CHAPTER 5
THE LANDOWNERSHIP AND OCCUPATION IN
THE STO AUGUSTINE EAST DIVISION



-325-

This chapter deals with patterns of landownership and
occupation that can be derived from the land tax assessments
for the St. Augustine East division of Kent. The analysis
deals mainly with the period 1780 to 1831, but for a sample
of parishes and the degree of owner occupation, the trends
have been traced back to 1691. The chapter begins by
outlining the main trends iIn the statistics. The relationship
between the variables selected have been derived by a series
of regressionanalyses i1in which almost all the variables
have been corelated against each other. The chapter then
goes on to consider some of the iInfluences on the trends.
The influence of agricultural production on the statistics,
though,is treated in chapter 6 but three main influences
are examined here. The extent to which the pattern of
landownership and occupation reflect the influence of
demographic factors 1is examined by comparing some of the
features of the agricultural structure iIn 1801 and 1831
with data derived from the censuses of those years. The
main trends i1n economic conditions in agriculture are
considered as an influence on the agricultural structure
with the aid of various rentals, the trends in sales
from John Bridges®™ farm accounts, and by considering the
changes iIn an important outgoing, the land tax itself.
Finally, the changes in agricultural productivity are
examined In order to see If there were significant
economies of scale that may have influenced the agricultural
structure.

The statistics on which this chapter i1s based can be
found 1n appendix A. These represent the bare minimum

needed to convey a reasonable representation of the
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agricultural structure. Even so the appendix contains
over 13,000 figures and is itself a summary of over half
a million separate items of data. The figures are presented
on a parish basis as most of the statistics with which
they can be compared are also on a parish basis. These
include the figures from the censuses and returns such
as the 1801 crop returns and the 1795 harvest returns,
Ideally, i1t would be desirable to make the necessary
comparisions on a farm by farm basis, but the data
necessary for such an analysis i1s largely lacking. The
parish unit represents a compromise. For most of the
analyses, the division represents much too large a unit
to reveal anything useful.

The statistics computed are designed to provide .
information on all aspects of the agricultural structure.
The number of proprietors and occupiers have been derived
from the land tax assessments and they have been divided
into three tenurial groups fTollowing the modern practice
of the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. The
groups are proprietors who let all their estate, proprietors
who occupied all their estate™ and proprietors who
possessed a mixed tenure estate that was partly tenanted
and partly under owner occupation; and occupiers who
rented all their holding, occupiers who own all their
holding, and occupiers with mixed tenure farms who were
partly owner occupiers and partly tenants. It was rare for
the proprietor of a mixed tenure estate to rent land
from another landlord, unless the tenanted part of his
estate was comparatively small, and in the form of

cottages and smallholdings let to his agricultural
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workers. This means that the occupiers who owned all
their holdings include almost all the proprietors of
mixed tenure estates. It was rare for the occupiers of a
mixed tenure farm to let land to any other tenant, except
for those few farmers who let cottages and smallholdings
to their workers. The proprietors who occupied all their
estate include almost all the occupiers of mixed tenure
farms. The modern threefold tenurial division has not
generally been used iIn studies of this sort, which means
that the figures derived from this approach are not
comparable with them. Its use here iIs In order to be able
to differentiate those owner occupiers who might be
regarded as iIndependent peasant cultivators from those
for whom owner occupation was of secondary importance. It
woulld be desirable to be able to distinguish those
proprietors who occupied all their estate from those
who occupied only a part of their estate, and to examine
the importance of the tenanted part to the latter group.
It would also be desirable to examine how many of the
owner occupiers cultivated just their own land compared
with those for whom the owner occupied part was only a
proportion of a larger holding. It is important to know
the relative proportions of the two parts in such a holding.
It 1s quite possible that the two groups of proprietors
and occupiers were subject to different influences and
their relationships with other parts of the agricultural
structure may be different.

In appendix A the land 1In each parish is apportioned
into the different tenurial groups. The land In owner

occupation iIs expressed as a proportion of the total area.
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The estates are classified according to the threefold
tenurial division as are the farms, with the percentage
of land In each category being computed. The mean estate
and the mean farm in each tenurial group have been derived
so that comparisions can be made between those under owner
occupation and those that were tenanted or under mixed
tenure. Three measures of dispersion of farm and estate
sizes 1In each parish have been computed. The ones selected
are the logarithmic mean and standard deviation and the
entropy. The choice represents the best that can be made
amongst the various indices available. Single indicators
of this nature have many disadvantages, but, equally, it
iIs often useful to be able to summarise a distribution
in a single statistic. They have been preferred to the
better known Lorenz curve and its accompanying Gini
coefficient iIn that these do not give a unique ranking of
the distribution, as i1t is possible for Lorenz curves to
intersect.(l) No computation has been undertaken of the
median farm and estate iIn any tenure group as this measure
is of limited validity. Although i1t has been widely used
In agrarian history, 1t has very little to commend i1t. As
it 1s not a mathematical concept, i1t cannot be manipulated
algebraically and ,consequently, nothing can be derived
from 1t. Nor can i1t be used iIn regression analysis.

The logarithmic mean and standard deviation have been
selected due to the properties of the log-normal distribution
curve. It has been found that many distributions, whose
values are skewed towards a few high values but with the

majority of values being low ones, approximate to a normal

1. A.B.Atkinson, "On the Measurement of Inequalityl,

Journal of Economic Theory. 11 (1970).
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distribution curve if the logarithms of the values are
taken. Once the logarithmic mean and standard deviation
are known, then the area lying under the distribution
curve can be computed, so that the measures represent an
efficient way of storing the information usually found
in a frequency distribution. There i1s an important
relationship between the original log-normal distribution
and the first moment distribution. The former 1is the
distribution of numbers iIn each size category and the
latter, iIn this case, i1s of the amount of land held by
farms and estates iIn each size category. The mean of the
first moment distribution exceeds the mean of the original
distribution by an amount equal to the variance and will
have the same variance as the original distribution. 1t will
be obvious that comparisions between logarithmic means
and variances 1iIs easier than comparisions between
different frequency distributions.(l)

The entropy measure has been used in a number of
studies of concentration amongst firms i1n an iIndustry
and of the degree to which an industry is concentrated in

a particular locality.(@) It produces results akin to the2

1. The properties of the log-normal distribution curve can

be found in J_Aitchinson & J.A.C.Brown, The Log-Normal
Distribution.(1957)

2. For example see H.Theil, Economics and Information Theory.
Amsterdam (1967); 1.Horowitz, T“Employment Concentration in
the Common Market: An Entropy Approach®, Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society.133(1970)1 R.K.Semple,*Recent Trends 1in

the Spatial Concentration of Coporate Headquarters®, Economic
Geography. "9(1973)
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Tress statistic. (@) Entropy is computed using the formula:

E = ~(Pi x log 1/P1 ) / log n

where Pi1 1s the share of the i1th i1tem and n is the number
of 1tems;. Each i1tem iIn the series i1s weighted by the
logarithm of i1ts reciprocal iIn order to compute the index.
The concept is similar to computing the Lorenz curve and
Gini coefficient but using logarithms. When the iIndex is
divided by the logarithm of the number of i1tems iIn the
series 1t taken on a value between 1 and 0. A value close
to zero means that the total is accounted for by a few items,
and a value nearer to one indicates that there iIs an even
distribution between the elements iIn the series. Its

use i1s not wholly without problems.It is believed to be
sensitive to the influence by high values. (@)

Each of these measures have been computed for each
parish for the years 1780,1790,1801,181k ,1822-,and 1831. Not
all the land tax assessments for each of these years have
survived and, iIn a few iInstances, the closest year to the
sample one has been selected. The main year affected by
this 1s 1831. In most cases the assessment for the next
year has been available. For two parishes, Stonar and St.
Margaret at Cliffe & Oxney, assessments are not available
for all sample years. For seven parishes, a series has
been compiled at roughly ten yearly intervals back to 1698.

The e are the parishes of Adisham, Guston, Lydden, Monkton,

1. R.C.Tress, "Unemployment and the Diversification of Industry”
Manchester School. I1X(1938); M.Chisholm & J.Oeppen, The
Changing Pattern of Employment: Regional Specialisation and2
Industrial Location in Britain (1973)» PP30-41

2. D.G.Champenowne,” A Comparison of Measures of Inequality

of Income Distribution®, Economic Journal, LXXXIV(197")
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MAP 5.1: The Location of the Selected Parishes in the

St Augustine East Division.
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Sxitton, Wotnonswold,and Worth* They were selected as they
were thought to be reasonably representative of the different
areas within the division, and because their assessments
were generally free from problems. The militia tax
assessment for Monkton made iIn 1691 has survived, and this
has added to the series. The location of these parishes

are shown In map 5«1»

I

In 1780 owner occupiers were present in almost every
parish In the division. The exceptions were Tickness
Borough and Westcliffe where the parishes were dominated
by a few non-resident proprietors. In one case, Stonar,
in which the entire parish formed part of one estate, the
whole parish was under owner occupation. In most parishes
the majority of proprietors were non-occupiers. Amongst
those who occupied all or part of their estate, the
majority had x/holly owner occupied estates rather than
estates under mixed tenure. The mixed tenure proprietors
tended to be strongest on the upper dipslope, and in
parishes such as Denton and Wotton outnumbered the
proprietors of wholly owner occupied estates. The number
of owner occupiers tended to be least in the parishes of
the Stour Valley and Thanet, 1in parishes such as Ash,
Wickhambreux, ¥ingham,and Goodnestone. They tended to be
more numerous in the downland parishes. Over the period
1780 to 1831 there was an overall decline iIn the number
of proprietors but the scale of the change was relatively
small. Some areas dwxir signs of growth, against the trend.

These are mainly the more populous parishes, such as Ash,
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St. Lawrence, and some of the parishes around Dover, such
as Buckland and Charlton. Some of the parishes on the
lower dipslope show iIncreases, such as Tilmanstone,
Eythorne, and Eastry. It is not easy to discern a clear
geographical pattern. In the parishes at the mouth of the
Stour, Shoulden and Worth show substantial iIncreases 1in
numbers while Voodnesborough experienced a decline. There
are declines in some of the parishes iIn the western Stour
Valley and the western part of the dipslope, such as
Adisham, Nonington, and Barfreston. The most spectacular
decline In numbers was at Goodnestone. The number of
proprietors declined from 3b in 1780, to 27 in 1790» 18
in 1822, and 10 in 1831. This came about as a result of
the growth of Sir Brooke Bridges®™ Goodnestone Park Estate.
This increased from bj per cent of the parish iIn 17S0 to
72 per cent in 1831. There was an overall decline in the
number of non-occupying proprietors between 1780 and 1831,
particularly between 1780 and 1801. There was a corresponding
increase i1n the number of owner occupiers over the same
period.

There was comparitively little change between 1780
and 1790. Some parishes experienced growth iIn the number
of proprietors, while iIn others the trend was the reverse.
Some parishes show a decline iIn the number of non-occupying
proprietors. The parishes experiencing the greatest
increases In the numbers of owner occupiers tended to
be those iIn which the number of mixed tenure proprietors
incresed most, indicating that the iIncrease was associated
with mixed tenure rather than wholly owner occupied estates.

Between 1801 and 1790 some areas of growth in the number

of proprietors can be discerned but these tend to be
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fairly concentrated. Some parishes, though,experienced
declines, particularly iIn some of the Stour Valley
parishes such as Staple and Littlebourne. There was an
increase i1n the number of proprietors of wholly owner
occupied -estates and a fall in the number of the proprietors
of mixed tenure estates. Between 1801 and 1814, the areas
of growth iIn the number of proprietors %ere still
concentrated, with other parishes experiencing declines.
The period saw further falls i1n the number of non-occupying
proprietors and the growth iIn the number of proprietors

of wholly owner occupied estates. Between 1814 and 1822,
the growth in the number of proprietors seems to have

been stemmed. Some of the previous areas of growth such

as Ash and Buckland and Charlton see a reversal. No clear
trend emerges with respect to owner occupation. In some
parishes the previous trend continues, while iIn others

It ceases. Between 1822 and 1831 rapid growth was resumed
in the parishes in which there had been growth previously,
such as Ash, Worth, and Shoulden. Elsewhere, the number of
proprietors declined. There was a decline in the number of
proprietors of wholly owner occupied estates but an
ijicrease In the number of mixed tenure estates, The trend
between 1780 and 1831 seems to be one of comparatively
little change i1n the number of proprietors. Certain
parishes experienced comparatively rapid growth iIn their
numbers, while others saw a decline, This meant that the
geographical dispersion of proprietors in the area

changed with a concentration iIn the parishes with the more
rapidly growing populations such as Buckland and Charlton,

Ash, and St, Lawrence, This suggest that the areas of
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growth were likely to haVe been areas iIn which the estates
became subdivided and, but for this trend, there would
have been a more discernable decline iIn numbers.

The seven sample parishes show little sign of any
discernabJe trend in the number of proprietors during the
eighteenth century, Half the parishes saw a decline 1iIn
the number of owner occupiers between 1720 and 1730 and
the rest between 1730 and 177°0. There was an iIncrease in
the mixed tenure proprietors between 1699 and 1710, a
decline between 1710 and 1720, and further growth between
1750 and 1760 . Adisham and Sutton saw some growth iIn the
number of proprietors during the first half of the
eighteenth centuryO The numbers declined after 1760 at
Sutton and after 1770 at Adisham. The main period of
decline at Adisham was between 1801 and 1814. The number
of proprietors at Guston, Lydden, and Monkton remained
similar throughout the period. At Worth there was a
gradual iIncrease i1n numbers until 1814, then rapid growth,
and at Wornenswold an iIncrease until 1822, and then decline.
The number of non-occupying proprietors declined after
1790 at Lydden, Monlcton, and Worth. On3y Sutton shows any
earlier decline, after 1760. The iIncrease in the number of
.owner occupiers took place at different times. For Womenswold,
Worth, Adisham, and Lydden this was between 1790 and 1801,
and for Monkton between 1801 and 1814. All, with the
exception of Worth, saw a decline in the number after 1822,
especially at Monkton. Overall, few general trends emerge
other than the relative stability In numbers of proprietors
during the course of the eighteenth century.

The numbers of occupiers gererally™ declined over the

period 1780 to 1831, but those parishes that experienced
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a growth in the number of proprietors, such as Eastry

and St, Lawrence, also experienced growth in the number of
occupiers. Some of the parishes, such as Vingham and

Mins ter», show an increase i1n the number of occupiers
between 1780 and 1801 and a decline thereafter. On the
whole the number of tenants declined over the period, with
the number of owner occupiers iIncreasing.

