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PREFACE.

Between the two world wars the built-up area of Gréater
London almost doubled in size. Although a distinct 'suburban
trénd' became increasingly obvious between 1860 and 1913, the
physical dimensions of London's interwar suburban development
were far greater thaq anything previously‘experienced. In
spite of lower residential densities betweeg the Qars, a
comparison of housébuilding levels before and.after The Great
War clearly reveals the scale of interwar residential
development activity. Thus in each year between 1871 and
1913 an average of 14,177 dwellings were built within the
Metropolitan Police District, 1 while between 1920 and 1937

the annual average was 41,839. 2

In view of the unparalleied levgl of housebuilding

activity between the wars, it seems extraordinary.that the
- interwar speculative housebuilder and estate developer
should have generally escaped thé detailed attention of
students interested in the history of our urban areas. The
‘aim of the present study is to corrébt, at least in part,
this deficiency. The interwar speculative housebuilder and
his activities within the Gfeater London outér suburban

area therefore provide the central theme for this work.

~

1. J.C.Spensley,. 'Urban Housing Problems', Journal of
the Royal Statistical Society, LXXXI (1918), 210. The
annual average figure between 1880 and 1913 was 17,759.

2. London County Council, London Statistics, 193638
(1939), p.172. This figure includes an annual average of
8,350 dwellings built by local authorities.




It has not'ih fact been the intention of the writer
to develoﬁ épy single thesis in this study. Instead, the
'aim has been to examine and analyse various asfects of the .
work and characteristics of the speculative housebuilder
acﬁive within the outer suburbs dgring these years.
Conclusions have thérefore been drawn at all stages of
the work.

Broadly speaking, what has been attempted falls into
fwo parts. In the first éection, detailed attention has
been given to the results of speculative housebuilding
activity, both subsidised and unsubsidised, by means of
the analysis of housc completion statistics. In the light
of this analysis a number of'general hypotheses have been
examined; and of particular importance, in view of its
significance for any evaluation of léBOs housing policy,
is the examination in Chapfer b of the controversy
- concerning the role.of the private sector in the provision
of working-class dwellings, especially working-class
dwellings to let.

In the second section of the work the emphasis has
shifted. Firstly,.in Chapters 5 and 6, it has shifted to 2
consideration of the characteristics of interwar hoﬁse—
builders in terms of their background prior to venturing
into speculative hoﬁsebuilding, their spatial and temporal
origins, and the.structure of the industry within twvo outer
suburban areas. While secondly, in Chapters 7 to 10, it
has turned to an examination and analysis of the operations

Ay

of interwar speculative housebuilders. The scope of the
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work has in fact necessitated the concentration of the
study on certain aspects of fhese operations only, and

it was decided to focus on the work of housebuilders in
the earlier stages of the speculative residential
de%elopment process. An investigation has therefore

been undertaken in Chapters 8 to 10 of thoée asPecté of
the speculative housebuilder's activities which involved
land, its avéilability and its acquisition for house-
building purposes. While.in~Chapter 7 an examination of
speculative land development activity has bgfn undertaken
during which attention has been given to the characters

- involved in the process, and particularly to the role and
invbivement of the sPeculatife housebuilder.

The final chapter commences with an examination and
discussion of the social and economic forces which underlay
the trend and fluctuations ip private housebuilding
" activity between the wars. While the study is concluded by
the bringing together ;nd the summary of the conclusions
which have been drawn from the investigations and analyses
throughoﬁt the work, and by the.suggestion of a number of

possible directions that future work might take.
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CHAPTSER 1. Introduction

l. A brief outline of the suburban growth of Greater London

The First World War brought speculative housebuilding in
Greater London to a standstill.1 In this way a temporary halt
was brought to the expansion of the built-up area of London
which had been such a feature of the second half of the nineteenth
century.

The ‘'suburban trend' had been obse?&ed:from-around 1860 and
from that date became increasingly opvious.2 . "The populgtion of
the outer ring of Greater London in particular grew by about 50%
in each of the three intercensal periods between 1861 and 1891, and
by 45% in the decade 1891 to 1§Ol.”3 During the years between
1898 and 1903 residential construction activity in Greater London
was at a peak, and indeed was greater than that achieved duriﬁé
the eariier boom years of 1880—2.L+ In fact housebuilding in this
area continued at a high, though.deciining, level until around
1906. Over the following two years however activity fell rapidly, -
stabilizing in 1908-9 at a level under hélf that in 1901. The |
general downward trend then continued until 1914 in which year
residential construction activity in Greater London stooé at
approximately 30% the 1901 level. The Great‘war eventually brought

all housebuilding activity to a halt.5

l. Xxcept where otherwise specified, the definition of Greater ILondon
used throughout.the work will be that stated below p.4l.

2. H., J. Dyos, Victorian Suburb: A Study of the Growth of Camberwell
(Leicester, 1961), p.19. Subsequently referred to as Dyos (1961).

3. Ibid. pp.l19-20, The 'outer ring' becoming the 'inner suburbs' as
the London arca continued to expand after 1919.

4, B. Weber, 'A New Index of Resmdentlal Construction, 1838-19501,
Scottish.Journal of Political Zconomy, II (1955), 131-2. Setween 1870
and 1916 Weber uses the boundaries of the Metropolitan Police District
(iPD) ss the limits of his arda, and between 1920 and 1937, the NPD plus
‘the City of London Police District (CPD).

5. Ibid. p.l32.




‘2.

The beginnings of greater central and local government
interest in housebuilding and the gradual resumption of speculative
housebuilding after the Armistice saw the resumption of the
'suburban trend' in Greater London. Initially residential
construction activity, particularly private housebuilding, was 6nly
limited. From 1921 however, aided by goyernment.subsidies,1 the
gradual return to 'normality' in prices, material supply and 1gbour
organisatiori,2 and the developing building society movement,3 such
activity'began to increase. During 1925 total house production
stood at above the 1904 level, during the following year it
exceeded the previous peak activity level (1899) by approximately
22,0, while in 1929 it stood at approximately 56% above the 1899

level. From 1929 house construction activity continued on a rising

5

4

though fluctuating trend. In terms of the absolute number of

dwellings built in any single year, the suburban expansion of Greater
London reached its highest point between 1933 and 1936,6 the

responsibility for this activity lying almost entirely with the

1. See e.g. M. Bowley, Housing and the State, 1919-194k (1945),
pp. 36-44 passim. Subsequently referred to as Bowley (1945).

2. See e.g. ibid. p.4l; M. Bowley, Innovations in Building
Materials (1960), pp. 126-9. Subsequently referred to as Bowley (1960).

3, See e.g. E, J. Cleary, The Building Society Hovement (1965),
pp. 179-201. Also below pp. 6928-Ti2.

L, Weber, op. cit. p. 132. The populations of Hendon MB, Hayes and
Harlington UD, Harrow UD, and Wembley UD for example all more than
doubled in size between 1919 and 1929, while to the south the population
of Merton and Morden UD increased by over 135% (Census of Population
1931, Report for Counties of London and Middlesex, Pt. 2 (HMSO, 1937),

p.23). For greater detail of housebuilding within the outer suburbs
between 1919 and 1933, see below Ch.3, esp. Fig. 3.2.

5. See Fig.l for a graphical representation of housebulldlng
fluctuations within Greater London, 1855-1937.

6. Weber, op. cit. p.l32. According to Weber's index, the year of |
greatest activity was 1934 when the level of activity stood at approx.
194% higher than in 1899 (ibid.). The number of dwellings completed
during 1934 was given by the LCC as 80,612 of which 72,756 were
constructed by private enterprise. (og. cit. p.172%. Subsequently
referred to as LCC (1939)). However the discussion below in Ch. &4
indicates the considerable spatial variation which ‘existed in the
housebuilding experiences of the areas within Greater London during the
nid and later 1930s, and that in many areas the peak in such activity
.-occurred after 1934,




Fig.1. Housebuilding in Greater London and
Great Britain, 1855-1939. (1900-9 = 100)
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unsubsidised speculative housebuilder and estate developer.

For the purposes of a physical description of the
suburban growth of the Greater London area, albeit brief, it is
perhaps helpful fo utilize an approach which superimposes
concentric rings of various radii on to maps which show the
extent of the built-up area at certain points in tine. This
will not only indicate the progfess of London's developument at
these points in time, but will also give an impression of its
expansion over the various time periods.2 In this way.it4
becomes possible to shape the inevitably disordered nature of
urban growth in;o a more ordered pattern, and theréfore as long
as it is properly qualified, geﬁeralisation may be facilitated
enabling the observer to obtain a clearer idea of the extent and

geogfaphical character of the expansion of the area over the years.

.

(a) Residential suburban development prior to 1914

By 1914 a pattern of growth in the outer suburbs was
beginning to emerge. ‘At the turn of the century all the land
within a four milg radius of the centre of London (i.e. Charing
Cross), with the exception of a small area to the south-east, had
been built over, During the 1920s the boundary of the built-up
area can be said, in geﬁefal, to have been pushed further outwards
by approximately three more miles.

However, there were exceptions to the highly generalised

impression given so briefly above. Outside this area residential

l. See below Ch. 2,4, and 1l1l.

2. ‘S. E. Rasmussen, London: A Unique City (2nd imp. 1937),
pp. 134-9. Here is published a series of six maps showing the
approximate growth of London's built-up area between 1840 and 1929,
These will form the basis to the description of the extension of
London's urban fringe in terms of concentric zones, and have been
reproduced below in Fig. 1.1 by Kind permission of Jonathan Cape Ltd.




Fig.1.1. The growth of London’s built-up area, 1840-1929.

1840

1900

Source : Rasmussen , op}cit. pp. 134-9,
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growth had taken place both in the form of isolated pockets of
development and long fingerlike peninsulas contiguous with the
central mass. This latter phenomenon gave the Built—up area a
radial appearance, particularly to the north, south, and east,
with the: tentacles stretching outwards to approximately‘twelve
miles from Charing Cross. Also, within the concentric ring, by
no means all the land had been enveloped by London's sprawvl.
This was especially true in the north-~western sector where much
land remained undeveloped. In the main this lay outside the
administrative boundaries of the County of London. This was
not true,.however, of the other major underdeveloped area that
lay within the 'seven mile' zone. Even by 1914, when virtually
all of the county had been built-up there was still a relatively'
smali area in its wouth-eastern corner which remained untouched
by the'developer.1 All development which lay within the seven
nile zone, but outside the London administrative county (London
A.C.).2 may be thought of as contiguous with the central built-up
area. '

To elaborate on all the areas of growth in London's residential
development prior to 1914 would not oﬁly be a study in—itself, but
also laréeiy irrelevant to this thesis, However, some brief
mention should be made of the growth of certain of these areas as

3

an indicator of the nature and cause of suburban evolution,

1. This area covered parts of the MBs of Lewisham, Greenwich, and
Woolwich, L.C.C., The Administrative County of London Development
Plan: Report of Analysis (1951), p.26, Fig. 5.

i.) Established under the Local Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict.
c.4l). .

3. Prior to 1914, the private speculative builder and estate
developer was responsible for virtually all residential construction
within Greater London. Large-scale local authority building did not
occur until after the Housing and Town Planning, etc. Act, 1919 (9 &
10 Geo V. ¢. 35) (The Addison Act). See below Ch.2.
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To the north-west, Willesden and Golders Green may be taken
as fair examples.1 Willesden e#olved as a suburb of mixed
character, Within its boundaries the houses built ranged from
the detached and semi-detached of the fairly affluent, down to
the t'bye~law' and other terraéed dwellings of the lower income
groups.2 These "fingered out along the railway lines between
1870 and the end of the nineteen%h century",3 and indeed this
form of development continued rigﬁt up to 191k, Golders Green
was also connected closely with railway communications, developing
rapidly from 1907 when the Charing Cross, Euston and Hampstead
Railway line extension was eventually opened for traffic.4

Acton, in west London, was similar tOKWillesden both in
character and in the timing of its development. Bedford Park, the
ninetéenth century 'garden' suburb designed by Norman Shaw, may
serve as an excellent illustration of its more prosperous elements.5
In the adjacent area of Brentford however, the location and dominance
of the dock area tended to dictate the working-class character of
most of.the borough.

To the south of the rivef, lying within the ‘*seven mile' zone
but‘outside the administrative couﬂty, the only developmeﬁt of any

significance was in Wimbledon where the large Victorian villa

1. These were in fact the only areas in the N.W. sector where
residential growth of any significance took place before 1914,
Between 1851 and 1891 VWillesden's population grew from under 3,000 to
over 114,000. A. S. Wohl, 'The Housing of the Working Classes in
London, 1815-1914' in S. D. Chapman, ed. The History of Uorking Class
Housing (Newton Abbot, 1971), p.30.

2. J. C. Morris, The Willesden Survey 1945 (Willesden, 1950),
pp.22-8; S. Potter, The Story of Willesden (Willesden, 1926), p.136,

3. James H. Johnson, .'Theé Suburban Expansion of Housing in London,
1912-1939' in J. T. Coppock and H, C. Prince, ed. Greater London (1964),
© Pp.l43. :

k. Charles E., Lee, Sixty Years of the Northern Line (1967), pp.7,10.
See also F. Howkins, The Story of Golders Green and its Remarkable
Development (1923) and A, A. Jackson, Semi-Detached London (1973),
PP-70-89- . )

5., N. Pevsner, The Buildings of Encland: Middlesex (1951), p.2l;
M. Robbins, A New Survey of snsland: {liddlesex (1953), p.22l.
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dominated.1 In contrast, residential growth in fhe northern
sector was a working-class phenomenon, although better class
houses could be found to a limited extent just west of Tottenhan
in parts of Finchley and Hornsey. Tottenham itself was
déveloped rapidly with the building of the Great Eastern Railway
line from Liverpo&l Street and the provision of 'cheap trains'
for workmen by the company. The growth of the east and north-
east was also predominantly working-class in chéracter and here
suburban industrial development was linked very closely with the
railways and the locatioﬁ of dock lands in Yest Ham. Here lay
the beginnings of the first major aecentralisation movement of
population and industry from the East End towards Leyton and

Wélthamstow.2

1. A part of Croydon also fell within this category. However it
vas small in relation to the total development within the borough. .

2. The population of VUest Ham increased from under 19,000 to over
267,000 between 1851 and 1891, while that of Leyton increased from
under 5,000 to over 98,000 in the same period (Wohl, op.cit. p.30).
For a consideration of the factors influential in the decentralisation
of working~class population after 1880, and in the development of
particularly N.E. London before 1914, see ibid. pp.28-31, 35.



Cutside the 'seven mile' zone there were three precdominant
features of the radial growth pattern which had impressed itself
on the Greater London landscape. To the north the line of
direction was the Lea Valley. This was a continuation out to
Enfield, through lidmonton, of the Tottenham development noted
earlier and was based on similar faci;'ors.1 Barking and Ilford
were the furtﬁest points on the eastern i’adial,2 while in the
south Croydon stood alone - an isolated peninsula. In the case
of Croydon also there can be little doubt of the impact of the
long-established railway network between the various Croydon
stations and central London.3

In addition to these fingers of development there were
located several isolated settlements. These, despite their
‘rather scattered nature, added to the radial pattern described
above.4 They also appear to add weight to arguments which

acknowledge the significance of transport communications in London's

suburban growth prior to 1914.5 This is especially true of the

.

1. Both cheap railway fares for workmen, and the beginnings of the
growth of suburban industry, a trend reinforced by the embryo decentral-
isation movement of industry from a highly congested Zast End along the
banks of the Lea Navigation, exerted aa influence. P.G. Hall, -The
Industries of London since 1861 (1962), pp.l22-5.

2. The population of Ilford increased by 277.6% between 1891 and 1901
(Dyos (1961), op.cit. p.l43). These areas were served, like Enfield
and hdmonton, by the Great Eastern Railway (the 'Poor han s Line') which
at the beginning of the twentieth century was carrying nearly 70m.
passengers in and out of Liverpool St. and Fenchurch St. stations alone.
The population of Essex (within MPD) served by the Railway increased
from 127,910 in 1871 to 672,214 in 1901 (T.C. Barker and M. Robbins,

A History of London Transport, 1 (1963), pp.219-20). The development
of Ilford, 1900-1914, has been briefly outlined in Jackson, op.cit.
pp.57-70.

3. E. Course, London Railways (1962), pp.63-k&.

L, BSee above Fig. l.l.

5. This is not to suggest any deterministic view of the relatlonshlp
between railways and residential building activity. As Dr J. R.
Kellett has noted '"the railways' contribution to growth was shared with
other more modest forms of transport to an extent often overlooked", and
"was a force active within larger processes. He has enmphasised '
particvlarly the importance of patterns of landownership and land values.
(The Impact of Railways on Victorian Cities (1969), pp.419-24). He
might also pernaps have included entrepreneurial initiative and, at
times, misjudgement. or other examinations of the significance of
transport on the development of the pre-1914 London suburbs, see e.g.
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location of the settlements to the north, the north-west and round

to the south-west. Jany of these more scattered settlements grew

up around pre-existing villages or rural townships énd, in true
suburban manner, centred their development on the old centre rather
self-consciously preserving its pre-urban character. Pinner,
Harrow-on-the-Hill, Mill Hill, and many of the suburban settlements
to the south of the river were the most obvious examples of this
tendency.1 In K;nt and Surrey for example the outstanding examples
of this were at Kingston, Sutton, Cheam, Bromley and Beckeﬁham all of
which in size tended to be somewhat greater than the examples found
in Middlesex. It has been suggested that in part the Euperiority of
the southern suburbs in this respect stemmed from the interest given
by the South London railway companies to commuter traffic and the
fact that their London termini gave direct access to the commercial
centre‘2 Certainly the outer suburban railway network south of the
Thames was far superior to that of the north in both .the area it

3

covered and its complexity.”

(b) The pattern of residential development, 1919-1939

"There are an astonishing number of suburbs round

London that are very like this suburb of mine ..

(ctd.) H. Pollins, 'Transport Lines and Social Divisions' in
Centre for Urban Studies, ed. London., Aspects of Change (1964); Wohl,
op.cit. pp.28-31, 35; F.M.L. Thoumpson, Hampstead: Building a Borough
"EBO 1964 (1974), pp.5i-63. :

1. Rooblns, op.cit. p.320. |

2. Johnson, op.cit. p.145, From a very early date, 1850 in fact,
the South Eastern Railway was providing boards at London Bridge Station,
free of charge, for the display of advertisements for residential
development on North Kent. (Course, op.cit. p.218). TFor a map of the
location of the London Termini, see Barker and Robbins, op.cit. pp.212-13.

3. See e.g. ibid. .

4. G.D.H. Cole, Buildinz Societies and the Housing Problem (1943), p.k.
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The ‘extension of the 'suburban trend' into the outer areas
‘of Greater London was therefore by no means a new phenomenon in
1919. However, never previously had it been as pronounced as it
was to become between the two world wars.' Moreover the
successive outward spread of the built-up area meant that through-
out this period this residential expansion was increasingly
associated with a net decline in the population of the County of
Londoﬁ.1 There can be no doubt that it was fhe net loss of
population by migration from London A.C. to the surrounding areas
which explains this decline.2 and in 1942 thé Scott Committee was
able to draw particular attention to the "huge increase in [the
population of] the surrounding fringes [of the conurbatioﬁ] s Qhere.
country is replaced by suburb and town."3

in brief, it is probably true to associate, in physical terms

at least, the interwar 'suburban trend' with two processes which in

some cases may be seen as distinct while in others seen as related.

1. Census of Population 1931, England and Wales Preliminary Report
(HMSO, 1931), p.xviis LCC, Statistical Abstract for London, 1939-48
(1950), pp.3,5. The approx.decennial rate of population growth (%)
within London A.C, 1891-1939:

1891-1901 = + 7.3 1911-1921 - 0.8
1901-1911 = - 0.3 1921-1931 - 2.0 1931-1939(est,) ='- 8.7

2., Ibid; The distribution of the migration around the County during
the interwar years was by no means even, and 'the North and West edge
of London gained migrants more than twice as fast as ‘the South East
suburbs,' E.C. Willatts and M.G. Newson, 'The Geographical Patterns .
of Population Changes in England and Wales, 1921 1951', Geographical
Journal, CXIX (1953), 444, 446

3 bmd. 6378. Report of the Committee on Land Utilization in Rural
Areas (HMSO, 1942), p.7. It should be emphasised of course that this
trend was by no means restricted to the London conurbation even though
the proportions of the London situation focused much attention on it.

L, These physical processes were of course themselves founded on a
complexity of both economic and social forces and developments. For
contemporary general analyses of reasons for the outward growth of
London, see e.g. P. Abercrombie, Greater London Plan 1944 (IIMSO, 1945),
Pp.22-30, ,38-44; S.V. Pearson, London's Overgrowth and the Causes of

Swollen Towns (1939), esp. pp.34-50, 56-71, 77-88.
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The first of these processes was one of new development, moulding
itself around pre;l9l4 settlement before expandiné rapidly ou.twards,1
* the second being the development of virgin locations not necessarily
contiguous with areas of earlier residential growth. The most
obvious exémple of this latter process occurred where the
Underground and other extensions of %ransport services cut into an.
area of little population, or where a large firm settled within
such an area.2 In either case examples may or may not have been
located adjacent, or reasonably near; to a Qholly or partially
developed area. However, in both cases, they were likely to be .
inflvential or leading factors in encouraging a buiider or
developer to speculate, and build houses in that area.3
In this way, between 1919 and 1939, many of the 1arg§ gaps of

undeveloped land in the outer suburban area (OSA) were enveloped by.

a creeping, and at times galloping, residential growth ~ a growth

1. Initially at least, 'rapidly' is being used in terms of the
area covered rather than the number of dwellings built. Examples
could be observed round all parts of Greater London, for example in
areas like Sutton and Cheam, Croydon, Pinner, Stanmore, Harrow,
Zaling, Barking and Ilford.

2.i. The development around such locations as Edgware (Middx.) may
be considered an example of the first aspect of the latter process.
For an outline 'case~study' of the development of Edgware and another
'railway' suburb, Stoneleigh Park (Surrey), see Jacxson, op. cit.
pp.246-290, ¢

ii. For examples of the other aspect of this process, the
settlement of The Gramophone Co. in Hayes (lMiddx.) and A.E.C.Ltd. near
Southall (Middx.) can be indicated. Indeed B.A. Bates suggests that,
in west London at least, industrial develcpment appears to have been
primarily based on the lead actions of a large firm, such as The
Gramophone Co. or A.E.C, which were then followed and surrounded by
smaller firms after the large firm had begun to develop the area's
transport, marketing and labour potentials. Some Aspects of the
Recent Development of West London (unpublished M.A. thesis, University
of London, 1954), p.5%.

3. It should be added briefly at this point that although the factors
influential to a speculative developer, when deciding the location of an
estate within a certain area, might be closely associated with, for
example, transport and/or industrial developments, the eventual factors
significant to the success of the estate were by no means connected to
the developer's initial reasoning. This was discovered a number of
times by one of the large speculative estate developers in the western
suburbs of Greater London in this period. Anon, interview, 26.,8.69.
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which as Michael Robbins has noted stimulated considerable
violent opinion and reaction from many contemporary obse.rvers.1
Indeed between.l9l9 and 1939 the built-up area of Greater London
approximately doubled in size,2 an expansion which when attempting
to descrife its significance in terms of area it becomes difficult
for any observer to avoid the use of superlatives. The growth in
terms of population on the other hand was not so great. Over the
twenty-year period it increased by approximately 17%3; although
also it should be added that not only was one third of the total
increase in the population of England and ¥ales between 1919 and
1939 to bg found in Greater Londonf+but also the rate of population
increase within the letropolitan Region was "about twice as high as
the national raté:ﬁsa
In this way, it is possible to obtain some sort of impression
of thé increasing dimensions of the Greater London area between %he
wars, It was true that the density.of this ﬁore médern development
was greatly reduced.6 However, there can be little doubt that the '
overall impact of this suburban trend was far greatef than anything
the Metropolitan Region had ever experienced previously, particularly

in view of the length of period involved.

1. Robbins, op. cit. pp.201-2.

2. J.T. Coppock, 'A General View of London and its Environs' in
Coppock and Prince, ed. op. cit. p.29. '

3. Ibid. . :

4, P, Abercrombie, op. cit. p.27. Between 1921 and 1931 the figure
was something over 25/o. C.B, Fawcett, 'The Distribution of the Urban
Population of Great Britain, 1931', Geographical Journal, LXXIX (1932),
107.

5. This figure is for 1921-1939. J.H. Westergaard, 'The Structure
of Greater London' in Centre for Urban Studies, op. cit. p.96.

6. In part at least, this was the consequence of (1) the consumer
demand for something better than the more cramped environment of the
denser development within the inner suburbs, (2) the apparently
universal desire for 'a garden', and (3) the density zonings stipulated.
in the embryo town plans which had been prepared by most suburban
authorities. On each of these forces of course the Garden City Movement
had had a not inconsiderable influence.




FIG 1.2. NEW HOUSEBUILDING IN THE AREA
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Probably the major trend during the mid and later 1920s was
the in~filling of avéilable building land within the first outer
concentric ring.1 In all directions within this zone virgin
land was under the assault of the speculative estate_developer and
builder, while simultaneously London's built-up boundaries were
being stretched outwards to a radius of approximately ten miles
from the centre.2 Outside this area the radial tentacles of the
pre-1914 growth pattern experienced some limited- extension, while
in other directions the Underground extensions into such‘areas as
Edgware and Morden and the Southern Railway extension to South
Merton helped to accentuate the pattern's radial appearance.§ On
the whole however this does not appear to have been as important an
agpect of Greater London's expansion during the 1920s as was the
further filling out and thickening of the already established
radials.5 The extent of this in fact can be demonstrated in a
number of ways. For'example, in Surrey duridg the 1920s some
43,000 acres of land were converted from agricﬁltural uses. Thié
represented nearly 10% of the county then constituted. In Essex,
the L.C.C. was developing the .Becontree Estate and on its completion
during the early 1930s this estate alone provided acgommodation for
over 112,500 people guite apart from the‘ever-present private

development that was taking place around it.7‘ While Middlesex,

-

l. I.e. the zone which formed the concentric circle which lay .
between approx. 4 and 7 miles from Charing Cross Stn, see Rasmussen,
op. cit. pp.138-9..

2. See above Fig. l.l. .
3. The Southern Railway's electrification of pre-~existing lines

will also have played a role here.
4, This generalisation possibly held less true for N. and N.W.

Middlesex than for the rest of Greater London.
5. See above Fig. l.l.

6. Pearson, op. cit. p.30. _
7. L.C.C, London Housing Statistics, 1952-53 (1953), p.35. "See T.

Young, Becontree and Dagenham (1934), esp. for a detailed contemporary
analysis of the social aspects of life on this estate, .and Jackson,
op. cit. pp.291-9 for a brief outline of its development.
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which represented most of the northern and all of the north-
western and western suburhan sectors of the conurbation,
experienced an intercensal population growth (1921-31) of
approximately 30%.1

The pattern during the 1930s was very similar with the
exception that the physical scale of the expansion was greater.
The 1920s and early 1930s saw the cons£ruction of several
arterial roads, including the Eastern and Vestern Avenues, the
Great West Road, the Kingston By-pass, and some sections of the
North Qircular Road, and with further Underground extensions
opening up such areas as Uxbridgé,'Stanmore and Cockfosters, the
oute? boupdary of the conurbatioﬁ vas pushéd even further from
the centre. Industrial settlement in west London, particulariy

2

during the late 1920s,~ and the industrial dévelopment which

ribboned along large stretches of many of the new arterial roads

during the early 1930s,>

all served to stimulate the initiative of
the speculative hcusebuilder., This stimulus, with other

important factors, made itseif manifest in the form of the
speculative housebuilding boom of the middle years of the decade.4
In some areas this continued on into i938, and éven into 1939 albeit

5

on a reduced scale. It can be seen therefore that during this

1. Pearson, Op. c1t p. 31. The population of England and Wales
increased by approx. 5.5% over the same period.

2. In particular (1) Southall and Hayes, both situated alongside
the Great Western Railway, and (2) the industrial estates of the
period such as Park Royal and the Wembley Exhibition Ground.  For
a general survey of interwar industrial development in London, see
Abercrombie, op. cit. Pp- 38-44; Hall, op. cit. pp.l21-39, also
pPp.37-120, 140-71 Eass1m‘ J.E. Martin, Greater London: An
Industrlal Geography (1966), pp.31-53 passim. For greater detail
on industrial development in west London, see Bates, op. cit., and
for north and west London, D.H. Smith, The Industries of Greater
London (1933).

3. For comment on the relative _importance of such roads in
industrial location, see Bates, op. cit. p.kh.

L, See below pp.6EBB~T32.

5. See below Ch.4, esp. Appendix &.1.
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period the radial pattern was intensified even though by 1939 it had
largely been obscured as a result of the 'infilling' and.the construc~
tion of dwellings which had taken place on a massive scale.1 There
were, of course, areas which pemaihed undeveloped, but these remained
insignificant in relation to the area of Greater London as a whole.

