic tax level). To aid administration, lists were compiled of all the inhabitants within a specific area, recording their names, ‘estates, degrees, titles and qualifications’, and indicating the duties for which they were or would become liable - those in receipt of alms were exempt from the financial provisions of the Act, although in theory they should still have been listed. Clause XI of the Marriage Duty Act instructed the assessors to obtain the names and degress of ‘all and every the persons dwelling or residing within the limits of those places’, with servants and lodgers to be taxed where they lived, and historians such as James Alexander considers the Marriage Duty assessments to be the ‘best measure for determining the number of people and households in the City’. Glass, following Gregory King, estimates that perhaps as much as 10% of the population may have been excluded from them. The result was a series of parish assessments that resembles census-like lists of inhabitants. The assessments group people together in distinct blocks of names, taken to indicate all those inhabiting the same unit of property (or ‘housefuls’), and often describe the nature of the relationship between individuals. In addition, they provide indicators of personal social and marital status, economic standing and, in some instances, age.           
On the left of the assessment, under the heading ‘Their Names’, we can see groups of inhabitants clearly separated both by large spaces and small dividing lines. Each group, or ‘houseful’, is deemed to contain all the people inhabiting an individual house. In the middle of the assessment, under the heading ‘Qualities,’ we find listed the relationships of the houseful members to the ‘householder’, the first-named individual in the group, and occupational information, ranging in the first houseful from ‘attorney att law’ down to ‘fool boy’, which gives an indication of personal social status. Finally, the four columns on the right list each individual’s tax assessment under the provisions of the Marriage Duty Act.
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     The information in this source has been classified according to a ‘London-specific’ methodology which analyses the data at four levels: the houseful; the household; the family; and the unit (although this latter we won’t be talking about today).
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At the top level of the scheme, the houseful simply corresponds to each distinct group of inhabitants demarcated by the contemporary complier of the list – this has been treated as a distinct unit of property. The next two levels use both the given relationships in a list and a specific set of rules and presumptions – which incorporates inhabitants’ surnames, explicitly stated relationships, status and position within a list – to impose divisions which enable consistency in classifying and analysing the internal composition of the houseful. Thus the second level of the scheme, the household, groups together those inhabitants united by actual or presumed – according to the defined rules – kinship, economic and servitude relationships. The third level, the family, comprises all those individuals stated – or, again, presumed – to be related to each other either by blood or by marriage. Of course, the distinction made here between household and family is anachronistic (to contemporaries the words were often synonymous), but by defining precisely what those terms mean within this scheme, it is hoped to avoid the existing historiographical muddle over their relationship, and to be exact in our own units of analysis.
The section of the marriage duty assessment shaded in grey here is the actual transcript of the manuscript, and the thick black horizontal line represents the explicitly marked demarcation between blocks of names (i.e. what we are identifying as housefuls). The dotted lines denote our identification of households according to the rules of the multi-level classification system. Under the system, James Lombard, William Chandler, Lydia Prince, Thomas Lawrence, Benjamin Bolton and Henry Ashton are all heads of their own household: the first three households co-reside in the 12th unit of property listed by the compiler, while the latter three occupy the 13th property. A comparison with the inhabitants named in a parish poor rate listing later in 1695 suggests that the individuals listed in blue were indeed treated as householders in their own right (although the widow Price is missing from the poor rate – in the first quarterly poll tax of 1694 she is listed as a lodger, along with fellow lodgers John Price and a William Chandler bookseller, in the property of James Lumbard milliner, a Mary Lumbard, and one unnamed servant), as indicated by their qualification to contribute to the rate. That is, it was not simply James Lombard and Thomas Lawrence, the first named individuals in each block of names, who were seen as householders. This is not to say that the italicised householders were necessarily occupying these properties on equal terms with the Lombard and Lawrence households (they may have been subtenants, although not lodgers), and indeed the amount these householders were assessed for in the rate may be suggestive of their relative status. 
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This excerpt from a Marriage Duty Assessment depicts the top level of our four-level system, the houseful, marked by thick black lines – three housefuls are recorded on this page. Here we have simply followed the indicators – in this example, spacing and small horizontal lines – by which the compiler of the list has divided inhabitants into a series of blocks of individuals. 
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If we look at a particular houseful, that of John Bakewell living in one of our Cheapside sample parishes, we can see the second level of our scheme, the household -
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indicated here by blue lines – these groups together all those united by actual, or presumed, kin, economic and servitude relationships. As you can see, John Bakewell, ‘his wife’ and ‘his three daughters’ are deemed a household. The Lawrenson household, including ‘James Clarke his apprentice,’ follows the identical pattern, but also includes Martha Birch as given her servant status and position at the end of the household, we can presume that she is the Lawrensons’ maidservant. As we treat nurses in identical fashion to servants, Mary Blane and her daughter are presumed to be members of James Rawling’s household, leaving Elizabeth Howard as a ‘singleton’ household in her own right. 
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The third level is that of the family, namely all those related to each other by blood or by marriage, indicated here by pink lines. Those in service are not deemed to constitute families unless they have kin relationships to someone else within the houseful; thus neither the apprentice nor the maidservant are marked at this level, though the nurse and her daughter are. In this example we seemingly have full details of familial relationships within the houseful, but when our sources are less comprehensive we turn to a standardised set of presumptions, the most obvious being that individuals listed sequentially and sharing the same surname are deemed to be kin.