In 1780, the majority of occupiers iIn the division
were tenants. Amongst those who owned all or part of their
holding, the occupiers of wholly owner occupied farms
outnumber those with mixed tenure farms. However, when
it 1s recalled that the proprietors of wholly owner
occupied estates include those with mixed tenure farms,
and the occupiers of wholly owner occupied farms include
those with mixed tenure estates, 1t becomes apparent that
the number of persons who owned or occxipied all their own
land without renting any to a tenant or without hiring land
from a landlord were only a bare majority of the total
owner occuplers.

Between 1780 and 1790» the number of occupiers
declined, and there is evidence of an increse iIn the
number of tenant farmers iIn many parishes. Between 1801
and 1790, some parishes show an iIncrease i1n the number
of occupiers, such as Ash and St, Lawrence, There were
also some iIncreases in the numbers of owner occupiers.
This was mainly in the form of an iIncrease iIn the number
of occupiers of wholly owner occupied farms, but those
with mixed tenure farms also iIncreased. By 1814, the
trend towards a growth in the number of occupiers had

ceased In some of the parishes iIn which there had been
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growth previously, such as Minster and Wingham. The
increase in the number of owner occupiers continued but
with a decline in the number of mixed tenure occupiers.
Between 1814 and 1822 there were signs of a decline 1iIn
the number of occupiers, but on a relatively small scale.
Some parishes continued to see a marginal growth in the
number of occupiers. The proportion ofq%wner occupiers
continued to iIncrease in most of the parishes. The growth
was mainly amongst the occupiers of wholly owner occupied
farms, with some declines amongst the mixed tenure farmers.
Between 1822 and 1831, those parishes experiencing more
rapid population growth, tended to see an increase iIn the
number of occupiers, but iIn others that had seen growth
previously, such as St. Lawrence, the trend was reversed.
Some parishes, such as Woodnesborough and Wingham,experienced
cpmparatively large falls iIn the number of occupiers, but
elsewhere the decline was relatively modest. There was a
general reduction iIn the number of owner occupiers, but
mainly to a level around that of 1801, There are signs
of stability amongst the mixed tenure occupiers, with
decline 1n numbers iIn some parishes being offset with
increases elsewhere. The trends i1n the numbers of occupiers
are similar to those for the number of proprietors.
Although there was a slight decline iIn the number of
occupiers between 1780 and 1S3l » the different patterns
of growth and decline experienced by different parishes
meant a redistribution of the number, especially to those
parishes i1n which population growth was greatest.

The seven sample parishes show few trends in the number
of occupiers during the eighteenth century. Adisham and

Guston saw a decline in the number after 1780, and Lydden
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and Monkton after 1790, At Sutton there was a decline
after 1760, By contrast the numbers grew at Worth
throughout the period, and at Womenswold until 1822,
The numbers of tenants declined at different dates for
different parishes. At Adisham, the number of tenants
reached a peak between 1760 and 1780, with the main period
of decline between 1801 and 1815« There was some recovery
of the numbers between 1822 and 1831. At Guston, the peak
period for tenants was 1770-1780, and at Lydden 1780~90.
At Monkton, the numbers declined throughout the period,
especially after 1790, and at Sutton there is a similar
trend with major declines after 1770 and 1801, There 1is a
decline at Worth after 1750 but with an increase in the
numbers after 18010 At Womenswold, the numbers increase
until 1770 and”™thereafter, remain at roughly the same
level. As with the number of proprietors, the trends for
the eighteenth century are difficult to discern and are
on a small scale compared with the changes after 1790,

The main feature of the percentage of land under
owner occupation is the rapid growth that took place
during the period 1790-1801. Although this was the normal
pattern, it was not universal. Some parishes show little
signs of growth at all. Some of these, such as Guston, were
parishes in which there had been little land under owner
occupation. At others such as ”~enton, Coldred, Bishopbourne,
and Hougham, had been parishes i1n which the proportion
of land under owner occupation had been relatively high
at an earlier date. Again, i1t was not universal for such
parishes not to experience the growth,as for example

happened at Shoulden and Staple. The timing of the growth
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varied between parishes. Examples of the trend beginning
after 1780 can be found, such as Sutton and Eythorne.
Generally the most rapid growth was experienced in those
parishes i1n which the proportion of the land under owner
occupation had been least during the eighteenth century.
The trends i1n the proportion of land under owner
occupation during the eighteenth century are less marked.
In parishes, such as Nonington, Barham, Ickham, Sutton,
and Womenswold, there is evidence of a decline i1n land
under owner occupation after the Tfirst decade of the
eighteenth century. The trend appears downwards until 1770,
which marks the nadir of owner occupation. Thereafter,
the trend is upwards, with parishes such as Nonington
and Ickham, showing strong signs of a recovery to the
levels of an earlier date. In 1699» only two of the
parishes are known to have had no land under owner
occupation. Some 14 had under 10 per cent of their land
under owner occupation, 10 had 10 and under 20 per cent,
11 had 20 and under 30 per cent, and 6 had over 30 per cent.
The analy.sis could not be carried out for all the parishes
in the division as the pre-1780 land tax assessments do
not always list both the occupier and the proprietor
and this has resulted iIn gaps iIn the series.
The geographical analysis of the percentage of the
land tax paid by owner occupiers In each parish between
1699 and 1750 that appears in maps to 5»7 1s designed
to indicate if any part of the division was more hospitable
towards owner occupiers. than any other part. The later
assessments have not been used for this purpose in view

of the general overall increase In owner occupation.
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map 5 ,2:0wner Occupation in the St Augustine East

Division, 1699.
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Map 5.3: Owner Occupation in the St Augustine East Division,

1710



~342

Map5.4: Owner Occupation in the St Augustine East

Division, 1720
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Map 5.5: Owner Occupation in the St Augustine East

Division, 1730
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Map 5.6: Owner Occupation in the St Augustine East

Division,1740
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Map 5.7: Owner Occupation in the St Augustine East

Division, 1750
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Rather the dates used are those when owner occupation

was least. Map 5«2. shows that iIn 1699 owner occupiers
were present in almost all the parishes of the division
but their distribution was very uneven. The proportion

of tax paid by them was least i1In the Stour Valley,in parishes
like Preston, Ash, Monkton, Minster,and Worth. They were
close to being absent from a number of the smaller
downland parishes such as Knowlton and Chillenden, Coldred,
and Waldershare. These tended to be parishes dominated by
the larger residential estates, such as those belonging

to the Narborough and Furnesse familiese They were

compara tively numerous in those chalk parishes in which
such dominance was not marked such as Eastry, Barham,

and Womenswold. Larger estates, such as the Dixwell estate
in Barham, did have an iInterest in these parishes but it
was not a dominant one. Map 5*3 shows that by 1710 the
pattern had begun to alter. In some of the parishes in the
Stour Valley and in the downland parishes where owner
occupiers had been least, the proportion of tax paid by
them increased. This was the situation in Ash, Worth,
Coldred, and Waldershare. In some of the parishes around
Dover, such as River and Guston, declines in owner
occupation took place. The parishes with the greatest
proportion of tax paid by owner occupiers remain parishes
such as Eastry, Barham, and Womenswold. The situation

for 1720, shown in map 5<"5remains substantially that for
1710. The area of limited owner occxipation remains primarily
Thanet and the Stour Valley together with some of the
downland parishes where major residential estates were

dominant. The parishes around Deal saw an iIncrease in
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owner occupation, such as Great Mongeham and Shoulden,
and those around Barham, Easole Borough, and Lydden.
The pattern for 1730 shown in map 5.5 shows an extension
of the area in which owner occupiers were weak. It now
includesl the whole of Thanet and the Stour Valley, including
the coastal marshes of the Stour iIn Worth and Shoulden,
There were extensive areas iIn the downland parishes where
owner occupiers were weak. Declines also occured on the
Ba.rlj.an Downs, The pattern for 1720 shown in map 5.6 shows
a further retreat by owner occupation. The area where
owner occupation paid less than ten per cent of the land
tax remains largely the same as for 1730» but the area
where they paid less than 25 per cent iIncreased with
declines in Eastry and Lydden, As map 5*7 for 1750 shows,
1770 represents the lowest point for owner occupation iIn
the division. By 1750 recoveries had begun iIn parishes
such as St, Lawrence, Eastry, and Lydden.

The majority of the land In 1780 was in tenanted
estates. Land in mixed tenure estates outweighed that iIn
wholly owner occupied ones. The amount of land in mixed
tenure estates retained by the prop ietor varied greatly
between the parishes. Between 1780 and 1790, there was a
tendency for more land to enter iInto owner occupied
estates. This was generally at the expense of the
tenanted estates as the land iIn mixed tenure estates also
grew during these years. The trend towards land entering
owner occupied estates was more marked between 1790 and
.1801. Again this was at the expense of the land in wholly

tenanted estates. The proportion of land in mixed tenure

estates rose iIn some parishes and fell in others but there
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was some tendency for the proportion of land retained
by the proprietor®™ iIn these to rise. Between 1801 and 1S14
there was a further iIncrease iIn the land under wholly
owner occupied estates, with a corresponding fall i1n land
in wholly tenanted estates. There appeal®s to have been some
growth in the land 1In mixed tenure estiges but hardly
any discernable change i1n the proportion of land in them
retained by the proprietor. The years 1814 to 1822 saw a
continued rise in the proportion of land in wholly owner
occupied estates but at a slacker pace than during previous
periods. Almost half the parishes show a rise iIn the
proportion of land in wholly tenanted estates. There seems
to have been some transfer from mixed tenure estates to
tenanted estates and there were some reductions in the
proportion of the land i1In those retained by the proprietor.
Between 1822 and 1S31 » there were falls In the proportion
of land 1n wholly owner occupied estates but a rise 1in
both the land i1h tenanted estates and those of mixed tenure.
Some falls i1n the amount of land retained in the latter
can be seen. The main trends would appear to be a rise 1In
owner occupied estates between 1790 and 1814, but with the
same trend at a slacker pace iIn the decade preceeding this
and between 1814 and 1822. After 1822 the trend was reversed.
The trends iIn tenanted estates tend to be the reverse of
those seen for the owner occupied ones. The trends for
mixed tenure estates follow those for owner occupied ones
until 1814 and the tenanted estates after 1822.

The trends for the seven parishes during the eighteenth
century are difficult to discern. Throughout the period

1699-1770, the majority of the land was in wholly tenanted
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estates and the land iIn mixed tenure estates outweighed
that in wholly owner occupied ones. The amount of land in
wholly owner occupied estates show signs of having fallen
during the first decade of the eighteenth century, Over
the same period the land In mixed tenure estates rose.
Land in wholly tenanted estates fell between 1699 and
1710, but duoxtfs signs of recovery between 1720 and 1730.
The land in mixed tenure estates retained by the proprietor
rose between 1699 and 1710. Thereafter the pattern is
relatively stable and trends become difficult to discern.
The majority of the land was in wholly tenanted farms.
The amount of land iIn mixed tenure farms varied between
parishes and iIn about half the parishes exceeded the
proportion of land in wholly owner occupied farms. Between
1780 and 1790 there was an increase iIn the proportion of
the land in wholly owner occupied farms and iIn the amount
of land In mixed tenure farms owned by the occupier.
Between 1790 and 1801 the increase in land in owner occupied
farms increased and that in wholly tenanted farms
diminished. There was an increase iIn the land In mixed
tenure farms and in the proportion of these owned by the
occupier. The trend between 1801 and 181" remained one of
the proportion of land in wholly owner occupied farms
to increase and that of wholly tenanted farms to fall.
There seems to have been little overall change in the
proportion of land in mixed tenure farms, with some parishes
experiencing falls in this, but the amount of the farms
owned by the occupier continued to rise. After 1814 the

trend towards an increase iIn land In owner occupied farms

slackened off, though there was a continuing fall in the
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amount of land in wholly tenanted farms. Between 1822 and
1831 there was a down-turn in the amount of land in wholly
owner occupied farms and a corresponding rise in the land
in wholly tenanted farms. The trends in farm tenures are
similar to those for estate tenures. The main period of
growth in owner occupied farms was between 1790 and 1814,
with the trend appearing in the decade before this and
continuing towards 1822. There was a reversal of this
after 1822.

It 1s difficult to discern any clear trends in the
seven parishes examined between 1699 and 1770. Most of
the land was in wholly tenanted farms throughout the period.
Some trends amongst the mixed tenure farms can be seen.
The land in them increased between 1699 and 1710 and
fell between 1710 and 1720. There was a further fall
between 1760 and 1770. The proportion of land owned by
the occupier iIn mixed tenure farms shows signs of having
fallen over the period 1699 to 1710 and between 1760 and
1770.

The mean estate sizes shows that the largest estates
in 1780 tended to be those iIn mixed tenure. This held true
for each of the years examined between 1780 and 1831 and
for the sample seven parishes examined between 1699 and
1770. The wholly tenanted estates were generally larger
than those under owner occupation, but between 1801 and
1822 the means of the estates under owner occupation grew
to a size comparable with the tenanted estates. An
examination of the seven parishes reveals that the ranking
held true for the period 1699 to 1770. In the seven

selected parishes there is little evidence of any major
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change 1In size of the mean estates between 1699 and 1770
or for the mean estates iIn any of the three tenurial
groups. Between 1780 and 1831 there are signs of an increase
in the size of mean estate. In 1780 the mean estate of

the median parish was 70 acres and iIn 1831 1t was 78 acres.
Growth 1n the mean estates was general but not universal.
It was greatest iIn parishes such as Goodnestone where a
single estate can be found acquiring land. However the
trend iIs reversed In those parishes iIn which the number of
proprietors was increasing during the period. At Ash,
Buclcland and Charlton, Eastry, and Worth the mean estate
fell.

There 1i1s evidence of regional variations in the size
of estates within the division. The parishes in which the
estates were smallest tended to be those iIn the lower
Stour Valley. These include Ash, St. Laiirence, Elmstone,
Staple, and Woodnesborough. The parish of Great Mongeham,
near Deal, was also characterised by the smallness of
estates. The parishes on the dipslope tended to have
larger estates, especially in those parishes lying to the
south and west. The iIncrease in the number of proprietors
with wholly owner occupied estates between 1780 and 1822
.was accompanied by an iIncrease iIn the mean owner occupied
estate. There are signs of growth in i1t between 1780 and
1790 but i1t is particularly noticeable between 1790 and
1801. Between 1822 and 1831 the mean size declines
but there are iIncreases in the mean mixed tenure estate.
This suggests that the iIncrease In owner occupation between
1780 and 1822 occurred through the passing of larger units

into owner occupation than had been the case before and the
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decline iIn owner occupation after 1822 was experienced
among the larger units.