To sum up thisssction, therefore, there can be no doubt of the
impressiveness of the_scale of the expansion of the London built-up
area between the middle of the nineteenth century and 1939. In well
under a hpndred years an area of something just under 400,000 acres
(approx. 625 sq. miles) had been subjected to the processes of urban-
isation and/or suburbanisation. However this in turn highlights the
significance of the interwar period in this resﬁect since of this area
something in the region of half underwent tﬁe transition du?ing the
twenty‘years following the Armistice.2

(c) The structure of residential development, 1919-1939

Up to this point in the work London's physical growth has been
considered in general terms only. An attempt has been made only to
indicate the broad pattern of London's suburban development without any
attempt to examine the structure of tpat pattern. The statement by
the late G.D.H. Cole quoted at the beginning of the preceding section
might lead one to believe that all the London interwar suburbs were
identieal. Many indeed might agree with this belief. However, while
not denying the possibility that in some respects such an opinion may
have some veracity, béneath the 'sameness' noted in the quotatién there

did lie a structure of some variety the character of which the earlier

1. In terms of the size of the area covered by residential develop-
ment, the significance of this 'boom' was of course all the greater
because of the lower densities at which housebuilding was being carried
out during this period, see above p. 3.

2. In addition to this dramatic outward movement of the interwar
London built-up fringe it should be noted that during these years there.
was already noticeable an outward movement of population to towns and
settlements 'beyond the suburbs! and hence the creation of suburbs even
furgger out. E.C. Willatts, Middlesex and the London Region (1937),
P.106. .
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description of the pattern of the conurbation's growth provides
only small hints. The description of the railway line into
Essex as the 'Poor Man's Line' ;nd of the decentralisation of
industry of the East End alongside the Lea Navigation,1 the
emphasis laid on the significance of railways south of the river,
the closely-meshed nature of the network and the position of the
London railway termini,a' the settlement of industry in west

3

London and west Middlesex,” the Underground extensions to Edgware,
Morden, Stanmore, Cockfosters, and Uxbridge4 are just some

examples and all hint that certain differences did exist between

the various suburban areas in terms of both economic and social
characteristics. | .

It is possible to differentiate spatially the OSA,.albeit on a
relatively broad 1eyel, in terms of the activities of the specula- '
tive‘housebuilder, This can be achieved by broadly delineating
the areas developed b;tween 1919 and 1939 in terms of the originél‘
value of the dwellings which predominated within these areas. This -
approach was first used by Prof. Abercrombie during the early 1940s
when he distinguished between areas dominated by private housing of
over £1,000, and under £1,000, in value.5 The pattern produced is
fairly distinct.

For.residential development of over £1,000 in value, the
outstanding feafure'was undouBtédly its absence in the western,
eastern, and outer south—eastern sec&ors. . To the north, apart from
some limited development around Woodford, it was restricted to a

belt running south-westwards from western Enfieid and Southgate,

1. See above p. 9.

2. See above pp.lo,IS.
3. See above p.l6,

4, BSee above pp. l2,I5-6,
5. See below Fig. l.3. p.I19.

\
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through Barnet to-Mill Hill and Finchley, with intermittent
patches of development in evidence around the Viembley and Harrow
areas, and out as far as Uxhridge. South of the Thames, the
belt formed by such development generally speaking ran in a
similar direction across from Bromley, through Coulsdon and
Purley, Beddington, Epsom and Ewell; to Esher, Minor groupings
were to be found in such aréas as Kingston, Coombe, and Sutton.
These findings therefqre suggest that, to the south at least,
a substantial volume of such development lay outside the present-
day formal boundaries of Greater London. This on the other hand
was not true of the area covered by'dwellings originally priced
below £1,000, which for the most part lay within these boundaries. -
Reiatively cheap housing unevenly encircled the London A.C. while,
with the  exception of an area to the south-east stretching from
Erith to Chislehurst, remaining substantially’isolated from it.
In Essex, few of the houses built did not fall within this :
category, while directly to the north of London such development
was only minor and sporadic. It was north-west and west Middlesex
however which experienced by far the greatest expansion in this type
of housing, both in the number of dwellings built and in the
COncentrated-nature of the development. From the Great North Road
across to Heston, Islewortﬁ and Feltham, and as far out as Ruislip
and Uxbridge, deveiopers had concentrateé on building housés 6f
'moderate prices' which rarely cost over £1,000 to buy, and very
éccasionally cost as little as £400. In south London, apart from
the gouth-easterncorner, the concentration of sucﬁ "lower valuef
housing‘yas most notable in Bromley and Beckenham, also in parts
of Croydon. More to the south-west a block, somewhat smaller than
that in north-west Middleséx, was centred.around Malden, taking in

1
Kingston, Surbiton, Cheam, and Morden on its fringes.

-



21. .

Clearly any spatial analysis of fhe residential character
of an area which is founded on the differentiation of residential
development in terms of two property value groups will suffer
from the -disadvantage of a lack of detail and precision,. Indeed
thé picture provided by Prof. Abercrombie's approach suffers very
much in this way, particularly from the fact that during the inter-
war years there existed a substantial quality difference between,
for example, a dwelling which could have been purchased for £;,000
and one which could have ﬁeen purchased for £600, let alone £400.
This difference naturally was in turn mirrored in the éifferences
between the socio-economic status of thé families able to afford
the mortgage and local rate payments neceséary on such different
dwellings. On the other hand, at this particular point in the
preseﬁt work, this level of analysis does have the considerable
"advantage of simplicity in that it provides a relatively clear,
albeit broad, impression of the residential structure of the
newly developed outer suburbs1 and as such adds a further dimension
to the brief and relatively generalised description given earlier
in the chapter of the physical context in which the central
character of this thesis worked, and which in turn he played an

1
important part in creating.

2. The speculative housebuilder between the wars

The brief outline given in the preceding section presents a
broad-brush picture of the pace and pattern of Greatep‘London's
suburban expansion between the 1860s and 1939. This picture

provides the reader with a very necessary, albeit crude, perspective,

1. A further elaboration of this structure can be found (1) below
in the first half of Ch. 4 in which a further differentiation of the
less expensive category of dyellings has been made possible for the
1930s by access to L.A. returns made to central goverament during
these years; also (2) in the work of John Westergaard on the 1951
Census of Population. op. cit. esp. pp.100, 102-k.

3
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since it is not difficult to lose sight of the extent and general
character.of London's interwar suburban growth when the attention
of the work is turned to a more detailed investigation of various
aspects of the character and work of the speculative housebuilder
at this time, Also important, the outline presented reveals the
continuity that existed at least ;n a physical level, between the
'suburban treﬁd' before and after the First World War, while
hinting that in certain respects significant changes were taking
place in the character of a number of the components of this
on-going and seemingly irrepressible growth, particularly in the

sphere of speculative housebuilding and estate development.1

Suburban growth between the wars was in no way an ordered or
cp-o?dinated phenomenon; indeed before 1947 town planning was
still in its infancy and like a young child had few powers and
very little authority.2 The growth was essentially speculative
in character,3 taking place duriﬁg a period in which economic
forces ruled and were in general little restricted by imposed
standards of development at any 1evel.4 It was a period in which
speculative enterprise offered rapid and large rewards to house-
builders and estate developers even with only moderate business
acumen:é While the combination of self—in?erest and the minimﬁm
of governmental control allowed the interested parties to consider
their activities iﬁ terms of i;dividual sites, plots oﬁ land or
estates, withouf any necessity to relate them to the wider context

of either the immediate locality, or the growth of the Greater

"l. A more detailed indication of some of these changes can be
found below in e.g. Chs.5,6, and 7.

2. For discussion and analysis of interwar town planning legisla-
tion and its impact, and the state of town planning in general during
this period, see W. Ashworth, The Genesis of Modern British Town
Planning (1954), pp.191-237 passim.

3. See below Ch.2. .

4. Ashworth, op.cit. pp.191-237 passinm.

5. See e.g. Practical Building, Oct. 1934, p.472. (Subsequently
referred to as PB.)
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London area as a whole,

The Economist in 1937, when looking back over the previous

decade or'so, saw the speculative housebuilder as the party
largely responsible for the lack of co-ordination. In its
opinion, the builder bought up "a few fields at a time [and,
with no co-ordination, planning or directionJ generally e..
laid [theml out ... to produce the maximum profit {which
resulted in] an irregular hotch-potch of unco-ordinated develop-
ment".1 The builder and estate developer on the other hand was
not the only interested party. This was pointed out strongly
by The Times a year later when it added three further elements
of what it called 'self-interest! in its attempt to explain the
factors whicn lay behind the type and the shape of the develop-~
ment which had been taking place.2 These were first, the local
authorities themselves, particularly the smaller authorities;
secondly, the landowners; " and lastly, the potential owners of
the new houses, later to become ratepayers. It noted that

Some small LAs, anxious about rateable value (were)

naturally reluctant to discourage new ratepayers fronm

settling anywhere in their areas. Many landowners

(were) only too glad to sell land ... at substantial

profit as suitable for building development. The

.potential owners ... of.the new houses seek for homes

where they may have the advantages of drainage, pure

water, gas and electricity laid on at their doors without

. having to pay unduly heavy charges. The majority of

ratepayers (were) not usually enthusiastic about rural

beauty and (were)Bmuch more interested in avoiding

increased rates.' :
Thus, only limited restriction by local government, landowners

willing to sell land, and a population most anxious to buy the

new houses being.built,q all helped to provide the opportunity

1. The Bconomist (London Supplement), 8 May 1937, p.48.
2. The Times, British Homes: The Building Society Movement
- (1938), p.73. (Subsequently referred to as The Times (19353),

3. The Times (1938), op.cit. pp. 74-4.

Lk, "The new villas may (have been) stigmatized as jerry-built,
they may (have been) despised as psuedo-Tudor or ugly by.the
sophisticated, but there {(was) no denying their attraction for the
young couple with a small family." Bowley (1945), op.cit. P.75.
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for the growth which toek place and, albeit in a perhaps rather
negative sense, helped to shape its pattern.1 They also, aqd
perhaps more impdrtanfly, all tended to ahplify the position of

the builder and estate developer in the centre of the process

since each in its own way helped to create conditions and an
environment which had never previously for such a period of time
‘been so suitable for his activities.

Prof., Schnore in a general consideration of suburban growth
has noted that the majority of observers of such growth seeningly
assume that the causes of the movement of people into the suburbs’
"are ultimately to be found in the motives of the iﬁdividuals
involved in the movement."2 This would appear to place consumer
choice and desire into one of the moet important positions, if not
the éaramount position, in the list of the causes of the growth of
the metropolitan suburb. This would in turn tend to minimise the
significance qf'the role of the builder relegating him to the
position of a necessary, but non-crucial, element within the
complex, Prof. Schnore on the other hand casts considerable
doubt on the acceptahce of any idea that the ingividual consumer is
in any sense the decisive.agent in the process of landjuse
conversion.3 He states that, in his viéw, it is most likely that
the location decision, and the decisions concerning the type and
price of the house which will be built in any particular locétion,

is pretty firmly in the hands of the housebuilder or estate

l. i. For some thoughts on the role of the landowner in suburban
development see Appendix 7.1.

ii. Although not mentioned by The Times it would clearly be
wrong not also to mention the building societies and the development
of mortgages for owner-occupiers as a factor in creating this
opportunity for growth, albeit a factor without any direct physical
implications for the pattern taken by that growth, see Ch.ll.

2. L.T. Schnore, 'The Growth of Metropolitan Suburbs', American
Sociological Review, XXIT (1957), 170.
3. JIbid. p.l71. '
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developer.1
In this article of course, Prof. Schnore was writirg in

terms of a market ana a supply situation in existence some
twenty years after the end of the interwar period; he was
also considering the experience of the U.3.A. as opposed to
that of the United Kingdom, let alone Greater London, However
there is some evidence to suggest that his description and
emphasis is not wholly inapplicable to the Greater London
situation between the wars.

The speculative builder, the largest purveyor of housing

in the past, by having a free choice as to where he would

operate, thereby also exercised contrpl over where people

lived. They had indeed a choice of speculative sites -

which was wide - but nevertheless imposed upon them, as

was the type and size of house. The speculative builder

was himself frequently dependent on transport, again

acting in his own interests. Thus the rapidity or

slowness of the growth of a place would be determined for

private ends: the freedom of the developer wag the

measure of the public's limitation of choice.' ™~
This in fact was the view that Prof. Abercrombie was able to
express in 1945 when discussing the relative importance of a
number of factors influential in interwar suburban growth within
the Greater London area. It was an opinion founded on the
investigation which he and his research team had conducted as
part of a wider study into Greater London's pre-1939 growth and
suburban experience, and clearly indicates that to his mind the

speculative housebuilder was one character within this process

whose role and contribution should definitely not be underestimated.3

l. In Schnore's view, this is particularly likely to be true in a
'seller's market', (ibid.). Research carried out at the Centre for
Urban and Regional Studies at the University of North Carolina appears
further to support this-view, see e.g. S.F. Weiss, J.E. Smith, E.J.
Kaiser, and K.B. Kenney, Residential Developer Decisions - a focused
view of the urban growth process (Chapel Hill, 1966).

2. Abercrombie, op.cit. p.lo. ]

3« Abercrombie, op.cit. '?his report was prepared by Prof. Abercrom-
bie on behalf of the Standing Committee on London Regional Planning at

the request of the Minister of Town and Country Planning.
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Whatever the precise role of the speculative housebuilder
in the complex process of suburban development (a subject
obviously demanding considerable research and examination in
its own right), it appears clear that in the interwér
development of Greater London he was a figure of some signifi-
cance. In 1966 Sir John Summerson made the general point that
"it seems fantastic that no economic historian has tackled the
ﬁistory of the construction industry."1 In view of tbe
unparalieled level of housebuilding activity between the wars
it seems equally extraordinary, if not more so, that the interwar
speculative housebuilder and estate developer should have
generally escaped the detailed aétention of,or at least. heen ignored by,
scholars and students interested in the . history of our urban areas.?
Indeea it is perhaps particularly noteworthy that even in a work on

the interwar building industry_,3 (described by Prof. Pollard as one

1. H.J. Dyos, ed. The Study of Urban History (1968), p.153.

2. Although a number of works have been discovered which in a
specific way mention the speculative housebuilder, only one (R.C.W.
Cox, Urban Development and Redevelopment in Croydon, 1835-1940
(unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Leicester, 1970), Part IV,
subsequently referred to as Cox (1970) has attempted to look in any
detail at the way he worked and organised his business. However -
even this interesting work, because of its nature and the time
period it attempts to span, tends to lack a depth of analysis on this
subject. Moreover, without further work, Dr Cox's findings cannot
be used in any generalised way. Two other pieces of work which cover
the interwar suburban development of Greater London tend only to brush
lightly over the activities of the speculative housebuilder (Johnson, -
op.cit.; M.Waugh, The Suburban Growth of North West Kent, 1861-1961
(unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of London, 1968), while the
author of the most recently published study on the London interwar
suburbs himself admits the non-academic orientation of his work and
that "it contains little new analysis". (Jackson, op.cit. p.15).
Indeed, although this primarily descriptive study should be essential
reading for anyone interested in London's growth between 1900 and 1939,
it makes little attempt at any analysis of the activities and motiva=-
tions of the interwar speculative housebuilder. .

3. H.W. Richardson and D.H. Aldcroft, Building in the British
Economy between the Wars (1968), pp.300-21.
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which "will remain the standard work for many years to come”,1L
in a chapter devoted entirely to suburban development the
speculative houseﬁuilder was only once mentioned by name. It is
true, of course, that a certain amount of attention has been
given, with varying degrees of focus and thoroughness, to the
nineteenth century speculative builder and his activities,2
but clearly this in turn serves only to emphasize the lack of
attenti0p which has been given to the interwar'successor of this
fascinating character.

What then are the reasons for this general neglect of the
interwar bousebuilder? A similar question was in fact begged

by Sir John Summerson's more general comment noted just above

l. Review of Richardson and Aldcroft's book by S. Pollard in
Economic History Review, 2nd ser, XXII (1969), 157.

2. For studies in‘*wnhich the activities of particular builders are *
specifically mentioned. see e.g. Dyos (1961), op.cit.} H.J. Dyos,
'"The Speculative Builders and Developers of Victorian London',
Victorian Studies, XI (1968), 641-90. Subsequently referred to as
Dyos (1968); H.J. Dyos and D.A. Reeder, 'Slums and Suburbs', in .
H.J. Dyos and M, ¥Wolff, ed. The Victorian City: Images and Realities,
I (1973), pp.359-86; D.J. Olsen, 'House upon House', in ibiG. pPP.333-
57; D.J. Olsen, Town Planning in London in the Zighteenth and
Nineteenth Centuries (1964); J.R. Kellett, 'Property Speculators and
the Building of Glasgow, 1780-1830', Scottish Journal of Political
Economy, VIII (1961), 211-32; D.A. Reeder, Capital Investment in the
Western Suburbs of Victorian London (unpublished Ph.D. thesis,
University of Leicester, 1965); D.A. Reeder, 'A Theatre of Suburbs:
Some Patterns of Development in West London, 1801-1901', in Dyos, ed.
op. cit. pp.253-71; Thompson, op. cit.; R.C,W. Cox, Some Aspects of
the Urban Development of Croydon, 1370-1940 (unpublished M.A. thesis,
University of Leicester, 1966).  Subsequently referred to as Cox,
(1966); J. Summerson, Georgian London (Penguin edn. 1969); E.W.
Cooney, 'The Origins of the Victorian Master Builders', Economic
History Review, 2nd ser. VIII (1955), 167-76; The History of the Firm
of Holland and Hannen and Cubitts (private pubn, ¢.1929), noted in
ibid. p.172n; A.K. Cairncross, Home and Foreign Investment, 1870-1913
(Cambridge, 1953); H. Hobhouse, Thomas Cubitt, lMaster Builder (1971);
Chapman, ed. op. cit. And for work on fluctuation, and investment, in
housebuilding, see e.g. J. Parry Lewis, Building Cycles and Britain's
Growth (1965); VWeber, op. cit.; I1.J. Habakxuk, 'Fluctuations in
lHouse-Building in Britain and the United States in the Nineteenth
Century', Journal of Zconomic History, XXII (1962), 198-230; Cairncross
op. cit.; B. Thomas, kigration and Lconomic Growth (1954%); S.B. Saul,
"House Building in England, 1890-1914', Zconomic History Review, 2nd ser
Xv (1962), 119-37; E.W. Cooney, 'Capital Exports and Investment in
Building in Britain and the U.S.A.', Zconomica, New ser. XVI (1949),
347-54, and 'Long Waves in Building in the Lritish Economy of the
g%neteenth Century', Economic History.Review, 2nd ser. XIII (1960) 257-
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. concerning the iack of attention which has been given to the
history of the construction industry as a whole. Fundamentally
the answers to these two questions must be similar and concern,
as Prof., Dyos pointed out at the 1966 Conference of the Urban
History Group, the notable lack of ‘success exéerienced by
historians who have searched for builders' records.1 The
potential importance of such records to such a study and their
rarity, was nicely summed up by Sir John Summerson five years
earlier in his preface tq Prof. Dyos' own book on Victorian
Camberwell when he observed that '"the business papers of ... the
speculative builder are the prize trophy and here it seems-that
Dr Dyos has been singularly fortunate."2

.It was in fact one of the major research aims 5f the prgseﬁt
work to scout the field as widely as possible for the business
records of interwvar speculative housebuilding firus. A descrip-
tion of the approach takeﬁ can be found outlined in Appendix B.3
However, as is also nofed in Appendix B, poor or non-existent
record-ﬂeeping, commercial liquidation (both voluntary and forced),
the pulp machine, and perhaps natural reticence among those few
builders with interwar papers to reveal to an outsider the contents
of records which relate to a period still within living memory, has
meant that the hunt was unhappily devoid of such trophieé'as the
business papers of the late Edward Yates.u Anticipating this
possibiliéy a dual approach was required and fortunately thé

secondary tack adopted was not without its own trbphies - trophies

1. Dyos, ed. op.cit. p.1l53.
2. Dyos (1961), op.cit. p.7.
%. See below pp. 780-4-.

4. Dyos (1961), op.cit. pp.127-37; Dyos (1966), op.cit. pp.569-73,

\
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which are now unfortunately no longer available to‘the student
of 19th century,housebuilding‘and suburban development, The
trophies gained in fact were the memories and personal
~experiences of those who were actually involved in the
%peculativé housebuilding and estate development processes,
Oral history is a relatively new and little tried field
in Britain, Clearly as a tool of historical research it is
not without its problems, but‘at the same time these should not
be allowed to obscure its many considerable advan’cages‘1 In
the context of the present study not the least of these
. advantages stems from the absence of the interwar business
records of housebuilders., This means that an orai approach

remains virtually the only presently available means by which

information on the organisation and activities of particular
firms active b;tween the wars may pe ovtained in any real detail.,
It is hoped of course thaﬁ at some later date, when perhaﬁs the -
passing of time has lessened the sensitivitf of builders and
their families to the approaches of historiaﬁs, research will
begin to reveal business records:(perhaps of the guality and
relative plenitude of those of Edward Yates) which have somehow
evaded éhe never diminishing appetite of‘éhe pulping machine.
Further it is hoped that when -this happens the present study may

serve as a useful comparative base for any work undertaken.

It must by now have become apparent that in many ways the

present work is something of an exploratory study. In this

1. A relatively detailed consideration has been given to the
merits and shortcomings of oral history and has been presented below
in Appendix A, pp. 769-719.
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context there}ore the work should be seen as clearing ground in
én important, complex but little touched subject‘area; and in a
subject area in which the more conventional forms of historical
evidence, such as business papers, are at the present time
conspicuously lacking. '

What has been attempted falls broadly intovtwo parts.
Firstly, following the extremely brief and highly generalised
pictﬁre given in this chapter of the physical growth of London
between the later 19th century and the Second World Var there is
an examination of the incidence and distribution of private
housebuilding activity in the outer suburban area (OSA) between
the wars which uses as its basis previously unworked housing data
for London held b& central govex;nment.1 The second part of the
work focuses in some detail.on some aspects of the characteristics
and activities of the speculative housebuilder active in the OSA
during these §ears. >

Within this overali framework, the first part of the work
again divides into two since, unique in the history of private
'housebuilding, during the 1920s and the very early 1930sspeculative
housebuilders were able to obtain a cash subsidy on each house they
built if it fulfilled a number of statutorily specified requirements.
" How important, therefore, was subsidised privatg housebuilding
activity within the London area? To what extent was .it located, if
.at all, in certain types of socially-definable areas than in others?

What factors were in fact influential in the distfibution of such

housebuilding activity? These are some of the questions asked in

1. TYor a detailed consideration of this data: its origin, meaning
and limitations, see below Appendlx 4,3, As much of the worked data
as possible has been included in this work for use by future workers
in this sphere, see below Appendices 2.2, 2.3, 4.1 and Figs. 2.3, 2.4,

3.2
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Chapter 3, while the second section of this part of the work
focuses on the extent and distribution of unsubsidised
private housebuilding activity.1 For example, to yhat extent
were there differences between the trend in housebuilding
activity, or the housebuilding situation at any point in time,
within the OSA as a whole and that within individual suburban
sectors? To what extent did the type of housing being built
vary bepweeﬁ different sectors of the conurbétion? And,
importantly in terms of a controversy resurrectgd during the
late 19605,2 what was the contribution of private enterprise
in the provision of working-class housing during these years,
and particularly wofking—class housing tc let?

From the more general orientation of Chapters 2-4, the
emphasis of the thesis moves downwards in scale to fdcus more
direétly on the specqlati&e housebuilder and his acti#ities.
One hope during the early peri&d 6f the research was that a
detailed treatment of a particular firm migﬁt form the core
of‘the work, however the material which came to light contained
insufficient evidence on the activities of any one housebuilder
to allow this. Unfortunately therefore such a potentially
invaluable approach must await future research work and the
good foftune of a significant 'find' of business and other:
papers. In the meanwhile cle;rly the lack of a'singlg

business history in this sector of the building industry remains

*.1. See Ch. 4, Because of the data source the period
examined in this chapter is Oct. 1933 to March 1939 inclusive.
2. By J,L. Marshall, 'The Pattern of Housebuilding in the
Inter-War Period in England and VWales', Scottish Journal of

Political Economy, XV (1968), 189-191. -
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an obtrusive gap in the work in this sphere.1

The consequence of the singular lack‘of success in the
search for housebuilders' business papers is a study which,
by using oral data supplemented where possible (andlcontra-
dicted where necessary) by written evidence, has'been able
to provide a relatively detailed impression of certain
characteristics of the interwar speculative housebuilder
and of gertain aspects of his organisation and activities.. . It
must be admitted that the necessary reliance on oral evidence
at times has necessitated the statement in the text of a
relatively large number of examples to illustrate and
substantiate various points made. This is because the nature
of the evidence and the absence of other work in this sphere
makeé it impossible simply to footnote supporting evidence
reférring the reader to written sources available elsewhere.

It is hoped however that this has not unduly hindered the flow
of the.text, although it has made the work longer than it would
otherwise have been.

As a first tentative step towards a more detailed investi;
gation and understanding of "that confidently bowler-hatted
field marshall”2 an outline and analysis of the structure of
housebuiiding industry has been attempted in Chaptér 5. How_

similar was the structure of the speculative housebuilding

1. The only study of the activities and development of an
_ interwar housebuilding firm known to the author is the authorised
popular history of Taylor Woodrow Ltd (A. Jenkins, On Site, 1921~
71 (1971)) which unfortunately pays but brief attention to the
interwar years and informs the reader of little of the remarkable
early development of this firm, its early structure, finance and
growing pains, the reasons for its expansion, or of the clearly
crucial decisions taken and role played by its founder and present
chairman, Sir Frank Taylor.
2. The description given to the nineteenth century speculative

builder by Sir John Summerson in the preface to Dyos (1961), op.cit.
'p.lo. Fewer bowler hats between the wars perhaps but still in most
cases the confident field-marshall.
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industry to that of the building and construction industry as
a whole during the interwar period? What was the role and
importance of the very small housebuilder in suburban house-
building? To wﬁat extent did firwms employing between 10 and
99 persons form the core of the industry? Did the structure
of the iﬁdustry change with fluctuations in total activity?
Did the interwar structure reveal any new features from those
found prior to 19137 These are among the questions posed in
this chapter and examined in the light of evidence relating to
two outer suburban aréas. In Chapter 6 the attention is then
turned to the question: who in fact were these people who built
houses speculatively between the wars? What were their origins?
To what extent was their background in building, land.development,
or related enterprise? How and why did they come to becone
involved in speculative hoﬁsebuilding? To what extent were their .
origins local to the area in which they built? For obvious
reasons in this chapter it has been necessary to rely primarily on
oral data. |

The activity of speculative housebuilding between the wars

involved the organisation and execution of a series of processes.
The purely constructional processes involved in building a house
have been briefly outlined.in Appendix 4.5. However, these
constituted just one of these broader pfocesses which genéraliy may -
be considered to ﬁave included: (1) the search for land suitable
for houseguilding, or simply land development, purposes; (2) the
evaluation of that land for housebuilding purposeé in the context of
the types of housing assessed as potentially profitable, if any; (3)
the decision to purchaée, and the actual purchase, of land considered
potentially profitable; (4) the finance of the purchase of land

and its development with spebulatively built housing; (5) the
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design of the site layout and the dwellings planned; (6) the
application to the local authority for building'approvél;
(7) the organisation of the preliminary development of the
land, if virgin, with basic facilities, such as roéds, drains,
main utility services, etc.; (8) the organisation and phasing
" of the construction of the dwellings planned; (9) the
organisatibn ana promotion of the sale, either before or after
completion, of the dwellings built, including the organisation
of purchaser financé, advertising, and where the operations
were large enough, a sales fofce; and (10) the initiatién of
a further cycle, either concurrently or successiﬁely, of this
series of processes. It can be appreciated from this outline
of the major componenté of the speculative housebuilding process
that.an examination and analysis of all aspects of the work of
the interwar speculative housebuilder would be a comnsiderable
undertaking and worthy of a higher piece of work than é Master's
thesis, In view of this therefore it was decided to focus the
attention of the remainder of the present work on the earlier
stages of the process in‘volved.1
The inevitable interrelationship between speculative house-

buil@ing and speculative land development reéuired that first an
examination be undertaken into such activity with particular .
a%tention being paid to the characters involved and to the role
and involvement of the speculative housebuilder in thé processe.