This classification scheme generates a number of extremely useful methodological benefits. It enables an examination of the domestic groups inhabiting the two sample areas at multiple levels. Moreover, it can take into account the different groups to which an individual belonged by virtue of the particular physical, social and economic environments of London. But perhaps above all, it is founded on a clear and precise terminology in an area of scholarship in which words and their definitions are of crucial importance.
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So, turning to the analysis of London’s households and families, then, we find that within both study areas there were densely packed units of housing, with separate households cohabiting and often sharing entrances, stairwells, yards, cooking and washing amenities. These households are relatively small, even in the City centre Cheapside parishes where properties were often larger than in the suburbs, as housing was highly sought after and competition for living space was considerable (as can be seen in the numerous petitions bidding for leases offered to the various livery companies owning property in the area). The pattern in suburban Aldgate was similarly determined by the housing stock, its size, quality, value and availability, and also by the spate of property development that the parish enjoyed in the mid-seventeenth century, when the division of houses and building over interconnecting spaces became established practices. A survey of such properties earlier in the century described an arrangement in which a household of five, another of seven with a lodger, and three other individuals ‘all … goes in at one door and a most poor close house and [has] but three rooms in it’. Here living in such spaces, and with the social and economic pressures that were the cause and effect of doing so, is seen to have led to both the compression and fracture of the simple nuclear domestic group identified by Laslett. The complex and constantly changing pattern of alleys and yards in Tower Hill precinct in the later 17th century, something that is clearly evident from the maps of the City from the last decades of the century, was a consequence of this reconfiguring of living spaces. The division of housing was something that concerned the authorities, who associated the social evils and moral decline attendant upon poverty with the living conditions of the area. 
The difference in the quality of housing stock available to the suburban Tower Hill population, and the extent to which the subdivision of housing had generated smaller property units, is clearly reflected in the precinct’s significantly lower mean houseful size in comparison with that for Cheapside, itself slightly lower than that found by Glass for other areas of London. A number of properties in Tower Hill listed in the marriage duty assessment suggest single room occupancy by lone individuals or couples, conforming with the situation identified by Craig Spence of a concentric pattern of residential density, with smaller houseful sizes the further one moved away from the centre of the City. In fact the mean number of people living in a single property in Tower Hill accords more closely with the figure of 4.7 found by Laslett et al in the 91 provincial parishes of their famous study. There seems to have been two extra people per property living in the Cheapside parishes when compared with the national figure, and even a cursory examination of the material makes it clear that these are accounted for by co-resident non-nuclear family members, lodging individuals, and increased numbers of servants and apprentices. In the Cheapside parishes, households were slightly larger than their counterparts in Tower Hill precinct, although interestingly families were the same mean size. As we will discuss in detail below, this difference can be explained by the relative economic and social characteristics of the two areas, which shaped the structure of their respective domestic groups.
III. Findings
SLIDE 11: HHs cohabiting within properties (LJ table 3)
The household, as Ian Archer has put it, was in the ‘front line in the maintenance of order throughout early modern English society’, and was embedded within the community as a unit of social governance. Householders (variously defined as property owners, resident parishioners, the masters of servants, payers of scot and lot and so on), had social and legal responsibilities both within and without the house, and any perceived breakdown of the domestic unit was viewed as a threat to the fabric of society in general. Households, and the houses they occupied, could gather a bad reputation, such as that of the widow Russell in Rosemarie Lane, St Botolph Aldgate, who was admonished as a ‘Comon harbourer of Strange Ghests to Charge to the parish’. In early modern London the traditional social role of the household within the community was being undermined by the realities of living within a rapidly burgeoning population, and the increasingly common practice of multiple occupancy of dwellings across the city. 