The evidence presented here puts some perspective into
the tendency often noted for the larger estates to grow.
Evidence can certainly be found of such estates iIncreasing
in size during the period but the overall effect of this
seems to have been relatively modest. ?Le waldershare
Park estate increased from 5»775 acres iIn 1746 to
8,084 acres iIn 1789. This was mainly as a result of
acquiring 1,130 acres at Fairfield, outside the St. Augustine
East division, iIn 1749. Smaller acquisitions occurred at
Guston, Coldred, Northbourne, Eastry, and St, John in
Thanet, at regular intervals. The estate was a mixed tenure
one. Waldershare Park itself amounted to 612 acres 1iIn
Waldershare, Coldred, Ewell, Eythorne, and Lydden in 1746.
During the years this too was extended. Twenty acres of
woodland was added in 1750, 4 acres of land iIn 1753» and
74 acres in 1763. Partly this was done by purchase and
partly by taking land away from certain farms on the estate
located close to 1t.(1) Although this and similar examples
of engrossing can be found, the figures presented suggest
that the scale on which it was occurring was such as not
to have an overall iImpact on the distribution of the land.
While these estates were growing others were declining in
size. The eventual pattern is the result of a myriad of
small decisions and there is a danger that those for which
estate records remain may not be représentative.(?2)

1. K.A.0. U 471 A3-7, Al13.
2. A similar argument 1is advanced in C_.Clay,IMarriage

Inheritance and the Rise of Large Estates in England,
1660-1815", Econ. Hist.Rev, 2nd series, XXI (1968),pp503-18.
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Few clear trends iIn farm sizes emerge over this period.
There 1i1s little tendency for the mean size of farms to
change between 1780 and 1831, with gains In some parishes
being offset by losses iIn others. The seven selected
parishes- show little sign of change iIn the mean farm
between 1699 and 1770» Only Adisham shows any clear tendency
towards a growth iIn the mean farm size, and this is after
1780. The impression given iIs that changes in farm sizes
on some estates were compensated for by changes iIn the
opposite direction on others. The ranking of the tenurial
groups was for mixed tenure farms to be larger than wholly
tenanted ones, and for these to be larger than those under
owner occupation. This holds true for the seven parishes
béiween 1780 and 1831. kfter 187.2 there are some signs of
a reversal of the positions of wholly tenanted and wholly
owner occupied farms. The size of the mixed tenure estates
and farms compared with those in the other tenurial groups
outweighs the smaller proportion of the land iIn these than
in tenanted and owner occupied farms and estates. It shows
that the larger farms and estates came iInto these
categories and one might expect that the more influencial
landlords and farmers to be found amongst these groups. They
would i1nclude the Earl of Guildford and most of the land
tax commisioners for the St. Augustine East division and
farmers such as John Bridges and John Boys.

A few trends in different tenurial groups can be
distinguished. There are signs of some growth iIn mixed
tenure farms between 1780 and 1790 and in owner occupied
farms between 1790 and 1801. Unlike the wholly owner

occupied estates, there is little evidence of a fall 1iIn
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the sizes of owner occupied farms between 1822 and 1831 ,
suggesting that the reversal of fortunes amongst owner
occupiers was concentrated amongst those with smaller
holdings. Amongst the seven parishes, mixed tenure farms
fall between 1710 and 1720,1700-70, and 1770-80, but there
are few other trends.

The measures of dispersion iIndicate considerable
stability in the distribution of farm and estate sizes in
the division between 1780 and 1875 and in the seven
parishes between 1699 and 1770. The logarithmic mean estate
exhibits the same regional pattern within the division as
the mean estate did. The parishes with smaller mean estates
tended to be those with smaller logarithmic mean estates.
There was less variation than for mean estates with the
values being more comparable iIn different parts of the
division. The logarithmic mean farm equally shows few signs
of any change iIn the division between 1780 and 1S3l and 1in
the seven parishes between 1699 and 1770. The variations
in the logarithmic mean farm between parishes show the
same tendencies as the logarithmic mean estate and the
mean farm. Between 1780 and 1831 the main feature of the
logarithmic mean farm and estate was their stability, though
examples can be found of parishes i1n which they increased
in size or declined. The latter tended to be parishes such
as-Ash and Buckland and Charlton in which the numbers of
proprietors and occupiers had been increasing over the
period.

The logarithmic standard deviations for both farm and
estates show little sign of change iIn the division between
1780 and 1831 and iIn the seven selected parishes between

1699 and 1831. Examples can be found of parishes i1n which
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they grew or declined, but the overall impression is one

of stability. There are signs of a fall i1n the logarithmic
standard deviation for farms between 1822 and 1831, indicating
that there may have been a decline in the number of small
farms, so that the dispersion was more concentrated around

the mean. Amongst the seven parishes, only Sutton shows

any clear trend. Here the logarithmic éiandard deviation

for both farms and estates increased throughout the period,
showing that there was an iIncreased dispersion around the
mean .

When the two entropy measures are considered the
pattern again is of little change either in the division
between 1780 and 1831 or in the seven parishes between
1699 and 1770» The pattern appears to be that once the
distribution of the land in farms and estates had been
established, little occurred to change i1t later. Exceptions
can be found such as Goodnestone, where the entropy of
estates reflects the growth of the Goodnestone Park Estate,
but the general feature i1s that the entropies stayed within
narrow limits. The measures of dispersion show that the
increase In owner occupation that occurred between 1780 and
1822 took place without any significant alteration iIn the
distribution of the land iIn farms or estates. The overall
pattern for the period iIs one of stability with the
exception of the tenurial changes i1n favour of owner
occupation.

The results from this study can be compared with those
of some other studies. However the extent to which this 1is
possible i1s limited by the availablity of comparable
statistics. Most studies haye not adopted the modern

threefold tenurial division of farms and estates, nor



-35/.

have they computed measures of the distribution of land
and estates. In a number of cases, 1t iIs possible that the
trends relate to the methods of computation adopted and
they may disappear i1f this is changed,

The trends in farm sizes for the period have been
indicated by several studies. G.E_Mingay found that farms
of 21 to 100 acres decreased iIn number in four of the
Kingston estate open field villages iIn Nottinghamshire
between 1690 and 1790 and farms of over 100 acres increased
during the same period. On the Dagot estate in Staffordshire
farms of between 21 and 100 acres fell between 172*1 and
17%%, and between 1744 and 176*1 while those of over 100
acres rose over the periods. A similar trend was found
on the Giffard estate iIn Staffordshire.(l) J.R.Wordie
found an iIncrease iIn the proportion of land on the
Levenson-Gower estates iIn farms of over 200
acres from 18.8 per cent for 171%-20 to 59«3 per
cent In 1829-33« There was a decline in the proportion
of the land iIn farms of between 20 and 100 acres from
46,1 per cent of the land to 1*1.9 per cent. Over the
same period the mean farm of over twenty acres
increased from 82.9 to 1*17 acres. (2) These trends towards
greaterconsolidation of farms and an increase iIn the
size of farms seems to contradict the evidence from the
land tax assessments for east Kent where the evidence
pointed to the stability in the distribution of farm

sizes. Comparisions between the land tax evidence and

1. "The Size of Farms in the Eighteenth Century”, Econ
Hist Rev. 2nd ser, X1V (1961-2), pp469-88.
20’Social change on the Leveson-Gower Estates 1714-1832”

Econ Hist Rev. 2nd ser, XXVI11(1974), PP593-609.



-357-
that from estate accounts is not strictly possible.
Estate accounts do not include farms under owner occupation
other than home farms. They omit the owner occupied part
of mixed tenure farms and they will only include the land
rented from one landlord. It is quite possible that the
leasehold parts of the farms might exhibit a trend in
one direction which may be compensated by a movement in
a different direction In the remaining parts of the farm.(l)
The differences between the wholly owner occupied, wholly
tenanted, and mixed tenure farms found iIn east Kent
show that it Is necessary to ensure that an index of
farm sizes should contain the correct weighting of the
different tenures otherwise it will be subject to serious
bias,,

The figures presented In these two studj.es are not on
the same basis as those in this one and this can influence
the iInterpretation. If J.R.Wordie"s figures for the
Trentham estate are recalculated so as to reveal the mean
farm rather than the mean farm of over 20 acres then a
different trend emerges. The mean farm of over 20 acres
was 87 acres in 1717 108 acres i1n 1779 and 117 acres
inl833. (@) The mean farm was 23.9 acres in 171+ 20.3
acres in 1779» ad. 15.5 acres in 1833. This points to the

mean farm on the estate being somewhat lower than those

1,J.H.Wordie discounts the possibility of any of the
.tenants on the Leveson-Gower estate owning land outside
the estate boundary and claims that it was the policy of
the estate not to let to the surrounding freeholders. If
this was the case then his figures should be comparable
with mine for wholly tenanted farms. Ibid,p59™1n.

2. lbid,pp605-8. The Trentham estate has been selected as
it 1s roughly the same size as the Ualdershare Park Estate
and i1ts acreage was less variable than that for Lilleshall.
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in east Kent.
Trends of the sort found by Mingay and liordie can
be found on particular estates iIn east Kent. Table 531

shows the distribution of farm sizes on the Waldershare

Park Estate 1In 1750 and 1789. The calculation excludes

Table %1 Farm Size on the Waldershareffark Estate.

Numbers of farms 1750 1789
0-5 acres 8 6
over 5 to 20 5 8
over 20 to 50 3 2
over 50 to 100 U 2
over 100 to 150 3 3
over 150 to 200 3 2
over 200 to 300 3 2
over 300 to kOO k 2
over kOO 2 k
Total 35 JLL
Tenanted Acreage 5270 573

Source K.A.O0. UN1

those parts of the estate lying outside the division 1iIn

S't, John in Thanet, Swingfield, and Fairfield. It is the

<only estate for which records are sufficiently complete

and s large enough to allow this exercise to be accomplished.
The mean farm on the estate rose from 150.6 acres in 1750

to 175.6 acres 1n 1789» The mean farm of over 20 acres
increased from 237.7 acres to 315*5 acres. The main

source of the increase was through the tenants taking on

more than one farm. The alterations iIn farm boundaries

were comparatively minor and mainly involved the taking

of land into Waldershare Park. On the Waldershare Park



-359-

estate similar trends to other studies can be found, though
the farms were generally larger. However increases of this
sort must have been offset by reductions elsewhere 1iIn
order to produce the patterns revealed in the land tax
assessments O

Some support for the evidence of the land tax assessments
does come from some other studies of farm sizes iIn Kent.
On the manor of Southborough in 1621 the mean farm was
22,7 acres and this rose to 31»8 acres i1n 17/4-3 due to
consolidation amongst the smaller holdings. The Fane
estate In 1600 consisited of 1,245 acres with a mean farm
of 31*9 acres and the Children estate in 17/4-3 with 1,222
acres had a mean estate of 53.1 acres, (1) These figures
point to a change in farm sizes during the seventeenth
century and early eighteenth century. They may suggest
that changes i1n the pattern of farm sizes iIn Kent may
have taken place before the land tax assessments begin,
D.A_Baker has compiled a series of leasehold farms
advertised for letting from the Kentish Post during the
years 1729-33, 177°5-9, and 1760-4. The mean leasehold
farm for Kent was similar for each of these periods,
142,140 and 137 acres. Those for north east Kent were
.133.2,152.5, and 139.6 acres.(2) These figures are
subject to the same limitations as those calci-ilated from

estate surveys, as 1Is recognised by Dr. Baker. In addition2

1. C.¥_Chaikin, <"The Rural Economy of a Kentish Wealden
Parish 1650-1750", Ag Hist Rev X (1962 ) .nr>29-45.
2.Agricultural Prices,Production and Marketing,with special
reference to the Hop Industry: North East Kent 1680-1760;
unpublished University of Kent at Canterbury Ph.D thesis

(1976),ch 3.
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tho representativeness of the advertisements may vary
according to the state of the land market. The 1index is

a bid index and a completions i1ndex could vary from this.
However it does point to the stability in the pattern of
farm sizes. Further support is offered by a study of the
rural West Midlands by J.M_Martin. This made use of the
land tax assessments but 1t suffers froﬁ'the defect that
It used an acreage equivalent based on the county land

tax quota rather than for each parish. His study included
the tenant holdings i1n 71 Worcestershire villages, 20

Avon Valley villages, and 13 Staffordshire ones for the
period 1790 to 1825. It reveals that the numbers of tenants
in each of the five size categories he used remained
similar with the exception of holdings of under 2.5 acres.(l)
These studies lend support to the trends found in the .east
Kent land tax assessments. It is quite possible that Kent
experienced the trends seen elsewhere at an earlier date
so that the farm sizes were already optimal and, hence,did
not show any clear trend during this period. It is also
possible that the form consolidation that took place in
Kent was through enlarging field sizes and improving the
internal layout of the farm,(2) It is also possible that a
variety of trends were present In the farm structure
during the period so that on some estates there were
trends towards larger farms while on others there may

have been compensating trends against this this so that

the overall pattern gives the iImpression of stability.

1_.Social and Economic Trends in the Rural West Midlands 1785-
1825 .unpublished Birmingham M_Com thesis (1960), appendix 1.