This chapter is then followed in Chapters 8, 9 and 10 by an,
"investigation of those parts of the speculative housebuilder's

activities which involved land and its acquisition for house-

l. In the earlier stages of the research period it was in fact the
author's hope to include a detailed investigation and analysis of all
"aspects of the speculative housebuilders work. Practicality nowever
has inevitably reshaped aspiration, although hopefully evidence
gathered on certain other aspects of the interwar housebuilder's
activities will be used in future work by the author.
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building purposes. The.decisions which had to be made by a
builder during these early stages in speculative housébuilding
activity were frequently among the most crucial in the whole .
" process since the misjudgement of the potential of a site or
location for example could speil bankruptcy. This was true
whether.it was a small housebuilder building on one or two
plots of devel&ped land or a large-scale operator developing a
substantial esfat; of houses on a green-field site. The
processes involvéd in the acquisition of land by. the speculative
housebuilder during these years are therefore examinéd in some
depth.

First, in Chapter 8, the availability of land between the
wars for speculative housebuilding and the implications of the -
land availability situation for the activities of the speculative
housebuilder are considered. For example, what were the forces
instrumental in making land availéble for housebuilding during
these years? To what previous use had housebuilding land been
put? ﬁow easy was it for housebuilders to locate suitable sites
for their activities? To what extent and in what way did the
land availability situation alter during this period, if at all?
What were the reasons, if any, for any chanée? What were the
implications of any chanze for the speculative housebuilder and
ﬂis activities, e.g. the type or size of site they built on, the
locafions in which they were active?

This consideration of land availability is then.followed in
Chapters 9 and 10 by a detailed examination of the way the interwar
speculative housebuilder in the OSA actually went about acquiring
iand for his business operations. Broadly this falls into four

parts; the search for land, the evaluation of land, the actual

purchase of land, and lastly a consideration of some aspects of



the land pﬁrchase policies pursued by a number of.speculative
housebuildiné firms. Firstly, how did interwar speculative
housebuilders gain intelligence of potentiélly viable sites

for housing? To what extent were they active or passive

agents in their search for land? How did they organise the

land search function within their operations? How reliant were
housebuilders on persons outside their own organisation, such as
personal acquaintances, land and esﬁate agenfs, solicitors, etc.,
for information on land? To what extent, if any, was there a
difference between the land search approaches of for exémple_

(1) differing sizes of firms, (2) 1ocally-ofiented firms and
firms acfive over wider areas? And, if differences did.exist;
why was this so? Secondly, what approaches were adopted by
speculative housebuilders to facilitate decision—making in respect
of the suitability or otherwise of possible housing sites located?
On what grounds did housebuilders. make such decisions? To what
extent did firms uhdertake, or have undértaken by another party,.
any rigorous site examination as a basis of their land purchase
decision-making? - And was in fact such a site study and
evalﬁation important to the commercial success of the interwar
speculative housebuilder active within the 0SA?

| Thirdly, the process is considered~by which interwar
speculative housebuilders appreoached the actual puréhase ofhéhe
land selected for residential development. What were the
processes and who were the individuals involved in the aétual
purchase arrangements? And how ﬁid housebuilde?s finance the
purch;;e of the land the& required? While fourthly and lastly,
attention is focused on some housebuilders' land purchasé
policies asking such questions as to what e%tent did policies

pursued by builders vary dufing this period, and why? What
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form did the policies of some firms take? For example, how
common was the amalgamation of adjacent sites dufing these
years? How usual was it to find firms accumulating stocks.
of land ahead of their current operational needs? And in
what ways aid speculative housebuilders attempt to reduce the
ever present risks-involved in the purchase of land for
housebuilding purposes?

Tﬂe eleventh and final chapter of the work has two
purposes since before concluding it waé considered necessary
to examine, albeit perhaps on a relatively superficial level,
the social and economic forces which underlay and stimulated tﬂe
remarkable level of private housebuilding activity found within
most parts of England and Vales between the wars; and also to
examine the reasons for the fluctuations which took place in that
activity. ' Followiné this examination and analysis, to conclude
the work, an attempt is made to highlight a number of the major -
features of speculative housebuilding between the wars and the
activities of the interwar sﬁeculative housebuilder which have
emerged from the various sections of the thesis. This
conclusion also includes an indication of a number of the possible

directions which future investigation could perhéps profitably

take.

The outline sketch of the structure of the present work
presented above has revealed a number of thé questions posed during
the various chapters, and acknowledged some of the study's
limitations. The necessity to reshape the study and focus on

1

certain aspects of the character and activities of the speculative

housebuilder of course simply emphasises the introductory and
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exploratory nature of the work. It must be stressed that
such a work cannot hope, and is not intended, to provide all
the answers to ﬁhe mény questions raised. Almost Eertainly
questions have been left unanswered, while many gquestions
still remain to be raised by research workers in the future.
On the other hand, in spite of its limitations, it is hoped
that the thesis will be seen as a serious attempt to break

and develop new ground in terms of both its subject matter and
the re;earch approach adopted. And, it is further hoped that
the work will provide a stimulus to, and perhaps form a
foundation for, future research into the various aspects of

this potentially extremely fertile area of study.



SECTION 1.

SPECULATIVE HOUSEBUILDING.
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CHAPTER 2 The importance of the private sector in interwar residential
construction activity.'

During the years between the Armistice (1llth Hovember 1919) and
31st March 1940 some 4,160,673 dwellings of all types were built and
rated in England and Wale§.2 One~third of the total stock of dwellings
standing in 1940 had therefore been coqstructed in a period of just over
twenty years,3 or to put this another waj, between 1914 and 1940 the
total stock of dwellings had increased bybéo%. In England and Vales
almost three-quarters of this total activity concerned dwellings

constructed by private enterprise.

5

i. "Regional variation

As is true of most aggregate statistical pictures, the general
picture outlined above hides a degree of regional variatiom. In some
areas th;s variation was quite wide., Over this period, fhe proportional
balance between private enterprise and local autﬁprity activity in the
south-west was the closest to the national situation. In this area
approximately 74.4/6 of the total number of dwellings rated wére
constructed by the private sector. The -overall imporbénce of the south-
west, howe%er, was not great. In total only 182,171 dwellings were rated;
and 'out of the five Znglish regions only the east showed lowsr activity.

In fact, the soufh—western total represented only 11.2% of the total

activity that took place in the south-east region.

1. Much of the statistical data used in Ch.2-4 has been extracted from
Ministry of Health records of L.A. housing returas. For referencing pur-
poses this source will be cited M.O.H. Statistics (unpublished). For a
detailddescription of the location, form and content of this source, see
Appendix 2.1. Detailed figures may be found in Fig. 2.1, p. 4l

2.i. The date 31 March 1940 has been taken to include dwellings.in pro-
gress but not completed at the declaration of war in Sept, 1939.

ii. Wales accounted for approx. 3.5% of this total figure.

3., C.L. Mowat, Britain Betwveen the Wars (reprint, 1966), p.459; see
also above Ch.l,

4, The actual figure for England and Wales was 72.1%. Within England tk
proportion was slightly higher than this, i.e. 72.4%.

5. JFor a tabulated picture, see Fig. 2.1, p.4l.For a slightly greater
level of detail on variations within the broad Northern and Midland regions
under discussion, see Marshall, op.cit. p.185.
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Of all the regions the level of housebuilding activity in absolute
terms was lowest in the east (about 1%1,000 dwellings) and within this
area 1ocal authorities were responsible for nearly 36% of all the
dwellings constructed. Local authorities were also very active in the
northern region, and although in proportion to the total housing activity
"they lagged slightly behind the performancé of local authorities in the
east (35.2%), in absolute terms this was far from true. In absolute terms
there were more dwellingé built by the local authorities in the north than
in any other region. In all, 441,453 dwellings were completed (only
50,000 short of half-a-million), while in the east‘the figure was only
L7,687. With 1,253,328 dwellings of all types being built iﬁ the northern
region, it can be seen that the private sector was also very.active (erect-
ing some 812,000 dwellings) and although the number built was over half-a-
million below that erect;d by the private sector in the south-east it ;és

still over a quarter of a million above the performance of private enter-

prise over the whole of the Midland areas. In these Midland counties the

IS
-

1oca} authorities, like those in the north and the eés£,'were responsib}e
for over a third (34.3%) of all residential construction activity.

The local authorities were clearl& active in new housebuilding during
these years. On the other hand the figures leave ﬁ; doubt whatsoever. of
the overwhelming importance and position of the private sector in this
activity. This was true for all regions. In none of these areas did the
contribution of private enterprfée-fall below 64%; while outstén&ing was’
the impact of private enterprise in the south~east, where the private
sector contributed over 82% of the total number of dwelllngs constructed.
This is particularly significant in the light of the fact that almost Lo%
of all dwellings constructed in Engiand and Wales were to be found in the

"south~east, whlle prlvate enterprise in this region alone was responsible

for Wk, 5& of dwelllngs constructed by the private sector.1 In the history

‘

1. This representéd nearly a third of the total production of all types‘
, of dwelling in England and YWales as a whole,
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of the production of dwellings bctween the. wars, therefore, the private
sector active in the south-east region shows itself to be of outstanding
importance.1 One consequence of this of course is to bias the propor-
tional balance of the aggregate figures for England and Wales rather more
in favour of private enterprise than the expérience of most of the other
regions migh£ really justify.

This is not the place for an examinaﬁion and attempted explanation of
the factors which maj have been important in determining the balance
between public and the private sector in the housebuilding activity of any
particular area. This has been discussed to a greater or less degree of
satisfaction elsewhere.2 HoweQer some of the factors which may have had
a significant influence on the level of lécal authority interest in this
problem may be briefly mentioned. The quality of the existing housing
stock, or to put it more broadly'the 'housing conditions', within an area
could have been important, as could the prosperity of an area. .This'
would have been related to the levels of real incomes and levels of unem-
ployment which may hgve existed within it. There is also another factor.
This is not always remembefed and was in fact the consequence of the .
permissive nature of the legislation in this sphere. Inter-war housing
legislation, particularly during the 1930s, left the quantitative_aspe?ts
of L.A. housing provision very much in the hands of the individual local
authorities, to act in accordance with what they judged to be the 'need',
This made the attitﬁdes, initiative and_enefgies of individual local
authorities crucial to the level of public activity in this sphere.

Many were of course conscientious. - London County Council was particularly

1., At this point it is also important to stress that in spite of the
~overwhelming importance of private enterprise in this area, L.A.s in the
S.E. still contributed over a quarter of the aggregate ingland and Wales
L.A. activity. For further details of the importance of the S.E., Gtr.
London and the OSA in terms of total L.A. housebuilding activity in England

and Wales, see below, p. 44} .
2. E.g., see Marshall, .cit. p.186; Richardson and Aldcroft, op.cit.

pp.176-7, 182-3; Bowley (1 9 5)s op.cit. pp.54%-61, 68-9, 147-59.



Fig. 2.2, The importsnce of the South East, Greater London;
and the outer subucban area in total residential -
construction activity within Ensland and Vales -
between the Armistice end 3%1st March,1940.(percentages)

Percentage of South East Greater London 0SA

Total dwellings '39.1 21.1 16.9
newly rated

Total private
enterprise dwellings oy . 2k.0 21.7
newly rated ’

Total L.A. dwellings )
newly rated 25.2 13.6 L L

Proportion of total
dwellings newly rated
within England &nd
Wales built by private
enterprise within the
OSA - - 15.6

Source : M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished)

Marshall, op.cit.p.185
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active in this sphere, while Leeds, luanchester, Liverpool, Sheffiield
and, on a smaller scale, Norwich, all provide good examples of the
impact that the presence of ﬁoor housing conditions and an active and
interested:-local authority coﬁld have on the residential development

and redevelopment of an area.

ii. Greater London and the outer suburban area

Although naturally the absolute figures involved were lower, the
experience of the Greater London area in terms of the relationship
between private enterprise and local authority activity very much
reflected the experience of the whole south—east'region.

Over half the total number of éwellings built in the south~east
region in these years (54.1%) were in fact concentrated within the
Greater London area. And, as the balance ﬁetween the.activity in the
private and public secfo}s witﬁin both areas were identical, it must
also be apparent that over half of all private dwellings, and over halfl
of gll local authority dwellings bu;lt between 1919 and 1940 in the
south~east region, were to be found in this area. The conurbation of
Greater London constituted an important element iq the national house-‘
building scene. Over a fifth (21.1%) of all the dwellings built
within England and Wales were built within its area, while the private
sector alone contributed 24% of all the privately built dwellings in
England and Wales between the wars. However only a very small
proportion of privatg activity which t§ok place in Greater Londdn was
to be found within the London AC area. For the most part it was
concentrated in the new outer areas., ‘Private building concerns
erected some 651,028 dwellings in the outer suburbs.between 1919 and
1940, and this represented 90.3% of the total private housebuilding
activity within the conurbation. If the figures for all types of
residential development are includead however, thé outer suburbs can

be seen to have been somewhat less important, but even so 79.9: of all
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dwellings constructed within Greater London were t§ be found within
this area.1

Within the OSA, local authority actiﬁity was generally speaking
~of little significénce. In fact local duthorities erécted only 51,382 °
dwellings, and were responsible for a mere 7.3% of the total house-
building activity within the area.2 Moreover, the number of
dwellings built by many of the outer sub;rban local authoritieé within
their own areas was even gmaller since the above figure would have
included the activities of the London County Council which, during the
1920s and early 193051 built a number of 'out-county' cottage estates,
as well as other housing developments outside the London AC boundary.
Moreover there is some evidence of.a number of the Metropolitan boroughs
buying and developing land outside their own areas, in the outer
suburbé, in their attempts to ameliorate the housing problems within
their an boroughs. Two of the more importang reasons for the
relative absence of local authority presence in outer éﬁburban house-

building statistics may be suggested. Firstly it should be remembered

b

that by 1914, unlike the heaviiy developed inner areas,.the areas

lying éutside the London AC boundaf&”ﬂ;d expérienced little at the
hands of the housebuilder, either privéte or public.3 The limited
extent of pre-existing residential development in the outer areas there-
fore meant that the need for redevelopment and the rehousing of ill-

housed families was correspondingly small. Secondly many of the local

-

1. I.e. 702,410 dwellings. o

2. This means of course that the private sector built approx. 92.7%
of the total number of dwellings erected in the OSA during this period,
i.e. 651,023 dwellings. Clearly the private sector completely dominated
residential development activity in this area. "

5. See above PP 4-10,

.- aevREn S dtiva SE . ND S e o sameed  eace’
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authoritieé in the outer suburbs seem to have been rather more interestel
in building up the rateable value of their area than concerned with
the more basic housing problems which might have existed. The
points are of courée related since it is likely that where the need
did exist, albeit on a lower scale.than.that within tﬁe more inner
areas, action would probably not have been’taken.

The insignificance of the impact of local authorities on the
development of the OSA2 meant that the balance between private and
public activity within this area was very different from the
national situation and the situation in the ssuth;e;st in general.

In this respect at least the situation within the OSA cannot be taken
as typical, and in consequence the following analysis must remain
simply as an example of what happeneé within one important'area.

Before considering the Gpeafer London O3A in more detaii,'it is
intereéting to note that there were nearly as many dwelling; of all
types built within this area aloné as there were within all Midland
areas. In fact, if the performance of private sectors is isolated
from the ovgrall figures it can be seen that there were moré private
dwellings built in this area between the Armistice and 31st Mérch 1940

than there were by that sector in the whole of the Midland and eastern

regions combined.

iii. The outer suburbs

With respect to the relative importance of private and public

1. See above p.23,
2. Of course within particular areas L.A. housing schemes did have a

fairly dramatic impact. This was especially’ Of the 'out-county®
activities of the L.,C.C. e.g. Watling at Burnt Oak, St.Hdlier at
Carshalton, Downham in Kent and of course Becontree and Dagenham in

Essex.
3. See above Fig. 2.2, for an indication of the significance of

housebuilding within the OSA compared with that within the remainder of
England and Wales.
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Fige 2o4. The numbers of dwellinrs (all types) newly rated per acre
within the outer suburban sectors of Greater London
between the Armistice and 31st March, 1940.

No., of dwellings newly rated p.a.

Area Acreage L.A, P.ent. Total
N.Middlesex & 'Herts' 49,674 022 1.99 2.21
W.Middlesex 85,941 21 2.07 2.28
Surrey 58,413 A7 3.57 3. 74
Kent 43,269 09 1. 30 1.39
Essex : 70,165 .22 1.54 1,76
N.Middlesex 42,740 23 2.01 2.2k
All Middlesex 128,681 W22 2.05 T 2.27
Hertfordshire 6,934 o4 1.94 2.08

Source : M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished)

Census of Population 1931, Report for Counties of
London and Middlesex. Pt. 2 (1937), p.23.
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housebuilding activity, fhere appears to have been little variastion
between the experience of the various outer suburban areas.1 In

no sector did local authority activity account for more than 11% of
the total number of dwellings newly rated in that sector, while in

no éector did this contribution fall below 3%%. Of the major
sectors, ﬁssex most nearly reflected the total outer suburban
position,2 while within the Kent area local authorities were
responsible for 6.8% of all dwellings newly rated. In relative
terms, local authority building was of least importance in the Surrey’
sector, where it accounted for less than 4% of all newly rated :
dwellings. Surrey was also the most consistently middle-class sector
within the whole OSA, while superficially at least it was within

another predominantly middle-class sector (north Middlesex) that local

-

authority housebuilding had its greatest impact with 10.5% of all
"dwellings newly rated being erected by local authorities.

On the other hand, the data shows that in actual terms the activity
of the local auth;rities in these two sectors was f;r closer than the
proportional figures indicate. ?his was one consequence of‘the'higher
level of total activity that took place in Surrey, which in turn was
partially the consequence of Surrey's larger acreage and also the
far lower degree of prefexisting development that this area had

experienced. Here perhaps lies a clue which will help explain the

rather perplexing inconsistency of the situation where two sectors

1. Vhere county names are used during Ch. 2-4 they are used to describe
that part of the county which now lies within the 1965 boundaries of the
G.L.C. area, but which lay outside the boundaries of the pre-1965 London
Metropolitan Boroughs. Where anything else is intended it will be made
explicit. . )

2. L.A.s within this county were responsible for 7.04% of all dwellings
newly rated within that area between the Armistice and 31.3.40. Within
East Barnet UD., and Barnet UD. (i.e. 'Hertfordshire!) the importance of
LA. activity was similar being 7.02%, although in absolute terms there
was a substantial difference since in Barnet UD. only 14,198 dwellings
were newly rated during the wholes interwar period.
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which, superficially at least, were of substantially the same socio-~
economic status apparently‘had such a significantly different
experience with regard to the importance of local authority activity.
A number of the individual local authority areas that constituted

part of Fhe eastern edge of north Middlesex experienced a considerable
degree of pre-191hk development. When the data is examined in greater
depth it can be seen that it was Within these areas, particularly
Tottenham, Edmonton and Vood Green,1 that local authority activity had
its greatést impact.2 Clearly, while substantial areas of the
northern sector were of high socio-economic status, areas did exist in
which the population was_of a predominantly lower class. It was in
these.areas that the local authority activity for.the'most-part took
place.-

In the western sector of.Middlesex, covering as it did a much
greater area than tﬁe northern sector, the overall number of .dwellings
newly rated was much gfeater, and local authorify interest (relative to
fotal activity) wés lower. However in Surrey, although the area wés.
smaller, the total number of dwellings built was greater than it Qas in
western Middlesex, while in both absolute and relative terms the
importance of local authority activity was much lower. A detailed
examination of the experience within individual local authority areas
within western Middlesex gives é further confirmatién of the socio- -
economic characteristics most apparent in the areas sugéested above
where local authérity activity‘was relatively great.

In general the figures make it quite clear that the local
authorities within the OSA of Greater London (with the exceﬁtion of
Yiewsley and West Drayton UD and West Ham UD) took a decidedly back

' seat in the interwar residential development of their areaé relative

\
1. See above pp.9,!8.
2. See below Appendix 2.2, pp.$6-7.
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to the private sector. In both relative and absolute terums

[Middlesex, both its northefh and western sectors,.was the area in

which local authority activity was most striking.  However it

should also be added that even within these sectors such activity v

' . . . 1
represented barely over a tenth of total residential building activity.

Prior to 1914 activity by locel government in housebuilding had
been extremely limited, the actual provis;on of new dwellings by local
authorities remaining a step only taken in the last~resort.2 " .In this
context it can be seen that the Great War provided a major watershed,
with the public sector's share in new residential construction
increasing dramatically during the interwar period. In epite of
increased intervention by local authorities in this sphere however, it
is elear from the evidence presented and discussed in this chapter that

within ﬁost parts of England and Wales the priﬁate sector, whether
subsidised and unsubsidised, retained its dominent'position in the
provision of new housing. It is also clear from the evideﬂce thaf

this was particularly true for the situation within the Greater London

05A.

1. It is unfortunate that there exists no data that could provide a
more dynamic impression of the relative importance of private and local
authority activity for the O0SAs of Greater London between the wars, The
information on the M.O.,H. cards does not provide sufficient information
to make possible even an approximation for the two decenial periods.
Annual information is available on a national level and indicates a
considerable variation in the annual level of L.A. activity over this
period - largely the consequence of changes in subsidy provision (see e.g.
Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.271l. Ta_ble 2, col. 10.) However it is not
possible to assess the extent to which such trends .were also apparent
within Greater London or the OSAs, or of course the extent to which these
areas may have been removed from such trends.

2. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p. 3, Bx. L. Reiss estimated that in 1914
council housing represented only %% of-the total housing stock in England
and Wales. Municipal and Private Enterprise Housing (1945), p.l3.
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In the following two chapters a detailed consideration of the
housebuilding activities of the privafe sector within the-OSA has been
undertaken. This consideration focuses particulafly on the spétial
distribution of such activity. Firstly, attention has been turned to
the subsidised activities of the private industry and in Chapter 3 the
incidence and importance of such housebuilding activity during the

period to 1933 has been analysed and discussed. This is then-

. -
.o

followed by Chapter 4 in which a detailed examination of the distribu-
tion and type of unsubsidised private activity which took place between
1933 and 1939 is followed first by a discussion of some implications of
some of the trends found, and secondly by a mﬁée focused analysis of
certain implications arising which relate to the relatively recently
resurrected debate on the contribution of private enterprise duripg the

1930s tb the solution of the contemporary housing probiem.
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Appendix 2.1. A note on the locsl auathority housing returns made
. to the Finistry of Health.'

Much of the statistical data used in Chapters 2-4 has been
abstracted from the housing returns submitted to the Ministry of
Health during the interwar period by each local authority.in England
and Wales. These housing returns were recorded on cards (one card
for each authority) which in 1969 Qere held by the Statistical Branch.
of the Ministry of Housing and Local Government (now the Housing
Statistics Division of the Department of the Environment).

The returns recorded on these cards cover all aspects.of residen-
tial construction, although the degree of detail is varied. . They give
aggregate totals for the whole period (i.e. the Armistice to.31 March
1940) for local authority subsidised activity under the various
Housiné Acts (plus separate totals for local authority activity under
(i) the Abatement of.Overcrowding, (2) the Slum Clearance, and (3) the
General Housing Needs p;ovisions), and for subsidised private enterprise
activity. For unsubsidised private acti?ity they give aggregate totals
of dwellings newly rated, both for sale and for rent, for the peri;d
between the Armistice and 30 Sept. 1933. ~These figures are followed
by totals for the 2Zyear period 1 Octl'1933~31 March 1936, disaggregated
by net rateable value and tenure,2 which in turn are followed by six

monthly tofals similarly disaggregated until 31 March 1939, after which

.

date only totals are ‘given,
1 - -
For this particular study thére has only been time to make use of

-a relatively small number of these returns. However in spite of its

l. M.O.H. Statistics (unpublished)
2. bSee. below Appendix 4.3, pp. 188-96.
3., See below Appendix 4.3, p. 183.
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limitations,1 the informatioﬂ on these cards, in particular that
relating to unsubsidised private enterprise activity betweeﬁ-

Oct. 1933 and March 1939, could yield to a researcher with éime,
experiénce and probably access to computer resources,'a relatively
full and detailed picture of the pattern of residential construction
which took place within various parts of England and Wales between
the wars, and also enable full& examination and analysis of the path
of housebuilding activity during the latter part of the 1930s and

after the housebuilding peak had been passed.

I would like to thank Miss K. M. Riley of the DOE Housing
Statistics Division for her assistance, and for her advice on the

interpretation of these returns.

1. TFor a.discussion of the limitations of this data ,see below
Appendix 4.3, pp. 188-228. -
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Appendix 2.2. The numbers of dwellines (all types) newly rated

built by local authorities and private enterprise

within the Greater London O3A-between the

Armistice and 31st March, 193%9.

Area Local Private Total | % of total
- Authorities |[Enterprise built by
) p.ent,
North Middlesex
and 'Hertfordshire'
Enfield UD 1,746 16,456 18,202 90,4
Edmonton UD 2,072 15,273 17,345 88.0
Southgate MB 649 10,703 11,352 94,2
Hornsey VB 667 3,599 4,266 844
Tottenham MB 1,207 3,863 5,070 76.2
Wood Green MB« 262 2,327 2,589 89.9
Hendon MB 1,11 22,190 23,301 95,2
Finchley MB 481 8,401 8,882 9h.6
Frien Barnet UD 383 3,574 3,957 90.3
Barnet UD L9 3,970 L Lhg 89.3
East Barnet UD 636 8,231 8,867 g2.8
West Middlesex - .
Harrow UD 1,200 "3%,862 35,062 96.6
Brentford & Chiswick ‘ .
MB 1,485 2,913 4,398 6.2
Heston & Isleworth MB 1,971 17,528 19,499 89.8
Feltham MB 649 7,162 7,811 . 91.7
Twickenham MB 1,638 1%,519 15,157 89.2
Acton MB 543 4,904 ° 5,537 90.2
Ealing MB ,718 26,027 , | 27,745 93.8
Southall M3 892 7,966 8,858 89.9
Willesden MB 1,291 10,710 12,001 89.2
Yembley UD 808 31,184 31,992 97.5
Hayes & Harlington UD {1,410 13,323 14,733 90.4
Ruislip-Northwood UD 559 15,830 16,389 - 96.5
Uxbridge UD 1,534 7,838 9,372 83.6
Yiewsley & W.Drayton UD |1,605 1,154 2,759 41.8
Surrey
Merton & Morden UD 538 12,339 ° | 13,877 96.9
Mitcham MB 1,320 9,572 10,892 87.9
Wimbledon MB 237 3,334 4,071 94,2
Kingston-upon-Thames MB 850 2,842 - 3,698 96.9
Malden & Coombe MB 459 9,285 9,74k 95.3
Surbiton MB 295 11,567 11,882 97.4
Richmond MB 771 2,337 3,108 7542
Barnes MB L5 3,4 3,619 86.9
Croydon CB 3,163 25,516 28,679 82.0
Coulsden & Purley UD 376 11,904 12,280 96.9
Sutton & Cheam MB . 507 15,451 15,958 96.8
Carshalton UD 628 8,254 8,882 92.9
Beddlngton & Walllngton
UD 264 5,502 5,866 93.8

continued..
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Area Local Private Total | % of total
Authorities Enterprise 4 built by
. p'o ent.
Kent 1
Penge UD 63 1,049 1,112 94,3
Beckenham MB 280 11,800 12,080 97.6
Bromley MB 574 74760 8,334 9.7
Orpington MB 334 7,438 7,822 9547
Crayford UD 970 4,161 5,131 81.1
Chislehurst & Sidcup UD 262 13,703 13,965 98,1
Erith UD 510 6,0tk 6,554 92,2
Bexley .UD 959 20,343 21,295 95.5
Essex :
Bast Ham CB 59k 3,439 L. 033 85.3
West Ham CB 1,643 1,067 2,710 39,4
Leyton MB 358 2,456 2,813 87.3
Walthamstow MB 1,698 €,581 8,279 79.5
Chingford UD 262 9,445 9,707 97.30
|Wanstead & Woodford UD 238 8,172 8,410 97.2
Ilford MB 772 27,935 28,707 97.3
Dagenham UD 202 7,899 8,591 91.9
Barking MB 1,854 4,040 5,894 68.5
Romford MB 342 12,546 12,885 97.3
Hornchurch UD 1l 20,461 20,605 99.3

Source : derived by J.L. Marshall -from M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished)

My thanks to Mr. Marshall of Aberdeen University for

making this particular set of data available to me.
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Appendix 2.3. The numbers of dwellings (all types) newly rated

per acre (ie. level of. activity) built by private
enterprise within the outer suburban sectors of
Greater London between the Armistice and 31st March 1939.

O (2
11.11.1919 ~ 30,9,19%% 1,10.1933 - 31,3.1939
Area‘ Aggregate Amnual Aggregate Anmual
Average < Average
Ne Middlesex and ’
Hertfordshire Ol L0904 1.05 19
W. Middlesex .88 .088 - 1.19 .22
Surrey 2.63 12263 .9k 017
Kent .31 .031 .99 .18
Essex ) .76 .076 .78 S 1'%

Source : M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished)

1. The figure in column (1) will be a little inflated. The
nature of the source necessitated the use of data for the periods .
11.11.1919 - 31.3.1940, and 1.10.1933 - 31.3.1939 in order to derive
this table. This means of course that the figures for the period |,
11.11. 1919-30 9.,1933 will include the figures for the twelve’ months )
1.4.1939-31.3.1940. TFortunately the local authority retuirns indicate
that within the OSA the level of housebuilding during the six months
before the outbreak of war and the first six months of war was not
great, and certainly not significant enough to disturv the broad
picture displayed by the table.

