A) General intro to project

· Start with intro to project

· Then discuss methods and sources

· If time move onto analysis of areas and across sample periods
Project is called People in Place: families, households and housing in early modern London (PIP for short). 

Is being conducted by research teams at Birkbeck, CMH and CAMPOP

Looking at issues of domestic group and where they lived in different parts of London in three sample periods between 1520 and 1710.
Slide 2 – sample area map
This map depicts the relative size and location of the three contrasting project sample areas – a group of wealthy city-centre parishes in Cheapside; an inner suburban parish, St Botolph Aldgate; and a developing, formerly rural suburban area, Clerkenwell – and the aim is to reconstruct, analyse and trace over time the evolution of families, households and properties in order to gain new insights into social structures and the agents and circumstances of change.  The main practical objective is to create a database relating to reconstituted families, households, householders and properties for Cheapside and Aldgate, and a complete family reconstitution for Clerkenwell.
PIP draws upon considerable work already undertaken

· Social and Economic Study of Medieval London (1979-)
· Clerkenwell (CAMPOP)
· Cheapside Gazetteer

PIP draws upon both existing research and existing (digital) data

· Clerkenwell parish registers

· A number of online databases of London material

· Cheapside text narratives

Slide 3 – Cheapside Gaz
PIP has a number of different aims and perspectives

· Analysis of households and family
· The houses they lived in, how space was used

· Differences over time and locality

· Extend property narratives

· Family reconstitution

· Record linkage (nominal) between many different sources

· Each of these aims brings its own research problems

B) Methodology – database 

PIP brings together three types of source material:

firstly, demographic data derived from parish registers, the basis of the family reconstitution element of the project;

secondly, records of property ownership and management, for example deeds, leases and rentals, providing the sources for the property history aspect;

and finally, information about householders and household structure, namely tax and rate assessments, listings of inhabitants, wills, inventories etc.

The information has to be organised digitally - need a database
· The key methodological issue is that of record linkage

· How to link comparable information from series sources with the ‘snapshot’ sources

· How we do this affects how the constituent parts of PIP are conducted

· The database needs to accommodate information from different sources

· The sources have very varied structures

The difficulty is to maintain the flexibility and integrity of the material when forcing it into the rigid structure of a database (especially as we’ve taken the decision to retrieve all the information from our sources)

· Flexibility – required for analysis

· Integrity – means not changing or losing anything from source (others will be using the data)
The route we’ve taken is to enter original plus standardisation – with classification/type fields – allows us to add interpretive info as we go along, but also lets us compare info like with like, even if different in structure – e.g. we can involve 2 props in queries dealing with shops, even if one isn’t called that in the source, by flagging it as a shop if that’s what we think it is...

Database needs to be a balancing act. The balancing act is between:

· separate tables for each source (where linkage will be v difficult)
· lumping everything into single table where integrity is compromised by one-size-fits-all structure

Will need core and modular approach

· The core elements are those entities where the information (in the abstract) is roughly the same, or at least can be modelled similarly - forename/surname; dates; location

· These obviously have to be relevant to the project’s interests!

PIP’s core elements:

· People

· Properties

· Events
· The 3 core elements are connected 

· Provides the opportunity for linking series and snapshot sources
The information from different sources can be organised together, as the information content appears in the same format. So all people appear in same table, while their 1695 marriage duty act assessments appear in a second table, their tithe info in a third and so on. The people are linked, without losing flexibility by incorporating all the other info in the same place (but, we haven’t lost this other info)

Benefits of this approach:

· Allow us to run any kind of qualitative or quantitative type of query you can think of...!

· Avoiding predetermining: by taking original as well as std; and by building in uncertainty into data – we model this in

· Interpretive – coding as we go

· Coding schemes can be adjusted at any stage – theoretically – because we’re modelling info at smallest unit

C) Sources and record linkage

Slide 4 – database schema

This is actually a simplified version
Slide 5 – core elements and connections

NB the three core elements are connected to each other – so record linkage is possible, and any one element is accessible from the others
Slide 6 – db screenshot – people

Describe what can be seen – fields etc
Slide 7 – db screenshot – properties

Describe what can be seen – fields etc

D) Sources overview

This raises the questions of how we propose to link these sources in theory and how our model works in practice.