2. Baker, op cit, ppl6-17
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Most of the land tax studies have pointed to an
increase 1In owner occupation between 1780 and 1832, a
conclusion also noted iIn the study. H.L.Gray found that
the number of owner occupiers increased in all classes
of Oxfordshire parish between 1785 and 18-, but fell
between 1804 and 1832. However the amoggt of property in
owner occupation was greater in 1832 than in 180k in four
of his classes of parish. Some k7 per cent of the parishes
in east Kent would have come within Gray"s category A
parishes iIn which owner occupiers paid more than 20
per cent of the land tax, compared with 16 per cent of
the Oxfordshire ones.(l) However Gray"s use of titles to
identify those who would mainly come within the category
of mixed tenure proprietors 1Is suspect and the figures
are not comparable. E.Davies found that the number of
owner occupiers increased between 1780 and 1802 and
between 1802 and 1832. Non-occupying ownners fell 1in
numbers between 1780 and 1802 but rose between 1802 and
1832. The land tax paid by owner occupiers increased
between 1780 and 1802 but fell slightly between 1802-
1832 . This would conform to the trend found iIn east
Kent where there 1i1s evidence of a decline iIn owner
occupation after 1822. In some of the counties he found
an increase 1In owner occupiers after 1802 while in others
there was a decline. It might be thought that the situation
in east Kent might be similar to that in the old enclosed

parishes i1n the Midlands. Davies®" study would suggest that

1. “Yeoman Farming in Oxfordshire from the Sixteenth Century
to the Nineteenth®, "Quarterly Journal of Economics,Xx1V

(1909-10), pp203-326 .
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t,hat this was not the case. Owner occupiers were absent

in 1780 from 51 per cent of the old enclosed parishes

he examined, from 11 per cent of those enclosed by act
before 1780-6 and from 17 per cent of the open field
parishes-, They were absent from 4 per cent of the parishes
in the St, Augustine East division.(l) The study by J.D.
Chambers also shows an increase in owner occupation

after 1790. Some of the series show similarities with

the east Kent pattern . The number of owner occupiers in
most of the series continued to grow until 1832 but with
a slackening ofgrowth after 1812. The east Kent figure
shows a similar slackening.Some of the figures show the
trends i1n more detailO In 20 Lindsey parishes a peak was
reached iIn the number of occupiers i1n 1815 with a fall iIn
the number until 1822, when growth was resumed back to
the 1812 level. This would appear to be a trend associated
with the parishes enclosed before 1790, as those enclosed
later experienced a continuous growth in the numbers.(@)
The trends iIn owner occupation found In east Kent are
broadly comparable with those found elsewhere, subject

to the qualification that the increase In owner occupiers
after enclosure, found iIn the studies such as that by
Chambers, would mean that the secular trend would be
likely to be subject to local variations. The pattern of
owner occupation as It existed iIn east Kent iIn 1780 was

far more entrenched than in the old enclosed parishes

1.°The Small Landowner,1780-1832, in the light of the
land tax assessmentsJd Econ.Hist,Rev. 1(1927),pp87-113.
2. "Enclosure and the Small Landownere.Econ.Hist.Rev..X

(1939-40) ,ppil8-27
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in the Midlands.

Two studies that show the pattern of landownership
during the period 1780 to 1830 reveal a pattern of
overall stability that is similar to the east Kent
pattern9 JOM,Martin divided the Warick3hire parishes
according to their date of enclosure and examined them
in 1780 and 1825. In each of the groups of parishes,
landowners were divided iInto seven different categories
by size. Only in the group owning less than 10 acres
are there any major changes in the proportion of the total
landowners in the group. In each of the types of parish
the number of proprietors falls. Overall this is a fall
of 17 per cent but It happens In such a way as not to
radically change the proportion of owners in each
category.(l) B.L.James found that the number of estates
in each size category in the Vale of Glamorgan remained
similar 1n 1780-4,1810,and1831 and was similar to the
pattern revealed by the tithe, surveys. A comparision
between the land held by each category of estates in the
the 1780s and the 1840s also reveals considerable
stability.()

The trends iIn farm sizes iIn east Kent appear to
contradict evidence available from estate surveys,
including that for the available estates within the
division. The evidence available elsewhere for Kent

woulld be compatible with a trend towards inci’eased farm

1. Warwickshire and the Parliamentary Enclosure Movement,
unpublished Birmingham Ph.D thesis (1965)>p65.

2. The Vvale of Glamorgan 1780-1830. unpublished Wales M.A.
thesis (1970-1),PP35-6
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sizes during the seventeenth and early eighteenth century
and stability in the leasehold farms during the period.

As a variety of trends can be found within the parishes

of the St,,Augustine hast division, engrossing on one
estate would be compatible with fragmentation elsewhere.
The increase In owner occupation found particularly between
1790 and 1814 1is confirmed in other stszies but the timing
and strength of the trends in other studies is likely

to be influenced by enclosure. Some support for the 1idea
that the distribution of estates may have been stable

over the period comes particularly from the Vale of
Glamorgan, though for Warickshire there appears to have
been stability in the overall distribution if not the
numbers. Within east Kent a number of different trends

can be found and the exploration of t ese i1s likely

more helpful than general comparisons with other studies

in which the precise reasons for variation cannot be

established
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1
In order to discover the relationships between the

different elements in the agricultural structure, some

2k variables have been extracted and correlated against
each other. The objective iIs to measure the degree of
association between the items so that, for example,

it 1s possible to say whether owner occupation was
associated with a more fragmented pattern of landownership,
or whether it was to be found iIn those parishes with the
larger farms and estates and a more unequal distribution

of the land. The variables used cover almost all those
computed i1n appendix A. They i1nclude the number of
proprietors and occupiers, and the proportion of these

who were owner occupiers, the percentage of land in estates
arid in farms from each tenure group, the mean sizes of
estates and of farms iIn each tenure group, and the measures
of the equality of the distribution of the land by farms
and by estates. The analysis has been undertaken for three
years, 1780,1801, and 1831» The complexity of the
relationships between the variables is likely to have

been such that no variable can be explained iIn terms of
any other single variable. It could be anticipated that

the degree of variance explained by each relationship
would be relatively small. In order to i1dentify the more
important relationships, those which are statistically
significant at the 99 and 95 per cenjv confidence levels
have been i1dentified. Although some of the relationships
may appear obvious and scarsely worthy, of mention, the.most
striking feature to be found iIn the tables is for how
little of the variances such obvious relationships in

fact account
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The 1780 correlation matrix is set out in table
5.2= It shows that the number of proprietors were strongly
correlated with the number of occupiers. Significant
correlations at the higher confidence level can be found
between the number of proprietors and the entropies of
farms and estates. This points to the proprietors being
more numerous iIn those parishes 1in whiéh the distribution
of land between the proprietors and occupiers was most
equal, rather than the number of proprietors being
greatest where the distribution was most weighted towards
the larger owners. At the lower level of significance
the number of proprietors was related to the proportion
of the land iIn mixed tenure estates retained by the
proprietor. The number of proprietors was iInversly related
at a significant level to several of the measures of farm
and estate size. Negative correlations were found with the
mean estate, mean wholly tenanted estate, and mean
rented farm. The inverse relationship with the mean
estate 1s scarsely suprising but it only accounts for
14 peri cent of the variation iIn the dependent variable.
The pattern for 1801 1is similar. A new correlation exists
with the proportion of land iIn mixed tenure farms owned
by the occupier. New inverse relationships with the mean
farm, and the logarithmic farm and estate have appeared
above the lower confidence level. The 1831 pattern 1is
again similar. Correlatiore with the percentage of the land
in tenanted estates and mixed tenure farms enter, as do
inverse correlations with the percentage of land in
mixed tenure estates, and the mean mixed tenure estate

and owner occupied farm.
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in Tables 3«?-5.4

Number of Proprietors

Percentage of proprietors who were owner occupiers

Number of occupiers.

Percentage
Percentage
Percentage
Percentage

Percentage

of occupiers who were owner oOccupiers.

of land
of land
of land
of land

the proprietor.

Percentage

Percentage

11 oPei "centage

12 .

13.

Percentage

occupier*

of land
of land
of land
of land

Mean estate size.

in

wholly owner occupied estates.
wholly tenanted estates.
mixed tenure estates,,

mixed tenure estates retained by

wholly owner occupied farms.
wholly rented farms.
mixed tenure farmse

mixed tenure farms owned by the

14. Mean wholly owner occupied estate.

15»Mean wholly tenanted estate.

16 .
17.
18.
19 .

Mean mixed tenure estate.

Mean farm size

Mean wholly owner occupied farm.

Mean wholly rented farm.

20»Mean mixed

tenure farm.

21. Entropy of estates,,

22. Entropy of farms.

23«Logarithmic mean estate,

24 _Logarithmic mean farm.
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The main point to emerge from this is the strong
correlation between proprietors and occupiers. There is
a close relationship between the number of proprietors
and the equality of distribution of land in a parish9
shown by correlations with both the entropies of farms
and estates. There 1i1s an iInverse relationship with the
size of farms and estates, but this explains comparatively
little of the variance. The correlations suggest that
there i1s an inverse relation between the number of proprietors
and mixed tenure estates. This could be because they were
generally the largest estates and tended to dominate the
parishes in which they were present. They were also
associated with resident, rather than absentee owners.
There does seem to be a relationship between the number
of proprietors and mixed tenure farms. This may suggest
that mixed tenure farms could be easily built up iIn those
parishes in which landownership was most fragmented or
that under these circumstances,an economic holding could
only be builtup through partly owning the land.

The percentage of proprietors who were owner occupiers
shows a strong correlation with the other measures of
owner occupation in 1780. There are correlations with the
number of occupiers who were owner occupiers, the percentage
of land 1In owner occupied estates, the percentage land 1in
owner occupied farms, the mean owner occupied estate,and
the mean owner occupied fa:pm. The number of proprietors
occupying all or part of their holding was greatest
where conditions were favourable to building up the

larger owner occupied farms and estates, which,in turn,

led to high proportions of the land In owner occupied
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farms and estates. As might be expected, there are
inverse correlations with the percentage of land in
tenanted estates and rented farms. There 1s no such
inverse relationship with mixed tenure farms and estates.
There 1s a significant correlation with the percentage of
land In mixed tenure estates. This is not suprising. The
owners of mixed tenure estates rarely rented land from
another landlord, and would therefore appear among the
occupiers who owned all their farms. The mixed tenure
farmers rarely rented, land to another farmer and so
normally appear amongst those proprietors who occupied
all their holding. One would not expect to find inverse
correlations between owner occupation and mixed tenure
farms and estates. There are two more interesting groups
of correlations affecting the percentage of proprietors
who were owner occupiers. They correlate with the mean
farm and mean estate .Owner occupiers were more numerous
in those parishes with the larger farms and estates. There
are inverse correlations with the entropies of estates
and farms. This shows that owner occupation tended to

be ass dated with the more uneqvial distributions of land
in farms and estates. This is supported by the correlations
with the logarithmic means for farms and estates.

This pattern breaks down in 1801. There are no longer
significant correlations with the mean estate, mean farm,
the entropy measures, or the logarithmic mean measures.
The correlation with the percentage of land In owner
occupied estates is reduced iIn Importance and that with
the land i1n mixed tenure estates disappears. This suggests

that as the proportion of land iIn owner occupation
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increased i1n all types of parishes after 1780, it was no
longer confined to those parishes in which the particular
features that encouraged i1t in 1780 were present. This
destroyed the correlations with what, i1n 1780, were the
most favourable factors for i1t. A further change occurred
by 1831. There 1is a correlation with the entropy of farms
but there are correlations with the logarithmic means
that approach the level of statistical significance. There
IS a reduction iIn the significance of the correlation with
the numbers of occupying owners and no longer a correlation
with the mean owner occupied farm.

The features with which the proportion of proprietors
who were owner occupiers correlate with in 1780 are re-
produced in most ofethe measures of owner occupation.
These amount to four main features. Firstly, there 1iIs a
high degree of correlation between all the different
elements of owner occupation, whether meastired by numbers
of proprietors or occupiers, the percentage of the land
in owner occupied farms and estates, or the mean owner
occupied farms and estates. Secondly there are i1nverse
correlations with the degree of tenancy but an ambivalent
reaction to mixed tenure farms and estates.Some of the
measures having correlations with them and other inverse
correlations. Generally the number of significant
correlations with the mixed tenure measures are fTewer
than those with tenancy. The third feature is that owner
occupation correlates with the mean size of farms and
estates, so that i1t tended to be found iIn those parishes
with the larger farms and estates.Finally“there tends to be
inverse correlations with the entropies of farms and

estates, and positive correlations with the logarithmic
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means of farms and estates. Owner occupation in 1780 does not
seem to have been associated with parishes i1n which
landownership and occupation were more fragmented. The
pattern breaks down in 1801 as the amount of owner
occupation increases and it grew in those parishes that
in 1780 had been unfavourable to i1t. The correlations
with the sizes of farms and estates and the inverse
correlations with equality disappear, and there 1is a
weakening of the correlations between the various measures
of owner occupation. By 1831 the reduction in owner’
occupation brings a limited restitution of the earlier
pattern, with some of the correlations that were significant
in 1780, but not in 1801, reappearing.

The number of occupiers correlates with many of
the factors that the number of proprietors did. Three
main features emerge from the tables. They tend to be
correlated with the degree of equality in the distribution
of farms and estates. The precise measures with which
they correlate vary. In 1780 there are correlations with
the entropies of estates and farms. In 1801 , the entropy
of farms drops below the significance level but the inverse
correlations with the logarithmic means of estates and
farms become significant. There are generally inverse
correlations with some of the measures of the size of
farms and estates. In 1780 there were iInverse correlations
with the mean rented farm, mean estate, and mean tenanted
estate, and in 1801 also with the mean farm. In 1831, the
importance of the inverse correlations with tenancy
diminish but there are iInverse correlations with the

mean mixed tenure estate and the mean owner occupied farmO
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The relationship with mixed tenure farms and estates Iis
unclear. In addition to the inverse correlation with the
mean mixed tenure estate In 1831» there 1i1s>In 1780"a
correlation with the percentage of land in mixed tenure
estates retained by the proprietor,in 1801 with the
percentage of land in mixed tenure farms owned by the
occupier, and iIn 1831 with the percentage of land in
mixed tenure farms. These point to mixed tenure farms
being associated with a more fragmented pattern of
landownership and occupation.

The percentage of occupiers who were owner occupiers
correlates with many of the same factors that the proportion
of proprietors who were owner occupiers did. In 1780 it
correlates with the other measures of owner occupation,
such as the mean owner occupied farm and estate, and
inversely with the degree of tenancy. There are correlations
with the mean farm and mean estate and iInversely with the
measures of equality. Again the pattern changes in 1801,

The correlations with the mean farm, mean estate, and mean
owner occupied farm are no longer significant, nor are

the iInverse correlations with the equality measures. There
IS a reduction in the significance of the iInverse relationship
with the degree of tenancy, with the correlation with

the percentage of the land under tenanted estates no
longer significant. In 1831 the correlations with the
other measures of owner occupation are reduced. The
correlations with the mean owner occupied estate and the
percentage of land in owner occupied farms and estates are
no longer significant. There are now correlations with the

entropy measures which are the reverse of the relationships
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in 1780, Owner occupation seems to have survived to a
greater extent iIn a more fragmented area of landownership
and occupation after 1801.