2. The annual average figures in both columns were obtained by

- the division of the aggregate figures by 10 and 5% respectively.
The period 11,11.1919 to 31.9.1933 of course covered a period of

14 years. However, since prior to 1924 the level of private house
construction was small ( see Ministry of Health, Private Enterprise-.
.Housing (HMSO,1944), p.11; Bowley (1945), o E.blt. P.271.Table 2.
cols. 11-18 ), it was considered that to divide the aggregate figure
in column (1) by 14 would under-value the level of activity which
took place in these areas during the middle and later 1920'5 and
.during the early 19%0's.

b
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CHAPTER 3 The distribution and characteristics of subsidised private
residential construction, 1916-33

1. The subsidies

With the failure of tae Housing (4dditional Powers) Act of 19193
the 'first experiment'? of central government intervention into the
subsidisation of house production came to an ené. Although under
this Act private builders were eligible for a lump sum subsidy of up
to a maximum of £160 for houses built up to a maximum of 920 superficial
feet,3 the main emphasis of the experiment had been on public house-~
building.4 In 1923 however the emphasis of housing policy changed, the

Conservative administration placing the responsibility for the provision

of new housing primarily on private enterprise, To this end the

Housing, etc. Act, 1923 (the Chamberlain Act) was passed which had as
its prime object the éﬁcouragement of the speculative hoﬁsebuildér to
provide small dwellings either for sale or to let, -and the prevention of
local authorlty activity unless an authorlty was able to satisfy the

Minister of Health that private activity within their area was inadequate

to fulfil the perceived housing needs.5 Under the Chamberlain Act The

Treasury was empowered to-pay a subsidy on any two-storied house with a
floor area of between 620 and 950 superficial féet,,or any.structurally
separate or self-contained flat or one-storied house with a floor area
between 550 and 880 superficial feet. The subsidy.was fixed at a
maximum of 56 per house per year over a period of twenty years and
initially any dwelling eligible had to ﬁave been complétéd by 1lst

October 1925.6 When capitalised the subsidy came to a figure of £75

1. 9 & 10 Geo.V. ¢.99.
2. A term coined by Prof. Marlan Bowley. For a consideration of this

experiment, see Bowley (1945), op.cit. pp.15-35.

3. In 1920 the maximum limit of the subsidy was extended to £260 for
dwellings up to 1400 superficial feet.

4., 1Indeed, under the Act, LAs were empowered to prevent private activit;
within their areas if it 1nter£ered with their supplies and costs.

5. 13 & 14 Geo.V. c¢.2k. -

6. 13 & 1k. Geo.V. c.24, p.2.
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which was normally paid to the builder in a lump sum, via the local

authority.1 A most interesting feature of tle subsidy is that,

although a maximum size was specified for these houses, no financial

limitation was placed on their selling price.2 . ’ ’ ' .
With éhe rise of the first Labour Government in Januar} 1924,

the emphasis of éolicy again changed with renewed encouragement of

local authority activity, and é new sqbsidy specifically aimed at

encouraging the.rapia production of privately built smaller houses to

3

.let was introduced. This new subsidy was greater than the
Chamberlain subsidy since within urban areés it was fixed at £9 per
house per annum over a period of 4O years.# However, in spite of the
greater size of the Wheatley subsidy, the retention and extension of
the Chamberlain subsidy which could be claimed on new dwellings sold
meant that throughout £he 19205 the response of the private sector to
the 1924 subsidy was considerably lower than its response to the 1923

5

legislation.

2. England and Wales, 1918133.6

In England and Wales during the second half of the 1920s, the
subsidisation of private enterprise housebuilding played a not

unimportant part in the overall performance of the private sector.7

1l. LAs were able to recover .the money from The Treasury in the form
of annual payments over the period specified.

2. There can be little doubt of the implications of this in terms of
the characteristics of the future occupants of these dwellings.

3. Under the Housing (Financial Provisions) Act, 1924 {14 & 15 Geo. V.
c.35), (the Wheatley Act). The rents of all dwelllncs subsidised under
this Act were constrained within a scale laid down. Ibid. p.i7.

4. 1Ibid. p.2. '

5. BSee Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.271, col.l3.

6. For a brief explanation of the choice of dates, see below Appendix
3.1., p.289.

7. Bowley (1945), op.cit.. p.271, eol.l1l6, 18.
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The builders of 418,700 dwellings made use of subsidy facilities,1
which means that nearly a third (%14) of all private sector activity
between 1919 and 1933 was subsidised in some way. After the turn

of the decade however this situation changed dramatically, and thus,
during a period when the total annual production level of the private
sector rose from 128,000 dwellings in 1931 to 287,000 in 1935 béfore
falling only slowly to a level of 230,600 dwellings in 1939,
subsidised private enterprise housebuilding-féll to an insignificant
level. Only in 1939 did the annual total rise marginally above 3,000
dwellings.3 Table 2 of Appendix II in Prof. Bowiey's book cledarly
indicatgs the reason for the dramatic reduction in the level of
subsidised activity, that is firstiy the reduction and then the complete
cessation of all subsidy payments under the 1923 Act. It may therefore
be safély assumed, for both England and Wales and the OSA of Greater
London, that after 1930, and .certainly after 1933-4, the building of

subsidised private dwellings was of minimal significance in terms of

total private housebuilding activity.

3. The outer suburban area of Greater London, 1918-33.

In contrast to the national picture, at no tihe was subsidisation
important in stimulating private residential development on any scale
Qithin the OSA. It is in fact.inféresting to observe the disinterest
with which the majority of~housebui1ders within these areas regarded the
subsidy arfangeheﬁts; Of the 292,402 dwellings built within the 0SA
during this period, only 1ll1l.6% (or_33,896\dwellings) were built by

housebuilders who had taken advantage of any of the .subsidies available

1. 97.1% of these were the consequence of the 1923 Act and only 2. 9A of

the 1924 Act.
2. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.271, col.18.

3. Ibid. col.l6.
L, T, Total private subsidised housebuilding in England and Wales

declined from 79,600 in 1925/7, to 50,200 in 1929/30, to 2,500 in 1930/3l.

Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.271, col. 16.
ii. It is interecsting to note that although the subsidy under the

1924 legislation was also reduced in 1927, it had little or no impact on
annual housebuilding figures (ibid. col.l3), since prlvate enterprise had
never adopted this scheme on any s1»n1f1cant scale.
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Fige 3%.1. The local authorities; as constituted in 1939, within
: the Greater London area.

A.

B.

North Middlesex

and Hertfordshire

\.OOO\'IO\U‘I-F'\NN-—\

=
O

11

Enfield UD
Edmonton UD

‘Southgate MB

Hornsey MB
Tottenham MB
Wood Green MB
Hendon MB
Finchley MB
Frien Barnet UD
Barnet UD

East Barnet UD

Western Middlesex

12
43
i

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Harrow UD

Brentwood and Chiswick.MB

Heston and Isleworth MB D.
Felthem MB | ‘
Twickenham MB

Acton MB

Ealing MB

Southall MB

Willesden MB
Wembley 'UD

Hayes and Harlington UD
ﬁuislip—Northwood uD
Uxbridge UD

Yiewsley and
West Drayton UD

E.

Surrey’
26 Merton and Morden UD

27  Mitcham MB

28 Wimbledon MB

29 Kingston-upon-Themes MB
30 Malden and Coombe MB

21  Surbiton MB

32  Richmond MB

33 Barnes MB

34  Croydon CB

35 Coulsdon and Purley UD
36  Sutton and Cheam MB

37 Beddington and
Wallington UD

33 Carshalton

Kent

39 Penge UD

40 Beckenham MB
k1  Bromley MB
42 .Orpington UD
43  Crayford UD

k4  Chislehurst and
Sidcup UD

ks  Erith UD
46  Bexley UD

Essex
L7  East Ham CB
48  Vest Ham CB

49  Leyton MB

50 Walthamstow MB

‘51  Chingford UD

52 \VWanstead and Woodford UD

- 53 Ilford MB

54  Dagenham UD
55 Barking MB .
56  Romford MB

57 Hornchurch UD
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1]

Hampton Wick UD.
Teddington UD
Kingsbury UD
Hendon RD
Wealdstone UD
Hanwell UD

1]
n

1 October, 1933
1"

1 April, 1936

1 October, 1933

Area Dafe abolished Area transferred to
Uxbridge RD 1 April, 1934 Uxbridge UD
Wanstead UD " VWanstead and

Woodford UD
‘Sidcup UD " Chislehurst and
. Sidcup UD
“Ham UD 1 April, 1933 Richmond MB
Greenford UD 1 October, 1933 Ealing MB
Hampton UD 1 April, 1937 Twickenham MB

Wembley UD

Harrow UD

Southall MB

CB
MB
uD
RD

County Borough
Municipal Borough
Urban District

Rural District
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Fig. 3.2. The numbers of dwellings (all types) newly rated

Built by subsidised and unsubsidised private

enterprise and local authorities within the

outer suburban sectors of Greater London between
the Armistice and 30th September, 1933

Private enterprise

(1) (2) (3) (%) (5)
Subsidised Unsubsidised . Total
. private
' % of - % of . enterprise (3) as
Area . No., total No total Total and ) . a
priv. . ¢ prive. private local percentage
ent. ent. ~ enterprise anthority of (&)

North Middlesex and Herts

Enfield UD 260 5.9 4,171 93.1 b3z - 6,147 ‘ 72.1 '
Edmonton UD - 176 3.1 5,484 96.9 5,660 7,582 74,7
Southgate MB . 327 5.6 5,509 94k " 5,836 6,367 N.7
Hornsey MB 115 5.8 1,881 9k.2 1,996 24262 88.2
Tottenham MB 21 0.7 3,038  99.3 ;?059 3,177 96.3
Wood Green MB 115 6.8 1,584 93.2 1,699 1,925 88.3
Frien Barnet UD B 2.0 2,026 98.0 2,067 2,450 8h.b
Barnet UD 65 4.7 1,298 95.3 1,363 . 1,53 88.7
East Barnet UD B 2.0 1,970 98.0 2,011 2,263 88.6
Hendon MB - - 13,063 106;0 13,063 13,384 . 97.6
Finchley MB 155 3.1 b1l 96.9 5,066 5153 . . 983

Aggregate "1,316 2.8  4k4,935 97.2 46,251 52,246 88.5
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Area (1) (3) (%) (5)
. . ( '
West Middlesex
Harro;z UD 39 1.1 73,639 -98.9 ’ 3,678 3.,977 92.5
Hendon RD? 143 1.0 . 14,397 99.0 14,550 15,340  -94.79
We sldstone UD? 92 21  B301 97,9 4,393 48728 . 90.1
Brentford & Chis. MB 51 2.8° 1,757 97.2 1,808 2,640  68.5
Heston & Islew MB 1,642  15.7 ° 8,801 84.3 10,443 . 10,898 95.8
Feltham MB . 57 3.8 1,462 9.2 1,519 1,954 7.7
Twickenham UD 55 2.5 2,109 97.5 2,164 2,561 84.5
Teddington UD> 51 5.3 98-  9k.7 969 1,145 84.6 -
Hampton Wick UD - - 133  100.0 , - 133 133 100.0
Hampton UD? 48 b2 1,105 95.8 1,153 1,559 74.0
Ealing MB 1,895 147 10,923 85.3 12,818 13,922 92.1
Acton MB 002 18.0 3,192 82.0 3,804 4,231 92,1
Greenford UD° 8§ 3.3 232 96.7 240 240 100.0
Southall MB 621 12.3 4, 446 87.7 5,067 5,533  91.6
Hanwell UD° 16 7.1 208 92.9 - 224 244 100.0
Willesden MB ' 1,308 18.5 5,767 81.5 7,075 7,768 91.1
Wembley UD 630 5.2 11,46 94,8 12,046 12,399 97.2 ‘
Kingsbury UD 318 b6 6,628  95.h 6,94 7,055 95.7
Hayes and Harlington UD 1,420 3.4 3,108 - 68.6 4,528 5,831 777
Ruislip Northwood UD 213 6.3 3,193 93.8 3,406 3,791 89.9
Uxbridge UD 66  22.5 2,642 79.5 3,408 3,820 89.2
Uxbridge RDZ - . 1,455  100.0 1,455 1,455 100.0
Yicwsley & West Dra&ton UD 23 4.0 555 96.0 578 1,107 ,52.2
Aggregate 10,098 9.9 92,387 9l.1 102,485 112,459 9l.1
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Area (1) (2) . (3 (&) (5)
Surrey,
Wimbledon MB 70 5.1 1,317. 9%1 1,387 1,616  85.8
Merton & Morden UD 888 15.0 5,055 85.1 5,943 6,469 - §1.9
Mitchan MB 3,508 55.6 2,805 Ml 6,313 6,928 91.1
.-Kingston -u-~-TMB: 18 ' 2:3 766 97.7 784 1,362 57.6
Malden & Coombe MB 410 9.2 4,030 90.8 4o 4,795 92.6
Surbiton MB 3h2 6.6 4,835 93.4 5;177 5,290 97.7
Richmond MB’ 72 8.k 286 91.6 858 977 87.
Barnes MB 109 b 2,349 95.6 2,458. 2,535 97.
Croydon CB 1,0L4 6als 15,257 . 93.6 16,301 18;246 89.
Coulsdon & P. UD 788 12.2 5,678 87.8 ' 6,466 6,790 95.
Sutton & Cheanm MB 375 5.1 7,030 94.9 7,405 7,598 97.5
Carshalton UD 392 7.4 4,874 92.6 5,266 5,583 9.3
: Bes:irllﬁ;:oi UD 406 11.0 3,305 8.0 3,71 4,075 9.1
Aggregate 8,422 12.'7~ 58,087 87.3 66,509 72,264 90.5
Kent
Beckenham MB , 172 2.7 . 6,203 97.3 6,375 _6,6é7 95.3
Bromley MB 130 3.4 5,515 4.6 3,845 4,062 9h.7
Orpington UD N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.&. - N.A.
Penge UD - - | 388 100.0 388 451 86.3
Crayford UD 606 25.7 1,752 74.3 2,358 2,358 100.0
Chis. & Sidcup UD 1 0.1 8u6 - 99.9 847 983 86.2
Erith UD 242 13.6 1,544 86.4 1,786 2,236 9.9
Bexley UD 1,513 20.9 5,721 79.1 7,234 7,752 93.3
Sidcup UD? 216 bt 4,743 95.6 4,959 5,011 99.0
Aggregate 2,880 10.4 2h, 712 89,6 27,592 29,540 93.4
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Area . (1) - (2) (3) (&) (5)
Essex .

East Ham CB 1,244 4.6 1,548 55.4 2,792 3,002 93.0
West Ham CB 102 21.3 376 78;7 478 623 76.'}
Walthamstow MB 7b 163 3,670 837  b,385 . 5,565  78.8
Leyton MB 356 2.8 1,275 - 78.2 1,631 1,951 . 83.6
Chingford UD 34 0.7 4,792 99.3 4,826 - k924 98.0
Wanstead and . .

Voodford UD 103 4.7 2,090 95.3 2,193 2,363 92.8
Ilford MB 1,899  12.9 12,801 87.1 14,700 15,472 95.0
Wanstead UD2 51 3.h 1,467 9.6 1,518 1,566 97.0
Dagenham UD 800  25.9 2,284 741 3,084 3,451 89.4
Barking MB 1,058 4.2 1,185 52.8 2,243 3,235 69.3
Hornchurch UD 1,657 20.8 6,330 79.2 7,987 7,993 99.9
Romford RD 903  27.1 2,429 72.9 3,332 4,094 81.4
Romford UD 2,009 27.2 5,385 72.8 7,39 7,394 100.0
Aggregate 10,930  19.3° 45,633  80.7 56,565 61,633  9L.8
Outer Suburban Area 33,646  11.2 265,754 88.8 299,400 . 328,142 91.2
England and Wales 418,700  31.0 ' 931,700 69.0 1,350,400 2,061,700 .  65.5

Source ¢ M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished); Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.27i.

l. Figures for Richmond MB include residential construction within Ham UD as it
was abolished and merged into Richmond on l.l4.33.

2+ See above Fige 3.l.
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to them.1

It would be unrealistic however to suggest that this wés true
for all parts of the O3A, It is possible to see &ariations in the
importance of thé subsidies between areas, though in no area did
thp importance of such activity approach that within England and
Wales as a whole, The area in which the situation most nearly
approached the national position was the eastern sector. Within
this area some 11,180 dwellings were constfucted by private enterprise
under subsidy. This represented approximately 19.435 of dwelling ‘
construction in that sectof (1918-33). - In direct contrast, to the
north of the London AC only 2.8% of all private activity was
subsidised. In this respect these two outer suburbén éectors
represented the two extremes. The remaining three sectors all tended
to reflect more closely the_overall suburbén situation. 0f these
tﬁree-areas subsidisation appears to have been least important-to
private housebﬁilders within the western suburbs where it was applied
for and granted on 9.9% of the 102,485 privately built dwellings newly
rated. On the other hand, within the Surrey suburbs, some 12.7% of

private activity was carried out with the aid of subsidy, while within

the Kent suburbs the proportion was 10.4%.

An important, if obvious question is begged at this point: why

should such a range of experience occur within such a relatively

¥

limited area as the Greater London OSA? For example, although in
total the private sector built more dwellings within the northern

sector than within the Essex suburbs between 1919 and 1933? the number

l. Unfortunately there was not time to collect data for other regions
or areas, Clearly however, if over a fifth of all privately built
dwellings in England and Wales (1918-33) were built within the OSA, then
the importance of subsidy in private activity within some other areas
would certainly have been well above its importance nationally. '

2. See:above Fig. 3.2,
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of subsidised dwellings was nearly lO,bOO.éreater within the latter
area. And again, why did thelprivate sector build some 5,000 more
subsidised dweliings'within the Surrey suburbs in tﬁgse years thén
it did within the northern suburbs even though the ove;all private
production .levels of the two areas were almost identical?

Pfof. Bowley, in her consideration of the 'second experiment' in
British interwar housing policy (which from thg point of view of
private enterprise primarily concerned the 1923‘Chamberlain Act)
é;ggested that, just as it was "the rélativeiy well=to-do families...
the bétter-off families Lthat moved] into the new subsidised houses",
so it was '"the better-off districts [which] would tend to venefit from
the subsiéy ﬁore than the poor districts." "~ This is to say that the
areas in which, or near to where, the befter—off families were living
would receive a relatively lgrge share of the total amount paid oﬁt by
The Tréasury in subsidies, while the share going to areas in which
there were only relaﬁively small-numbers of f%milies.able to afford
the subsidised housés would have bgen relatively'small.

Some indication of the types of houses built by private enterprise
" with the aid of subsidy can be obtained from national statistics.
Between the Armistice and 31lst September 1934.somé 428,000 subsidised
dwellings were built by private enterprise in England and.Waies, but only
20,000 of these (or approximately 4.5%) had rateable values of £13 or

under (i.e. £20 or under in the MPD). The rest were valued at between

£13 and £26 (i.e. £20-&35 r.v. in the MPD).? It would &ppear therefore

1. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.39.
2. Ibid. p.52. Table 1IV.
3. i. The situation where very few of the houses subsidised under the

Chamberlain Act would be within the real reach of the working-class
families was the result of the detailed minimum standards and specifica-
tions laid down within that Act. On the other hand, by restricting
subsidies to small houses it limited the size of family which could
benefit, while on the other, the minimum specification ensured that such a
dwelling was out of the reach of all but the ‘aristocracy of the working-
classes'. (ibid. p. 30), There ‘was also a further point. Because almost
all of these houses were built for sale, they would only be within the
reach of those families which not only owned sufficient savings to pay the
" initial lump sum deposit required by the mortgaging agency, but also were
sufficiently confident of their own future income to undertake the commit-
Ments involved. ibid. p.52.

®
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that the majority of such subsidised dwellings could be occupied only

by middle-class famiiies or the very top strata of the working-class
families, which woul@ séem to suggest that the dahgers inherent in the
1923 housing législation pointed out by Prof;'Bowley in, fact materialised,
and that it was the better-off districts (and. "the better-off familieé") i
which tended to benefit from the subsidy. However, #o what extent does
the data gathered for the 0SA of Greater London confirm such conclusions?
Superficially an examination of this more detailed information appears to
suggest that within certain areas such general conclusions were not
strictly accu¥ate. ‘

At first glance, the more detailed pattern available for the 0SA
would seem to indicate some connection between the incidence of the
up£ake of subsidy within an area and the extent to which pre-existing
developmenﬁ had taken place. Certainly many of the older areas
experienced a relatively hiéh-level of subsidiséd-development by the
p%ivate sector. However, a closer scrutiny (of the experience of local
authority areas which comprised the various suburban sectors during this
period) reveals that this is probably not the distinction re;evaﬁt.1

The péttern of residential development within the Kent suburban
area in these years seem to indicate a more relevant relationship.
Within this area there would appear to have been a tendency fof the
level of utilization of the housebuilding subsidies available by the
privaté builder to havg been greater within those developing areas with
a relatively low soeial status. Broadly speaking the Kent suburbs fell
into two socio;economic sectors. On the one hand there was the area
adjacent to the river constituted by Erith, Bexley aﬁd Crayford, while

on the other there was the area covering Beckenham, Bromley, Orpington,

ctd/ ii, For a definition of r.,v, see below pp. i97-8.

l. Por example, in west Middlesex, Hayes and Hartington UD. expcrience
very little pre-191h development'but did experience a very high level of
private subsidised activity (higher even than the national average) duriy
the 1920s. On the other hand, in the adjacent arca of Southall, which Il
experienced substantial pre-existing development, subsidised private
activity was of only moderate importance during this decade.
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and perhaps, Chislehurst and Sidcup. In general the development of
the latter sector was undoubtedly of a highef status than the.former.
The strength of a relationship in this area as a whole cannot be
doubted for the subsidy data clearly shows a very low level of
subsidised building in the Beckenham,_Brom}ei,and Chislehurst and
Sidcup areas, while in Bexley and Crayford the level was relatively
high. Such a relationship'obviously begins to look very appealing.
On the other hand even within Kent suburban experience there appears
to be a flaw. This is the apparently inexplicable variation in the
importance of subsidised activity in Zrith compared with the areas of
comparable status: Bexley and, especially, Crayford. Such
.irregularity must inevitably sow tﬁe fiést seed of doubt in the path
of any argument that suggests a link both with the status of an area '
and the.level of private subsidised house-building carried on within it.

The evidence of experience within the Esse% suburbs during these
" years . again, superficially at least, does appear to strengthen the
appeal of an argument that suggests such a link. For example in
areas like VWoodford and Wansteéd, and to a lesser extent Ilford, whicﬁ
_were develqping generally into areas of relaﬁively.high social status,
the utilization of the éubsidy by builders appears to have been
¥elative1y low. While in areas in which greater activity in cheaper
types of residential develcpment probably took place, such as East Ham,
West Ham, Leyton, ana Dagenham, the available data indicates a rather
greater utilization of subsidy facilities by the privaté sector.

On the other hand, when the e;idence is examined more closely, the
doubts fostered by the irregularity of Erith's experience in Kent do
seem to recur. It indicates that it would be unwise to be too
categorical in any.-claims or statement of such a tendency; In the
"first place the experiences within some areas in Lssex appear to have

\
provided a number of significant exceptions to any firm or general
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acceptance of the tendency noted in the previous paragraph. For
example, Chingford, while experiencing a considerable amount of the
less expensive type of development during these years, experienced

an extremely loQ incidence of subsidiéed development. Also, although
a greater part.of the residential development of Romford and Hornchurch,
and possibly even Barking, appears to have been founded on a type of
'development above thgt of the lowest rateable category, these areas
experienéed a relatively high level of subsidised housebuilding.

The ;econd element that undermines any assertion of a categorical
opinion on this question is rather more fundamental. The returns made
to the Ministry of Health, on thch this discussion is being based,‘did
not differentiate between the types of.dwelling being erected beforé
1lst October 1933. It is, in consequence; difficult to assess with aﬁy
great éccuracy the character of the residential development taking place

within any area during the'19205.1 On this level the only evidence

available is indirect,.and is based on the assumption that no radical
SN , . .
change occurred in the type of development that took place during the
1920s and during the 1930s within a given area. At the most therefore
it can only be indicative. It was on this basis that the first doubt
of the accuracy of too categorical an assertion on this question was
expressed. On this basis also it is probable that the residential
development of Ilford, and especially Woodford and Wanstead, contained
a miﬁor but significant element of Iowe; class housebuilding activity. F
Furthermore, in Leyton it is probable ?hat such development activity By
no means dominated the interests of thg private sector during the 1920s,

Viithin the eastern éeotor therefore, although within some areas evidence

of the existence of a positive relationship between the level of subsidy

1. This is especially true fer the OSA, where of course residential
development was more likely bo take place. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.52.
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utilisation and the level §f lower-class development is apparent,
too significant a doubﬁ does remain over too many areas for the
tendency to be convincingly acknowledged as generally true.

Within the northern and the western sectors there seem to have
been many irrgéularities. Over the whole of the northern sector
during this period éubsidies were claimed on .only 2.8% of all
dwellings built. To some extent this is to be expected as
substantial areas of this sector were of relatively high socio-
economic étatus. However, even areas like Edmonton, Wood Green and
Tottenham experienced an extremely low level of subsidised activity.1
Moreovér, two areas which were developing a relatively high social
status (i.e. Southgate and Hornsey) both experienced a high-level of
subsidised activity within their areas relative to the northern sector
as a wﬂole. Quite obviously, therefore, to suggest without substantial
qualification that the social status of an area was a crucial factor
influencing ;he subsidised activities of the pfivate builder within that
area is quig; inadeqﬁate.

This is further confirmed by the experience within the loéal
authority areas which constituted the western suburban aféa. It would
be quité possible for a student to contrive élmost any argument he !

pleased on the basis of evidence from this.grea. For example, within
-areas developing a relatively low social status; such as. Hanwell,
Féltham,and Yiéwsley and West Drayton, private subsidised activity was
low, while in middle and lower-middle class areas, such as Ealing,and
Heston and Isleworth,'subsiaies appear to have played a relatively
important role in private enterprise housebuilding. On the other

hand areas such as Actom, Uxbridge,and Hayes and Harlington,

1. Only 6.8% of private housebuilding during these years was
subsidised, while in Tottenham the proportion was as low as 0.%h.
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experienced a high level of private subsidised activity while at

the most only 6% of the private houses built in strongly‘middle-
class areas, such as Kingsbury, Wembley, Wealdstone,and Harrow, were
completed with the aid of a subsidy.

This situation is not quite so true for the Surrey suburban area.
During the 1920s the Surrey suburbs evolved as a predominantly middle-
and lower-middle class area. Some 12.7% of the private residential
development that took place within this area was built with the aid of
a subsidy of some description. It is interesting that the subsidised
proportion of aggrégate private development within such a middle-class
area was greater than the average figure for the whole of the OSA.
However these figures are not all they might seem. There was a degree
of variation in the character of individual areas within the Surrey
suburbs., Hence, in addition to substantially middle-class areas,
there wére also éreas of father low valued developme;t, areas of very
highly ‘valued development~§nd areas of rather mixed development.
Mitchem MB, developed.as a rather mixed borough during the 1920s; the
expanding population was éomprised for the most part of semi-skilled
and unskilled families finding employment in the various small
manufacturing firms that established themselfeé in this area during the
1920s, in addition to the rather better-off families whose income
earner in géneral commuted déily towards thé centre of the metropolis.
Wiithin Mitcham between 1919 and 1933 the bﬁilders of over 555 of all
privately built dweliings utilised the subsidy facilities available.
What is more;'Mitcham alone accounted for almost 42% of all the private
subsidised dwellings in the whole of the Surrey suburbs. Indeed, if
Mitcham was to be  excluded from the data for this southern sector, the
number of private éubsidised dwellings in Surrey between 1919 and\1933
would have represented only some 7.8% of all private activity.

Althodgh the experience of a number of individual areas of

relatively high social status south of the river (especially the
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Merton/Horden and Coulsden/Purley areas) did foster doubts as to the
complete validity of such support, the more;general experience within
the Surrey suburbs (minus HMitcham), represented by‘the figuré just
noted -~ as with the'Kent suburﬁs - would appear to add support for the
idea that areas of relatively high social status tended to experience
relatively low incidence of use of subsidy by private builders, and of
course would also support the converse. Too many exceptions and
.irregularities can be found, and'cértainly no all embracing  'rule’
could be laid down on the basis of the evidence so far available.
Clearly, the experiénce of the OSA indicates that no necessary
relationship, either direct or indirect existed between the social
status of an are; andfthe incidence of subsidised private housing
within it. It_is possible to discover.too many exceptions and
irregulérifies and, on the bagis of the evidence available, it would
be misleading to attempt.to %qrmulate any all embracing 'rule' of the
social status commanded by thé afeas which.most.benefited from private
house subsidy legislatién. Clearly there must have been other
important variables operating which probably had more direct signifi—.