Slide 8 – source linkage diagram

This diagram shows how we can arrange and link the three types of source material.

In fact it actually helps here to think of just two types of data: diachronic and synchronic.

The bold horizontal lines represent (in black) the parish register (in fact, family history) and (in red) the property history data, providing the essential spine of the project, which gives us a diachronic, long-term perspective.

The vertical lines represent our synchronic, cross-sectional sources about householders and household structure, providing us with a snap-shot image at a specific moment in time.

We can also see how it is possible to link the three core elements of our data: people, places and events. For example, a death in one of our parishes could result in a burial entry in the parish registers (our people element), a will being granted probate (our event element) and as a result a transferral of property ownership (our property element).

Of course in reality things are rarely that simple as this following example shows.
Slide 9 – source linkage diagram – Christopher Taylor

Here we have linked the All Hallows parish register and cross-sectional source references to the family of Christopher Taylor with the property history of the Cardinal’s Hat (or Cap) in All Hallows Honey Lane.

Along the top we have the parish register entries for the Taylor family, in the middle the various snap-shot sources in which they appear [emphasise the type and range of sources here], and at the bottom information relevant to the property’s history [refer to will and lease inheritance by Thomas].
One thing this diagram does is to emphasise that more than one individual, family or institution can be linked to a property [refer to Tenchs; perhaps Taylor a subtenant? All this only preliminary however]. And so we see networks of people and properties start to appear (visually) – with multiple and overlapping red and black lines.
Having looked at how we link sources I now want to move on and say more about the sources themselves.

V important to project are parish registers – although they presents lots of methodological problems: 

Registers for all five Cheapside parishes begin in the period 1530-1550.

Two (St Mary Colechurch and St Pancras Soper Lane) run in a complete series throughout the time-span of the project.

The remaining three parishes contain gaps for the period up to 1675 in their marriage entries or over periods of time ranging from four to forty years.

In addition, in 1697 the parishes of All Hallows Honey Lane and St Pancras Soper Lane were united with St Mary le Bow, though the register continued to indicate the ‘home’ parish of those appearing in entries.

Slide 10 – Harl parish registers

Entered from Harleian registers, checked against originals. Two other parishes entered straight from originals. Interesting issue of multiple data entry people.
Slide 11 – Original parish registers

There is no pro forma layout in the various registers and they similarly vary in the detail they provide, both between parishes and within individual registers (this is tricky to deal with, especially for a database!). As you can see this provides much of the essential data for the purposes of family reconstitution in the form of names and dates, and additional information such as occupations and social status that could also be incorporated into family reconstitution forms.

They also provide lots of ‘extra’ information:
Slide 12 – Extra information from parish registers

[Show how all these baptismal entries from St Pancras Soper Lane list godparents; paraphrase second entry; final entry gives a reference to a property and lists offices of alderman and sheriff of London.]

It is essential to be able to capture and analyse this sort of information if we are to answer some of the project’s key questions, for example the role played by families and kinship networks, the formation of support groups, levels of immigration, the changing social and economic standing of the residents of our sample area etc.

Checking our data entry from the printed registers against the originals on grounds of accuracy, and that has also given us the opportunity to check for what the printed registers omit -
Slide 13 – inhabitants lists from parish registers

- for example this 1585 assessment list.

This type of source, which we find in similar form in vestry minutes, churchwardens’ accounts and ward records, normally provides a snap-shot image of only certain types of people, i.e. those from the middling sort upwards, and does not offer a complete survey of the population of an area.

 

On those grounds some might question their usefulness and though it is fair to say that this project might well reveal more about families from the middling sort upwards, by integrating this type of source with more comprehensive material, for example our demographic data, we can also shed light on people from lower down the social scale.