While domestic organisation in rural parishes was often that of ‘one house one household’ – centred on a married couple or single parent, children, servants and apprentices – the marriage duty assessments from both of our London study areas indicate that just under half of properties seem to have been accommodating two or more households in 1695. In contrast to the findings of other studies, the pattern is similar across both areas, although there is a slight shift towards the properties in Cheapside with regards to dwellings housing four or more households. These co-resident households are often small, perhaps consisting of lodgers, and the larger size of properties in Cheapside compared with Tower Hill precinct are likely to have made such cohabitation physically more comfortable, or at least a more plausible proposition. 
The assessments clearly seem to distinguish between situations where multiple households are cohabiting and where a household is co-residing with a lodging household. Conceivably the terms of each household’s occupancy was ascertained at the time of the assessment, with those residents staying for short periods or under informal conditions being labelled as ‘lodgers’. Where a second (or third or even fourth) non-lodging co-resident household is listed in a property, there is no discernible pattern in the terms of their composition, wealth or social status: they can be small or large, can have married couples and children or adult siblings, can employ servants, and can be wealthier than the first household listed in a property. 
Where lodgers are identified in the assessments, it is evident that they, too, could be domestic groups in their own right, rather than simply lone individuals, although lodging domestic groups where always slightly smaller than their non-lodging counterparts.
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Their households also vary considerably in their wealth and composition, and there are instances in which lodging households are indeed wealthier than those of their hosts.
The presence of lodgers in the population of the two areas is approximately similar, both in terms of the proportion of the population consisting of lodgers, and the proportion of properties accommodating them, which is high at roughly 14 percent. This, taken with the fact that some Cheapside lodgers were clearly wealthy, sometimes wealthier than their hosts, would belie the perception of lodging as more characteristic of suburban living and being the province of poorer inhabitants unable or unwilling to secure leases or sub-tenancies. For example, Gerard Townesend, a wealthy bachelor and gentleman assessed at the higher surcharge rate, is described as the lodger of one William Smith, barber of St Mary le Bow, who is only rated at the basic rate. Similarly Sarah Cash, the lodging widow of a doctor of Physic, is rated as being wealthier (by virtue of her dead husband’s profession) than her host Seth Bull in Tower Hill precinct.
However, the lodgers in Cheapside were concentrated more densely within properties, and this reflects the fact that lodgers in the central parishes were more often grouped into households and families, whereas those in Tower Hill were more likely to be living as lone individuals, a likely effect of the relative economic standing of the lodgers and rental values in each area. 
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The presence of servants and apprentices within London households provides an even clearer indicator of the social and economic contrast between our two study regions. Just over a half (55%) of Cheapside households listed no servants, whereas in Tower Hill the figure, incredibly, was 88%. Given the propensity of co-residence of households within properties, the chart on the slide is even more eloquent about the relative disparity between the city centre and the suburb: three quarters of houses in Tower Hill accommodated no servants, whilst the same could be said for less than 20% of the Cheapside parishes’ houses. 

Over a third of the population of the Cheapside parishes was made up by servants and apprentices, with every property on average accommodating over two servants or apprentices under its roof. In the suburban precinct, servants and apprentices made up less than a tenth of the population, and less than one dwelling in two housed any. Large numbers of servants (three or more) could be found in very few properties in Tower Hill, whereas it was not at all uncommon in the Cheapside parishes.