4

cance on where subsidised dwellings were built,

The permissive nature of the 1923 legislation left any claim of a
subsidy on a private house enti£ely to the initiative of the individual
builder involved.1 In view of this, is it possible thaf in areas
where the house market was healthy and where demand for their product
was high builders had little or no difficulty in'selliné their
dwellings and that in consequence even though such dﬁellings might have
been eligible the»individual builder tenéed not to apply for a subsidy?

On the surface this might seem an attractive explanation, if only for

1. The 'builder! here would be the person actually responsible for the
housing project, either (1) the spec. builder himself, or (2) the person
who initiated and financed the project but employed a builder on a
contract to carry out the actual construction.
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its simplicity.1 Bowever, alone it scems inadequate and somehow

-

not very convincing. Aftér 2ll, as long as the dwelling complied
with the specification the fact that sales were good withinan area
in no way influenced the availability of the subsidy in that area.
ioreover, if the housing market was healthy, to claim the subsidy
could in theory be beneficial in at least two ways. For example,
(1) if a builder kept bulldlnm the same type of house leaving his
price unchanged, the subsidy would represent an a@dition to his
margin of profit per unit of output. Alternatively, (2) a builder
could use the subsidy to }educe the unit ﬁrice.of his product, which
in spite of having the effect of reducing his possible profit margin
per unit of output might well result in an increase iﬁ his overall
profit earnings -~ a conseqhénce of the increaéed demand and turnover -
he was able to induce by‘lowef prices.2 -

Clearly the acceptance of a subsidy by any private builder,
building within the specification req?ired, could not fail to be
beneficial to the fortune of his business. The activities and
experience of Wates in Mitcham during the later 1520s is a good
illustration of how a firm building in an area which was experiencing
rapid development was willing to claim the subsidy available to them

and then used it with exceptional success.3

- -

l. It is also one that would be impossible to prove either way given
the evidence available., ’

2. The builder's ch01ce, if he made one, would obviously depend upon
his assessment of the price elasticity of demand for his product at that
time. My thanks to Mr L. Seaton, formerly of Wates Ltd (interview,
23,1.70}), .and to Mr A. Harston, formerly of A. Harston & Co. Ltd (interview
25.8.69) for discussing these points with me.

3. E. & A, Wates Ltd, Wates Streatham (1927) Ltd. and Wates Streatham
(1928) Ltd. were probably responsible for producing over half of the
subsidised private housebuilding carried out in Mitcham between 1919 and
1933, On two of their estates alone (Streatham Vale HEstate, Crove Road
Estate) they built over 1500 dwellings. They .also had other estates
within this area during these years. Seaton, interview, 23.1.70.
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¥

Such an example clearly undermines any sugzestion that the

,state of the housing market might have had a significant influence

on the level of subsidised private activi%y within an area. It

also indicates that both the variables discussed up to this point
(i.e. social status and the state of the housing market in an area)
command a rather passive positién in any answer to the question: why
did the pattern of private subsidised devélopment within the outer
suburbs take thiﬂparticular form that it did? In any answer to such
a question thei; importance lies in the extent that a more active and
in fact human-based variable (the importance and role of which has
almost certainly been underestimated in the pasf) took them into
account in its movements. This vériable may‘be described as the
attitudes and decisions of the actual housebuilder.

In.general it is true to say that the-typé of dwelling erected
in any area rested on the private housebuilder'é personal assessment
of the character of that particular area and its potentiélities.
Ultimatély it was the speculative housebuilder's own decision which
moﬁilised passive ideas and influénces and determined the shape and
form of his actions. Moreover the ease of subsidy availability and
the simplicity of operation that was so much a feature of the
Chamberlain scheme had the effect of amplifying the significance of
thé individual housebuilder in the determination of the pattern of
private subsidised dévelopment. Not only did the location and
specifications of new dwellings rest with the decision of the bui}der
but also.it ultimately depeﬁded on ﬁim whetﬁer he chose, or not, to
apply and make use of the subsidy available.

It would be quite e%cusable to assume that the possibility of
receiving a lump sum subsidy of £75 with the minimum of effort and

inconvenience, and in addition to have no limit placed on the selling

\



79«
prices of eligible dwellings,1 would have been too irresistible &

prospect for almost all builders whose products were eligible,
However this appears to have been far from the truth. Bﬁilders
tended to be very mixed in their attitudes to subsidy schemes and
what_they considered to be their uses and usefulness.2 Perhaps
therefore Qhen attempting better to explain and understand the
pattern of subsidised private activity and its irregularities during
the 1920s, it is.towafds the irregularities of private builder
attitudes to the subsidy scheme and also the concept of government
intervention that the observer should look.

The ethos of free and unhindered private enterprise action seems
to have been very highly valued in the housebuildiné industry. This
is apparent from editorials, articles and letters published in the
trade press of théNEériod. It also emerges.strongly from the majority
of the interviews with builders carried out by the author. A number -
of the.builders interviewed, for example, stated that the primary
reason why they never built with the gid of a subsid& was their dislike
of government interference of any description. To them this appeared
to be an important point of principle. Not.infrequently in fact, the
fact that they had never used any form of subsidy to aid their
activities during thig period was expressed wi@h a certain sense of

> Other builders, in spite of the apparent simplicity of the

pride.
. scheme, considered the subsidy to be more trouble (in the time, -and the
energy and the paperwork necessary to make the claim) than it was of

value. While another belief held by some‘housebuilders was that the

1. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.36.
. 2. This was made most apparent during the interviews with housebuilders

3. E.g. Interviews with Leddington, 30.10.69; Edser, 16.10.69; Reed,
12.11.69; Harston, 25.8.69; Bradley, 10.10.69; Jaggers, 20.10.69;
Kenny, 27.10.69. ' .
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subsidy was a'government measure to help firws not faring véry well.
The existence of this sort of attitude in all probability mean% that
many housebuilders wﬂo considered their turnover levels and profit
marzins to be satisfactory simply did not claim the subsidies
available to them even though their product was eligible.1

At the basis of many of the attitudes which moulded the actions
of the speculative builder with regard to subsidised housebuilding
there would seem to lie & certain degree of ignorance of both the
terms and the availability of the subsidy facilities which were open
to private ente?prise during the latter nalf of the twenties, This *
was just one manifestation of the very poor level of communications
that existed within the speculative housebuilding industry during
these years; a situation which continued right up to the outbreak of
the war. This seems té have been true even for as relatively small an
area as Gréater London.2

Within the previous few paragraphs a number of possible reasons
have been suggested why numbers of private housebuildgrs who were

erecting dwellings eligible for a subsidy under the 1923 scheme did

1. ©Some interviews yielded comments like, "we didn't need to claim the
subsidy..." For example, interviews with Saunders, 1.10.69; Kenny,
27.10.69; FEdser, 16.10.69; Rreed, 12.11.69.

2. It is admittedly difficult to document such a statement. It has
been made on the basis of an impression that has emerged not just from
an examination of the trade press of the period, but from almost. all of
the interviews carried out. The -level of awareness of individual house=
building firms of the activity, the methods, the organisation etc. of
firms developing adjacent sites, let alone on sites in other districts-at
firms in other sectors of the industry, seems to have been low. (Perhaps
this was less likely to be true for the larger firms although-it seems
this was not necessarily the case, ) Vhen asknd what they knew of the
activities of other housebuilders and estate developers within their area,
a common reply by the interviewed builder was to the effect that during
these years they were so busy organising and controlling their own sites
that there was little time for any travel in order to see the activities
of other firms,
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not claim for that subsidy.1 On the other hand, of course, there
were housebuilders with more positive attitudes towards these
subsidies. It waé considered to be an invaluable additional source
§f income by such builders, and it was a means by whiéh many firms
were able to increase the overall financial return on their enter-
prise.2 This increased return was then available to be ploughed
béck into fhe business and so aid ifs expansion, This, of course,
.would be especially important during the earlier stages of thé life
6f any firm, and it is probable that it played a significant role in
the develqpment of a secure financial basis for the expansion of the
activities of quite a number of speculative housebuilding enterprises
durihg their infancy.3 The housebuilding firm of E. &.A. Wates Ltd.
and its subsidiary companies, Wates Streatnam (1927) Ltd, and Yates
Streatham (1928) Ltd, provide a striking illustration of extensive
utilisation of the Chamberlain subsidy. It is unfortunate that the
few remaining records of-this firm's ‘activities do nbt reveal the ' .
nunber of subsidised dwellihgs that Wates erected over these years.
A1l that is known is that Wates Streatham (1927) Ltd. and Wates

Streatham (1928) Ltd. were responsible for the construction of

1. It has been noted above that some of these reasons have been
suggested on the basis of the replies of builders made in response to
questions put to them during an interview. However it must be admitted
that the number interviewed was not very large and by no means should be’
taken as a statistically representative sample (see below p.780.Appendix
B ). On the other hand the author considers the sample was sufficiently
large and wide enough for the suggestions that have evolved to be (1)
indicative of the types of negative forces that might have had an
influence on the pattern of subsidy utilisation by the private sector, and
(2) to highlight the often irrational and haphazard nature of the elements
that helped shape these forces. Furthermore these suggestions indicate
the possible importance of a number of other personal and individual forces

that might have existed and dictated the actions of individual firms.

' 2. For two possible ways in which the use of such a subsidy could have
resulted in an increased return, see above pe 17

3., The subsidy was therefore probably significant during one of the
most crucial and susceptiblehggriods in the growth of a large nuxber of
building firms. '
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probably over half of the subsidised dwellings completed in Mitéham
Qetweeen 1919 and 1933.1 Moreover, it is highly probable that the
total number of subsidised dwellings built by the building companies
of this firm during these years was somewhat greater than this, for
already by the mid-1920s Wates had adopted a policy éf developing a
number of housing estates, possibly in‘a number of different areas,
simultaneously.2 Therg would appear to be little doubt that the
directors of this firm considered the subsidy to be of substantial
financial’advantage to the firm's development during these formative
years of its 1ife.3
However, apart from providing an illustration in support of the
point made above, the history of Wates alsé.provides an interésting
insight into the sphere of subsidised development within individual
areas (i.e. local authority areas) and.in this way may perhaps help
to account.more fully for the>irr§gularitie§ discovered during the
examination of the pattérn of subsidised private housebuilding in the
OSA of Greater London between 1918 and 1933. For example, it
demonstrates how important the attitudes aﬁd actions of individual
.builders could have been on the pattern of development that took
place within any particular a?ea or sector. In this case for
example, Wates would appear to have been responsible for over half of
the subsidiséd development iﬁ Mitcham alone, which in turn represented
something over a fifth of all the subsidised dwellings privately

built in suburban Surrey between 1919 and 1933. Noreovef, since by

1. See above p. 7. )

2. i. VWates Ltd, A Brief History of Wates Ltd (unpublished type-
script, n.d.), p.8. (Subsequently referred to as Wates, History.).
This typeocrlpt is held at the firm's offices, Norbury. The interwar
evidence used in this history was largely derived from interviews with
the late Mr Norman Yates.

ii. Between 1927 and 1932/3 Wates Streatham (1928) Ltd. were
developing at least two sites,in New Malden (Sales Ledger), while the
company was also building houses in Mitcham and Thornton Heath. Seaton,
interV1ew, 23.1.70.

3. 'Wates, History, p.5; In 1968 Wates Ltd. was the sixth largest

building and contracting company in the U.K, see G. Turner, Business in
Britain (1969), p.270. .
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1929 Wates were dgvelopingﬂsome twelve siteé simultaneously in various
areas within Surrey,1 it is more than likely that in total the various
Viates housebuilding companies were-responsible for an even hiéher
proportion of the subsidised activity that took place in Surrey. A
second point illustrated.by the Vates' evidence is the .almost

arbitrary nature of the factors whicﬁ could determine where such
builde?s concentrated their attention. Hence in éhe case of Wates,
given that lan& vas availagle and suitable for their purposes, the
reason why they built so extensively within the Mitcham area during the
1920s was the extensive knowledge and experience of this area which they
had accumulated up to this time. They first built in the area in 1901
and between this date and 1920 they rarely worked far from its
‘boundaries.2 During the 1920s therefore, they were in a position to
assess the development potentialities of land within the Mitcham area
more closely and accurately than within almost.any other area, and in
consequence from their point of view activity in this locglity would

3

have involved a more calculable, and probably the least, risk.

L, Conclusions

What possible conclusions can.be drawn from the available evidence,
and the discussion, on the experience of the 0SA in this type of
‘development? Also, to what extent was Prof., Bowley entirely accurate
when she stated that '"the better-off districts would tend to benefit

from the subsidy more than the poor districts.!?

-

l. Wates, History, p.S8.

2. In fact even up to 1930 no evidence can be found<xfWa+es building
further afield than New Malden to the west and Croydon to the east.

3. The phenomenum of small- and medium-sized firms specifically
concentrating their activities within a relatively limited area which
they 'knew well' was not an uncommon one in the interwar spec. house-
building industry, see below p. 271 - 332 ?assa

L, Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.39.

\
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First, a process of elimination. It muét be obvious that, in
areaé where the size of the dwellings being built tended to be large
and therefore valued fairly highiy, there tended to be a‘relatively
low incidence of subsidy. Clearly builders who were constructing
dwellings to a specif%cation greater than the maximum allowed under
the subsidy legislation were not able.to claim a subsidy on those
dwellings. This is apparent in the housébuilding figures for a
number of local autﬁority areas, such as Hendon, Finchley, Beckenhanm,
.Frien Barnet, and Harrow. On the other hand, eveﬁ between such areas
the pictﬁre is far from a consistent one, while over the rest of the
OSA the pattern of any relationship between the socio-economic status
of districts and the level of benefit from the 1923 subsidy arrange-
ments is even less clear. It wogld appear that the statistical
eviéencé for this particular area could provide evidence both in support
of, and as ammunition against, the conclusion arrived at by Prof. Bowley
in 1945, with certain areas such as the Kent, and part of the Essex,
suburbs in fact providing greater ammunition than support.

However, the evidence expiored for the present work does not all
unfold in such a negative and unconstructive way, in spite of the
paucity of much of it. Firstly, it is necessary to return again to
the activities of E. & A, Wates Ltd. and its subsidiéry companies within
the Mitcham and adjacent areas. The figures for Mitcham MB make it
clear that a signif;éant proportion of the increased population.of this
area in 1933 (as compared with 1918) benefited directly from the
subsidy provisions to private entefprise. Unfort;ﬁately it is very
difficult to estimate the relative importance of the various social and
economic grbups which coqstituted this increased population, while it is
probably impossible at the present time to calculate with any certainty
the groups from which the families whigh inhabited the new subsidised
dwellings came. On this last point however there is some evidence

which might be indicative. Wates, as it has been pointed out above,
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were probably responsible for over half of the subsidised dwellings
completed in Mitcham in thése years,1 and it would appear that the
chief wage-eafner of the majority of the families which settled on

at least two of Wates' estates in this area commuted daily towards the
centre of London to their place of employment.2 A furfhgr, and
perhaps more important, point is that all these dwellings were sold
and therefore the families moving in had‘to be prosperous enough to

3

have saved the deposit. It is unfortunate that Mr Seaton had no

clear recollection of the rateable valuation laid down on these

houses, but this local evidence does certainly appear to support, and

2dd substance to, the impression conveyed by the national data on the

rateable values of private subsidised dwellings of the types of family

most able to benefit E?om_the.provision of subsidies to private enterprise.
To this extent therefore there is local evidence that ténds to'

support Prof. Bowley's statement. On the other hand, the inconsistency

of the spatial pattern of subsidised activity derived ﬁrom the Ministry

of Health statistiéal data for the OSA with any social and/or economic

yardstick indicates that the position might not have been quite as clear-.

cut as Prof. Bowley has suggested. Broadly speaking there would seem to

5

have been two important reasons why this irregularity occurred:

1. See above p. (7.

2. Wates Streatham (1928) Ltd, Sales Ledger.

3. 1. Beaton, interview, 23.1.70. Mr Seaton was a salesman on'thesg
two estates during his first years with VWates.

ii. It should be remembered that this was during the later 1920s,
and was therefore before the major changes in building society lending
terms which took place in the 1930s. Furthermore, even in mid 1937, Sir
Enoch Hill (Halifax BS) stated that "many of ... the members of the
working classes... naturally find it impossible to put up the necessary
deposit for the purchase of a house." The National Housebuilder, June
1937, pp.27-8. (Subsequently referred to as NiB.)

4. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.52. Table IV; also see above p?ﬁb-J.

5. Of course this is not to suggest that there are also many questions
which will have to remain unanswered, and considerable areas of the
processes and relationships involved unexplained, particularly those
relating to the diverse attitudes and actions of individual builders.
Moreover the apparent lack of documentary evideance and the increasing
disappearance of valueble sources of oral evidence suggests that such
questions may also remain unanswered in the future.
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(1) In this respecf the importance of the attitudes of the individual
housebuilder to the subsidy, his connequent actions, and the impact
that such actions by individual firms could have had on the level of
subsidised housebuilding within any are% has already been dealt with
at some length.1 For this reason it is unnecessary to comment
further. However, there was another important reason which will be
stated briefly.

(2) The second reason is fundamentally a statistical problem, and
’copcerns the presehtation of the data on the basis of local authority.
administrative areas (a form made necessary by the source). The
point has been made above that these areas were not. 'natural' areas in
the sense that ail the new deve;opment within their boundaries was
within a specific fange of gquality or value. All local authority
areas experienced some 'mixed' development during this period, al%hough
naturélly the degree varied and was greater in some areas than in
others.a‘ As a consequence even within local authority areas where,
for example, the new developmenﬂ'and its general character could be
described as 'of relatively low status', it would be possible to find
pockets of new and(possibly old) residential de%elopment which could
only be classified as of 'intermediate' or 'relatively high! status.3
The existegce of such pockets of residential development within local

authority areas where the development was of various 'status levels',

‘1. The potential significance of the actions of individual firms on
the subsidised activity levels within a large part of the OSA is perhaps
made clearer when it is noted that within 30 of the 70 OSA L.A. areas
for which the M.O.H. had housebuilding information fewer than 200
subsidised dwellings were completed between 1918-33, while within only
12 areas was this figure above 1,000,

2. E.g. see above pp.74-G.

3. Naturally the converse could also have been true.
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particularly in view of the relatively low absolute numbers of
subsidised dwellings built in many areas,1 could be of great signi-
ficance and would certainly tend to lead to a distorted impression
of the true picture if the figures were accepled at their face value.
With these points .in mind it is possible to restate and to
expand Prof. Bowley's comments on the consequences of thé 1923 subsid§
legislation. Almost all the privately built dwellings on which
subsidies were claimed between 1919 and 1933 were valued above the
" lowest rateable value category (i.e. £13 r.v. within England and Wales/
220 r.v; within MPD). In consequence, they were erected on locations
in which middleclass, and éerhaps, some of the very skilled working-
class, families éettied. Héwever, the facts seem‘to have been that
many of these locations possibly lay within local authority administra-
tive areas in which the residen£ia1 development was not entirely of a
similar valuation, In fact it would appear that in some areas where
p;ivate subsidised dwellings were erected, dwellings valued at above £13
r.v. (220 r.v. in MPD) formed only a‘minor part of the make~up of the
area. In these cases it was normal to find the new privaté dw;llings,
built with the aid of a subsidy, located within the pockets of 'better
class! development which lay within the. poorer class areas. The
locations in which this occurred, and the extent to which it occurred,
would depeﬁd largely on the attifudes, responses and actions of
probably only a relativeiy small number of individual hous;builéers
within e%ch area. Added tp which, no matter how common it migﬁt be to
find evidence of a relatively high level of subsidised private house-~
bui;ding activity in areas which, in general, could~quite correctly be

described as of 'relatively low status', there can be no doubt that by

l. See above PP.?”%-S.
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far the greater part of the .be‘nefit of the 1923 subsidy provision
went to people belonging to what Prof. Bowley has rightly described

as 'the better-off!, and 'the relatively well-to-do, families'.’l

1. See above, p. T0.
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Appendix 3.1. A brief explanation of the choice of time period used
during the discussion of subsidised private residential
construction activity.

Unfortunately the information available on the Ministry of Health
cards does not provide returns for %ubsidised private enterprise
activity in annual detail. It merely provides aggregate figures for
local authority and regional areas f&r the period between the
Armistice and 31 lMarch 19&0, while the nearest totals given for total
(i.e. subsidised and unsubsidised) private enterprise activity was for
%he period between the Armistice and 3Q September 1933. The choice of
the year 1933 as the best date t& work to is thué necessitated by the
source material,

It must be édmitted that it is not ideal. Clearly, in view of
the virtual cessation of subsid;sed private housebuilding activity after
the early 1930s the adoption of a 203 year time-period (i.e. the
Armistice to 31 March 1940) would tend to underestimate the impact of
this acti;ity during the 1920s, while it is probable that any over-
étatement of the aggregate, or average annual, importance of subsidised
private housebuilding within the outer suburban areas of Greater London
~during the 1920s and early 1930s that may result from the necessary
inclusion of the subsidised private dwellings erected between 1 October -

1933 and 31 March 1940 will be at least partially offset by the, again-
necessary, use of total private ﬁousebuilding'totals for the period up
| to 30 September 1933 (i.e. over two years after the date of'the.
cessation of any paysents under the 1923 het). Thus although it is
probable that the resulting figureé will tend to underesti;ate a little
the importance of subsidies to the activity of the private sector, this
unknown margin of underestimatioﬁ will be true for all the calculations
and therefore should not impede any comparative comment to any great

- extent,

1. See below pp.S4~-5.
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Taylor Woodrow Estates Ltd.
Cranford Park Estate, Hayes. 1935

Anon
Stag Lane, Kingsbury. 1934-6



Plate 3

R Lancaster & Sons Ltd.
:Cleveleys Road, Ealing. 1931

W J.Jenmngs
Berkeley Road, Kenton 1929
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Richard Costain & Sons Ltd.
Sherwood Avenue, Sudbury Hill.1930-1
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Great Western Land Co. Ltd.
Mayfield Gardens, Ealing.1932-4

Tucker &Waqen Ltd.
Cuckoo Dene, Ealing. 1934
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CHAPTER 4, The distribution and type of unsubsidised private
residential construction activity within the
Greater London outer suburben area, October 19%3 -

March 1939, T

In Chapters.Z and 3% use has beeﬁ ﬁade of Ministry of Health
statistics and other sources in an attempt to present firstly, a
general picture of the relative importance of the private sector
‘in residential construction between the wars, and secondly, a
more specific picture and analysis of the extent and distribution
of private subsidised housebuilding activity within the Greater
London OSA up to’'1933. Throughout these two chépters little or
no comment has been made concerning the 1imitati9ns of the
statistical data used. This is largely because both the length
of the time-periods under consideration and the relatively specific
character of the privately-built dwellings for which éubsidies
were available meant that the interpretative problems.arising from
the'nagure of the data were relatively minor. In Chapter 4 the
Ministry data will again be used as the major source. However for
a number of reasons significant interpretétive problems do arise and
because of this it is important that the meaning and limitations 6f
the data should be fully appreciated. A detailed consideration- of
the Ministry data has therefore been undertaken and may be found in

al

Appendix 4.3 which follows this chapter.

Broadly speaking Chapter &% fails info two parts. First a
detailed examination of the aistribution and type of unsubsidised
private regidential construction aétivity within the outer suburbs
between 1933 and 1939 is undertaken.2 This 1argé1y descriptive

analysis of the trends in housebuilding activity found within

1. The data used in this chapter can be found in a tabulated form

in Fig. 4.2, pp.1COo-3.
2. In the first part of this chapter the description and discussion
relates only to private housebuilding activity. There is no reference

to local authority acvivity.
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different sectors of the OSA will be followed by a.discussion

of some implications of these trends, particularly with respect -
to some general conclusions arrived at by a number of au£horiéies
in this field of work. The second section then p;ovides an
opportunity to undertake a more focused analysis of some of the
implications of the pattern of privéte housebuilding activity
discovered. In particular this §ectioﬁ will focus on the
contributiqn of private enterprise to the solution of the contem-
porary housing problem, a question of some importance in view of
the central governmenf housing policy which prevailed during the
middle and later 1930s whereby reliance-'was placed on new house

production by private enterprise to meet general housing needs

within the country.1

A. Unsubsidised residential construction witﬁin the outer suburban
area

1. General trends

Between the years 1933 and 1939 activitya in residential
construction within the outer suburbs fell, with the total number of
dwellings newly rated in 1938/9 standing at approximately two-thirds
the annual average level achieved between 1933 ané 1936. This
downward trend in activity.was in fact evident in the local

authority returns for each of the three broad rateable value (r.v.)

l. I.e. all housing needs outside those covered by slum clearance
and overcrowding policy, e.g. see Ministry of Health, 17th Annual
Report 1936-7, Cmd. 5516 (1937), p.llk; 19th Annual Report 1937-8,
Cmd. 5801 (1938), p.l02. ~

2. The term 'activity', when used within these first general

aragraphs, refers to the number of dwelling units newly rated per
‘annum. Annual averages will be used where necessary.
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categories of dwelling noted by the Ministry of Health,1 although
the extent of the decline in activity recorded in each category
varied.

Of the three categories, the greatest proportioﬂal decline ’
in activity between these years was experienced in the one which
represented the highest valued dwellings (A4 dwellings). - On the
other hand because of its size, this category also experiencea the
~lowest decline in actual terms of all three categories: the
largest actual reduction in activity occurring between 1936/7 and
1937/8. It follows therefore that the other two categories of
housing (B and C dwellings) experienced lower proportional, but
far greater actual, declines in activity. The statistics
avail;ble in fact allow an examination of the structure of the
shifts that took place in the construction.acfivity in B and C
dwellings which simply is not possible for the higher valued
category of housing. Moreover, such an examination revezals a
complexity that is not immediately apparent from the shifts that
took place in the overall levéls of such residential cénstruction
activity. )

First, the changes in building activity that toék place in

B dwellings will be examined briefly. In this category overall

l. See Appendix 4.3, p. |96 . The three r.v. categories
represented dwellings newly valued at (1) £20 r.v. or below; (2)
between £21 r.v. and £35 r.v.; and (3) £36 r.v. and £105 r.v. The
dwellings returned within these categories will be referred to as
C dwellings, B dwellings, and A dwellings respectively. This is
after the practice adopted by the Ministry of Health, The Report of
the Inter-Departmental Committee on the Rent Restriction Acts, Cmd.
3911 (1931) (Subsequently referred to as The Harley Report, Cmd. 3911),
and Ministry of Health,. The Reportm of the Inter-Departmental Committee
on the Rent Restriction Acts, Cmd. 5621 (1937), pp. 6, 12-13.
Subsequently referred to as The Ridley Report, Cmd. 5621.
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activity fell by approximately 34% over this 5% year period.
However, when the overall figures are disaggregated, it.can be
seen that the decline in the level of activity iﬁ B dwellingé
that were sold was gréater than this, while the levei of activity
in the production of B dwéllings let actually more than doubled.1
And although this latter trend only represented an actual increase
of 3,324k dwellings per annum (or 0.012 of a dwelling per acre per
annum), it did mean that, as a result of the decline in private
activity in B dwellings sold, in 1938/9 approximately 30% of all
B awellings valued were let. During 1933/6 this figure had stood
at approximately 10%.°

The overall level of activity in C dwellings within the 0SA
also declined. Ove? the 5% year period it fell by approximately
30% (the major part of this fall occurring between 1933/6 and
1936/7), and although there was a marginal increase in the lével.
of'activity during 1937/8 this was not sustained. . Behind this
overall trend however, the pattern was not dissimilar to that noted
within the intermediate r.v. category. The level of activity in
C dwellings sold fell steadily (although the fall was ra;her
greater earlier on in the period), while that in QAdwellings let
increased slowly until 1937/8 énd then declined marginally.

At all times duriﬁg this 5% year period, ﬁhere was a higher
proportion of dwellings let within the lowest r.v. category tﬂan

there was within the intermediate category.3 In actual terms on

1. TFor an explanation of the use of the words 'let' and 'sold' (or
'to let' and 'for sale') in connection with the Ministry of Health
data, see below Appendix. 4.2. pp.!83-9, '

2. The proportion rose gradually over the middle years. During
1936-37 it stood at 17%, and during 1937-38 at over 19%.

3. Between October 1933 and March 1936, 18% of all B dwellings
newly valued within the OSA were let. In 1936/7 the proportion rose
to 29% and in 1937/38 to 40%, In 1938/9 however it stabilized a
little to 38%.

-
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the other hand, the levels of activity in B and C dwellings let
were very similar, and in fact during 1938/9 activity was rather
greater in B dwellings let than it vas iﬁ C dwellings let. An
indication of the similarity befween the abso}ute activity'levels
in such dwellings is the fact that over the whole 5% year period

the absolute differehce amounted to only just under 1,400 dwellings.