The percentage of land in owner occupied estates show
the same correlations as the other measures of owner
occupation in 1780. In 1801 there 1is aareversal of the
inverse relationship with the measures of equality* The
correlations with the entropies of farms and estates
become positive and there are inverse relationships with
the logarithmic means of farms and estates, though these
fall below the level of significance. In 1831, the strength
of these relationships are reduced, suggesting that there
IS a beginning of a return to the previous pattern. There
IS some evidence of an inverse relationship with mixed
tenure estates strengthening.

The main influences on the percentage of land in wholly
tenanted estates In 1780 seem to be the extent of mixed
tenure estates and the degree of equality iIn landownership
and occupation. The strongest correlations are iInverse ones
with the percentage land In mixed tenure estates and in
owner occupied farms. As 1tvw/as unusual for the proprietor
of a mixed tenure estate to rent land from another
landlord, these two correlations are really two apects
of the same influence. There are inverse correlations
with the mean mixed tenure estate and mean owner occupied
farm. This suggests that the factors favourable to the
emergence of absentee ownership were different from those
influencing the emergence of residential owners, with whom

the mixed tenure estates were associated. The percentage

of land iIn wholly tenanted estates correlates with the
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entropies of farms and estates. The signs of the correlations
with the logarithmic means conform to this pattern but the
correlations are not significant at the chosen levels.
Tenanted estates seem to be a feature of those parishes
with a more fragmented pattern of landownership and
occupation. In 1801 the entropy correlations disappear,
suggesting that as owner occupation increased, 1t tended
to be the larger absentee estates that remained, with
the smaller ones changing hands and tenure. The inverse
correlations with aspects of mixed tenure estates remain.

The land in mixed tenure estates correlated In 17&0
with the other aspects of the system, such as the percentage
of land 1In owner occupied farms and the proportion of
proprietors who occupy all or part of their land« There
are iInverse correlations with the percentage of the land
in owner occupied and tenanted estates. The inverse
correlation with the percentage of land iIn mixed tenure
farms would reflect the fact that they would appear as
land In owner occupied and tenanted estates. In 1831 some
differences appear. There 1iIs something of an inverse
relationship between the land in mixed tenure estates and
the degree of equality i1n the distribution of the land.
There are inverse correlations with the entropy of estates
and the number of proprietors and a correlation with the
mean estate,” This suggests that by 1831 mixed tenure
estates are a feature of parishes i1n which the landownership
IS more concentrated, perhaps a reflection of a trend
towards a growth iIn residential estates. The amount of

land 1n mixed tenure estates retained by the proprietor

correlates with little in 1780 and 1831. There are



correlations with the number of proprietors and occupiers
at the lower level of significance, indicating that the
retention of land In mixed tenure estates iIs a feature of
areas with a more fragmented pattern of landownorship and
occupation. In 1801 a clearer pattern emerges. The
correlations with the number of proprietors and occupiers
are still present. There are some corré]ations with
measures of the degree of equality in the distribution
of land-. There are i1nverse correlations with the logarithmic
means of farms and estates and with the mean estate size.
There 1s something of an inverse correlation with the
degree of tenancy, with inverse correlations with the
percentage of land iIn rented farms and tenanted estates,
and the mean rented farm and tenanted estate. There are
correlations with the other elements of mixed tenure
estates such as the percentage of land i1n owner occupied
farms. The correlations suggest that conditions favourable
to absentee landlords were not the same as those favourable
for residential ones and so one finds an inverse relationship
between the elements of mixed tenure estates and tenanted
estates, but comparatively little relationship between
mixed tenure and owner occupied estates.

The percentage of land in wholly owner occupied
farms show a similar pattern of correlations to the
other elements of owner occupation in 1780, It is
correlated with the other owner occupation measures
and with the size of farms and estates. There are iInverse
correlations with the degree of equality in landownership

and occupation, and land under tenancy and iIn mixed tenure

farms. There is a correlation with the percentage of
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land 1n mixed tenure estates.This clear pattern disappears
in 1801 with the growth of owner occupation. The 1inverse
correlation with equality becomes insignificant, with
the direction of the correlation with the mean farm and estate
being reversed. Owner occupation in 1801 is associated with
smaller farms and estates, while in 1780 i1t is found in
parishes with larger farms and estates. The inverse
correlations with rented farms becomes insignificant.
In 1831 there is a strengthening of the inverse correlation
with the percentage of land in mixed tenure farms and the
correlation with the number of occupying owners disappears.
The 1i1nverse correlation between the percentage of land iIn
wholly owner occupied farms and that in mixed tenure farms
points to the iImportance in distinguishing between those
owner occupiers who owned all their land and those for
whom their own land was a limited part of the total
holding. The correlations that can be found with aspects
of mixed tenure estates suggests that much of the land in
wholly owner occupied farms may be associated with persons
who were primarily landlords.

The percentage of land In rented farms show iInverse
correlations in 1780 with the land In owner occupied
and mixed tenure farms, and with other elements of owner
occupation, such as the percentage of land iIn owner
occupied estates, the percentage of proprietors who were
owner occupiers, and the mean owner occupied farm and
estate. The 1inverse correlation appears much stronger with
owner occupation than mixed tenure farms, a reflection of
the fact that the latter were built up from rented land.

There is a tendency for the land in rented farms to
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correlate with the equality measures. There is a correlation
with the entropy of farms and inverse correlations with
the logarithmic mean of estates and farms. There are
correlations with the other elements of tenancy such as
the mean rented farm and the mean tenanted estate. The main
change i1n 1801 is the reversal of the relationship with
equality. There are significant correlations with the mean
estate and farm, with the signs being reversed to positive
correlations. There 1i1s a reversal of the signs of the
logarithmic correlations, an inverse correlation with
the entropy of estates, and a disappearance of that with
the entropy of farms. The percentage of land iIn rented
farms i1s no longer a characteristic of those parishes
with the more fragmented landownership and occupation.
This 1s reversed to a certain extent in 1831 with the
disappearance of the correlation with the mean estate
and the logarithmic means of estates and farms. It would
appear that tenanted farms were most common iIn parishes
with a more fragmented patterns of landownership and
occupations in 1780 but the increase iIn owner occupation
after that date led to the survival of tenanted farms where
the larger estates were entrenched. By 1831, reductions in
the degree of owner occupation saw something of a revival
of the 1780 position, but not to the same degree.

The percentage of land 1n mixed tenure farms is
inversely correlated in 1780 with the percentage of land
in rented and owner occupied farms. There are also i1Inverse
correlations \\rith elements of mixed tenure estates, such
as the mean mixed tenure estate and the percentage of land

in mixed tenure estates. This would fit in with the iInverse
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correlation with land under owner occupied farms,as many
of these would be part of mixed tenure estates. Land 1in
mixed tenure farms correlateswithfactots indicating the
fragmentation of landownership. There i1s an inverse
correlation with the mean estate and a correlation with
the entropy of estates. A similar pattern exists in 1801
though with some of the elements chang:z- For example,

the correlation with the entropy of estates drops below
the significance level but an i1nverse correlation has
developed with the logarithmic mean estate, which would
point to the same feature of fragmented ownership. This
feature is strengthened iIn 1831 with correlations with

the number of occupiers and proprietors, and the re-entry
of the correlation with the entropy of estates. This
suggest that mixed tenure farms may be associated with
fragmentation in landownership so that the economic

units have to be built be hiring land from several sources,
including the farmer notionally renting land to himself.

It may mean that with smaller estates it was easier to
acquire land as the land market i1n a particular area

woulld be less dominated by a few sellers. This is supported
by the correlations with the proportion of land 1In mixed
tenure farms owned by the occupier. In 1780 there is an
inverse correlation with the mean estate and in 1831

with this® and the mean farm and tenanted estate. In 1801
there i1s a cleared pattern with correlations with a number
of occupiers and proprietors and the entropy of estates.
There are correlations with elements of wholly owner

occupied estaes, such as the mean owner occupied estate

and the percentage of land in owner occupied estates. As
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it was unusual for a mixed tenure occupier to rent land
to anyone other than himself, the owner occupied estates
include these parts of mixed tenure farms owned by the
occupier.

The mean estate in 1780 is inversely correlated with
various measures that indicate equality. It correlated
with the logarithmic means for estates and farms and
inversely with the entropies of estates and farms, and
the number of occupiers and proprietors. Not only is the
mean estate greatest when there are fewer proprietors,
but also when the distribution of land is more unequal

The correlation between landownership and occupation,
noted when the number of proprietors and occupiers were

compared, 1is carried over into the mean farm and mean
estate. These are highly correlated. The size of the

mean estate i1s correlated with several measures of owner
occupation such as the percentages of proprietors and
occupiers who were owner occupiers, and the percentage of
land In owner occupied farms and estates. There are also
correlations with certain elements of tenancy. There are
correlations with the mean tenanted estate and mean rented
farm. Something of an iInverse correlation exist with mixed
tenure farms, with i1nverse correlations between the mean
estate and the percentage of land iIn mixed tenure farms
and the proportion of mixed tenure farms owned by the
occupier. This supports the observation made above that
mixed tenure farms tend to be associated with parishes

in which the pattern of landownership is fragmented. The
main difference between the pattern in 1801 and that of
1780 1s the change iIn owner occupation. We have seen that

owner occupation in 1780 correlates with inequality in the
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distribution of land and in 1801 this has been reversed«
The correlations between the mean estate and several of

the elements of owner occupation are removed, such as those
with the percentages of proprietors and occupiers who were
owner occupiers. The correlations with tenancy are
stregnthened, with the introduction of a correlation
with the percentage of land in rented farms. The 1831
correlations show a disappearance of the inverse
correlations with the mixed tenure farms, and the
correlation with mixed tenure estates, which appeared iIn
1801, 1s stregnthened.

The mean owner occupied estate shows the features
noted from the other measures of owner occupation 1iIn
1780 of correlation with the other elements of owner
occupation, the inverse correlation with tenancy, the
correlation with the sizes of farms and estates, and
the i1nverse correlation with the degree of equality in the
distribution of land. The increase In owner occupation by
1801 1i1s accompanied by a reversal in the relationship
with the equality measures. The correlations with the
mean farm and estate are no longer significant, and the
directions of the entropy correlations are reversed. There
are correlations with the mean owner occupied farm and the
percentage of mixed tenure farms retained by the occupier.
No clear pattern appears i1n 1831. There is a correlation
with the mean farm and with some of the measures of owner
occupation such as the percentage of land In owner occupied

estates and farms, and an i1nverse correlation \iith the

percentage of land In mixed tenure estates



The mean 'tenanted estate iIn 1780 correlates with
the farming tenancy measures, such as the mean rented
farm and the percentage of the land in rented farms.
There i1s also a correlation with the mean farm. The
larger farms tended to be either wholly rented or under
mixed tenure, and so could be expected to be related to
the size of the tenanted estate. There are inverse
relationships with the number of occupiers and proprietors
and the percentage of land In owner occupied estates, but
no significant inverse relationship with any of the mixed
tenure variables. The mean tenanted estate iIs correlated
with the mean estate. In 1801 there is a stronger correlation
with the mean estate and correlations with the logarithmic
means of farms and estates.Inverse correlations exist with
the percentage of land in mixed tenure estates retained
by the proprietors and the percentage of land in mixed
tenure farms owned by the occupier. These suggest that
tenanted estates were coming under pressure from proprietors
who were tempted to keep more land in hand, and from tenants
who were seeking to own a larger proportion of their total
holding. In 1831 there i1s a reduced correlation with some
of the i1ndicators of i1nequality such as the number of
proprietors and occupiers, and the reduction in the
correlation with the percentage of land i1n mixed tenure
estates retained suggests there was less pressure on
tenanted land from this source. It would indicate that
proprietors were less iInclined to keep land in hand in the
changed post-war circumstances.

The mean mixed tenure estate iIn 1780 shows no significant

correlation with the mean estate, indicating that the factors
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responsible for its size have little to do with the influences
on estate size In general. There are iInverse correlations
with the percentage of land in owner occupied estates and
tenanted estates, and with mixed tenure farms. The proprietors
of mixed tenure estates were rarely mixed tenure farmers,
and the latter would be included amongst those owner
occupied estates. In 1801 correlations with the mean farm,
mean owner occupied farm, and mean rented farm have
developed and an inverse correlation with the entropy of
estates exists. This indicates that mixed tenure estates
survived the iIncrease iIn owner occupation best in parishes
with a more concentrated pattern of landownership. The
relationship with the mean owner occupied farm is due to
the fact that these would be part of mixed tenure estates.
In 1831, the inverse relationship between the mixed tenure
estate and the degree of fragmentation in landownership

iIs strengthened by correlations with the number of
proprietors and occupiers.There i1s also a correlation with
the mean tenanted estate, suggesting that these estates

had more iIn common with the tenanted ones than the owner
occupied ones.

The mean farm i1In 1780 correlates with many of the
measures of owner occupation, such as the proportion of
proprietors and occupiers who were owner occupiers and the
mean owner occupied farm and estate. The mean farm correlates
with logarithmic mean farm and estate, and iInversely with
the entropies of farms and estate. As we have seen the mean
farm correlated with the mean owner occupied farm and also
with the mean rented farm, but there is no significant

correlation with the mean mixed tenure farm. This is probably
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due to the fewer number of these compared with the other
tenure groups. The pattern changes in 1801 with the growth
of owner occupation so that the correlations with the
various elements of owner occupation are reduced. The
inverse correlation with the entropieseare reduced,
indicating that the larger farms in 1801 were not
necessarily associated with a more “unequal distribution

of the land. There i1s a correlation with the mean mixed
tenure estate in 1801, indicating the pressure on tenanted
estates from owner occupation, so that the larger estates
on which one would expect to find the larger farms, would
normally contain an element of owner occupation.

The mean owner occupied farm shows the pattern observed
with the other elements iIn owner occupation In 1780. This
changes i1n 1801 with lower correlations with the logarithmic
means for farms and estates, and the disappearance of the
inverse correlations with the entropies. Correlations
develop with the mean estate, mean owner occupied estate,
and mean mixed tenure estate. In 1831 the strongest
correlation i1s with the mean estate and there are inverse
correlations with the number of proprietors and occupiers =

Of the remaining variables, the main relationships
have already been mentioned in relation to other variables .
The entropy of estates and the entropy of farms are correlated
in each of the three years, as are the logarithmic means
of farms and estates. The entropy of estates is inversely
related to the logarithmic measures at a significant level
in 1780 and the entropy of farms to them iIn the same year.
In 1801 and 1831 the entropy of farms is positively
correlated with the logarithmic means. This could indicate

more equality in the distribution of land but around
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higher moan farms and estates.