 
Slide 14 – MDA

The next source is the returns of the so-called marriage duty act. These were the result of what might seem a rather excessive form of taxation that ran from 1695 until 1706 on births, marriages and burials as and when they occurred, and of annual payments by bachelors and childless widowers.  Legislation imposed a standard charge for vital events and annual payments, but in addition imposed a graduated system of surcharges upon all those from the relatively wealthy non-gentry upwards.  To administer the tax assessors were appointed to complete certified lists of everyone living in their area, including their names, titles and qualities together with the sums for which they were or would be liable.  The result was a series of parish assessments providing census-like listings of inhabitants, such as this example for the Cheapside parish of St Mary le Bow.

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, referred to by scholars as a ‘houseful’, is deemed to represent all the people inhabiting an individual house, though we believe that this does not correspond to the self-contained structure we think of today.  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, affording us details of their wealth, economic standing, marital status and, in some instances, age.

So here, and in stark contrast with the parish registers, you can see that we have a more orderly and structured source.

Although the marriage act ran until 1706 very few assessments are extant, but the fairly complete set for London in 1695 includes returns for four of our five Cheapside parishes, and our Aldgate sample area, and they obviously represent one of the most important sources for the project in that they constitute a virtual census of those parishes, listing about 3500 individuals.

Although there is evidence that the coverage of the assessments was not complete, scholars generally agree that they are the most comprehensive of the post-Restoration taxation records and that they are remarkable precisely for the actual extent of their coverage.

Moreover, they provide an essential insight into major themes of the project, allowing us to reconstruct and analyse individual households; to examine the size and composition of families, co-resident and domestic groups; and to assess the occupations, wealth and economic status of the inhabitants of our sample area.
However, their structured nature and the relative consistency between the returns for our parishes have enabled us to devise a coding schema to aid analysis by age, wealth, social status, marital status, gender etc...
Slide 15 – coding scheme

Next source is wills: 

Family relationships – good for bolstering parish register data – will need to be incorporated into family reconstitution 

Non-familial relationships

Property holding (not so good at occupancy info)
‘Quality of life’

Composition of household – shops, servants, apprentices

Are coding the info as we go – social status/role in community/relationships

And lots of other sources: national and parochial taxes; parish listings (rakers’ wages, poor rates, pew lists), surveys of housing, Company records etc.
E) Methodology - four level system/definitions
It is now over thirty years since Peter Laslett and others published their enduringly influential book Household and family in past time.  This disputed the historical existence of the extended family, arguing that the English pre-industrial coresident domestic group was invariably small and nuclear in its organisation with a mean household size of less than five people.  Subsequent research has highlighted the need to incorporate regional and temporal variations into the national picture, such as the distinctive circumstances in London with its many coresident households and large numbers of lodgers, servants and apprentices 
Slide 16 – Simple and nuclear households

– as we can see from our analysis of Cheapside. 
Nevertheless, there has been little detailed investigation of the metropolitan domestic group over a long period and perhaps even less of its specific role in the process of urban change and, what some might term, ‘modernisation’. In addition both contemporaries and modern historians have identified the late 17th century as a time of seeming crisis for the metropolitan family, pointing to irregular marriage practices, separation and desertion, and child abandonment.  And given the fact that the high taxation of those decades has left us with the richest and most detailed material for the study of the pre-industrial domestic group, we have used this period to refine our methodology.
By far the most useful source is the so-called Marriage Duty Assessments.  

Although the Marriage Duty Assessments are unfortunately only extant for the year 1695, a series of poll tax returns, spanning the period 1678-1694, provide a comparable source of information, as seen from this return 
Slide 17 – Poll tax

for the precinct of St Mary le Bow.  Once again inhabitants are clearly divided into housefuls (or what we call BLOCKs) – with the top houseful containing two individuals described as lodgers – and relationships between houseful members are described.  Some occupations are given in this example, such as ‘footboy’, ‘servant’ and apprentice’, but even where they are missing as the poll tax, like the Marriage Duty Assessments, was levied according to status with a variety of surcharges, the values on the right again provide some indication of an individual’s economic standing.

Scholars have, of course, made previous use of these sources in exploring similar themes, but for a number of reasons we have found it necessary to adapt existing methodologies.