From the figures cited above a number of general features can
.be seen, Firstly for example it has already been noted that
between March 1936 and March 1939 the overall le§el of activity in
the OSA fell by approximately one-~third. In actual terms the most
important element in this decline was the fall in the numbers of
. B dwellings constructed. However, it is interesting that when
this same situation is examined in prﬁportional terms, even though
the lével of activity in A dwellings suffered a sizeable d;cline of
43%, the decline in activity in B dwellings was only 45 greater
(i.e. 343) than the decline in activity.in the construction of
C dwellings. This feature is somewhat’unexpected; a rather
greater relative decline in the production of dwellings valued
between £21 and &35 r.v. being expected over these years of declining
total activity.. With £he 'absolute' point made at the end of the
previaﬁs paragraph, this provides a perspective which should be
borne in ﬁind throughout the following discussion.

A second featufe Pf the pri;ate housebuilding experience of the
OSA as a whole revealed By these figures is that although the overall
trend in both B and C dwellings was downwards, the-trend in the 'let!

elements of these groups was a distinctly rising one.1 The obvious

1. Wlth the exception of 1938/9 for dwellings newly valued at up to
£20 r.v. and let.
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impiication of tﬂis feature is that, in these two categories at
least, the decline in the level of activity was the consequence
of the decline in the level of unsubsidised activity in dwellings
for sale.1 A further point of interest worth mentioning at this
point is that although in actual terms it was the decline in the
level of activity in B dwellings sold that had the greatest impact,
it was, surprisingly enough, the production of C dwellings sold
which experienced ghe greatest proportional decling. A decline,
.in fact; of 50%.

The last feature that will be briefly mentioned‘at this point
is the timing of the major downturns in cuter suburban activity within
the various categories. Within the two lowest r.v. categories this
timing reflected changes in the level of activity in dwellings sold.
For B dwellings sold it was not until the last full year for which
detailed figures are available (i.e. the twelve months ending 31st
March 1939) that there is any record of a sizeable decline in
activity. Within the lowest r.v. category, however, the greatesf
decline in this type of activity had occurred two years‘earlier,
between March 1936 and March 1937, anﬁ was followed by a period of

two years during which the level of activity altered little.2

When set beside the overall trend in unsubsidised residential
construction activity within the OSA, the disaggregated trends noted

above are most revealing. It can be seen for example that the

decline of residential construction in the outer suburbs between

March 1936 and March 1937 (from the annual average level of the

1. The obvious implication, continuing on from this, was that the
decline in this activity was necessarily greater than the overall
decline in these two categories. The one exception has already been
noted, see above p.4aS. _

2. The decline in activity in A dwellings had for the most part
taken place by March 1938,
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»previous 2%—year period) was, broadly speaking, the conseqﬁence
of .the decline iﬁ activity in C dwellings. Further, it can be
seen that the decline, especially in dwellings sold over the
following twelve-month period, was primarily the consequence of

a downward shift in activity in B dwellings, and to a lesser
extent in the production of A dwellings. And that the major
factor behind the continuation of the falling trend in private
output between March 1938 and March 1939 was a further, and mu;h
larger, downward shift in activity in B dwellings.

This is not of course the patfern that was altogether
anticipated. Normally during a downturn in housebuilding activity,
the private industry would be expected to maintain its acfivity in
the lowest valued types of dwelling, both at ; higher level and for

a longer period, more than it Qould for dwellings valued between £21

and £35 r.ve.

2. The five outer suburban sectors: movements in overall activity
~ levels in five sectors during the four time periods; and a
comparison of the various levels, !

Between 1933 ané 1939 private activity appears to'have‘been
consistently greatest within the western sectoéﬂ(i.e. west ﬁiddlesex)
in spite:of the fact that this sector had the largest physical area.
Second to western Middlesex in terms of housebuilding activity during
this period was the northern sector (i.e. north Middlesex gnd ét.

Herts.) Thus, wheﬁ taken as a whole Middlesex (plus Barnet and East

Barnet UDS),Ubetween October 1933 and March 1939, was clearly the most

1. i. During the remainder of this chapter the term 'activity' or
level of activity! will be used to represent the number of dwelling
units newly rated per acre per annum. (subsequently referred to as dpa.)
This will allow comparison between suburban sectors of unequal area.

ii. For a definition of the areas being considered, see Appendix
L,1, Table 2., p. |86 and for the data used, see Fig. 4.2, Tables 1 and 2,

pPp. 100-3.

A



98.

heavily built-over ‘'county' area within the conurbation.1

While this was undeniably the case however, some péfspective
is required for, as Fig. 4.2, Table 2; shows, broadly speaking,
the difference between the overall levels ;f private ﬁousebuilding
activity within the various outer suburban sectors was not
particularly great during this period. This was particularly true
for the northern, the Kent and the Surrey sectors, Indeed total
.activity in private housebuilding was only 11%-12% higher within the .
northern sector than it was within the.Surrey area. The differential
between the western and the eastern ki.e. Essex) sectors, the sectors
that experienced respéctively the greatest and 1owést levels of
activity, was of course rathér greater, the level of such activity in

west Middlesex being over 52% higher than that within Esséx'area;

L}

1. This was unquestionably true for the latter part of the interwar
period, although taking the period as a whole the Surrey suburbs
experienced by far the heaviest level of residential development of
the various 'county' sectors. Between 1919 and 1940 the number of
dwellings of all types built per acre within the Surrey area was some
?4% greater than that built within the county of Middlesex. See
above Fig. 2.4, p.
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Broadly speaking the situation described above provides a
fair picture of the balance and the distribution of private
residential construction activity during individual years within

this period. The only period in which there was a real exception

to this picture was between April 1937 and Harch 1938, for although
in all years there was naturally quantitative movement in the levels

of activity within the five sectors this in general did not affect

the relative distribution of activity over these areas. To

illustrate this point the twelve month period to 3lst March 1937

will be taken first. During this period for example the level of

activity in all sectors declined to some extent with the annual rate
of activity in west Middlesex declining least (by barely 4% from the

average annual level of the previous 22 years) and being followed in

propoftional size by the decline in Essex. The northern sector in

its turn experienced a rather greater overall decline in activity
than did the Kent suburbs, a fact which meant that -between 1lst April

1936 and 31st March 1937 the activity levels of these two sectors

became much closer., During this particular year therefore, although

the differential between the level of activity within the western and
the other four sectors widened, the diffe;ential between these latter
four sectors on the other hand tended to contract. However, no
change occurred in the overall order in which the suburban sectors
stood in relation to each other in this respect.

The first shift in this order in fact came during.the following
twelve month period, although in spite of a fall of approximately 13%
in the level of activity within west Middlesex, the western sector

still retained its position as the most heavily developed sector

within the OSA. On the other hand the fact that substantial falls

in activity within the south-eastern and the northern suburbs (of 32%

Ay
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The total numbers of dwellings (up to £105 r.v.)

io
Xe
ii.
iiio

newly rated in the five outer suburban sectors and built

by unsubsidised private enterprise between 1lst October 193%3

and %1lst March 1939

1.10.33 to 31.3.36.
Annual ave, of 'i?'.
12 months to 31.3.37.
12 months to 31.3.38.

iv.
Ve

12 months to 31.3.3%.
Aggregate of 1.10.33 to 31.3.39.

Ve

z. Annual ave: 1.10.33 to 31.3.39.
Up to £20 rv £21 - &35 rv
Date £36 to| Grand
sale rent total sale rent total £105 rv total
(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (?7) (8)
North Middlesex and Herts. (northern sector)
i. 5874 574 6448 | 13192 1810 °© 15002 6510 | 27960
X 2350 ° 230 2580 5277 724 6001 2604 | 11185
ii. 1073 647 1720 3734 1493 5232 2082 9034
iii. 1278 613 1891 2573 889 3462 2240 7593
iv, 16%7 861 ~ 2498 | 2279 1018 3297 1610 7405
V. 9862 2695 12557 21778 5215 26993 12442 } 51992
Ze 1793 490 2283 3960 948 4908 2262 oLks3
West Middlesex (western sector)
i. 11026 2853 14879 | 25613 3190 28803 8331 | 52013
Xe 4411 1541 5952 | 10245 1276 11521 3332 | 21205
ii. 3626 2145 5771 9495 2025 11520 2099 | 19390
iii. 3453 3008 6461 | 7458 1715 9173 | 1293 | 16927
ive 2710 2343 5053 | 5133 2330  7H63 | 1436 | 13952
v. 20815 11849 32164 | 47699 9260 56959 | 13159 |102282
Ze 3785 2063 5848 8673 - 1684 10357 |° 2393 | 18597
Surrey (southern sector)
i. 4520 1438 5958 | 14152 1886 16038 | 6612 | 28608
Xe 1808 575 2383 5661 754 6415 | 2645 | 11443
ii. 990 534 1524 | 5147 1044 6191 1762 |° 9kLpy
iii. 847 655 1502 5492 1283 6775 922 9199
ive 609 742 1351 3202 1422 Leok 1372 7347
6966 3369 10335 | 27993 5635 33628 | 10668 | 54631
Z. 1267 613 1880 5090 1025 6115 1940 9935
" Kent (south-eastern sector)
i. 10308 638 10946 | 10209 231 10440 | 2098 | 22484
Xe 4123 255 4378 LO8L 92 4176° 839. 9393
ii. 2929 172 2101 283k 168 3002 1846 794q
iii. 1889 214 2103 2298 243 2541 697 5341
iv. 1922 413 2335 2556 635 3191 527 6053
ve 17048 1437 18485 | 17897 1277 19174 5168 | L2827
Ze 3100 261 3361 3254 232 3486 | 940 72737
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. i

Xo
ii,
iii.
iv,

Ve
Z.

i.
x.
ii,
‘iii,
iv,.

Ve
Ze

W @ @] w o @] @] ®

Essex (eastern sector)

10743 1925 12668 12027 761 12788 1770 | 27226
L4297 770 5067 4811 304 5115 708 | 10890
1878 714 2592 502Q 877 5897 685 9174
1588 . 1392 2980 5051 1481 6532 © 740 | 10252
1973 - 1331 3304 3010 11070 4080 Lho 7826

16182 5362 21544 | 25108 4189 29297 3637 | 54478

- 2942 - 975 3917 4565 762 5327 661 9905

Outer Suburban Area

Lob71 8428 50899 | 75193 7878 83071 | 25321 | 159291

16988 3371 20359 | 30077 3151 33228 10128 | 63715

10496 4212 14708 | 26230 5612 31842 847k | 55024
9055 5882 14937 | 22872 5611 28483 5892 | 49312
8851 5690 14541 | 16180 6475 22655 5387 | 42583

70873 24212 95085 |140475 25576 166051 | 45075 306210

44oz2 17288 |- 25541 - 4650 30191 55675

12886

Source: M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished)

8196
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Fig. #.2. Table 2. The total numbers of dwellings (up to £105 r.v.) newly

rated per acre in the five outer suburban sectors and built by unsubsidised

private enterprise between 1st October, 1933 and 31st March, 193%9

ie 1.10.33 to 31.3.36 iv. 12 months to 31.3.39
Xe Annual ave, of 'i! v. Aggregate of 1.10.33 to 31.3.39
ii. 12 months to 31.3.37 .
iii. " 31.3.38 ' z. Annual ave: 1.10.33 to 31.3.39
Up to £20 r.v. £21 - £35 r.v, £36 to Grand
Date sale rent total sale rent - total £105 r.ve. | total
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
North Middlesex and Herts (northern sector) (49,674 acres)
.118 012 .130 «266 .036 302 131 .563
x  .O47 .005 .052 . 106 <01k .12 .052 .225
ii 022 .013 .035 .075 031~ .105 .0h2 .182
iii  .026 012 .038 055  .017 .065 048 «151
iv  .033 .017 .050 <045 .020 .065 .033 148
.198 .054 «253 438 .105 543 <250 1.05
036 .010 .0l6 .080 .019 .099 |- .06 .191
West Middlesex (western sector) (85,941 acres)
.128 .0b5 173 .298 .037 .335 .097 605
x <09 .018 .069 .119 015 .134 039 U2
ii  Wok2 .025 067 -] .110 .022 .132 .027 .226
iii  +O1 .035 .076 085 .020 .106 015 197
iv <031 .028 .059 .060 .027 .087 .017 «163
242 «132 374 «555 .108 .663 .153 1.19
Okl .02k .068 101 .020 .121 .028 .216
Surrey (southern sector) (58,413 acres) 5
077 .025 «102 L2h2 . W032 275 <113 | k90
x +031 .010 "0l 097 013 . 110 Ol .200
i .017 009  .026°| .098 .06 .107 .030 162
iii  .015 011 .026 .105 . .012 <117 .016 «159
iv  .010 013 ° .023 «055 .025 .080 . .023 126
v 119 .058 77 | 479 .097 .576 183 <935
"2 W022 Noxk| -032 .087 .018 +105 «033 «170




&)) (2) (3) (&) (5 (6) ) (8)
Kent (south-eastern sector) (43,369 acres)
i .238 .015 .252 .225 .005 .21 048 .51
X .095 . .006 101 .09k .002 .096 .019 .216
ii 067 00k +071 .065 -004. .069 043 183
iii 043 .005 LOl8 .053 .006 .059 .016 .123
iv oLl 010 LOSk .C50 .013 .073 .012 «140
Vv 393 033 26 413 .029 .khé .119 «988
Z  .072 .006 072 .075 . .005 .080 .022 .180
Essex (eastern sector) (70,165 acres)
i .153 .027. «181 171 .01l .182 - 025 +338
x 061 <011 .072 .069 .00k .073 .010 .155
ii  .026 011 .037 07k .015 .089 .010 .136
iii  .023% .020 043 074 .021 .095 «011 .149
iv  .029 .018 .047 .0l3 .015 .058 .007 .112
v o .231 .076 307 358 060 418 .052 .776
7 JO42 .01k .056 .065 .011 .076 009 <141
Outer Suburban Area (307,562 acres)
.138 .027 .166 .25 .026 «270 .082 .518
X .055 011 066 098 010 «108 033 207
ii o3k 014 048 .086 .018 .10k .028 .179
iii  .029 .019 .048 075 .018 .093 .019 .161
iv  ,028 018 .0L6 052 «022 Neylit «017 138
v 230 .079 .309 57 .083 .540 k47 «996
Z  Joh2 014 056 .083 .015 .093 027 .181

Somree: M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished)
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~and 17/ respeqtivély) took place during a period Qhen a fall of
less than 2% occufred yithin Surrey and an increase of 17/
occurred within Eséex,.had two conséquences. Firstly, that
between April 1937 and March 1933 the level of privatg activity
within the Surrey and the Essex suburbs exceeded that in either
_ the northern or the south-eastern sectors, and secondly that the
differential between the levels of activity within these four
sectors was even further reduced. Both these features were only
"temporary, however, and in the following year, not only did the
order of the five sectors (in terms of the acfivity levels which
they experienced) revert to that which existed between 1933 and
1937, but also the differential bet&een the levels of activity
within north Middlesex, Kent, Surrey and Essex widened slightly.1

The downward trend in the overall level -of activity within the
OSA continued during the twelve months commencing lst April 1938.
Compared with the previous year there was a fall in activity of just
under 143%. On the other hand, as duringvl937/8, the level of
housebuilding activity did not decline within all areas. Thus the :
fact that the maintenance and improvement of the levels of activity
experienced within the Surrey and the Essex sectors during 1937/8
was followed by dramatic falls between April 1938 and Narch'1939 (by
21% and 27% respectively) should be considered with the dramatic
slowing of the declining trend within the:northern sector (resulting
in a decline of only 3%) and the actual increase in the activity

level within the Kent suburbs (by approx. 121). The consequence of

1. Although, also during this year, there was a continuation of the
trend, begun during the previous year, of a falling differential hetween
sectors experiencing the highest and lowest level of activity. This
was primarily the consequence of the level of activity within the
western sector falling more rapidly than elsewhere within the O0SA,

-

\
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these various movements was that, once égain, the sectors of north
Middlesex and Hertfordshire and Kent experienced a higher level of
residential activity within their boundaries than did either the
Surrey or the Essex suburbs.

Within west Middlesex during 1938/9 there was a substantial
fall in housebuilding activiéy of approximately 20%, The level of
activity experienced within the western sector had in fact been
declining significantly from April 19371 and indeed over this period
this area experienced an'even'gréater proportional decline in such ’
activity than had the eastern sector.2 In spite of ﬁhis situation
however at no time up to the outbreak of war did west Middlesex lose

its position as the outer suburban sector experiencing the greatest

level of housebuilding activity within its boundaries.

3. A static examination of the imvortance of various types of
residential develoopment within the different sectors

The relatively brief discussion carried out above of housebuilding
within the various outer suburban sectors has drawn a number of |
important features into relief, It shows, for example, that certain
variations in the levels of housebuilding activity within these
various sectors did take place during these years. Secondly, and
perhaps more importantly, it demonst;g@es thaf there occurred a
distinct trend towards a narrowing of the diffe#ential between.these
various levels during the latter part of the period when, in the main,
the level of private activity within these areas was on the decline.

While thirdly it shows that the relatively even downward trend in the

1. By over 13% in 1937/8, and 20% in 1938/9.
2. The Essex suburbs experienced the lowest level of residential
development of all tihie suburban sectors during this period.
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overall level of activity within the outer suburbs was not to be
found within the individual sectors for not only did the level of
activity within two of the sectors increase during particular years,
but also the consistently declining trends noted within the other

three sectors over this period were far from even.

The three broad points noted above are of course important in
themselves, however they do require further development if the
importance, and the relative changes in the impértance, of the

various categories (r.v.) of dwellings being constructed within the

various outer suburban sectors are to be observed. The points also

require development in order to discover the extent to which the

activity in various sectors was important in.the movements which

el

-t

took place in.aggregate level of activity within the OSA as a whole.

Where were the various types (r.v.) of dwellings being

constructed? How important were they to the total activity within

the various areas?

Fig. 4.3 The importance of the production of various types of d&elling'
within the five outer suburban sectors, 1933-9 (%)

I Type of dwelling "
SECTOR A B c TOTAL
N. Middlesex 23.9 51.9 2k.2 100
W. Middlesex 12.8 55.7 31.5 100
Surrey 19.5 61.6 18.9 : 100
Kent 12.1 - 44,8 43,1 . 100
Essex 6.7 53.8 39.5 100

Source: M.O.H. Statistics (unpublished)

If each sector is examined in turn, it can be seen that there existed
guite a variation in the balance of the housing produced within the

various outer suburban sectors over this 5%—year period. In all areas,

however, the activity in B dwellings represented the largest, and in nmo

A

cases the dominant, elements in total activity. Naturally this was
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true for particular areas to a greater or lesser extent. For
example, within the south-castern seéto? this category of dwelling
represented less than 45/ of the total housing produced - only
approximately 2% higher than the proportion that were within the . N
.lowest valued category. This was tpe most extreme case, and it
is interesting that adjacent to this area there lay the other
extreme. This within the Surrey suburgs nearly 62% of all activity
that took place was devoted to the construction of B dwellings, while
the proportion of activity that took the form of C dwellings in this
area was the lowest of all the outer suburban sectors (i. e. 18%).1

In general, the quality of the housing built seems to have been
highest within the Surrey, and the northern, suburbs, Within the
former, for example, over 81% of all residential activity was valued
above £20 r.v., while the proportion was not very much lower within
the northern sector (just over 75%). The fig;re within western
lMiddlesex for such activity was also relatively high (68.5%), thus
between 1933 and 1939 it .was within the Essex and the Kent suburds
that the activity in dwellingé valued up to 520 r.V. was greatest.2
Furthermore it was within the Essex suburbs that activity in A dwellings
had the least impact. In fact under 7% of the total activity within
this sector was of this type which meant that nearly 54%% of all the
dwellings newly rated were B dwellings and that such activity was more
important within thé eastern sector than within either the south-
eastern or the northern sectors. .

The importance of A dwellinés as a part of total activity within
individual sectors was greatest within fhe northern suburbs where

almost a quarter of all residential activity was channelled into this

l. See above Fig., 4.3, p. |OG.

2. Ibid. 39.5% and 43.1% respectively of residential construction
activity within the Essex and Kent suburbs were C dwellings.
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type of enterprise, Surrey's suburban experience lay second to

the northern sectors in this respect (19.5%), but lay significantly
above the expefience of both the western and the éouth~eastern
suburbs where 12.8% and 12.1% respectively éf residential

construction activity was valued above £35 r.v. but below £106 r.v.

The evidence presented above, however, conveys only part of the
complete picture. Although it unquestionably does give a fairly
good impression of the character of £he activity that took place
within each sector, and in this way to some extent reflects both
the nature and the pattern of the development taking place, it fails
to give an entirely accurate impression of the relative importance of
the various types of activity that took place within individual
sectors in relation to that which took place eithér within other
individual sectors or within the OSA as a whole during these years.
The latter point will be examined first, In terms of the number
of dwellings newly rated within the ;arious sectors.when taken as a
proportion of the total number newly rated within the OSA as a whole,
it is clear that the western sector dominated all three categories of
residential activity.
Fig. 4.4. The proportion of the total number of dwellings newly rated

in each r.v, category witain the OSA found within the five
outer suburban sectors, 1933-9 (%)

Type of dwelling

SECTOR

A B. C
N. Middlesex 27.6 16.3 13.2
. Middlesex 29.2 34.3 33.8
Surrey 23.6 20.3 10.9
Kent 11.5 11.6 19.4
Essex . 8.1 17.6 22.7
100 . 100 100

Source: M.O0.H. Statistic¢s (unpublished)
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This waé especially true for the lowest and intermediate
r.ve categories with over a third of all dwellings newly rated
within these two categories within the OSA between October 1933
and March l939_were to be found within the western sector,1 while
the proportion for the highest r.v., category was in fact not
sreatly below this, being just under 30%. However, in view of
the fact that the western sector was the largest of the five
suburban sectors being used for ehé purpose of this analysis,
these faéts can be of little surprise and, alone, would seem to
be of only little value.

The inevitable variation which existed in the acreagés of the
five suburban sectors means that the compérability of absolute
figures for two or more sectors is obviously limited. The
meaningfulness of such figures as indicators of the levels of the
various types of private housebuilding within the five sectors is )
similarly limited, as is their usefulness as indicators of the
importance of the relative contribution of fhe various sectors to
the level of activity in the OSA as a whole. However, these.figures
may be of some value in at least one respect since not only are they
of interest in themselves but also, and more importantly, they are of
value in the illumination and the additional perspective that they
offer to any examination of the data included in Fig. 4.5.

Alone the information in Fig. 4.5 indicates the approximate
weight of residential development both within the individual sectors
and within the valuatioﬁ categories within these sectors; also it
indicates it in such a way as to make comparisons between areas
péssible. The information in TFig. 4.4 therefore, when combined with

that in Fig. 4.5, makes it possible to arrive at a reasonably accurate

\ N
1. Tor data of this nature for the western and all other sectors,
see above TFig. 4.4.
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impression of the contribution of this activity within individual

sectors to the residential development of the OSA as a whole.

Fig. 4.5. The relative importance, by r.v., of the outer suburban
sectors in terms of the number of dwellings newly rated

per acre, 1933-9

Type of dwelling

A B - C
Sector and ’ " Sector and Sector and
level of activity - level of activity * level of activity
N. Middlesex 0.25 W. Middlesex 0.66 Kent - 0.43
Surrey 0.18 Surrey 0.58 W. Middlesex 0.37
W. Middlesex 0,15 N. Middlesex 0.5% Essex 0.31
Kent 0.1l2 Kent 0.4k N. Middlesex 0.25
Essex 0.05 Essex 0.42 Surrey 0.18

Source: M.O0.H. Statistics (unpublished)

By comparing the two tables for examp;?, it is possible to see
that although the Kent suburbs experienced a heavier developmeat of
C dwellings per acre of its area than any other single suburban
sector during these years, its contribution to the total output of
such dwellings within the OSA as a whole was still less than a fifth.
'Furthermore, it is possible to see that, although activity in the
production of B dwellings within the south-eastern suburbs was-
marginaily greater'than in C dwellings, three other suburban sectors
experienced a heavier level of residential deveIOPMeﬁt of.B dwellings.
While the contribution of the south-eastern suburban housebuilders to
the total number of B dwellings newly rated within the OSA as a whole
was virtually identical to their contributiog to the aggregate

construction of C dwellings.1

%

1. The activity in Kent being approx. 60/ that in west Middlesex,
16% that in Surrey, and approximately 80% that in north Hiddlesex.

N
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Within west Middlesex the level of actiyity within all r.v.
categories (with the possible exception of the production of A
dwellings) was relatively high. The activity in‘the production
of C dwellings experienced within the western sector was the
second heaviest of all the outer suburban sectors, while, in terms.
of the production of B dwellings, in no other sector was the level
of activity greater. Consequently even though the construction
of B dwellings during these years dominated the attention of the
private sector within the southern suburbs in a way not equailed
within any other sector, Surrey experienced a lower level of
activity in this sphere than did the western suburbs, This was
in fact also true for all dwellinés newly rated above £20 r.v.;
while, in terms.of both the number of dwellings newly rated and the
level‘of activity, the production of dwellings valuéd at below £21
r«Ve in Surrey during these years was lower than in any other seétor.

The northern sector also experienced a relatively low level of
activity in C dwellings, indeed only within.the Surrey suburbs we?e
fewer of such dwellings built per acre during this period. This
should not however cause very great surprise since development
valued at above £20 r.v. comprised the major part of the residential
activity found within the northern sector, while in fact no other
suburban sector experienced a heavier level of activity in dwe%lings
valued above £35 r.v., and only within the much larger sector of
west Middlesex was a greater actual number of A dwelliﬂgs nevly rated.
A comparison between the experience of the eastefn_and.northern
sectors for example reveals that total production in A dwellings
within the former during these years amounted t6 only 294 of such‘

producfion within the 1atter.1

4

1. Essex was the area with the lowest record of activity in this

sphere. The area of this sector was considerably greater than that of
the northern sector. .

-
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Internally the cecastern suburbs showed themselves to be an area
where B dwellings dominated, and where the lower valued dwellings

played a not insignificant part in the residential activity of the

private sector during these years.1 In the light of conclusions that

arose from the analysis of the 1951 Census returns by J. H, VYestergaard,

it is interesting to discover such a high proportion of activity being

concentrated within the intermediate r.v. category. On the other

hand, perhaps a clearer perspective can be achieved when it is seen
that in fact the eastern suburbs ;ontributed oﬁly 17.6% of the total
number of B dwellings newly rated within the OSA during these years, in
contrast with a contribution of 22.7/5 to the overall figure for C

dwellings.3 This situation can also be seen reflected in the levels of

activity which took place in all three r.v. categories of'dwelling

within the eastern sector when they are compared with levels in the otker

.

four sectors, These figures reveal clearly not only the very low level
of activity in B and especially A dwellings within the eastern sector,
but also that, in terms of the production of C dwellings, the level of

éctivity within this area was greater than that within either the
northern or the southern sectors. -

4, The influence of movements in the level of activity in the various
tyves of residential development on overall movements in residential
construction activity within the outer suburban sectors - the

dynamic aspect

In this fourth section, each of the five suburban sectors will be

briefly examined in turn. From-this, it is hoped that a broad picture’

will eveolve, showing the varied character of the housebuilding activity

within the OSA, and also the varied nature of the movements which took

place within the components of this activity. From this vantage point

1. Table 4.3 clearly indicates the negligible importance of A dwellings=
in the industry's considerations and activities within the eastern sector
during these years. See above p. 108.

2. Op.cit. p.10l. This study led to the conclusion that for the most
part the Kssex suburbs were ardas of 'relatively low social status'.

3. See above Table 4.4, p. 108,
4, See above Table 4.5, p. lIO. A
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it is hoped that it will be possible to assess the importance of
the various types of housebuilding within individual sectors in
the shifts that took place in the aggregate activity levels of

the O03A as a whole.,

(a) UNorth Middlesex and Hertfordshire

There is evidence to show that within this northern sector
activity in C dwellings constituted an increasing element in total ,
;esidential construction activity as it declined by varying degfees
over each of the twelve-month periods between Cctober 1933 and
March 1939 inclusive. The evidence also shows that the importance
of activity in B dwellings declined over the sampie period, while
in this respect the importance of the activity in A dwellings’

remained fairly stable.1

In both absolute and proportional terms,:thé decline over the'
first time period2 was largely the consequenc; of a fall (by more
than hal?) in the interest of the private sector in building A dwellings.
The decline in this type of development in fact accounted for more than
50% of the total decline which took place in residential activity within
the northern sector. Of the activity within the three r.v. categories
in this area, it was the activity in B dwellings which declined least.

It was, however, only the increased activity in the production of
B dwellings let that prevented a very much greater fall in. the. activity

within this r.v. category taking place. This was also true, although %

to a lesser extent, of activity in C dwellings.