Four main conclusions emerge from this regression
analysis. There is a high degree of association between
the general measures of landownership and those for
occupation. This holds true for the number of proprietors
when compared with the number of occupiers, the mean farm
and the mean estate, the logarithmic means of farms and
estates, and the entropies of farms and estates. Owner
occupation iIn 1780 was associated with a particular pattern
of landownership and occupation. The various measures; of
it were highly correlated. There were inverse correlations
with the degree of tenancy but no strong inverse relationship
with mixed tenure farms and estates. Owner occupation was
correlated with the mean farm and the mean estate, and
inversely with measures of equality in the distribution of
land. This pattern breaks down in 1801 with the increase
In owner occupation between 1780 and 1801 so that, for
example, the relationship with the equality measures 1is
reversed. By 1831 there is a limited restitution of the
earlier pattern. A pattern exists for those parishes with
more numerous proprietors. These also tend to have more
numerous occupiers, lower mean farm and estates, lower
logarithmic mean farms and estates, and higher entropies
of farms and estates. These parishes are associated with
a .greater equality in-thé'distribution of farms and .

estates, and a more fragmented pattern of landownership
and occupation. Mixed tenure farms tend to be associated

With parishes with a more fragmented pattern of landownership
and occupation. This may mean that it was easier to buy

land for owner occupation iIn these parishes due to the

larger number of potential sellers, or that i1t was necessary
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to build up an economic holding by hiring land from several
sources, iIncluding from the occupiers, Mixed tenure estates
tend to be associated with those parishes in which the
pattern of landownership is more dominated by a limited
number of owners and do not tend to be found iIn the same
parishes as mixed tenure farms. As mixed tenure estates
tended to be associated with those proprietors who were
resident In the area, this suggests that there may be a
difference between the conditions conducive for residential
proprietors and for absentee ones.

Comparison of these results and those found in other
studies 1is not really possible. The other studies were not
concerned with the measurement of the association between
the variables so that the strength of any association
and whether this can be regarded as statistically significant
is not known. Moreover the variables used in this study
are not the same as those used iIn most of the studies.

The threefold tenurial division adopted here, following

the normal modern practice, 1is not that adopted In most

of the studies. The correlations show that a twofold
tenurial division will not lead to the same conclusions

as these will be determined by which category the mixed
tenure farms and estates are placed. The statistics
presented iIn most of the studies are not in a form that
enable the approach adopted here to be computed. In
particular, the emphasis on the date of enclosure may
conceal more than it reveals. For example, no statistically

significant difference can be detected between the distribution

of estates In Warwickshire between parishes enclosed at
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different dates,(l) Consequently i1t is iImpossible to
know whether the differences iIn the trends iIn owner
occupation, also classified by J.M_Martin according to
the date of enclosure, reflect similar influences to those
found i1n"this study. At first sight i1t would appear not,
as influences such as the mean estate and the equality of
the distribution of the land do not differ between the
types of parishes whereas the fortunes of owner occupiers
do. However, this presupposes that the variance between.the
sample means 1is greater than the variance around them
and there 1s no evidence presented which would enable such
a conclusion to be drawn.

A fTew general points can be made. The high degree
of association between the various measures of landownership
and occupation suggests that a method of classifying
parishes based on their characteristics of landownership
is likely to yield the same results as one based on
occupation data. This i1ndicates that i1t would be invalid
to dismiss a classification, such as that developed by
D.R.Mills,(2) on these grounds. Although the occupiers
woulld be iIn a position to influence demographic patterns
through measures such as their control over poor relief,
the degree of association between landownership and
occupation suggests that both have a common cause.

The pattern associated with owner occupation in 1780

supports the view advanced by H..G.Hunt that owner occupation

1, J.M_Martin, Warwickshire and the Parliamentary Enclosure
Movement. unpublished Birmingham Ph.D thesis (1975)»pp65»68
20 Landownership and Rural Population with special reference

to Leicestershire in the mid nineteenth century,

unpublished Leicester Ph.d thesis (1963), appendix 4.
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in this period had little to do with the survival of peasant
cultivators.(1) Rather,most of the land under owner occupation
was iIn the hands of those paying more than £10 land tax

and with holdings i1n excess of 100 acres. One would not

find iInverse correlations with the degree of equality in

the distribtition of land or correlations with the mean

farm and mean estate i1f the phenomenum were associated with
an independent peasantry cultivating their own land. The
pattern found in 1780 iIs more associated with the existence
of owner occupation as part of mixed tenure farms and
estates, in which it is subordinate to the tenanted part

of an estate or the rented part of a farm. The change 1in

the pattern after 1780 suggests that the influences on

owner occupation changed after this date.

1.l andownership and Enclosure, 1750-1830*.Econ.Hist.Rev..

2nd ser,X1 (1958-9)*PP502-3.
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The 1dea that there may be a relationship
between the agricultural structure and demographic
elements i1s to be found in a number of studies. For
example, j.D. Henshall has found a strong demographic
component in several of the factors inflggncing
the structure of agriculture in Barbados (1), The
point has also been noted in several of the land tax
studies, but no measurement of the association between
demographic factors and the agricultural structure
have been made.

It 1s possible to envisage a mechanism by
which eirther demographic influences altered the
agricultural structure or the agricultural structure
might influence the demography of the parishes. Parishes
in which ownership was diffuse would tend to remain
with a diffuse ownership and fragnented holdings because
the owners would find i1t more profitable to let the
property in smell units to a large population than to
attempt the process of engrossing. In parishes where
a few owners were dominant then engrossing would provide
the better alternative enabling economies of scale to be
reaped. For example, poor rates could be saved by not
providing for settlements within the parish. In the
larger more populous parishes external economies of

scale would exist for the providers of cottages who would

1. °The Demographic Factor iIn the Structure of Agriculture
Barbados®, Transactions and Papers of the Institute

of British Geographers, 38 (1966), pp 181-95
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TABLE 5¢5 #WPOPULATION PER ACRE IN ST AUGUSTINE EAST DIVISION

1705 1831
Adisham 0.07 0.22
Ash 0.17 0.31
Barfreston 0.14 0.32
Barham - “0.24
Bettshangar and Ham 0.06 0.09
Bishopsboume - 0.19
Buckland and Charlton 0.10 2.46
Coldred - 0.09
Denton 0.08 0.16
Eastry 0.18 0.45
Elmstone 0.15 0.27
Enell 0.05 0.30
BythoiUte 0.05 0.30
Goodnestone 0.04 0.24
Guston 0.05 0.13
Hougham 0.07 0.14
Ickham 0.12 0.26
Kingston - 0.17
Knowlton and Chillenden 0.14 0.24
East Langdon 0.04 0.31
West Langdon 0.10 0.12
Littlebourne 0.14 0.36
Lydden - 0.15
Minster - 0.16
Great Monge”™am 0.20 0.40
Little Mongeham 0.13 0.08
Monkton 0.11 0.19
Nonington 0.08 0.23

Northbourme 0.25



Preston
Ripple
River

St Lawrence
St. M. Cliffe and Oxney
St. Nicholas
Sibertswold
Shoulden
Staple
Stonar
Sutton
Tilmanstone
Waldershore
Westcliffe
Whitfield

1705
0.15
0.06
0.11

0.19

0.07
0.08

0.01
0.07
0.11
oon
0.03
0.12

Sources: K.A.O. Q/CTz 2; 1831 census.

0.3
0.19
0.50
0.63
0.32
0.21
0.18
0.19
OA7
0.08
0.18
0.37
0.07
0.08
0.19
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be In a position of raising average social costs by

more than their own marginal private costs (1).

It was noted above that the growth iIn the
numbers of proprietors and occupiers tended to be
greatest between 1780 and 1831 in those parishes in
which the population was growing most rapidly. Further,
the correlations suggest that there are certain
features of the agricultural structure that tend to
be found i1n conjunction with the larger numbers of
proprietors and occupiers, and these may also have been
associated with the more densely populated parishes.

One way iIn which the validity of this argument

could be tested i1s to examine the relationship between

density of population and the structure of landownership
and occupation. The population density per acre iIn the
division for 1705 and 1831 is shown in table 5.5. This
shows that in spite of the population growth between the
two dates, the relative positions of the parishes iIn the
divisions remained the same. The most populous areas,
relative to their size, In 1705 were the same as those iIn
1831, though the growth of Dover did provide some
modifications with Buckland and Charlton replacing Ash

at the top of the hierachy. The most densely populated
parishes were the ones in the Stour Valley and Thanet which
we-have already seen were those iIn which the mean farm and
estate were lowest and the dispersions highest. This would
suggest that there should be a negative correlation between

the mean estate and farm sizes and population density.

1. For a fuller discussion of this point see H.W. Richardson,

The Economics of Urban Size (1973), esp ch 2.
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Variables U3ed In Tables 5*6-5 .7

1. Population

2. Number of Agricultural Workers

3« ,Agricultural Workers as a percentage of the population
4. Occupiers employing labour

5. Occupiers not employing labour

6. Total Occupiers

7. Agricultural labourers

8 Population per acre



Table 5.6 Demographic Influences on the Agricultural Structure,

1801.
Variables
1 2 3 8

Number of Proprietors 0.88* 0.75* -0.13 0.87*
Number of Occupiers 0.90* 0.73* -0.20 0.90*
Percentage of land under

owner occupation 0.05 -0.08 -0.11 0.05
Mean Estate -0.36** -0.25 0 .38* -0.35**
Mean Farm -0.41* -0.27 0.42* -0.40*
Entropy of estates 0 .30** 0.17 -0.12 0.31**
Entropy of farms 0.16 0.20 0.10 0.14

* Statistically significant at the 99 per cent confidence level.

** Statistically significant at the 95 per cent confidence level.



Table 5.7? Demographic Influences on the Agricultural Structure,

Number of
Proprietors 0.75* 0.91* 0.85* 0.55* 0.84* 0 .90*

Number of
Occupiers 0.78* 0.90* 0.87* 0.48* 0.83* 0 .90*

Percentage of
land under
owner

occupation .12 -0.14 -0.19 0.07 -0.11 -0.08
Mean Estate -=0.35** -0.35** -0.28 -0.37* -0.36** _Q.29**
Mean Farm m0.36** _0.35** -0.28 -0.36** -0.35** _Q0.31**
Entropy of

Estates 0.28 0.34** 0 .30** 0.34** 0 .36** 0.35**
Entropy of

Farms 0.17 0.22 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.27

Statistically significant at the 99 per cent confidence level

- Statistically significant at the 95 per cent confidence level

1831,

0.21

0.23

-0.03
-0.31**
-0.35**

0.09

0.07

L6E-
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The parishes with the highest farm and estate sizes

should be those with the lowest densities of population.
Tables 5.6 and 5.7 present the results of a
regression analysis of the relationships between elements
of the agricultural structure and certain variables
derived from the census reports. The analysis has
been conducted for 1801 and 1831 and the land tax
assessments for these years have been used iIn conjunction
with the census reports for the parishes. The land tax
parishes have had to be grouped into ecclesiastical
parishes for this purpose but this has only a minor
influence on the results. Seven variables were selected
to represent the agricultural structure namely the
number of proprietors and occupiers, the proportion of
the land, under owner occupation, the mean sizes of
estates and farms, and the entropies of estates and farms.
Collectively they provide a representative group of
measures of the number, size, and distribution of farms
and estates, and the tenurial conditions. Two variables
were taken from the 1801 census, the population iIn each
parish and the number of agricultural workers. These
were also expressed as the population density per acre and
the percentage of the population described as agricultural
y/orkers. In 1831 six variables were extracted, the
population, and the numbers of agricultural workers,
occupiers employing labour, occupiers not employing labour,
occupiers, and agricultural labourers. The variables
extracted enable the relationships between the agricultural
structure and the population to be specified and also to
examine the relationships with those agricultural variables
expressed in the census. [In 1831 the component parts of

the classification agricultural workers can be examined so
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that relationships between the agricultural structure

and the larger and smaller resident occupiers and the
employees in agriculture can be examined.

Table 5*6 shows that there are high degrees
of correlation with the population in each parish and the
numbers of proprietors, and occupiers. These are also
highly correlated with the density of population and
the number of agricultural workers. There are inverse
correlations with the percentage of the population who
were agricultural workers, but these do not meet the
criteria of statistical significance. One would
expect there to be an inverse relationship between the
density of population and the proportion of the
population who were agricultural workers as the parishes
with the greatest populations would stand at the higher
points i1n the settlement hierachy and would therefore
have the more diversified employment bases. The
percentage of land under owner occupation shows little
sign of correlating with any of the variables, either
positively or inversely. The mean estate and mean farm
correlate inversely with the level and density of population.
They correlate inversely, but not at a significant level,
with the number.of agricultural workers. There 1iIs a
correlation with the proportion of the population who
were agricultural workers. The larger estates tended to
be "found 1n those parishes iIn which the population density
was least and i1n which agriculture was the dominant part
of the employment base. The entropy of estates correlates
with the size and density of population indicating that
the more populous parishes were also those in which the
distribution of land iIn estates was most even, but the

entropy of farms correlated with none of the variables at
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a significant level. The pattern suggested for 1801

IS the more populous parishes had the largest
numbers of proprietors and occupiers and the smaller
mean farm and estate sizes. They also tended to have
the more even distribution of estate sizes.

In 1831 the population correlates highly
with the number of proprietors and occupiers but
the density of population does not do so at a
significant level. The number of proprietors and
occupiers show a high degree of correlation with the
number of resident occupiers, whether measured as the
total-occupiers, the number employing labour, or the
number not employing labour. They also correlate with
the number of agricultural workers and the number of
agricultural labourers. The percentage of land under
owner occupation failed to correlate with any of the
variables at a significant level. In the case of
occupiers not employing labour the sign iIs positive but
with all the other variables there is an inverse
relationship. This may indicate a slight tendency for
owner occupiers to be absent from areas of dense
population. The mean farm and estate are iInversely related
to all the variables and only the relationship with the
number of occupiers not employing labour fails to reach
the level of statistical significance. The larger farms
and estates were to be found iIn the areas of lower
population density. These would also be the parishes with
the fewer proprietors and occupiers and agricultural
workers. The entropy of estates correlates with the
various measures of numbers of resident occupiers and
the number of agricultural workers and agricultural

labourers. The correlations with the size and density of
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the population fail to reach the level of significance.