Firstly, it is difficult to analyse the distinctive character of metropolitan domestic groups, with their coresident households and lodgers, borders and partners, with schemes primarily designed to evaluate the less complex national picture of one house, one household with a single nuclear family.  Such schemes tend to ignore domestic relationships which were social or financial, as against those which were kin or service-based, thus excluding vital aspects of the capital’s domestic experience.  We have therefore devised a ‘London-specific’ methodology which can incorporate this complexity by dividing the houseful into a series of smaller analytical units.  Secondly, this project is concerned not only with its findings but also with the issue of resource creation in the form of a database.  For this reason we have devised what we hope is a clear, transparent and well-documented methodology so that future database users can potentially trace each individual decision – and indeed presumption – that is an inevitable consequence of this type of work.

The scheme devised organises the information from inhabitants lists along four levels: the BLOCK; the household; the family; and the unit.  With the exception of the BLOCK (which we adopted because we didn’t like how people used ‘houseful’) and unit these are standard terms in this area of research and remain exceedingly useful for interpreting our sources, though in some cases we have refined their traditional meanings or else placed a greater emphasis on their existence as distinct categories.  
Slide 18 – MDA BLOCK

This excerpt from a Marriage Duty Assessment depicts the top level of our four-level system, the BLOCK.  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. We assume these BLOCKs to correspond to units of property, although the description of dwellings is equally problematic.  At the next two levels, by contrast, we use both the given relationships in a source and a specific, documented set of rules and presumptions – focusing on an individual’s surname, status and position within a list – to impose divisions which enable us to analyse the internal composition of the BLOCK in a consistent way.  
Slide 19 – MDA BLOCK specific

So if we take a particular BLOCK, the second level of our scheme, 
Slide 20 – MDA HH

the household – indicated here by blue lines – 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 an identical pattern, but also includes Martha Birch as given her servant status and position at the end of the household, we can in fact 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 solitary household in her own right. All these households inhabited a single dwelling. 
Slide 21 – MDA FAM

The third level, rather more simply, 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 BLOCK; 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 and documented set of presumptions, the most obvious being that individuals listed sequentially and sharing the same surname are deemed to be kin.

Slide 22 – MDA Unit
The fourth and final level is the unit - indicated here by yellow lines - which is concerned with explicitly stated relationships in the source.  Therefore a unit is either an individual with no designated relationship to any other person, or a group of two or more individuals who are explicitly linked by a relationship described in a source.  Thus while the Bakewell household is the equivalent of a single unit, this is not the case with the Lawrenson household, where Martha Birch becomes a distinct unit in her own right as she has no explicit relationship to any other houseful member.  Thus at a glance units allow people to trace the various decisions and presumptions we make in constructing our households and families.  Moreover, they bring a degree of flexibility to our scheme when we are faced with more problematic BLOCKs, as in this example:

Slide 23 – MDA type 2 Unit
Here we have two separate households (which are both also single families and units) followed by a number of unrelated apprentices and maidservants, a frequently occurring type of BLOCK-structure.  While marking the unrelated individuals as single units preserves the integrity of the source, it also allows us to retain their relationship to the BLOCK for analytical purposes as they clearly must belong to one or are shared between the two designated households. This is in fact a quite interesting BLOCK – clearly some kind of economic relationship between the two households.
Record linkage has reinforced our faith in the 4 level system:
Slide 24 – proof for 4 level system
 - describe this slide

F) Analysis and findings

The value of the Marriage Duty Act material has long been recognised. Since the 1930s it has been used to analyse a whole range of demographic and social phenomena, including population density, the topography of wealth and status, occupational distribution, and household size and composition. One of the things we want to use the evidence for is to examine our sample parishes in light of the well-documented contemporary complaints, long examined by historians, that the metropolitan family was in crisis in the period. Ongoing large-scale immigration and incredible population growth resulted in changes in the characteristics of London’s population by the end of the 17th century; and the burgeoning processes of urbanisation and commercialisation changed the existing patterns of employment, material consumption, economic relationships and social regulation in the city. Without question these processes must have had a significant impact on the way households and families organised themselves and their domestic environment. 