This particular pattern of the overall decline in residential

1. C dwellings represented avprox. 24%5 and 34% of total residential
activity within the northern sector during 1933/6 and 1338/9. The
percentages for B dwellings were approx. 554 and 444 respectively.

2. The difference bctween the annual average level of activity for
the period Oct., 1933 to March 1936, and the level for the period April
1936 to March 1937.



activity on the other hand, did not continue. Between 1936/7 and
1937/8 for example, th; fall was entirely the consequence of a
contraction of activity in B dwellings, both sold.;nd let. In
fact, the decline in activity in B dwellings sold was responsible for
approximately two-thirds of the overall fall in actual terms.1 This,
however, was not the whole picture for the size of the overall
decline was also influenced by upward shifts in private activity in
C and A dwelling production. of éhese two types of acti;ity, it was
the increase in the production of the latter which was more important
siﬁce the size of the movement involved was some eight times that of
the- increase iq private interest in C dwellings. Aalthough
relétively small, the increase in § dwelling activiiy had an unuswal
structure in that it stemmed entirei& from a rising activity in the
producfion of dwellings for sale. Rather surprisingly activity in
the production of C dwellings let over this twelve-month period fell.
During the last fully detailed twelve-month period for which
there is evidence the overall level of activity within the northern
sector continued to fall, even thouzh the rate of the decline had
slowed down dramatically. This was the consequence of a number of
forces. First, although the level of activity in the production of
B dwellings continued to fall, this fall was in fact negligible.
The significant force behind the aggregate movemenfs within this area
was the fall in the activity éaking place in the construction of A
dwellings - a fall of such a size that even the increasé in private
activity in the erection of C dwellings (both sold and 1et)2 was

insufficient to offset it completely. On the other hand it should

1. Proportionally, activity in B dwellings let fell by aporoximately
45, while the decline in B dwellings sold was approximately 31%.

2. This was an acceleration of the slowly increasing trend in
activity in the production of ‘this type of dwelling which had comaenced

during 1937/8.
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be acknowledged that the increased activity in C dwellings was
crucial in the deceleration of the declining overall trend in
activity within the northerﬁ sector. While this increase in

the construction of C dwellings also meant that, during this last
time~period, the level of activity in such dwellings was only
marginally lower (in fact by 44) than it had been between October

1933 and HMarch 1936 (annual average).

(b) Vest. Middlesex

is within the northern sector, the importance Pf C dwellings in
the pattern of aggregate activity within west Hiddlesex increased
between 1933/6 and 1938/9. The importance of B dwellings remained
fairly stable, and it therefore follows that activity in A éwellings‘
diminished in importance, Up until March 1937 at least, it was
activity in A dwellings that seems to have dictated the dimensions
and the movements of the overall trend. From about 1937 however
the decline in activity in B dwelliﬁgs (m;;nly in those sold) also
became important, and was primarily responsible for the continuation
of the downward aggregate trend in residential activity within the
western sector. On the other hand not all types of activity fell off
between 1936/7 and 1937/8. For example, the level of activity in
C dwellings increased during this particular ye;r and in doing so had
the effect of r;ducing the rate of decline in the aggregate trend.

The overall level of activity in C dwellings let increased right
from 1933/6. Initially this increase was completely'obscured by the
éfeater absolute decline which took place in activity in C dvellings
sold, but between 1936/7 and 1937/8 the increase in such activity was
sufficiently large to offset the fall in the production of C dwellings
sold and thus ensure an increase in total C dwelling production during

this particular year. Over the following 12 months activity in
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C dwellings (bbth.sold and let) fell within the western sector._1
This inevitably resulted in’a relatifely drastic decline in the
overall level of construction of C dwellings.  During this 12

month period (1938/9) in fact, the activity in C dwellings sold was
marginally higher than that in C dwe;lings let. This was an almost
unique situati_on.2 | '

It would appear that it was only thé increase in activity in B
and C dwellings to let that preveﬂted an éven more rapid decline in
housebuilding activity in west Middlesex during the later 1930s.

In terms of the individual r.v. categories under discussion however,
such increases had a substantially lower impact on the total activity
in B dwellings than they did on thé total activity in C dwellings,
And while increased activity in B dwellings let served only to slow
down té some extent the decliﬁe in total activity ir 8 dwellings, ke

impact of the production increases in C dwellings during one twelve

month period actually caused total construction activity in C dwellings

3

to rise,

Throughout this survey>of.housebuilding activity within the .
western suburbs during these years frequent reference has been made
to the declining construction activity in B dwellings. In this
context hawever it is necessary to provide a perspective and t§ point
out that :ven at the very end of this period construction activity in
B dwellings had lost.little of the relative importance (i.e. in terms

of total housebuilding activity) it had had within this sector during

1933/6., lMoreover it should be added that, for all the increases

1. By approx. 0.009 and 0.007 dpa respectively. The decline in
activity in C dwellings let was in fact greater than the decline in
B dwellings let over the same period.

2. Surrey was the only other sector in which the position even
approached this situation. It should be remembered however that wlthln
the Surrey suburbs private activity in C dwellings represented only
approx. 19%, while within the western suburbs this figure was approx. 36#.

3. See above p.ll5.
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that took place in the relative importance of C dwelling activity
(i.e. from 27% to 36%. of total activity), the construction of
B dwellings still dominated the interest of the private industry

in this area with some 554 of all housebuilding activity in 1938/9

being of this type.

(¢) Kent

Within the Kent suburbs during 19%6/7 the level of construction
activity in both B and C dwellings declined from the annual average
level attained during the previous 2% years. These falls in fact
would have resulted in a dramatic decline in aggregate activity
levels of over 275 had there not been what can only‘be described as
a substantial and surprising increase in the erection of A dwellings.
Privatg interest in such housing was not maintained however and
during-1937/8 activity in A dwellings fell by ;pproximately 63%.
This,.with the continuation of the falling trend in activity in both
C and B dwellings during this year, fesulted.in a decline, by almost
a third, in the level of residential construction within thissector.1

The analysis of the stfucture of this decline in activity |
provides evidence of the first of two interesting features found in

the housebuilding experience within the south-eastern suburbs during

these years.

1

between the patterns found in construction activity in B and C dwellings

This first feature in fact concerns the differences

during this period when housebuilding activity as a whole was declining.
Thus during 1937/8 the decline in the construction of C.dwellings was
greater in absolute terms than that in B dwellings - indeed during this
particular year the overall decline in housebuilding activity was
primarily the consequencé of declines in the level of C and A dwelling

construction. This pattern of decline was far from that expected from

A

l. Compared with a fall of 10.6% over the OSA as a whole.
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the evidence.for either the northern or the western sectors of the
OSA.,

The pattern of residential development within the Kent suburbs
proved uncharacteristic again during the following year, for in
1938-9 housebuilding activity as a.whole within this sector increased
at a time when within every other outer suburban sector there was a
decline. The main force behind this increase, the second significant
feature found in the housebuildiné experience within this sector,
appears éo have been a relatively substantial rise in activity in B
dwellings,1 for although the level of activity in C dwellings did
increase, the increase was less than one-third of that in B dwellings.
The level of activity in A dwellings fell slightly.

In general, 'let' activity in both B and C dwellings was relatifely
low and, with the exception of 1938/9, was also relatively unimportant
in terms of the determination of sectoral movenments. Although the data
indicates that in Kent'private interest in dwellings to let was taking a
larger share of the total activity in both B and C dwellings constrﬁc-
tion, it would seem that in neither type of development did this share
rise to a very significant level, either in actual or in relayive

terms.2 This was quite exceptional in the experience of the OSA, as

S
indeed was the fact that the Kent suburbs experienced a fall in the
aggregate level of activity taking place within its boundaries between
1933 and 1939; the contribution’of the producers of B dwellings had
risen to over 54% during 1938/9 compared with approximately 44¥% between
1933/6. The coﬁtribution of the producers of C dyellings on the other
hand had decreased from a proportion of 46% between 1933/6 to 37

during i938/9.

1. Both in for sale and for letting, The greater absolute rise came
in B dwellings for sale.’ .

2. During 1938/9 let activity represented only 18% of total activity
in both B and C dwellings.
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(d) Surrey

The aggregate level of activity within Surrey between 1933 and
1937 was marginally below that within the south-eastern and northern
sectors, During the following year however, in spite of a small
decline in" housebuilding within the Surrey suburbs, the relative
po;itions of these three sectors changed; the result of the
relatively greater, though by no means.egtraordihary, falls in
activity within the other two secpors. During 1937/8 in fact only
‘within west Middlesex was the level Sf housebuilding activity more
intense. The main reason why aggregate activity in Surrey declined
so little during 1937/8 was the increase in activiﬁy in B dwellings
which largely offset the fall in A dwelling production, while activity
in C dwellings remained virtually unchanged.

Interestingly it was only during the year 1938/9 that any
significant downturn took place in private infgrest in B dwelling
production and even then‘this loss of interest did not apply to all
types of B dwellings. It was in the production of B dwellings let
that private interest increased, offsetting the decline in activity in
B dwellings sold by more than 254. During this year éctivity in C
dwellings also declined and it was in fact only the father surprising
increase in production of A dwellings1 that led to the aggregate decline
of residential construction .activity within this sector being substantial-
ly greater than it had been during the previous 12 months.

The relative trends in activity in C and B dwellings within the

Surrey suburbs appear in some respects to have been similar to those

1. The substantial downturn in B dwellings production and the rather
smaller decline in C dwelling activity makes this increase all the more
surprisinge. And although this phenomenon has a parallel during the
same period within west Middlesex it is worth noting that the increase
within Surrey was substantially greater. At this point however it must
remain unexplained. )
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found within the south—egstérn sector.1 Activity in C dwellings
within the southern sector declined in importance over these years
while that in B dwellings increased; the importaﬂée of C dwellings
in aggregate ﬁousebuilding activity decreasing from 20% during'
1933/6 to-16% d;riné i938/9, and that of B dwellings increasing by
a similar amount from 59% to approximately ©63%. The importance of
activity in A dwellings éppears to have remained fairly stable.

This in fact was another unusual feature of the activity in residen-
tial construction witﬂin the Surrey suburbs, during this period when
housebuilding in general was declining. Indeed within the OSA it
would appear to have been unique.to the experience of thi; particular
sector,

Not so unusual on the other hand was another feature of the
housebﬁilding activity within the Surrey suburbs during these years.
As in other areas considered dwellings let were taking an increasing
share of private sector activity in B and C dwellings. The greatest
increase was in activity in C dwellings in which the share of dwellings
let increased from 27% during 1933/6 to 56% during 1938/9,2 but,
although the proportional increase may appear impressive, it should be
remembered that such activity represented an increasing share of a
declining total activity in C dwellings. Moréover, it should be
remembered that at all times during these years activity in C dyellings
let within Surrey was well below that within any of the other outer
suburban sectors. In view of these points therefore tﬁe increased
activity in C dwellings let was clearly not quite as significant as
might at first appear. ' Indeed it should be pointed out that in

absolute terms the increase in the construction of B dwellings let was

1. Also within the eastern sector, see below pp. i2i-3.

2. It .is interesting to see how unusually high the proportion was at,
the beginning of this period.
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far greater, even though its share only increased from 144 to 31%.
It appears therefore that in Surrey during these years the
movements in private activity in C dwellings was unimportant. The
level, and movements in, activity in B dwellings were both of far
greater importance, as also (more exceptionally 'albeit to a lesser

extent) were movements in activity in A dwellings.

-~

(e) Essex

Within the eastern sector between October 1933 and March 1936,
the average annual level of activity in the construction of B dwellings
was only marginally greater than that in the construction of
C dwellings.. During 1938/9 the data reveals that- this was still the
position, although the differential had widened a littié. Over this
period aggregate housebuilding activity had fallen by approximately
one~third. The examination in this way of these boundary periods
alone however obscures .the movements that took place in activity in
both B and C dwellings during the intervening two years and the very
different situation this pfoduced. Between 1936 and 1938 in fact
activity in B dwellings rose steadily, whi;e, in contrast, activity in
C dvwellings fell by half during 1936/7, and then rose marginally during
1937/8. As a consequence at all times between 1936 and 1938 activity g
in B dwellings stood at over twice the level of thatiin C dwellings.

During these years productign of A dwellings remained fairly
stable. The following twelve-month period saw a decline§ however,
this fall was fairly small in absolute terms and in fact only
contributed marginally (i.e. approximately 10%) to ‘the aggregate*
decline in housebuilding activity which took place within the Essex
suburbs during 1938/9. The dominant element in this aggreéate decline
was in fact a decline (by almost half) in ﬁrivate interest in the

construction of B dwellings, especially in B dwellings sold.

In general, the castern sector did not experience the relatively
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smooth downward trend in housebuilding activity revealed by the
aggregated data for the 0S5A, Although there was an initial decline,
activity in.Esgex in fact rose during 1937/8 by almost 12% from its
level over the previous twelve moaths. This accelération in
residential activity, however, was npt sustained during 1938/9.1

The forces behind the movements in the level of housebuildiné
activity that took place within the easfern sector over the 5}-year
period varied. For example, it Qas~the dramdtic decline in éhe‘Q
private production of C dwellings sold during 1936/7 (frqm its annual
average level between 1933/6)2 which was.most influential during that
particular twelve;month period. The’crucial factor du;ing the last
year for which detailed déta is aéailable, on the other.haﬁd was the
shift in pfivate activity.away ffom.the construction of B dwellings
(again'primarily dwellings sold). While the increase in aggreéaté
activity during the twelve months following lsé April 1937 was
primarily the product of increasing private interest in the construc-

’

tion of B, and partibuiarly of C, dwellings let.

Above have been set out the underlying fluctuations in construc-
tion activity in dif?erent categorieé of housing which primarily
determined the extent and the direction of aggregate changes in
residential activity within ‘the five outer suburbén séctors. On fhe
other hand other, more secondary, fluctuations which had the effect
of moderating to some extent the impact of the more major fofces
mentioned have not been included. . For example, during both-the years

when there occurred a decline i_n aggregate residential activity within

l. Residential activity waé nearly 244 lower during 1938/9 than it had
been during the previous 12-month period. o '
2, Let dwellings remained unchanged.

3. During the year 1937/8 only the level of construction of C dwellings

sold was lower than it had been during the previous 1l2-month period.
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the eastern sector (i.e. 1936/7 and 19%8/9), there was an increasing
activity in certain types of dwelling which had a moderating
influence on the extent of the decline. During 1936/7 for instance,
an increase occurred in the private construction of B dwellings
which had the effect of offsetting a fall that otherwise would have
been nearly twice the size. The other example was less spectacular
for the moderating influence of the incr;ase in the construction of
C dwellings during 1938/9 was small.2 However, it does provide an
interestiné example of a suburban area where as late in the decade
aé 1938/9 it was the production of C dwellings sold that increased,
and indeed increased sufficiently to more than offset a decline iﬁ
the construction of C dwellings 1e£.

The above description of the housebuilding~experiences of the
five sﬁburban sectors, although necessarily a little pedantic, must
obviouély be limited by the form and detail of the data. However,
for this relatively shért period it does serve to show the varied
nature of some of_the fluctuations which lay beneath the aggregate
'movements in residential activity within the various seétors of the
0SA, and moreover it shows this in a detail previously not possible.
It demonstrates that the broad movements which took place within the
various suburban seétors, and hence the OSA as a whole, were
frequently the products of complex and sometimes conflicting forces,
and to highlight this point more clearly each annual shift which made
up the declining trend in housebuilding activity apparent for the 0SA

as a whole will now be examined in turn.

1. A third being increased construction of dwellings sold. The
other two-thirds being increased construction in dwellings let.
2, The fall would only have been 9% greater.



5. The influence of movements in the level of residential construction
activity within the outer suburban sectors on the trend within the
OSA as a whole between lst October 1933 and 31st liarch 19397

The first aggregate downward movement in residential activity
within the OSA for which there is evidence came during 1936/7 and was
almost wholly the consequence of a reduction of private interest in
the const{uction of C dwellings sold. This was true in fact within
all five sectors, although naturally the movements in some areas were
more influential than in others. For examp}e, almost 70% of the
decline was the direct result of lower activity in C dwellings sold
within the eastern and south-eastern suburbs. Within the western
- sector on the other hand the deéline was insignifiéant, while the falls
found within the northern and Surrey suburbs were of only second;ry
importance. Clearly then it Qas the fairly dramatic cut back in tke
produc£ion of C dwellings sold on the eastern side of the OSA that was
primarily (i.e. nearly 507%) responsible'for the decline found in the
aggregate figures of housebuilding activity within the OSA as a whole
during this twelve month period. While, in contrast, the changes in
the interests of the private sector on the western side of the
conurbation had little impact in this request.

Movements in the level of activity in B and A dwellings were
relatively unimportant in the aggregate decliﬂe of outer suburban
residential activity (together representing less than a third of the
decline), but again the contribution of particular suburban areas
varied, The decline in the construction of B dwellingé within the
south~eastern suburbs was clearly the most striking, although, because
activity in A dwellings within this area increased, under 2% of the
aggregate decline in residential activity stemmed from this sector.

The extent of the decline in activity in B dwellings within the

N\

1. In this section the details of the path and the broad features of
this declining trend will be referred to only briefly when the occasion
demands it. For a detailed description, see pp. 9{-7.
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northern sector was second only to that within the Kent suburbs
(representing some 4% of aggregate outer suburban decline)., On
the other hand, within the northern suburbs housebuilding activity
in A dwellings also declined resulting in the combined impact on
the aggregate figure beinz greater within this area than within
any other sector (i.e. approximately 13.5%). The Surrey, and
particularly the Qestern, suburbs experienced only very marginal
declines of activity in B dwelliﬁgs. The declines in A dwelling
activity.in these two areas were somewhat larger however vhich meant
that approximately 8.5.¢ and 65 respectively of the aggregate decline
stemmed from declines in the construction of the intermediate and
upper value of dwelling within these two areas. In contrast within
the eastern sector where the decline in such housebuilding activity
even when combined was so small as to be insignificant.1

Above are outlined the main compongnts of the decline that took
place in aggregate outér suburban résidential activity during 1936-7.
However, before moving on to an examination of the movements in tﬁe
level of activity during the following twelve-month period, several
very broad observations arising from the above analysis should be made
explicit. For example, if all types of residential activity are
considered as one, it is apparent that declining activity within‘the
western sector played only an extremely small part in the declipe in
activity which had begun to take place within the outer suburbs as.a
whole (i.e., approximately 6x). On the other hand, the role of the
eastern sector was substantial. Altogether in fact it was residential
activity within the eastern half of the conurbation which 'fell-off!

most quickly during this year, with 284 and 265 of the total suburban

1. In each of the five sectors, the net decline which took place in
the construction of B dwellings was the product of a reduction in

activity in dwellings sold. Moreover within each sector this fall was

offset, to a greater or lesser extent, by increases of vurious siges in
the erection of dwellings let.
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" decline stemming from the eastern and south-eastern areas respect~
ively. Although this domination which was first noted duriang the
discussion on the construction of C dwellings, should not be

allowed to direct too much attention away'from the importance of the

northern and the Surrey suburbs in this respect where the declines

contributed over 22 and 17 respectively to the aggreagatedownturn.

During the following twelve-month period, to 31lst March 1938, the
downward trend in residential construction activity within the OSA
% .

continued,1 with falls occurring in all types of housebuilding activity,
The greatest part of the decline in the aggregate figure (almost 60%)
was the result of a fall in privaté activity in B éwellings, élthough
there was not a decline in such hoﬁsebuilding activity within every
suburban sector. Within both the Surrey and the =ssex suburbs for
examplé there were increases in the construction'of-B dwellings during
the period, and it is interesting that, while ;ithin the former area
the increase was mainly the consequence of greater activity in B
dwellings let, it was the increase in the construction of B dwellings
sold that was the important féature within the eastern éector._-
Together the increases in the levels of activity in B dwellings within
these two areas offset the.declines that took place in such activity
‘within the 6ther three by approximately 20%.

The greatest decline in the comstruction of B dwellings during
this period was fouﬁd within the northern sector where the fall was as
larg? as the combined falls found within the western and Kent suburbs )
and this decline stemmed primarily from redpced private interest in

B dwellings sold.2 The structures of the decline in such activity

within the western and south-eastern sectors were both very similar to

l. The level of aggregate'activiﬁy declined less during 1937/8 than it
had over the previous peried - 10. 6% as opposed to 13.4%.
2. Approx. 3/5th of the decline in activity in B Jdwellings was in

dwellings sold.
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that found within the northern suburbs, although quantitétively the
fall within west Middlesex was more' than twice that foﬁné within
the Kent suburbs.

One interesting feéture of the housebuilding éctivity within
the northern sector during this period was that, although within
it there occurred a substantial decline in the construction of
B dwellings, there.occurred an increase in activity in A dwellings.
This increase was in fact only sufficient to offset the decline in
B dwelling activity within this-area by 15. Similarly even when
it was taken with the marginal increase in such activity found within
the eastern sector, this increase could do little fo offset the
declines that occurred in such activity within the western, the
southern, and particularly the south-eastern suburban areas (i.e:
by only 13%). |

bf the three categories of housebuilding under discussion, only
in C dwellings was any increase in aétivity to be féund when looking
at thé)OSA as a whole, while even in such activity the increase was
only small. Small as this aggregate increase was however, it too
obscured a variation of experience between the five suburban sectors.
Thus, within the western, eastern and northern sectors, such
construction activity increased by varying, although fairly small
amounts, while within the Surrey suburbé there occurred 1ittie change.
Only within .one suburban sector, the south-eastern subu?bs, was thére
a decline in activity of this type.

The increase in the level of housebuilding activity within the
eagyern sector during this period meant that in general the decline in

activity over the whole eastern side of the conurbation was less

1, Within the northern sector this increase was the consequence of
increased production of dwéllings sold, while within the western and
eastern sectors it was the consequence of increased production of
dwellings let. Within Surrey, activity in 8 dwellings sold fell, though
this fall was almost entirely offset by an increase in dwellings let.
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important in the contraction of houscbuilding activity within the

0SA as a whole in 1937/8 than it had been during the previous
twelve~-month period. This was in spite of the aéceleratiom of

the declining trend within the south-eastern suburbs where the
absolute decline had been almost double that which had taken'place

- during 1936/7. In actual terms in fact no sector experienced as
rapid a downturn in housebuilding during 1937/8 as did the Kent
suburbs.1 Eveﬁ the individual falls in activity within the northern,
and especially the western sectors,2 areas which were 5ecoming
increasingly important in the aggregate downward trend within the OSA,
amounted to under half the decline that had taken place within the
Kent suburbs, while declining activity within the Surrey suburban area

was of negligible importance, both in absolute and in relative terms.

Duping the last complete year fqr which full detail is avaiiable
(i.e.iApril 1938 - March 1939) there was a further decline in
aggregate private housebuilding acti;ity within the.OSA. In
aggreé;te terms the pattern of this decline was similar in two ways
to that found during the previous twelve-month period. Thus not only
was there a decline in activity in éach of the thfee categories of
housebuilding under discussion, but also a decline in the construction
of B dweliings was, again the primary component in the fall in total
activity within the OSA.

Above however i§ the aggregate picture. Within this there wvere
important variations. = For example, the ﬁinistry statistics reveal

that within only three of the five sectors were declines in B dwelling

activity significant, notably within Surrey and Essex and, to a lesser

1. This decline was probably accompanied by an increase in the
quality ‘of the development taking place. )

2. Both accompanied by general falls in the quality of the
development. .
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extent, within western Middlesex.1 Within the northern sector .
on the other hand the decliﬁe in such activity was only marginal,
while surprisingly within the Kent suburbs private interest in such
housing increaseé to a level greater even than had been the case
during 1936/7.2 Bqually if not more surprisingly, and very much
against the trend within the other suburban sector;; the increase in
the construction of B dwellings sold within this sector was greater
in absolute terms than that in aétivity in B dwellings let.

Activity in C dwellings within the OSA during 1938/9 declined
in spite of increased activity within the south-eastern, eastern,

3

and particularly the northern sectors. These increases however
were reflected in the extremely small size of the fall in the figure
for the OSA as a whole. That there was a decline at all in fact
was the conséquence of reduced activity in the construction of

C dwellings of all,types within west Middlesex and, to a lesser
extent, a decline in aétivity in C dwellings sold within the Surrey.
suburbs, In terms of residential coustruction activity within the
OsA as a whole,)the decline in the construction of C dwellings was,
as might be imagined, of litéle importance since under 9% of the

decline in aggregate housebuilding activity within the outer suburbs

originated from this source during this period.~

1. Within the Surrey and the western suburbs the falls were the
consequence of a decline in private activity in dwellings sold, offset
to some extent by increased activity in dwellings let, while within the
eastern sector there occurred declines in activity in the coanstruction
of B dwellings, both let and sold.

2. This increase was almost sufficient to offset the decllne in such
activity within the western sector.

3. Within each of these three areas there occurred some element of.
increased activity in dwellings sold. Within the northern and eastern
sectors in fact this constituted the major element and therefore, of
these three areas, only within the Kent suburbs was increased activity
in C dwellings let more significant than increased activity in C dwellings
sold. In fact within Essex the level of act1v1ty in C dwellings let
declined during thls period..
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When ob;erving the decline in aggrezste housebuilding éctivity_
within the OSA'dufing 1938/9 in spatial terms, it can be seen that
the impact of changes in housebuilding activity within the northern
suburbs on aggrégate residen£ial construction activity was
insignificant particularly when it is compared with the importance
of this area in the decline of aggregate activity during the two
previous periods discussed. Similarly,  changes in residential
activity over the eastern side of the conurbation during this period

’ 3
were also of reduced significance in this respect. 'This was largely
'the consequence of the increase in activity within the Kent suburbs.
Within the south-eastern suburbs in fact houseﬁuilding activity
increased by just under 144 and this incréase was sufficiently'great
largely to offset the decline in housebuilding activity that ha&
taken place in Essex - a decline which in actual terms was greater
than that experienced within any other sector (i.e. over 0.037 dpa).
In contrast to both the northern and eastern areas of the conurba£ion
the changes in residential construction activity that took place
within the Surrey suburbs during 1938/9 (i.e. over 0.033 dpa) became
of much greater importance than had been the case in earlier y;ars,

while the importance of west Middlesex in this context, which had

first become apparent in 1937/8, was maintained.

6. Some implications and conclusions

The purpose of the foregoing analysis has been to reveél in a
primarily dgscriptive way the anatomy of the decline in housebuilding
activity found within the 0SA durihg the later 1930s. And in this
way to highlight man& of the diverse and often conflicting elements
which made up the relatively even decliﬁing aggregate trends. That
thé agyregate figures for such a relatively small area as the OSK

should conceal such a variation of experience in terms of house-

building activity emphasises 'yet again that generalisation on the
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basis of aggregate data is unlikely to provide an entirely accurate.
or complete picture, and moreover is likely to be misleading if |
taken solely on its face value. In view of this it is nécessary

to examinq mofe carefully, and to tést, statements which have been
made on the character of residential construction éctivity during
the second half of the 1930s on the basis of natioﬁal and regional
data.

As a consegquence of analyseé of such aggreguate daté a number of
'features' and 'tendencies' have become associated with the activitiés;
and the characteristics of the activities, of the private housebuilder
during the second half of the 1930s, and henéeAduring ﬁeriods of

1

declining housebuilding activity. Of the 'features' that have been

distinguished perhaps two are of greatest importance. The first of
these 'is that during such a period, activity in the construction of

B dwellings would decline more rapidly and by greater amounts than

would activity in the construction of C dwellings, and that therefore,

~

increasingly over such a period, activity in C dwellings would play a
larger part in the construction aétivities and interests of the
housebuilding industry than would activity in B dwellings. While

the second major 'feature! that has been distinguished is that, during
such a pepiod, construction actiVity'in C;Aand particularly in B,
dwellings sold would tend to decline and would be accompanied by _
incrgases in activity in B, and particularly in C, dwellings lét which
would in consequence offset to some extent the decline "in the former

type of activity.a

l. See e.g. Cole, Op. cit. p.13; Bowley (1945), op. cit., pPp.82,173;
Marshall, op. cit., pp.l89-91; Richardson and Aldcroft, op. cit., p.209,

2. The necessity of achieving both of the above saifts in the
qualitative balance in the activity of the private housebuilder was
acknowledged and accepted by the industry in the mid 1930s as a means by
which output levels (declining in their view as a consequence of the
increasing satisfaction of the demand for dwellings sold at the
prevailing price levels) could be maintained, or at least prevented from
falling too rapidly. The National Federation of House Builders Monthly

Report, Feb. 1336, p.l7l. (Subsequently referred to as NFHBMR).
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An analisis of the housebuilding experience of the 0SA during
the 54 year period prior to March 1939 yields e#amples of both such
features. Moreover such an analysis would appear to suggeét support
for the reality 6f~a further 'tendency', that is, that during such a
period greater decreases in activity in B dwellings sold should be
expected than in C dwellings sold.1 However to what extent do sucﬁ
observed general relationships or 'hypotheses'! prove consistent with
the more detailed and complex patterns and changes in housebuilding
activity found within the indiviéual outersuburban sectors and
sutlined within previous sections of this chapter? A careful
reading -of the préceding sections can reveal both support for, and
contradiction to, the veracity of such rela?ionships during this
period; although it appears clear that the number of exceptions to
such relationships thatvcén be found are rather greater than even
quite recent work in this field has given credit. 1In an a£tempt.to

ascertain more explicitly the veracity of these general hypotheses,'-

<

they will be examined in turn. s

It has already been.noted that the trends in residential
construction activity within the OSA as a whole ténded to bear out the
-first of the two general hypotheses. Having said this however it
should be pointed out that the overall decline that took place in
activity in the produ;tion of B dwellings within this area was in fact

only 4% greater than the decline in activity in the lowest valued

category of housing.2

l. It is noticeable that all of the important 'features' noted are
related in some way to the industry's supposed attempts at serving an
increasingly lower section of the 'housing wmarket' as demand from those
. sections previously served was generally thought to be drying-up.