We would of course expect a similar disparity in the number of individuals identified as the recipients of charity in the two areas. However, it is difficult to discuss these people as they are not identified with any consistency in the assessments from parish to parish: in Cheapside, for example, only the assessment for St Mary le Bow explicitly enumerates such individuals. In the other parishes, as well as Tower Hill precinct (where only three inmates are identified), these individuals are presumably ‘hidden’ among the names which list people with no explanation of their status, or of their connection to the households they share a property with. The number of resident poor was a longstanding issue in St Botolph Aldgate, which had long received money from other London parishes in order to manage the burden.
The households in St Mary le Bow that accommodated an inmate, pensioner, or parish child (who were predominantly female in both our sample areas) varied considerably. The majority were headed by individuals rated at the basic tax rate, perhaps suggesting that the parish was financially supporting the housing of its resident poor. In Tower Hill at least we know this to be the case from other sources, notably the churchwardens accounts and other parochial documents generated within the vestry. The parish clerk and churchwardens of Aldgate spent large sums of money intervening on behalf of the poorest resident inhabitants of the parish. Parish children (girls as well as boys) were sent to learn a trade as apprentices at the expense of the parish, many being sent to their new master with a new set of clothes paid for by the churchwardens; whilst other poor parishioners (pensioners and inmates) regularly received money to pay their rent, or purchase clothes and so on. Other parishioners, householders in their own rights, repeatedly received payments across a number of years for looking after children, or elderly widows, or poor women from the parish’s Cage (a place where vagrants were thrown) for a week here or a month there.

Indeed it is clear that the parish had long standing relationships with particular householders who could be turned to when the need to take children (and others) in arose. In the early part of the century, for example, one Kate Tanner received £4 1s for “for nursing 3 childre[n] 6 mo[nths] & 3 w[eeks] at 12s p[er] moneth”, and she was paid at this rate throughout several decades the for the taking in of children and other needy souls. From the point of view of the householder the extra income was not insignificant, especially when it was not used for the benefit of the children – after the death of Marie Sedway “the reputed daughter of one John Sedway a shoemaker … that was nursed in the house of one Edith Jones a poore widow of east smithfeild,”
 the parish clerk commented that “There are verie few children prosper long in our Parish that are nursed in such places’. On another occasion he remarks: “he that loveth his dogg would not put it in such a place to be brought upp.” 

On the other hand it would be wrong to envisage the parish-householder relationship in this context as one of exploitative fostering, as there is evidence too of more sympathetic arrangements. For example, a bill submitted by Martha Banwell to Aldgate’s churchwardens in 1683 for the reimbursement of two hats, two smocks, two aprons and four handkerchiefs for two orphaned sisters, finishes with the plea: “I would intreat the churchwardens and overseers to send these children some clothes for they are almost naked they cannot goe thus this winter they will ... be spoiled with cold”. 

However, some of the wealthier inhabitants occupying the most prestigious and substantial properties in the parish (including those accommodating a number of £600 rated lodgers and bachelors) were also accommodating inmates within their households, with such inmates perhaps being financially supported by the householders themselves. James Rawlins, gentleman, for example, a householder cohabiting with the household of John Bakewell, bookkeeper, sheltered the pensioner Elizabeth Howard. 
Not all of those described as ‘inmates’ in the parish’s assessment were poor, however. The household of Robert Johnson, a porter rated at the basic tax level, was hosting the inmate Edward Row – a solicitor who was worth six hundred pounds or more, or had land worth fifty pounds or more per annum – and other inmates are listed with apprentices and servants of their own. 
There is one property in St Mary le Bow which is particularly interesting in terms of residents comprising poor inhabitants. It seems to have been one of the parish’s larger properties, and it houses: a servant with his wife and daughter (that is, a servant living independently from his master); a female inmate; another female inmate with a daughter; a poor widow and her two sons; a washerwoman; and three parish children whose upkeep is sponsored by the parish. There appears to be no ‘householder’ in any sense of the word living in this property, which raises questions about the parish’s role in the support of these individuals, as well as the use to which the property was put.