Our work has allowed us to begin to think about these issues in relation to our five Cheapside parishes. The five parishes covered an area of a little over 7½ acres, and due to the area’s prestige and commercial importance, were characterised in terms of dwellings by tall and substantial houses. 

Slide 25 – Cheapside parish samples

i) Unfortunately Marriage Duty Assessments only survive for four of our five Cheapside parishes

ii) Figures for population, HFs, HHs, FAMs and Units for Cheapside

iii) Also shows mean HF and HH size etc

The four parishes are all small, both in terms of population and size (map), and in terms of the domestic groups involved, we can see that they are quite densely settled. That is, large numbers of people inhabit the dwellings in these parishes, and certainly more people on average than that postulated by Laslett for the country as a whole (4.71 from the 91 non-metropolitan parishes they examined). On average there seems to have been between 2 and 3 extra people per house 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 non-nuclear family members, such as lodgers, servants, partners and a variety of single people. 
Incidentally, by way of an illustration of the significance of being clear about terminology (one of the reasons we defined what we meant by household, family etc), it is worth comparing our Cheapside figures with Laslett’s more closely. The Cambridge Group definitions of domestic groups, the eight ratios, show that when they were examining ‘households’, they were in fact describing BLOCKs as we understand them. But if we were to compare our household figures with Laslett’s 4.71 mean household size, then it would become apparent that our Cheapside households were in fact smaller than their non-metropolitan counterparts. 

Slide 26 – Cheapside parish samples – Laslett comparison

And indeed, this isn’t just a sleight of hand with the methodologies. The argument could be made that the Cambridge Group’s findings indicate that the most common domestic arrangement outside London was that of the BLOCK comprising a single household based around a nuclear family. If this was the case, then BLOCKs and Households were effectively the same group in the provinces, and the relatively small size of Cheapside households would therefore reflect a realistic perception of the domestic environment in London: Households were smaller in Cheapside, but more of them co-resided in the same house. It may well be very interesting to pursue the notion that London’s domestic groups contained smaller households than elsewhere, and given the high incidence of individuals with no kin relationship within these smaller households, it may well be that in so doing we could draw out some conclusions about the fate of the family in the Cheapside parishes in the period.

We’ve also analysed the differences in domestic experience between central and suburban metropolitan families/households over the period, to see whether they fit with accepted wisdom of the kinds of populations living in London’s city centre and extramural parishes. We’ll also, perhaps more interestingly, indicate the similarities in experience.

We’ll also place the analysis in the context of the some historians’ and contemporaries’ observations of a crisis in the metropolitan family. 

We’ll start with a ‘snapshot’ analysis of the characteristics of family/household based on MDA of 1695, our most detailed evidence, and then work backwards to the 1630s.
Slide 27 – Cheapside Mean HH size

To begin with, an analysis of sizes of families and households indicates that our sample areas were made up of small households, especially in comparison with figures derived by others for other parts of the country. 

These smaller domestic units are what we might expect from an area as densely settled as the central city parishes; while the pattern in Aldgate may have had its origins in the relatively recent spate of property development, where divided houses and building over connecting spaces were established.

The picture of household composition described by historians depicts a roughly concentric pattern: in the city centre - higher population density, larger households, larger numbers of servants and apprentices; whilst in the extramural parishes, smaller households, fewer children, servants and apprentices, and more lodgers and single people – something born out by a visual inspection of the Marriage Duty material: 
Slide 28 – Cheapside/SBA visual differences
Some historians have also observed that at the end of the 17th century a number of contemporaries, Gregory King
 among them, expressed concern over a number of social and demographic developments in the family. Irregular and failing marriages, low fertility rates, small numbers of children, a proliferation of single adults, and high numbers of lodgers were all seen as symptoms of a collapse in the integrity of the domestic unit, brought about by the destabilising influences of immigration, high mortality, burgeoning commercialisation and urbanisation. Disorder in the household was seen as the root of wider social and economic problems: pervasive idleness, sporadic crime waves, irreligion and immorality were all significant concerns.