This suggests that the equality iIn the distribution of
estates i1s more closely related to the size of the
agricultural sector and the number of occupiers than
it Is to the population as a whole. While the more
popullous parishes may also be those iIn which the
distribution of estates was most even, it would be
wrong to think in terms of the distribution of land
amongst the population being more even. The equality
iIs amongst the proprietors not amongst the population
as a whole. The entropy of farms fails to correlate
at a significant level with any of the variables,
though the pattern of coefficients was similar to those
for. the entropy of estates.

The correlations suggest that there were
many similarities in the relationships between the
agricultural structure and the population in both 1801
and 1831. The numbers of proprietors and occupiers
correlate highly with the population and the number of
agricultural workers iIn both years but with the density
of population only in 1801. The reason for this may be
increased urbanisation between the dates. The mean farm
and estates correlate i1nversely with the size and density
of the population. The entropy of estates correlated with
the population in 1801 and not 1831, and the entropy of
farms and the degree of owner occupation did not correlate
significantly with any of the variables at either date.
The general pattern was for the number of proprietors and
occupiers to be related to the population. The mean
estate and mean farm were inversely related to population but
at a much lower level of significance. The relationship

between the number of occupiers and population would
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account for 81 per cent of the variation in the

dependent variable in 1801 but only 16 per cent of that
in the relationship between population and the mean farm.
In 1801 these parishes were also those in which the
distribution of estate sizes was more even. The
demographic variables seem to have little bearing

on the dispersion of farm sizes which might suggest

that 1t was the proprietors rather than the occupiers
who had the main influence on demographic variables.

The degree of owner occupation does not seem to be
significantly related to any of the other variables

examined
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It 1s iInteresting to compare the trends in

the agricultural structure with what i1s known.about
the trends in agricultural prosperity. The material
available for this in east Kent mainly refers to the
period for which the trends in the agricultural
structure for the St Augustine East division as a
whole have been traced. In particular reference 1is
made to the estate rentals for the Conyngham and Cowper
estates and the performance of John Bridges®™ farms at
St Nicholas at Wade.

Table 5.8 sets out the rental material for the
Cowper estate centred on Wingham Court farm. The
tenanted estate covered some 2,307 acres in the Stour
Valley with properties in Woodnesborough, Worth,
Goodnestone, Ash, Wingham, St Martin®s, St Paul®s,
Fordwich, Hoath, and Herne. In addition to the
tenanted part of the estate there were woodlands in
hand covering 225 acres, of which 114 acres were 1In
the St Augustine East division. The estate included the
manor of Swalecliffe whose principal value lay in the
fishing rights attached to 1t. The manor received an
income from leasing the oyster beds. The estate did not
include all the property owned by the Cowper family in
the area. The jointure estate of Countess Cowper was
not merged with the rest until 1827. The estate was
fairly constant iIn size, with the only significant
"alteration coming in 1805 when there was an exchange of
property with Sir Henry Oxenden in order to consolidate
their respective estates. There were ten tenants of the
estate. There were three farms of between 100 and
200 acres i1n 1798, four of between 300 and 350 acres, and

one, Wingham Court farm, of over 400 acres. The remaining
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Table 5.f : Cowper Estate Rentals

Year Gross Rents (E) Repairs (£) Arrea
1799 1679 90 0
1800 1679 79 0
1801 2056 1156 H 0
1802 2056 386 0
1803 2056 272 0
1804 2011 15 0
1805 1932 0 0
1806 2015 74 0
1807 2002 10 0
1808 2002 15 2
1809 2002 8 3
1810 2018 8 0
1811 2018 17 0
1812 2021 3 0
1813 3106 0 0
1814 3127 0 0
1815 3137 111 0
1816 3137 204 189
1817 3137 145 0
1818 3137 0 0
1819 3137 0 0
1820 3137 0 0
1821 2510* 0 0
1822 2483* 0 0
1823 2259 0 100
1824 2259 0 200
18,25 2259 11 200
1826 2395 6 317
1827 2433 66 317
1828 2433 22 151
1829 2433 37 150
1830 2388 143 206
1831 2388 98 0

* net of rebates,

Source: K.A.O. U449 E13-
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properties were a cottage and some woodland. The

tenant of Wingham Court farm acted as the estate’s
steward, collecting the rentals and administering the
manor and the woodlands (1).

Table 5.9 sets out the rental material for
the Conyngham estate which was situated In Thanet.
The material is more fragmentary than for the Cowper
estate and so there are gaps in the series. According
to a survey in 1816 the estate consisted of 1,248 acres
centred on the Minster Court farm. There were some
additional properties iIn Ramsgate but they have been
excluded from the analysis. In 1816 there were 20 tenants
on the estate. There was one farm, Minster Court, which
was- 411 acres and two other farms of over 100 acres.
Seven of the properties were under 20 acres in size
and six others were between 20 and 50 acres iIn size. The
smaller properties compared with the Cowper estate
reflects the fact that the estate was situated iIn the
parishes of St Lawrence, Minster, and Sarre. These
parishes had extensive marshlands and the properties
mainly consisted of marshland pastures. [In the 1816
survey there i1s no mention of any buildings on 14 of
the properties. They were just pastures rented in
isolation from the farms. Minster Court also had
valuable manorial rights, mainly from quit rents and
reliefs on urban properties iIn Ramsgate. The manor
brought 1n a rental of £170 per annum (2).

The use of rental material of this sort is

fraught with difficulty. Two main problems arise.

1. K.A.O0. U449 E29-30.
2. K.A.l. U438 Ei16, MI



Table 5.9« Conyn”~ham Estate Rentals

Year Gross Rent (£)
1780 1785
1790 1607
1791 1607
1792 1607
1793 1607
1794 1607
1795 1607
1796 1607
1797 1607
1798 1625
1806 1811
1807 1811
1808 1811
1809 1811
1810 1814
1811 1814
1812 1944
1813 2084
1814 2084
1816 2251
1823 2379

Source - U 438 El1

* accumulated arrears written off.

E16

Repairs (¥)
?
115
1.52
133

97
114&

162
210
172
185

657
400

190
242
282
456
244

Arrear,

?

67
138
22
33
28
22
16

5
0

75
75
75

Wy O O O
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The first concerns how the gross rental should he
interpreted. The return to the landlord on his
property is often known as rent but in a technical
sense is not strictly that.. The neoclassical
economists defined rent as being the reward accruing
to the landlord from the inherent qualities of the
land. However the landlord would also provide fixed
capital for working the land such as drainage or
buildings. For this he would receive interest on his
capital. As an entrepreneur he would receive profits
for organising the business. The main problem arises
with capital since the quantity of land can be
adjusted for and it can be assumed that entrepreneurship
istconstant. For the rational farm, i1nvestment will
take place up to the point where the marginal
efficiency of i1nvestment is equal to the cost of the
capital. However, whether the iInvestment iIs undertaken
by the tenant or the landlord will depend on the
relative bargaining positions of the two parties. The
quantity of the investment will be the same which ever
of the two undertakes i1t but the component of the
reward to the landlord will vary according to which
partner undertakes i1t (1). In the series, the amount
.recorded by the stewards as being spent on repairs is
included as the best available guide to investment by
the landlord. The stewards classified as repairs
what would be regarded as gross investment such as the
replacement of granary floors. It may also have included

some net investment in the form of improvements that may

1. S.N.5. Cheung, The Theory of Share Tenancy with special
reference to Asian Agriculture and the First Phase of
Taiwan Land Reform (1969)
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have been iIntroduced under the guise of replacement.

The Conyngham rentals have had to be adjusted for the
fact that there were some shifting of the land tax to
the tenants in 1798. By the time the second part of the
series begins, the tax had been redeemed, or what
remained shifted to the tenants, so that the rentals

are not strictly comparable.

The second problem concerns how the rentals
should be interpreted, A series such a3 this fairly
represents the return that the landlord was getting
from his estate but to interpret this as a rent index
is not valid. There has been no attempt made iIn the
series to weight the rental material in any way. There
IS-N0 reason to suppose that the weighting In any way
conforms to the distribution of farms by size or type
within the area or that the landlords were in any way
typical of other landlords. An unweighted index of
this sort cannot be relied upon to show the strength of
any trend. Indeed, there are doubts as to whether
such an i1ndex can even show the direction of the trend (1).
The rental series are presented as illustrative but no
guarantee can be given of their applicability.

The Gowper estate shows an iIncrease iIn the
erentals 1n 1801 of 22 per cent. This was accompanied by
increased expenditure on repairs. A further rise of 54
per cent in the rentals occurred in 1812 without any
accompanying iIncrease 1In repairs expenditure. This followed

a valuation of the estate in 1812 and 1813 (2).

1. For a discussion of this point see P.W. Bayley, An Index
of Property Rents (1974), deposited in the Institute of

Actuaries Library.
2. K.A.O0. U449 E 15-16.
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Arrears were almost unknown on the estate until 1816.

The end of the war was accompanied by an iIncrease
in expenditure on repairs and this would appear to have
staved off the immediate post-war crisis. However
there were problems on the estate in the early 1820s.
Stephen Elgar, the steward, wrote to Lord Cowper in
1821 to say that with the depressed state of
agriculture he did not expect the rents to be paid iIn
full, and that most of the landlords in the areas
were reducing their rents. He chiefly blamed the poor
rates as the cause for the distress (1). In that year
the rents were abated by 20 per cent. Again he made a
similar complaint i1n 1822 and there was a rebate of the
same amount. The rents were reduced in 1823 but
gradually rose during the 1820s. This was accompanied
by increasing expenditure by the landlord and mounting
arrears. Evidence exists that there were problems with
some of the tenants. In 1828 Elgar complained that one
of the tenants was having problems iIn raising the
capital to carry on farming and he eventually resigned
in favour of his son who was supported by his father-in-
law. The main trend was of rising rentals throughout the
war period reaching a peak In the immediate post-war years.
Thereafter rental levels declined and the rate of change
and the arrears point to the 1820s as the main period of
post-war recession.

The Conyngham rentals point to a slight fall
in rents during the 1780s. The steward had problems in
removing some persistent arrears from the accounts
during the 1790s though by 1798 this had been accomplished

and a modest iIncrease iIn rents had been achieved.

1. Ibid, E.21



FIGURE 5-1: John Bridges' Wheat Sales
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FIGURE 5.3: John Bridges' Cattle Sales

Source: K.A.O. Ul231 E7"S8.



FIGURE 5.5: John Bridges' Wool Sales

Source: K.A.O. Ul231 E 7-8.
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FIGURE 5.6:

FIGURE 5-7

Quantity of Wheat sold by John Bridges

Quantity of Barley solJl by John Bridges

Source: K.A.O. U 1231 E7-8.
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Between 1798 and 1806 the rents rose by 12 per cent

and there were further rises after 1811. The rises
appear to have continued until 1823. During the

latter part of the war there was iIncreasing

expenditure by the landlord on repairs and improvements
to the buirldings on the estate. The problem of
persistent arrears still remained and this may be a
reflection of the smaller units on the estate compared
with the Cowper estate. It may reflect an
undercapitalisation by the tenants. The estate was
obliged to make rebates in 1823. Some 16 per cent of
rental due at Lady Day 1823 was rebated and this points
to similar trends as the Cowper estate.

The farming accounts of John Bridges are
discussed iIn more detail in appendix E but the main
trends are set out in the accompanying figures. The
main trends that emerge are the rise In sales of each of
the main commodities between 1790 and 1800. Partly
this reflects the building up of St Nicholas Court farm
but the race of increase would suggest that i1t was more
than that. The other main trend was the decline in most
of the main sources of income after 1818.

The trends observed from these three sources
are confirmed by evidence given to various enquiries.

In his evidence to the Board of Agriculture iIn 1816,
John Boys reported that he had been obliged to give up
farms due to the conditions. Sir Henry Oxenden reported
that many occupiers were thinking of quitting and that
abatements had been made by many landlords in the area.
Thomas Curling from Thanet claimed that all iImprovements

had ceased and ways of reducing the costs of cultivation
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were being sought (1). The Select Committee on the

Petitions Complaining of Agricultural Distress
considered 21 petitions from Kent and heard John Lake
of Bapchild give evidence that the state of agriculture
was''declining beyond anything 1 recollect” (2). Further
distress occurred during the 1830s. John Cramp from
Thanet complained that the costs of cultivation had

not fallen by as much as prices. John Neame, a

steward 1In the Faversham and Canterbury areas, claimed
that the previous decade had been difficult for farmers
with rents having to be paid out of capital even though
they had fallen by 10-20 per cent since 1822 (3).

The evidence would point to the period 1in
which owner occupation was increasing being generally
favourable for agriculture, with rising sales revenue
and rentals. After 1816, things became rather more
difficult and the diminution of owner occupation was
associated with this period. The evidence presented by
C. Clay would also suggest that after 1780 the price of
land in relation to its return fell with a diminution from
around .2 years purchase i1n the 1760s and 1770s to around
27 until the end of the century (4)* The main period of
growth i1n owner occupation is likely to have been one in
which expected returns from land were rising and the

relative costs of purchasing 1t were falling.

1. Board of Agriculture, The Agricultural State of the Kingdom in
February, March and April 1816 (1816),pp 128-30,135-6,138-40.

2. B.P.P. 1821 IX, pp 68-77; B.P.P. 1822 V, p 65.

3. 3.P.P. 1836 VIII pt I, pp 10-18; B.P.P. 1837 V, pp 84-6.

4. C. Clay, "The Price of Freehold Land in the later Seventeenth

and Eighteenth Centuries’, Boon.His Rev, 2nd ser,

XXVIT1 (1974), p 174.
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At various times during the period there are
indications that the system of taxation itself may have
had an impact on the agricultural structure. The
land and assessed taxes can he regarded as a cost iIn
use of agricultural land and variations ig these
would have an impact on the profitability of estates
and farms in much the same way as a change in revenue
or a change in the cost of a farming input. Suggestions
that 1t might he worth pursuing the changing impact of
taxation on the agricultural structure come from
several sources. For example, H.J. Habakkuk has
argued that "in the diminution of the landed gentry
the Lard Tax occupies a central position”. He drew
attention to the fact that rentals did not rise by any
great extent between 1692 and 1715 and that the land tax
represented a heavier burden of taxation on landowners
than any of the seventeenth century taxes and for a
longer period of time (1).