The housing of lodgers, inmates, the poor, the sick, and temporary visitors to the parish, often in domestic groups in their own right, within properties occupied sometimes by more than one household, significantly contributed to the residential density and distinctly metropolitan character of the domestic unit in London. In terms of the use of space within these properties, and the domestic routines of their inhabitants, the degree of overlap is something which might usefully be investigated, especially in light of the common perception of London’s population being transient and highly mobile. How far the poor and strangers were integrated into the household activities of their hosts, how much they were financially supported by the householder and by the parish, how far their status derived from the property in which they lived, are all questions the answers to which would help to illuminate the mechanisms of social structure in seventeenth century London.
We have seen how the cohabitation of households within properties was prevalent in both of the study areas, but – and turning to our second unit of analysis, the family – this trend was rarely based on extended kinship connections between the households. 
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Historians have debated whether or not the early modern period witnessed the transition of the family unit from a traditional form to a modern form, or indeed whether there were any structural changes to the size or composition of the family group. The demographic upheavals at work in seventeenth century London and the pressures they brought to the city’s domestic groups were seen by contemporaries to threaten the stability of the family, and consequently the fabric of the social order altogether. Broken, multiple and illegal marriages, illegitimate and abandoned children, and sexual immorality were all identified and declaimed as pressing social threats. This ‘atomisation’ of the early modern metropolitan domestic unit has been seen by some historians to be especially characteristic of the burgeoning suburban areas, where the bulk of London’s population lived. The parish clerks of St Botolph Aldgate in the early part of the seventeenth century frequently recorded in their memoranda books the biographical histories of those families who were deemed deserving of moral opprobrium, and in so doing paint a vivid picture of the breakdown of moral traditions in the parish.  

The families sharing the living spaces in 1695 seem to have been composed for the most part of a ‘simple’ familial structure, with very few containing any resident extended kin, and even fewer the presence of a third generation. The proportion of non-nuclear families is comparable across the City centre and suburban areas. The fact that almost 10% of families in Cheapside may have included kinship relationships outside of the immediate conjugal unit is interesting, however, as it points to the more complex composition of domestic groups in the capital’s central areas compared with the suburbs and the wider provinces.
There were however evident contemporary concerns regarding the number of abandoned spouses and broken, illegal or fraudulent marriages. It is here that the issue of reputation was at the forefront of the social aspects of households and families, and indeed ‘reputed’ is a term which appears frequently throughout the 17th century churchwardens’ and parish clerks’ records, often when discussing the character of husbands and wives. Marriage was seen by contemporaries as particularly under threat, not least because in London’s densely populated parishes the legality of marriages was hard to police. The burial of a long sick 30 year old sailor lying at the house of the widow Jone Blounstone in Aldgate’s Swan Alley, for example, raised parochial eyebrows: “The said Jone Blounstone kept him at her howse, and said he was her husband but I have heard sence that it was not trewe”. The breakdown of marriage, and the consequent fragmentation of the family and by extension society, was at the root of contemporary concerns about the changing domestic experience of London’s population. Sexual immorality was seen to be rife, leading to parliamentary Acts and national campaigns to halt the perceived slide into chaos, and to a literary culture redolent with sexual intrigue and deceit running as a commentary on social decay. Masters were worried that their servants were intermittently ‘moonlighting’ as whores, or were being unwittingly seduced away from their household to become whores; women were seen wandering London’s street, revelling in the extra social and domestic freedoms that the metropolis afforded them (and thereby threatening the social order underpinned by the household). The complexity of life in the city was reflected in the ambiguities surrounding marriage and the relationships between men and women: there seem to have been many complex types of relationships, many of which were socially acceptable within certain public spheres. Some historians have suggested that men abandoning women were punished only if their families were likely to become a burden on the parish, and that it was likely that ‘untold numbers of couples did cohabit ‘as man and wife’ for extended periods, having children together and not being called to account for many years if at all’. It has been estimated that by the later seventeenth century most inhabitants were not married according to the conventions of the church, but via clandestine or otherwise private and irregular ceremonies. This may have been true of Aldgate in particular, given that it was flanked by two of London’s principal centres for clandestine marriage: St James Dukes Place and Holy Trinity Minories. In the eyes of the authorities, clandestine marriage, quite apart from the moral and social ramifications, was seen as a means of tax evasion.
In Tower Hill the parish clerks indeed frequently refer to fraudulent marriages, abandoned spouses, remarriages made with disturbing and unseemly haste, and so on. Examples of ‘problem marriages’ abound in the parochial records of Aldgate in the period, and some draw the kinds of comment that is highly illuminating with regards to the social and moral frameworks that were operating (or should have been operating in the opinion of the parish) in late 17th century London. William Dennis a porter, for example and Joane Wellar, both of Aldgate, were married – “shee was a servant to one Richard Tiptoe of our parish as honest a man as is in the cards when ye kinge be out. The Bride was a peece of Crackt Stuff.” Similarly, amidst the tales of baptisms occurring days after the marriage of the parents, the parish clerk finds the time to congratulate those couples who observe the formalities of the institution of marriage: “John Collier a Musition of Beare Alley in the high-streete, who had Continewed a heavie widower the space of three whole weekes, did cheare uppe his spirite again, and was Maried to one Agnes Swayne a widow his neere Neighbour…”. The parish clerk goes on, “he would have bene maried soonener but that he was loth to be at the charg of a license…”
The marriage duty Act attempted to address the complex and confused condition of marriage by explicitly including ‘seemingly’ married couples within the list of those liable to the tax: ‘any persons who shall cohabitt and live together as man and wife shall and are hereby made liable to pay … according to their respective degrees … as they ought to have paid by virtue of this Act if they had been married according to the Law of England’.
In 1695 the reality of the situation was that almost a quarter of properties in both sample areas accommodated no married couples, although the majority did (and a small number in fact housed more than one). 