In our sample areas we see that the nuclear family seems to have been just that in both Cheapside and Aldgate – very few families contained any resident extended kin, and even fewer enjoyed the presence of a third generation, as one would expect. 

Slide 29 – children and single parent families

In both samples the majority of families include no children (60% in SBA, 64% in Cheapside), which certainly sits well with contemporary fears, as does the fact that almost a quarter of families with children are headed by single parents in both areas. Work on the parish registers has shown that in a surprisingly large number of cases couples in the Cheapside parishes had had several children which had not survived their infancy shortly before the 1695 returns were made. A number of commentators have identified low numbers of children as characteristic of domestic units across the city, but it is perhaps noteworthy that the figures for the Cheapside and Aldgate samples are so close – one might expect greater disparity given the different economic conditions that pertained in the two areas. 

A similarly characteristic feature is the proportion of unmarried adults in the population. Here there is something of a contrast between the Cheapside and Aldgate populations: in the former, 54.4% of the population (excluding children, servants and apprentices) are married, whereas in Aldgate the figure is higher - 78.5%. Interestingly, and perhaps unexpectedly, the wealthier Cheapside parishes are accommodating a higher proportion of unmarried adults than the poorer, suburban Aldgate sample area. This seems to contradict the accepted pattern of population distribution across city and suburban areas. 

The MDA (backed up by other sources such as wills) returns depict very clearly the presence of ‘lone householders’ living in both the Cheapside and Aldgate sample areas, at roughly equivalent levels. 

Slide 30 – lone householders

That a third of households comprise a single individual in both areas strongly suggests an atomised society, but what is equally clear is that the picture is not a simple one. Economic factors are likely to be involved in the formation of the domestic units, and while some of the patterns may appear to be similar between Cheapside and Aldgate, the driving forces behind them may well have been different. An examination of the relative levels of wealth in the two areas makes this clear. The analysis of lone householders is an example – if we look at the proportion of householders occupying a dwelling alone but with servants, then we can see clear differences between our central city and suburban areas. Perhaps those in Cheapside fall into the breed of individuals foregoing the propriety of marriage to enjoy the financial benefits of bachelorhood that alarmed some contemporaries.

If we investigate further the individuals who were living alone, or living in households without any discernible kin relationship to any of the other residents, then the differences between our city and extramural sample areas begin to emerge with more definition. The presence of widows and widowers in households, for example, suggest some differences in the respective characteristics of the two areas. Although these individuals are clearly under-represented or under-identified in the MD returns, they are more of a feature of the population in the richer Cheapside parishes than in the suburbs of Tower Hill: 10% of households in Cheapside accommodated a widow, whereas less than 1% of households in SBA did. The reasons behind this difference may well be complex but are likely to be at least partly affected by economic factors: inhabitants of the Cheapside parishes were likely to be relatively wealthy individuals, with active commercial interests that brought them to the city in the first place. Such people may have had the wherewithal to afford to remain in the parish after widowhood. Of course not all widows were poor, but in Aldgate the majority of the parish’s residents were not wealthy, and may have found themselves leaving the area in search of cheaper housing. Only 4 of Aldgate’s widows/widowers were rated in the higher £600 value category in the MDA returns, whereas there were 17 in the higher band in the Cheapside parishes.

Slide 31 – bachelors

With regard to younger single people living in the sample areas (if we may blithely conceive of our widows/widowers as ‘older’ single people), the characteristics are suggestive of the relative social and economic conditions at work on the domestic environments. In Cheapside just under a third of all property units contain one or more bachelors, whereas only 7% of Aldgate households do. In Cheapside the majority of households accommodating bachelors fall into the £600 status bracket, whereas there are only 3 £600 households housing bachelors in Aldgate. With regard to the bachelors themselves, 38% of Cheapside’s bachelors were £600 men in their own right, whereas less than 10% of Aldgate’s were. Bachelors in Cheapside were almost as likely to be rich young men as not: the same was in no way true of Aldgate’s. 