The land tax was sometimes paid by the tenant
and sometimes deducted by the tenant from his rent so that
the tax was paid by the landlord. The latter practice was
the more normal (2). G.E. Mingay has noted that the
Luke of Kingston was able to shift the burden of the tax
on to the shoulders of the tenantry during the 1720s,

usually without making any compensatory adjustments in the

1. ’English Landownership 1680-1740%, Econ.Hist.Rev, X (1940),
2. E. Laurence, The Luty of a Steward to his Lord (1727),
pp 42, 131.

p 9.



rent. In the 1730s and 1740s recession brought an
end to this practice (1). On the Conyngham estate
in Thanet 1t was normal i1n the 1750s for tenants

to deduct the land tax from their rent. In 1756
John Swinford took possession of two pieces of
marshland In Minster at an annual rent of 25 shillings
with the tenant being responsible for paying "all
sesses and scotts (except the King’s Tax)". Surveys
of the same estate in 1811 and 1815 reported that
the tenants were responsible for paying land and
sewers taxes (2). This raises questions as to where
the burden of the tax really lay and, therefore,
whether the land tax can be regarded as a tax on the
proprietors or the occupiers.

The formal i1ncidence of the land tax was on
the occupiers. The tax was assessed on the property
of the proprietors but the responsibility for its
payment lay with the tenant. As we have seen in
Chapter 2 i1n the Bethlehem Hospital case, i1f the
landlord defaulted on his tax payments, then the
distress was levied on the tenant’s goods. The law did
not lay down what arrangement the parties to the tax
should make as to the apportionment of its burden,
merely that the person who was physically present at
the tax collection point should be responsible for its
payment. The land tax could be said to have had a
formal i1ncidence on the tenantry but i1t would appear

from the available evidence that the tax was normally

1. ’The Agricultural Depression, 1730-1750",
Econ_Hist.Rev, 2nd ser, XVII1 (1956), pp 331-3.
2. K.A.0. U438 E 31/5-6, E 45.
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ehifted from the tenant backwards to the landlord.

This does not wholly resolve the problem.
The tax could only be said to bear upon the landlord
iT the rent paid by the tenant, whose lease made him
responsible for the land tax, was less than the market
rent in the absence of a land tax by the amount of the tax.
Alternatively the gross rent received byvthe landlord who
allowed his tenant to deduct the land tax would have to
be the same as that which would be levied iIn the
absence of the tax. The results of this depend on the
elasticities of supply and demand for the land. The
share of the burden by the tenant and the landlord will
be i1n proportion to the ratio of the elasticities of the
supply and demand for land (1). Where the demand for
land is elastic, the landlord will bear the greater share
of the burden, but will only bear the entire burden if
the demand curve is perfectly elastic. The more elastic
the supply curve for land, the more of the burden that
will be borne by the tenant. The landlord will only bear
the entire burden i1f the supply curve is perfectly inelastic.
Elasticity of demand in the case of land tends to be
related to the degree to which the consumer requires a
specific location. |In the case of agricultural users,
this 1s less critical than for most other land uses, except
in the case of a few specialised crops, such as hops. One
would therefore expect to find a high degree of
elasticity iIn the demand for land as tenants would be
indifferent between the land offered by competing
landlords providing any intrinsic quality differences

were reflected iIn the rent. The elasticity of land iIn

1. An explanation of this point can be found in C.M. Allan,

The Theory of Taxation (1971), pp 53-6.
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total is minimal but the elasticity of supply to a

particular use allows the possibility of substitution

for another use. For most areas it is likely that

this would be limited, but in areas of reclaimation

or urbanisation this would not be the case. The

conclusion would appear to be that iIn most areas

the elasticity of demand for land was likely to be

elastic and the supply of land inelastic, and

therefore that the bulk of the tax burden would be

borne by the landlord. It is unlikely that the tax

burden would have been borne by landlords iIn its

entirety as this would depend on unrealistic

assumptions about the elasticities of demand and

supply. In some areas and for some crops it might

be expected that the burden on the tenant was-much

greater.

This argument would point to the land tax

mainly affecting landlords and.this was supported in

the contemporary literature. For example an

anonymous pamphleteer i1n 1732 wrote:
The Land Tax is a partial tax, so i1t falls on that
part of the people who not only bear their proportion
of all other publick taxes, but are subject to the
Repairs of Churches, the Relief of the Poor, the
Amendment of the Highways, and several other
extraordinary iIncumbrances in the respect of parishes
where their land lie: for tho" these' charges' are
paid immediately by the occupier, yet they fall
ultimately on the landlord; who i1s obliged on those
accounts to let his land so much the cheaper (1).

This 1s also the conclusion reached in historical writings.

The burden of taxation can be measured in a number

of ways but the evidence that iIs available is fairly limited.

In chapter 2 it was shown that the revenue from the land

1. The Case of the Salt-Duty and the Land-Tax offered to

the consideration of every freeholder (1732), pp 9-10.
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FIGURE SS : Land and Assessed Taxes at

1820-5 constant prices
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and assessed taxes rose gradually during the course

of the eighteenth century hut rapidly after the
beginning of the Napoleonic Ward. These also

brought the introduction of income and property taxes
with an incidence similar to the ones laid down
originally for the land tax.

In order to ensure that changes in prices
can be removed as an influences on the trends of the
burden of the land tax, the figures have to be
corrected for changes in the purchasing power of
money. This is done in figures 5.3 and 5.? which
show the revenue from the land and assessed taxes at
constant prices. The revenue for the eigteenth
century has been corrected by means of the Gilboy-
Schumpeter index of producers’ and consumers® goods
and that for the early nineteenth century by means of
the Gayer-Rostow-Schwartz index (1). The figures can be
compared with those presented In chapter 2 for current
prices.

While the figures for individual years have
been affected by price changes the trends have been
relatively little altered. The mailn variations in the
revenue until 1787 were due to changes iIn the rate at which

the land tax was levied. The growth In revenue iIn money

1. F.R. Schumpeter, ’English Prices and Public Finance, 1660-
18227, Review of Economic Statistics, XX (1938), p 32.
E.W. Gilboy, "The Cost of Living and Real V/ages iIn
Eighteenth Century England®, Review of Economic Statistics,
XVIIl (1936), p 136.
A.D. Gayer, W.W. Rostow & A.J. Schwartz, The Growth and

Fluctuation of the British Economy 1790-1830, Oxford
(2 vols, 1953), 1, PP 467-85
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terms after 1778 can be seen to have only kept pace

with prices until 1798. In real terms the taxes show a
more rapid rate of growth during the early part of the
Napoleonic Wars than in money terms and this growth was
maintained until the early 1820s. The fall iIn prices
after the cessation of hostilities was more rapid than
the fall in revenue. The fall in real rgaenue during

the 1820s reflects the reductions iIn the assessed taxes,
but the yield rose in real terms at the end of the period
as prices continued to fall. The analysis suggests that
in real terms the land and assessed taxes did no more
than maintain a constant yield during the course of the
eigteenth century, a reflection of their low income
elasticity. During the Napoleonic Wars increases in the
rates at which the assessed taxes were collected served
to produce substantial real increases iIn revenue that
were maintained until after the wars. This evidence lends
support to the complaints by farmers that they were under
pressure from the burden of taxation after the peace of
1815, as in real terms this rose at a time when their
revenues were falling (1).

In chapter 2 1t was shown that the burden of the
land tax diminished throughout the country as i1t remained
at a maximum rate of four shillings in the pound and in the
absence of reassessment could not tap the growing wealth
of the country. The extent of the decline in the burden
was measured by comparing the land tax assessments with

those made for the property tax. The extent of the decline

1. Board of Agriculture, The Agricultural State of the

Kingdom i1n February, March and April 1816 (1816), p 18.
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in the tax burden for the land tax varied between

areas according to the extent of economic growth.
Over most of Kent the land tax valuations stood
at between 20 and 35 per cent of the property tax ones
in 1815.. Although the land tax may have diminished
as a burden, other taxes came to be imposed iInstead.
Detailed figures on the burden on particular
landlords i1s difficult to obtain but iIn some cases
this can be done from estate accounts. The position is
complicated by the formal incidence of the land tax
sometimes being imposed on the tenant by a lease and
subject to the qualification that the degree to which
the incidence of the tax could be shifted would depend
on-the elasticities of supply and demand for land. As
these may vary between areas, the figures may only
give the formal burden of the tax rather than the real
one.

The proportion of income taken in direct
taxation over the period has been calculated for the
Coke estates (1)- On the Norfolk estates between 1708
and 1710 the land tax took 17.3 of the gross rents. During
tnese years the land tax stood at four shillings in the
pound, and even over the period 1717-18 when the tax was
levied at two and three shillings, it still took an average
of. 13.3 per cent of gross income. These figures show that
at the beginning of the eighteenth century the land tax was

taking almost i1ts full formal incidence (2). The proportion

1. R.A.C. Parker, "Direct Taxation on the Coke Estates iIn the
Eighteenth Century®, Eng.Hist.Rev, LXX1(1952); Coke of
Norfolk: A Financial and Agricultural Study 1707-1842,
Oxford (1975), PP 5, 127-8.

2. See also Habakkuk, op cit, p 9.
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fell to 9.3 per cent iIn 1722 and to 3.5 per cent

in 1733 when the rate was one shilling In the pound.
During the Seven Years War the proportion rose to

10.9 per cent and during the American War of Independence
to 8.6 per cent. In 1793 it took 8.0 per cent at a rate
of four shillings iIn the pound. The trend was reversed
during the Napoleonic Wars, land and property taxes
took 13.3 per cent of income 1807-16 with a peak of

14.9 per cent iIn 1807-8. In addition to these there
were the assessed taxes. In 1807 they amounted to

£564 compared with an average annual income of £40,776
between 1807 and 1816. It would appear that even during
the Napoleonic Wars taxation was a lower burden than

at the beginning of the eighteenth century.

Figures from Kentish .estates would suggest a
similar pattern to the Coke estates. On the Conyngham
estates iIn Thanet the land tax took 9.4 per cent of gross
rentals 1n 1779/80, Redemptions of the land tax reduced
the burden after 1798 so that i1n 1806 the proportion taken
had fallen to 2.2 per cent, although the gross rental
had only iIncreased from £1784 to £1982. The property tax
took 15.8 per cent of gross rentals 1807/8 (1). Lord
Cowper redeemed the land tax on his estate centred in
eWingham during 1799. In the previous year it had
amounted to 12.2 per cent of his gross rental on his
Kentish estate. The property tax between 1803 and 1816
took 7.4 per cent of his gross rentals (2). St Nicholas
.Court Farm in St Nicholas at Wade was rented by John Bridges
from Mrs. Finch. Between 1792 and 1795 the land tax

took 9.8 per cent of i1ts rent. In 1796 the farm was

1. K.A.0. U 438 E20, EI

2. K.A.0. U 449, E13.
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divided between Mrs. Mary and Mrs. Judith Pinch.

On the section owned by Mrs. Judith Pinch between

1796 and 1810, when John Bridges acquired the property,
the land tax averaged 9*0 per cent of the rent. Between
1806 and 1810 the property tax took 7.7 per cent of the
rental so-that i1n those years land and property taxes
took 17n.7 per cent of the rental (1). These figures
are of similar order of magnitude to thogg derived from
the Coke estates and confirm the iIncrease iIn tax burden
during the Napoleonic Wars compared with the later part
of the eighteenth century. They remain below those
experienced on the Coke estate at the beginning of the
eighteenth century suggesting that the secular trend

in the taxation of landed incomes was downward over the
period.

In addition to the burden of the taxes there
were also compliance costs. These mainly took the form
of the burden imposed on the voluntary officials involved
in the administration of the taxes, such as the assessors
and commissioners, and the costs Imposed on the taxpayer
in meeting his obligations. Some idea of the extent of
these can be gained from the diary of an assessor at
Dover, Thomas Pattenden. In 1798 he was involved on
nine days In assessment business. |In addition he records
that he was i1nvolved iIn discussions on the taxes, including
studying the acts, on a further three days. On none of the
days did he spend the complete day on taxation business
but the number of hours spent on 1t was substantial.
Delivering the assessment notices to taxpayers took two
days. He worked for five hours on the first day at this

in conjunction with three other assessors. Working out

1. K.A.0. U 1231 E7
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the assessments took three days and he worked for

seven hours on this on the first day. Some idea of
the compliance costs on the taxpayer can be gained
from when Pattenden came to redeem his land tax. This
involved®four separate visits to the clerk or
commissioners to obtain the necessary documents and
carry out the procedures Q).

It 1s possible to offer some impression of
the proportion of the population paying direct taxes
at the beginning of the eighteenth century as
comparisons can be made between the land tax assessments
and the assessments made for the duties on baptisms,
marriages, and burials. Both have survived for some
parishes iIn the St Augustine East division of Kent.

Table 5.10 shows the proprietary interests of households

Table 5.10 Proprietary Interests iIn East Kent, 1705

Parish Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
households proprietors land tax
assessed as resident paid by
land tax in parish resident
proprietors proprietors

Adisham 27.5 21.4 7.0

G-uston 15.0 25.0 5.6

Monkton 15.4 18.2 4.1

<\Worth 6.9 4.1 1.2

Sutton 5.9 5.3 3.3

Womenswold 8.7 12.5 27.3

Source: K.A.0. Q/CT1, Q/CTz 2
of the parishes. A proprietary interest is defined as
appearing in the proprietors” column of the land tax

assessments and does not relate just to interests iIn land,

1. Dover Public Library, Thomas Pattenden’s Diary.
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though this would be the principal component. The
first column indicates that only a small proportion
of the households resident in a parish had a proprietary
interest in their parish, though some would have had
such an iInterest iIn another parish. The second column
shows that most of those with a proprietary interest
in the parish were non-residents while the third
column shows that the iInterests of residents amounted
to a small proportion of the total tax burden of the parish.

In table 511 the interests of residents
of the parishes as occupiers of taxable property are
shown. The main feature

Table 5.0: Residents as Occupiers of Taxable Property, 1705

Parish Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
households occupiers land tax paid
appearing as resident 1in on property
occupiers parish occupied by

residents

Adisham 95.5 65.6 80.1

G-uston 35.0 58.5 85.7

Monkton 56.4 45.8 78.8

Worth 55.2 36.4 71.7

Sutton 41.2 36.8 77.3

Womenswold 60.9 73.7 73.0

Source: K.A.O. Q/CT1l, Q/CTz 2.

to emerge is that residents of the parishes were of more
significance as occupiers of taxable property than as its
proprietors. On average over half the households resident
in each of the parishes occupied taxable property within
the parish. On average they accounted for over half the
total number of occupiers in the parish and occupied in
excess of seventy per cent of the property by taxable value.

The analysis would suggest that only a small proportion of




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