SLIDE 15: married couples (LJ table 8 + 9)
While the similarity here in the pattern across the two sample areas is noteworthy, the figures for the proportion of families that included no married couples are more revealing, with 50 percent of families in Tower Hill, and 54.6 percent of families in Cheapside, composed of either single parent families, sibling partnerships, or other unidentified kinship relationships which did not comprise a husband and wife. Moreover, there is an even greater disparity in the proportion of unmarried adults in the population of the two areas: in Cheapside, 34.5 percent of the adult population including servants were married, whereas in Tower Hill the figure is higher at 55.2 percent. If we exclude servants from the adult population, the respective married proportions would be 55.2 percent and 78.4 percent respectively. These figures thus contradict the accepted pattern of population distribution across the city and suburban areas, where one would expect more married couples to be living in the richer city central parishes.

A classic and defining characteristic of metropolitan families more generally is seen to be their relatively low incidence of children in comparison with their provincial counterparts. 
SLIDE 16: children (LJ table 12 + 13)
Historians remain divided, however, over whether this feature was more characteristic of its central or suburban areas. In both the Cheapside and Tower Hill sample areas, children constitute a small proportion of the population, more so in the case of Cheapside. Possible explanations for this may lie in the larger numbers of servants and apprentices living in the city central parishes: these not only ‘bulk out’ the population, thus reducing the proportion made up of children, but they are also precisely the section of the population who are unlikely to be having children (at least in theory). Another possible contributor to the low numbers of children in the City centre may have been the propensity and resources of the wealthier inhabitants there to send infants to nurse elsewhere in healthier climes – infant mortality rates in 17th century London are truly horrific, even in a period with very high rates generally – and this a theory that is borne out by the identification of ‘missing’ children from the assessments in family reconstitution work undertaken on the sample areas using their parish registers. One such example of this kind of behaviour will be discussed later this afternoon by Phil Baker. 
In Cheapside wealthier families – those whose head was assessed at the surcharge rate in the marriage duty assessment - had larger numbers of children than their neighbours rated at the basic level: Cheapside families rated at the basic rate were over twice as likely to have no children as their wealthier counterparts. In Tower Hill precinct the picture is slightly different. Again, wealthy families were slightly more likely to have some children than those rated at the basic level, but larger numbers of children (for example, four or more) were only found in the basic rate families (although then only in a small proportion of them). In both sample areas the majority of families included no children, which certainly sits well with contemporary perceptions, as does the fact that almost a quarter of families with children were headed by single parents. It is perhaps noteworthy that the figures for the Cheapside and Aldgate samples are so close – one might expect greater disparity given the different conditions at work in the two areas. In Aldgate in particular at the start of the seventeenth century conditions for children seem to have been precarious, with high numbers of infant deaths, stillborn births, infanticides, foundlings, premature and illegitimate children abandoned to the charity of the parish and so on. Illegitimate children being born to servants illicitly in other people’s houses seems to have been something of a common occurrence, judging by the repeated attention it draws in the parish clerks’ memoranda. A typical example is recorded as part of the burial record of an infant: “A woman chyld the reputed daughter to Abraham Duke servant to Thomas Norton a gardener being begotten of the boddie of Jeane Tunkins a single woman late servant to Thomas Anvell a carpenter, wch said Jeane Tunkins was delivered of the said chyld in the cage near whyt chapel barres”. Many of Aldgate’s infants disadvantaged by the ‘fragmentation’ of the traditional family unit were placed in the homes of elderly parishioners at the parish’s expense, as already mentioned.
SLIDE 17: wealth (LJ table 15 + 16 + 10 +14)
Indeed – and as we have already seen – it is factors influenced by wealth and status that primarily highlight the expected differences between the respective populations. The overall contrast in the economic standing of the two sample areas is startling. A third of all households in Cheapside were headed by an individual rated above the basic level of assessment, while the equivalent figure for Tower Hill is only 4 percent. The comparative wealth of their respective lodgers is clearly evident, and suggests different reasons for taking up lodgings in the two areas: whilst less than 1 percent of lodging individuals are rated at the higher assessment rates in Tower Hill, the proportion is seven times higher for Cheapside.