The presence of apprentices might emphasise this difference even more, if only the evidence wasn’t so problematic. Only 4% of households in SBA explicitly indicate the presence of apprentices, whereas the proportion for the Cheapside sample is roughly a quarter. Again, many of the apprentices are identified as the sons of £600 men, suggesting that the economic standing of the young single men in the two sample areas was considerably different. This does correspond with the accepted wisdom regarding the characteristics of the domestic units of inner city and suburban parishes.

Slide 32 – wealth/status

If we broaden out the analysis to look at issues of wealth and status more generally, something which the rich evidence of the MDA is well suited to, then many of the expected differences in the respective populations do indeed become evident. For example, a third of households in Cheapside headed by £600 individual, but only 4% in SBA. Just over half of Cheapside households had no servants, whereas in Aldgate the figure was 88%. This latter, perhaps more than any other statistic, highlights the economic factors underlying the differences in the domestic units of the two areas. A further example of this might be those households whose heads are two individuals described as ‘partners’ – 5 of which exist in the Cheapside parishes, but which do not exist at all in Tower hill precinct.

Slide 33 – lodgers

Similarly the relative wealth of lodgers suggests different reasons for taking up (presumably temporary) lodgings in the two areas: whilst less than 1% of lodging individuals in  Aldgate are rated at the higher rate in the MDA returns, the proportion is somewhat higher for Cheapside (7%).

Our comparison of the inner city area with the extramural area does go some way to bear out the generally perceived pattern of population distribution. Where differences are apparent, a closer analysis of the wealth of the groups in question unsurprisingly indicate higher levels of wealth in Cheapside than in Aldgate – Cheapside’s lodgers, bachelors, singletons, apprentices, single parents, widows etc, all ‘evidence’ of atomised society or fragmented domestic groups, are all wealthier than their equivalents in Aldgate. However it is possible to say that the distribution of populations of the Cheapside parishes and Tower Hill precinct don’t correspond cleanly or precisely with what we might anticipate. Similarities in the domestic experience of the two areas are more numerous than we might expect. 

These conclusions raise a number of vitally important issues, and particularly: how far was this a new situation?  Did the size and shape of the family and household change over the early modern period, and if so when and by how much?  These questions are not easily answered, as the detailed demographic information available in the Marriage Duty Assessments has no earlier parallel.  Nevertheless, a handful of sources provide an invaluable earlier insight into the structural characteristics of the domestic group, thus offering a partial opportunity to track change over time in our study areas.

Slide 34 – population and property

This table shows the approximate population and property totals in our five Cheapside parishes, Tower Hill precinct and the metropolitan area of St Botolph Aldgate in 1638 and 1695.  While there is an increase in the Cheapside population, the number of property units is remarkably similar and this is probably explained by the more spacious rebuilding of the area after the Fire.  However, in the same period, and in stark contrast, the property units in Tower Hill increased by over 50 per cent, and though we lack any detailed information regarding the precinct’s population in 1638 – hence the missing figure – the population of St Botolph Aldgate’s metropolitan area is thought to have risen at an identical rate, from over six to more than nine thousand.  It is therefore vital that any diachronic analysis of family and household takes full account of the divergent trends in the two areas.

A first point of comparison with our picture of Cheapside in 1695 is provided by the 1678 poll tax returns for our five parishes.  As might be expected of information collated less than twenty years earlier, this produces many similar results about an area that in the post-fire decades had a stable population size and housing stock.  The variation in both mean household and family size is negligible, while mean BLOCK size is identical.  The percentage of married adults, families with children and children as a proportion of the total population are all comparable.  Such results offer support for the thesis that if structural change was occurring in the family and household, in central City parishes it was doing so at a slow rate.  Against this, however, we might note a number of possibly significant contrasts, the most dramatic being an increase of almost a third in the number of single parent families.  Here it is important to stress that we are comparing the figures for five parishes in 1678 with those for four in 1695, so presumably the actual total in 1695 would be higher still.  And as we have seen, and contrary to what we might expect, the percentage of single parent families was actually higher in Cheapside than in Tower Hill in 1695.  
Slide 35 – lodgers

Similarly, the higher percentage of Cheapside households containing lodgers is also something of a surprise and here the figures from the poll tax suggest another recent increase.  Although the actual number of lodgers in households is similar (though, again, we are comparing figures for five parishes with four), as a percentage of the total number of households, those containing lodgers have almost doubled by 1695.

The significance that can be attached to these contrasting figures is of course open to question.  But it is interesting that they provide quantitative evidence in support of the type of social and demographic developments – including greater fragmentation of the family and higher numbers of lodgers – which were of concern to some contemporaries and have been highlighted by modern historians.  As both sets of writers have identified those developments as a phenomenon of the late seventeenth century, any possible comparison with earlier insights into family and household structure is vital.  One such opportunity is provided by the 1637 returns of divided and inmated houses, though in the case of Cheapside this can only be very partial.  The return for the whole of Cheap Ward listed only a small number of properties, a couple of examples of which were situated in the parish of St Martin Ironmonger Lane:

Slide 36 – SMIL divided houses

The first house had been divided into ‘two very convenient and sufficient tenements’ and was occupied by the families of two ‘substantial and able men to pay the duties, charges and assessment’ – perhaps typical of the type of households most readily associated with the area.  In contrast, the second property was a single house ‘that has but one door and one pair of stairs up into the first storey and thence three pairs of stairs to several rooms’.  The inhabitants consisted of three nuclear families, one with a maid; a widow, a tenant of one of the families; and a further three widows and a milk nurse, all ancient parishioners.  Here we see an extremely eclectic houseful, a mixture of families and single individuals that may have been less typical in the 1630s, but an arrangement that by 1695 had become fairly common.

Not surprisingly, both divided houses and inmates were far more numerous in the parish of St Botolph Aldgate.  Its return describes the basic family structure of one-hundred-and-fifty divided and ninety-four inmated houses, of which thirty-nine and nineteen respectively were in Tower Hill precinct.  These families – minus those listed as poor, as dependants on parish relief were excluded from the Marriage Duty Assessments – form the basis of an albeit limited comparison of the demographic character of Tower Hill in 1637 and 1695.  Although details of the residents of divided and inmated houses might potentially offer a restricted picture of the precinct, it was, of course, the very practices of dividing houses and taking in inmates that caused the population of Aldgate to increase by over 50 per cent by 1695.  Moreover, both practices stretched back well into the sixteenth century and their frequency was a major concern of the parish authorities in the 1580s and nineties.  Thus there are good reasons for arguing that the 1637 sample is not unrepresentative of family structure at that time and possibly earlier still.

Comparing the respective figures for 1637 and 1695 for Aldgate reveals both striking numbers of similarities and differences.  Mean family size is small, 
Slide 37 – marital status

and the percentage of married adults in the population in 1695 is perhaps notably lower. 
Slide 38 – children

The percentages for families with and without children are all remarkably similar, but those for single parent families show a significant increase by the later date – duplicating a discernible trend in the Cheapside results and perhaps offering further evidence of greater familial fragmentation by the end of the century. 
Slide 39 – population distribution

The pattern of population distribution might be interpreted in a similar way.  Here the dramatic drop in the married proportion of the population can be set against the substantial rise in the single and widowed who again should be treated as a single category.  Conversely, there is the striking increase in the proportion of children, ten per cent higher than both the 1637 figure and the equivalent Cheapside total in 1695, and providing an obvious counter to contemporary concerns regarding lower fertility rates and smaller numbers of children.

Whether concerns regarding alarming demographic and social trends were mere rhetoric or a genuine perception within contemporary society remains a point of controversy among scholars.  While some contend that there was no basis for those anxieties until the 1730s and forties, we have seen evidence to the contrary.  Moreover, we would challenge some of the polarities perceived in existing views of City centre and suburban parishes.  A simple concentric distribution of particular familial and household characteristics fails to account for the impact of interacting economic, social and environmental factors over time.  
� Complained there were fewer children in London than in the country...