This economic disparity had an obvious effect on the social status of the two regions, which, in turn, impacted upon the actual shape of their domestic units. Thus while the presence of ‘lone householders’ – those individuals living without any marital or kin relationship to anyone else in their house - living in each area was at roughly equivalent levels, and thus strongly suggestive of an atomised society, the respective proportion of householders living alone but dwelling with servants is clearly illustrative of such differences. 
In the central Cheapside parishes, just under a third of all dwellings contain one or more bachelors, whereas in the suburban Tower Hill area the figure is only 6.7 percent. Again, the majority of households accommodating bachelors in Cheapside are assessed at the higher levels, whereas there are only three such households accommodating bachelors in Tower Hill. With regard to the bachelors themselves, over a third of Cheapside’s bachelors were rated at the higher rates in their own right, whereas the figure in Tower Hill was less than 10 percent. 
Finally, the presence of widows in households suggests further differences in the respective characteristics of the two regions. Although these individuals are clearly under-represented or at least under-identified in the assessments, they are more of a feature of the population in the richer Cheapside parishes, where 10 percent of households accommodated a widow, than in the precinct of Tower Hill, where less than 1 percent of households had an identifiable widow. The reasons behind this difference are complex but are likely to be at least partly explained by economic factors: inhabitants of Cheapside were more likely to be relatively wealthy individuals, with active commercial interests that had first brought them to the city centre. Such people may have had the wherewithal to afford to remain in the area on entering widowhood. Similarly, the Fire (which affected Cheapside much more severely than Tower Hill) led to a situation where householders were enticed to remain in the area and repair their own properties with long term leases requiring very cheap rents. Of course not all widows were poor, but in Aldgate the majority of the parish’s residents were not wealthy, and they may have found themselves leaving the area in search of cheaper housing. Only four of Tower Hill’s widows were assessed in the higher categories, whereas there were four times as many in the higher bands in the Cheapside parishes.

In conclusion, this comparison of inner city Cheapside parishes with the extramural precinct of Tower Hill reinforces to some extent the traditional pattern of the social topography of seventeenth-century London, in terms of the economic standing of the two areas. We have also seen that the wealth of the respective inhabitants of each region directly contributed to some of the generally perceived patterns of population distribution and domestic organisation, with larger households containing more apprentices, servants and bachelors being characteristic of the central area. Beyond these standard patterns, however, there are a number of unexpected structural similarities. The manner in which people lived in the central and suburban areas was surprisingly alike, both in terms of the proportion of dwellings housing co-resident households and the level of lodging within the overall population. The family units in both regions were of equivalent size, and contained comparable numbers of children. On all these points, the similarities in the domestic experience of the two areas are more numerous than we might expect. Moreover, it was the city centre parishes, not the burgeoning suburban area, which housed the higher proportion of unmarried individuals and single parent families, the key flags of poverty and social fragmentation traditionally associated with London’s suburbs. All this may cause us to rethink some of the accepted wisdoms regarding household and family structure in the late seventeenth century, many of them derived from results based on the less comprehensive returns from the poll taxes and the four shilling in the pounds aid. For, arguably, it is only by analysing the metropolitan domestic unit at different levels that we can hope to advance our understanding of the processes at work in this area.
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