2. See above pp.938S5.Also for an attempt to define r.v, categoriza-

tion see below Appendix 4.3.
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The similarity of the aggregate proportional declines in ’
activity in these two.categoriés of residential construction within
the OSA as a whole indicates the likelihood that, in at least one
sector, there would have been a relatively greaéer decline in
activity in C dwellings tﬁan there was in B dwellings. This was
in fact the case within three of the outer suburban sectors.
VWithin the south-eastern sector, for example, there was a fall in

the production of C dwellings of approximately-46%, while the fall

in activity in B dwellings was only just over half as great
(approximately 2475). The situation within the Kent suburbs was the
most striking in this respect, but similar patterns were to be found
within the Surrey suburbs (with préportional declines of approximately
L2,5% and 25% respecti;ely) and the eastern sector (approximately 355
and 20% respectively).1 bf the whole OSA therefore, only within the
county of Middlesex2 was the decline in thevannual average level of
housebuilding activity.in B dwellings greater than that in C dwellings.
0Of the two major sectors of Middlesex, this situation was particularly
apparent within the northern sector whére activity in C dwellings fell
only by approximately 4% (the smallest decline in any sector) while
that in B dwellings fell by approximately 30% (the greatest

experienced within any sector).3 In west Middlesex, on the other

hand, the differential was somewhat swaller, the proportional declines

being approximately 18% and 35% J:'espectively.LIL Clearly therefore,

even though together the northern and western sectors represented L%

of the total outer suburban acreage, it can be said that, for the

L

1. In absolute terms, the falls in activity involved (dpa) were: (1)
Kent, approx. 0.048 and 0.019; (2) Surrey, approx. 0.021 and 0.019; and

(3) Essex, approx. 0.022 and 0.019.
2. I.e. the County of Middlesex, plus Barnet UD and East Barnet UD.
3. I.e. absolute net falls of. approx. 0.002 and 0.061 dpa.
4. I.e. absolute net falls of approx. 0.013 and 0.049 dpa.

A
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housebuilding industry active over the major part of the O0SA

during the later 193%0s, a period of generally declining demand did
not result in an increasing concentration by housebuilders on small
dwellings valued below Z21 r.v. Instead, to the south and to the
east, the private sectof concentrated its attentions, albeit at a
generally lower level of activity, more on the production of a
dwellings with rateable valuations betweén 2l and £35.

The situation revealed in the-previous paragraph clearly has
considerable implications for the hypothesis under consideration.
However before progressing to the examination of these implications
it is necessary to admit the situation as it has been rélated above
provides only a éartial picture since within all sectors between 1933
and 19%9 there were sub;%éntial falls in the level of activity in
A dweliings. Onl& within the south-eastern suburbs was tﬁé
proportional decline in such activity lower thén the proportional
decline in activity in C dyellings, aiﬁhough in absolute térms the
decline was significantly lower within the Kent and the Essex suburbs
and marginally lower within tﬁe Surrey sector. Thus only Qifhin the
northern and the western sectors did the absolute declines in the
construction of A dwellinés exceed those which took place in the
‘construction of C dwellinésﬂ

The only suburban sector in fact to display a pattern of
construction activiﬁy completely consistent with the.general hypothesis
under discussion was west Middiesex. Within this area, over a period
of declining output, there took pléce a decline of gpproximately 57.5%
in activity in'A dwellings, of approximately 35% in that in B dwellings,
and of approximately 18% in that in C dwellings. While wiihin the
northern sectop the situation was not in fact far removed from this
position for although the level of gctivity in B dwellings fell, in
both absolute and relative te}ms, by more than that in A dwellings,

they both represented substantial falls when compared with the

v
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relaﬁively small rgductiong found over this period in the
production of C dwellings.

In contrast to the situatién within Middlesex, within the
eastern and south-eastern sectors the absolute decline which took
place in acti#ity'in C dwellings was greater than the combined declines
PA £4®% in both A and B dwellings, while within the Surrey suburbs,'nét
only did the relative and absolute declines in activity in C dwellings
exceed those in B dwelling activity, but also, in absolute terms at
least, the decline in the production of C dwellings was greater than
- that in the construction of A dwellings, In view of this evidence it
is unquestionable that within the housebuilding expérience of at least
three §f the five outgr suburban sectors, together Eomprising over ﬁalf
the areé of the OSA, there can be found significant exceptions to the
first hypothesis under examination.1
Tﬁefe can be little doubt that, if the above analysis was extended

to the investigation of each local authority area within the five
sectors, many more examples of excepfions to the first hypothesis'would
be revealed, as is the case where the data available is considered from
a different angle and an examination.of annual movemeats in house-
building activity within the five sectors is undertaken. When‘the data
is examined in this light an exception to the general péttern of rési—
dential activity suggested in the hypothesis ié to be found even within
west Middlesex where late in the decade (1938/9), during a year .when
activity.in both B and C dwellings declined substantially, there was an
increasé, albeit relatively small, in activity in A dweilings. Within
the northern sector alsg an exception can be found, for during the
previous year (1937/8) a somewhat larger increase in A dwelling
construction had taken place, and moreover had taken placé during a

period when housebuilding activity within the sector as a whole had

N\

1. See above p. Dl
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declined. As would be expected, the data also reveals significant
exceptions from the nypothesised pattern of activity within the
housebuilding experience of the Kent, Surrey, and Essex suburbs.

Within both ‘the south~eastern and easéern suburbs between April
1936 and March 1937 thefe occurred a very substantial increase in the -
level of B dwelling construction, within Essex the trend continuing
into the following year. Moreover tnese increases took place at a
time when there was a decline in the overall level of housebuilding
within these areas, and while in Essex there wag a substantial decline
in ectivity in C dwellings. Since during this same period the decline
wnich had taken place in activity in A dwvellings was extremely small,
there can therefore be no doubt that the decline in unsubsidised
housebuilding activity which took place within the eastern érea in
1936/7 was almost entirely the consequence of declining activity in
¢ dwellings. This example hardly lends support to the universally
applicable hypothesis that; increasingly,'thé private industry was
tu;ning to the production of sma11e£ houses during the later 1930s as
a way of maintaining their activity at as high a level as was possible,
Moreover like the eastern sector, thé Surrey suburbs during 1937/8 also
experienced increased activity in B dwellings over which period the
level of activity in Q dwellings remained unchanged; while as late in
the decade as 1938/9 construction activity in A dwellings increased
" while the production of both C and B dwellings decreased. The-las§
exception to the hypathesized pattern that will be mentioned in this
context is again found in the last twelve-month period, for, within
the Kent suburbs during 1938/9, although there was increased construction
activity in C dwellings, the increase in activity found in the
productiop of B dwellings was substantially greater.
When'Prof. Bowley wrote in 1945 that "the tendency [was] for

private enterprise to concentrate more and more on the building of

\
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smaller houses in the years just befcore the war"1 she was making a
broad generalisation on the basis of her own personal observations
and a detailed study of the then available national housebuilding
figures.2 In one,light,.of course, this generalisation reflected
a very real trend. In general, the houses being built in the late
1930s were smaller in size than those built for example during the
1920s, or the early 1930s. Also in most areas less attention was
being paid to the production of private dwellings above £26/35 r.v.
On the other hand, it is c;ear from the analysis of housebuilding
'activity within the O3A that such a generalisation cannot be
accepted as accurate without considerable qualification. oreover,
it appears that, even within those suburban areas where the pattern
and structure of the housebuilding activity in general tended to
support the hypothesis there can be found a number of internal
inconsistencies and deviations, while within the housebuilding
experience of over half of the OSA, the hypothesis finds little

support at all.

More support can perhafs be. found for the seccnd general hypo-
thesis.3 Within all sectors there was a lower level of private
activity in B and C dwellings sold during the last twelve-month period
(;938/9) than there had been between 1333 and 1936 (annual average).
Wiile in the‘case of activity in C and B dwelliAgs let the converse
was true, Superficially at least this evidence would appear to provide
K very good sﬁpport for this second hypothesis., On the other hand, when
khe data is eiamined more closely,‘there is evidence to suggest that

such a hypothesis may not be quite as acceptable as iﬁ might at first

1. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.174.

2, Ministry of Health, Housing. House Production, Slum Clearance, etc.
England and Wales (HIISO).'  (Subsequently referred to as liinistry of Health,
Housing, etc.) These statements were published every six months during the
period 1934-9.

3. See above p.l3L

\
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have appeared. This cén be shown by examining the data from two
different aspects. First, the individual r.v. categories within

the various areas will be examined in isolation aﬁd in this way the
annual movements that took place in the levels of activit& in
dwellings let and sold within each area will be tr;ced. And

secondly, the movements in housebuilding activity Qithin the two r.v.
categories (B and C dwellings let and sold) within the individual
sectors over the period as a whglé will be examined in a comparative“
way.

An examination of the data from the first aspect does appear to
indicate that, for the most part, there existed quite a large element’
of conformity or 'relative conformity' to the trends outlined within
the second hypothesis. This becomes quite clear from the very first
movement that may be derived from the data (i.e. between 1933/6 (annual
average) and 1936/7). The twelve-month period commencing April 1936
saw a decline in the aggregate levels of B3 and C dwelling construction
activity within the OSA as a whole and within all sectors there was a
decline in the production of B dwellings sold wiaich was offset to some
extent by an increase in the production of B dwellings let. Further-
more, in terms of C dwelling production a similar pattern was to be
found within the northern and western suburbs; while within the three
‘other suburban sectors, although the private production of C dyéllings,
both 'sold' and 'let' fell, the decline in activity in dwellings sold

within ‘each area was far greater than that in dwellingé 1et.1

1. This is the situation for which the term 'relative conformity' is .
used to describe. That is, where the aggre;ate level of activity in a
fype of dwelling has declined, but where the structure of this decline
had resulted in the importance of dwellings let increasing relative to
that of dwellings sold in the activities of the private housebuilding
industry. Where the aggregate level of activity in any type of dwelling
had increased on the other hand, the term represents a situation where
the increase in the production of dwellings let was significantly
greater than that in the production of dwellings sold.
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During the following twelve-month period the movements in the
production of B dwellings were conformist within both the eastern
and south-eastern suburbs, although within the noréhern sector they
conformed to the hypothesis in only a relative way. In the
production of C dwellings on the ofher hand within only one sector
did the trend in private activity conform to the hypothesis., In
fact, during this period deviations from the hypothesised trend
occurr;d within only two areas -~ one in the Surrey sector in relationq‘
to aﬁ increased activity iq B dwellings and the other in the northern

-~

sector in relation to an iﬁcrease in the production of C dwellings.
Within both areas, these increases in p;ivate housebuilding levels
were the conseguence of increases in output of dwellings sold. While
-within both areas, the level of activity in such dwellings let
declined.

The number of sectors in which deviations from the second
hypothesis were evident increased to "three duriﬁg the last twelve-
month period (1938/9). Fof the second year in succession, the trend
of C dwelling construction activity within the northern sector failed
to conform, the increase in activity in dwellings sold being greater
than that in dwellings let. A similar internal pattern of-changing
activity levels took plaée within the south-eastern suburbs in regard
to the construction of B dwellings, while within the eastern seétof
the increase in the level of C dwelling construction activity which
took place stemmed from increased broductipn in dwellinés so0ld, offset
to some extent.by a fall in the number of dwellings let.

Over the rest of fhe OSA, the residential construction trends
within the northern, the western, and the Surrey gector in C dweliing
activity, all conformed completely to the pattern propcsed by the
seconé hypothesis; while the trends within the eastern sector in

B dwelling activity, and within the Xent and the western suburbs in

C dwelling activity, all appear to have conformed in a relative
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way.1 ‘

The eiamina£ion of the data within the preceding few paragraphs

-has revealed that gxceptions to the pattern proposed within the

second general hypoehesis can be found in the resident;al construction
trends within a number of outer suburban sectors. It is also
noticeable that in each case where such deviations occurred, there

had been increased private interest within the particular sector in

the production of that particular type of dwelling, and thus, where

and when such deviations did occur there also occurred individual
movements in housebuilding activity that ran counter to the declining
aggregate outer suburban trend. When the evidence is viewed from this
first aspect therefore it is possible to suggest the broad acceptance
of the hypothesis where the level of housebuilding activity was
declining. On tH;Aagg;r hand, where the level of housebuilding in the
individualir.v. categories did not decline (even though the overall
levelé for the sector, and/or the reg}on may have done), the hypothesis
may certainly not b; taken for granted.

However significant the above qualifications to the accuracy of
the second general hypothesis may be in themselves, they are
unimportant in comparison with the limitations revealed from an
examination of the data in the more comparative light of the second
aspect nienf:ioned.2 This is'particularly true whén~the implications
;f such limitations, or qualifications, are applied to the rather
broader question of the role of the private sector in ﬁhe general
provision of dwellings; this is to say, the question of thé way in
which the private sector reacted, in terms of the tybes 6f dwellings

that it produced, to the changing economic climate within the

residential construction industry and market over this period. And

» -

1. Within the eastern suburbs activity in B dwellings fell, as did
C dwelling construction activity within the western sector. Within the
south-eastern sector there occurred an increase in C dwelling constructior
2. See above p. 3R, -
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also of course, Lhe related, and most important, question of the:
contribution made by the private sector to the solution of the housjing
problem that existed during the midale, and the second half of.the
l930s.1 To this end, the data will be examined in two ways: first,
an examination of comparati;e movemehts,in the levels of private
production activity in B and C dwellings sold over the period, and
second, an examination of the shifts which took place in the levels of
such activity in B and C dwellings let. .
Between.1933/6 and 1939 the level of activity in B dwellings sold
fell by approximately 48% over the OSA as a whoié, while that in C
dwellings sold fell by approximately 50%. Clearly, in terms of the
constrﬁction of dwellings sold over tﬁe area as a whole, the interest
of the privéte sector in ;ower valued dwellings experienced a greater;
albeit an'only marginally greater, decline than it did in the larger
B dwellings.2 Méreover, in both relative and absolute terms, activity
within the outer suburbs iﬁ the production of B dwellings let increased
by more than it did in the production of C dwellings let. Altogether. .
this evidence wquid seem fo indicate that, during years when in general
housebuilding activity over the outer suburbs as a whole was on the
decline, not only was the private sector of the residential construction
industry within Greater London more interested in supplying the housing
market with let dwellings valued between £21 r.v. and £35 r.v., than it
was let dwellings which were valued 'within the lowest r.v., category, but

also it showed less inclination to reduce its interest in construction

of B dwellings sold than it did in the construction of C dwellings sold.

1. This particular question is considered in detail in the second part
of the present chapter. ) ‘

2., In absolute terms the decline in private activity in C dwellings sold
was lower than that in B dwellings sold. However, of interest at this point
is (1) the relative importance to the private sector of the various types of
res. devt., and (2) the shifts which took place in the interest of the
private sector in the types of activity open to it. In this light, at this’
point at least, relative as opposed to absolute evidence is rather more
informative.
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However, bafore any qualifications are nade to the second hypothesis
on the basis of this evidence, it is nacessary to discover to what
extent these characteristics wvere true of the private housebuilding
industry within each of the five outer suburban sectors.

That neither of these characteristics were true of tae private
industry within the northern sector becomes quickly apparent from a
glance at the data. Horeover, the data shows that, in bota relative
and absolute terss, within the western sector the .reduction which took
place in the construction of B dwellings sold was greater than that
wvhich occurred in the comstruction of T dwellings sold. On the other
hand, within the whole of the 0OS&, these examples constituted the only
exceptions to tne broad housebuilding trends noted within the previous
paragraph.1 Thus for well over half of the O0SA the level of private
interest and zctivity in the production of C dwellings sold was
declining at a more rapid rate thaBnit was in tae production of
3 dvellings sold. while within something like 845 of the OSA,Z the
level of private interest and activity in the production of 3 dwellingé
let vas increasing at a muca more rapid rate than it was in the

production of T dwellings let.3

B. Some imnlications of the patiern of private residential construction
within #nzland and dales and the wrsater London outer suburban area
during tne 1930s, wit»? special reference to itne cornitribaiior of
private entersrise fo the solution of the contempecrary housing problem,

The value of the description of thae secioral pattern of private

residentiazl construction within the 034 between 1933 and 1939 found within

1. Although if the housebuilding experiesnces of the outer suburban
seetors were bein, considered in absoluie terams, there did exist an
exception within one area. Yithin the Surrey suburbs, the absolute decline
wvhich took place ia tihe production of 5 dwellings sold was greater than that
which occurred in C dwellings sold, even thougn in proportional teras the

decline in the latter was over tuice as great (i. e. €9) tanan in the
former (i.e. 32,).

2. I.e. 211 areas excepi tne nortaera suburbs.
3. This was also true in aoaolute terms witain these Lour sectors.



N . ' | 143 .

the first part of this chapter is two-fold. First, it is of value
purely in itself. It presents a detailed picture of the distribution
of the construction interests held by the private sector in the
various types of reéidential development documented within five
'county-based' suburban sectors. It indicates the reiative
importance of the role played by the pgivate sector within the
individual suburban sectors in terms of the total private housebuilding
activity within the whole of the OSA. And furthermore it presents a
dynamic picture of private housebuilding acti;ity during tﬁese years,
that is a picture of the changes which took place in the construction
interests of the private sector over a period of changing market
conditions, and the changing contributions of the individual suburban
sectors to the changing total outer suburban production level,

The description is also of value in a se;ond, and probably more
important way however. The various characteristics and features of
private housebuilding activity which have been reyealed imply a number
of things about the character, the role and the importance ;f‘the
private sector's unsubsidised activities in the general provision of
-housing for the population. Throughout the 1930s aaé the years since,
a debate has been taking place on just this question.1 Up %o this
time, however, the evidence used in this debate has been based almost
entirely on national data. The section below therefore will be
devoted to a reappraisal of this debate in the light of the mére
detaileé evidence that is available for the OSA of Greater London.
Thus it is hoped that it will be poséible,to'correct, confirm, or

modify a number of arguments and statements which have been made, and

l.” A debate which, on one level, is clearly relevant to the guestion of
the extent to which the Conservative-dominated governments in power durlng
the 1930s were justified in the housn:° pollcles they adopted,

\



1k,
'in this way to add substantially to the debate.

There would appear to be consi@erable grounds for doub%iﬂg that,
within many areas during the later 'thirties, the private builder, in
an attempt to maintain his own level of activity, was tTurning
increasingly'towards the production of C dwellings in an attempt to
tap the potential but little satisfied, demand of the working-classes.1
Within the OSA of Greater London, a move towards greater emphasis on the
construction of C dwellings appears to have been in evidence only within
the county of Middlesex. For the rest of the area over the 5%-year
period, it is clear that in éeneral the interest of private house-
builders was increasingly in the production of dwelliﬁgs for the middle-
classes.2

In the years before 1939, the housing problem was unqﬁestionably a
vorking-class problen. ihis was.true from whichever angle the problem
may bhe Sbserved. In any attempt to suggest private enterprise as an

important force in the solution of the housing probleﬁ therefore, it

1. The evidence, discussion and conclusions to be found in Appendix 4.3
is taken as the basis of which type of new privately built housing may and
may not be considered to have been within the reach of working-class house-
holds within Greater London during the 1930s.

2. This demonstrates a clear market preference (or bias) by the private
sector operating within these areas in a situation where there was an
enormous demand and nsed for dwellings for working-class families,

Anong other things, this implies that even during this period of declining
demand and activity, the counstruction of middle-class dwellings remained a |,
more profitable enterprise for the majority of private housebuilders than
did production for a lower valued market. The attitude of the uajority of
housebuilders to the sort of market they were aiming at was for example
reflected in a statement made by John W. Laing (later Sir) in 1937 when he
stated that 'The building of houses.for sale to men and women of the

artisan and lower paid middle classes is one of the most important works in
which the building trade can engage' (The National Builder (!lousebuilding
Supplement), Feb. 1937, p.l. (underlining mine) subsequently referred to

as NB(HS)). The prevalence of such an attitude within the industry had -
been made explicit within at least one element of the spec. housebuilding
trade press during the previous year, see The Houscbuilder, June 1936

p.257 (Subsequently referred to as Hbldr.)
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would be necessary, as a first stage, to be able to show at the very
least that private housebuilders were devoting an increasing .and
significant proportion of their attentions to the provision of
dwellings rated within the lowest category. The evi@ence discussed
in the previous section shows clearly that for a substantial part of
the 0Sa at least, any attempt to make such a suggestion convincing
would begin‘to fade at the first hurdle.1

However, what of those areas where activity in the production of
C dwelling; was taking up an increasig;‘éhare of private housebuilding
output? Would it not be fair to suggest tﬁat in theseuareas the
private sector was becoming an increasingly important force in the
solving of the housing problém? It is at this point that an
important question must be asked. Which were the families that were
occupyiné the newly erected C dwellings during the closing years of the
ﬁecade? Clearly, if semi- and un~skilled working héuseholds (that is,
the group which constituted the mass of the working-class population)
were moving into these dwellings, then the importance of the contribution
of private enterprise to the solution of the housing problem as it
existed during the later 1930s within at léast some areas of‘England and
Wales would be clearer. On the otaer hand, if this was found not to
have been the case, not only would it be reasonable to suggest that the
private sector played little part in helping té resolve this part;éularly

important element of housing provision within these areas, but it would

1. In all provability this was also true for substantial areas within
England and wales. In 1937 the second report on rent restriction (The
Ridley Report, Cmd. 5621), the Ridley Committee had calculated that
belween 1931 and 1937 in ¥ngland and lales, there had been a much smaller
increase in the construction of C dwellings (of approx. 12.50) than there
had been in.the construction of 3 dwellings (of approx. 31.17%). ibid, p.1l6.
See also the work of M.B. Helgar in League of Nations, Urban and Rural
Housing (Geneva, 1939), p.l6, and of E.J. Elsas, Housing oefore the VWar
and After (2nd edn. 1945), p.S.

\
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also mean that Qithin Fhose areas where the interest of private
builders in C dwellings had declined any attempt to suggest that

their role was significant in this respect would 5e ridiculous. An
evaluation of the type of household that benefited from private
enterprise initiative in the sphere of C dwelling production is

clearly of crucial importance to the fag;;; of any such discussion.

It is also relevant: to the'discussion found immediately below in the
next section. In consequence the evaluation will be withheld at

this point and included within the fbllowing disc{lssion1 which attempts
to investigate a little deeper into the nature of the possible contribu-
tion of private enterprise to the solution of the housing problem.‘

This contribution could have been on one of two possible levels, either
(1) the provision of C dwellings sold or (2) the provision of C dwellings
let. These will be examined individually.

1. The importance of the contribution of private enterprise to the

solution of the housing problem by. the production of C dwellings
for sale

. It has been seen earlier in this chapter that private activity in
ghe production of all types of dwellings sold declined within all paéts
of the Greater London OSA-between 1933/6 énd 1938/9. In spite of this
howéver, within almost all areas unsubsidised activity in dwellings sold
was af all times significantly greater fhan tha£ in the production of
deellings let. |

This of course might be though; strange since, in view‘of thg

financial problems aﬁd liabilities invol%ed in thé purchase of a dwelling?

it might very reasonably be imagined that privately built dwellings which

l. BSee below pp. |[47-S2. )
- 2. Tor lower income families this would include the frequently
insurmountable obstacle of the .initial lump sum deposit regquired.
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were sold, even wherg the dwellings erccted weve valued below &21 T.V.,
would have been almost completely out of the econmomic reach of all but
the most prosperous of the working-class population and as a
consequence be of no consequence to the solution of the housing
problem during the late 193%0s. Wne ther or not this was true remains
to be seen, however there were a number.of‘changes in the economy of
the housebuilding and finance during the 1930s which may have made
ownership more attainable to many families. As Prof. Bowley has noted,
it was during the 1930s thatAthe importance of the economic distinctions
between paying for a *‘house'! for owner occupation and a 'house' for
letting diminished to some extent.1 For example, it was during this
period that it became common practice among building societies to grant
95: mortgages on small owner-occupied houses.2 In this way an obstacle
which had hindered ownership by families with little or no savings, and
almost invariably little prospect of accumulating sufficient savings, was
greatly reduced. Other changes in building society lending policy (e.g.
lower mortgage interest rate levels and longer mortgage amortisation
periods) and changes in the building industry and its economy (e.g. the
general fall in building costé up until around 1935/6.and the continual
process of economy and rationalisation which was taking place in small
dwélling design and specification), when taken witﬂ such collateral
Schemes, meant that in theory at least ownership of dwellings was
becoming a more plausible economic proposition for the lower iﬁcoﬁe
, sections of the population than had previously been the case.

Even if the fact that it became easier for households to buy their
shelter during the mid- and later 1930s is accepted héwever the question
still remains: to what extent did the private sector help to solve the

+housing problem during the 1630s by the production of dwellings s0ld?

"1. Bowley (1945), op, cit. ».175
2. This was commonly erranged by meens of a collateral arrangement,
& J
most freguently on the basis of a builder's Fool arrangement. £See below

PP Tio-1t.
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Or to put it more directly, how great an impact did the production of
C dwellings sold by the private sector have on tile provision of
dwellings for the working classes? This question begs two further
and related questions. Firstly, what proportion of the working-
class population had bought, or were buying, their dwellings during
this decade? Secondly, from which section or occupation groupings of
the working-classes did they come?

The first of these que§tions may be answered by reference to the

results of the Kinistyry of Labour's Vorking Class Cost of Living

1292131.1 This inquiry was carried out bgtween October 1937 and July
1938 and took its sample from insurgd manual and non-manual workers
earning not more than 250 per year. The survey showed that 17.8% of
insured working-class households living in urban areas covered by the
sample were either buying or nad bought their dw.ellings.2 This
proportion can hardly be described as substantial; moreover, it would
be most extraordinary if in fact all of these families were buying or
had bougnt newly erected dwellings. The answer to the second question,
however, is less straightforward. Unfortunately the Miﬁistfy of Labour
Inquiry did not include an occupational analysis of any description for
the owner-occupier secticn of its sample, whilé there exists no similar
survey which éould fill this gap. All that exists are fragments of

evidence which can provide certain limited indicators.

l. The results of this inguiry were summarised in Ministry of Labour,
The Ministry of Labour Gazette, XLVIII, No. 12 (1940), 300-C5 and XLIX,
No. 1 (1941), 7-1l. bee also J. L, Nicholson, 'Variations in Working
Class Family Expenditure', Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, CXII
(L949), 359-418.

2. 1. Ministry of Labour, op. cit. p.302. The percentage within the
rural areas was 4.4%, ibid. p.1O.

ii. In 1931, the Marley Committee reported that "it remains true to
say that the great majority of the working-classecs are not in a position
(even if they wished) to buy their homes."  (IThe Marley Report, Cmd.3911,
pe.21). Clearly, seven years later the position had little changed since
it was an opinion accepted as accurate in mid-1¢37 by S5ir wmnoch Hill,
Chairman of the Halifax B.S. and a leading figure in the building society
movement.  KHB, June 1937, p.27-8.
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Firstiy, it is almost certain that households other than those
from the working~class occupied C dwellings. Indeed it is argued in
Appendix 4.3, on the basis of a consideration of family income, levels
of expenditﬁre on shelter, and the weekly cost of occupying various
types of shelter, that almost certainly substantial numbers of the
-middle-class were occupying new dwellings valued below £21 r.v.1 It
must be admitted of course that the proportion of middle-class house-
holds either buying, or that had bought C dwellings would possibly be
lower than such families renting similar dwellings,2 but even so the.
numbers were probably not small, and almost certainly they have been
underestimated and often unacknowledged in thé pést. It is therefore
clearly not true to suggest that simply by producing -C dwellings the
private sector was Building working—ciass dwellings,

It would also appear that simply by producing C dwelliﬁgs for
sale, the private sector was at the most only producing dwellings for
certain of the more prosperous types of.working—claés households. The
Abbey Road B.S., the largest London-based society during the thirties
and second onl& to the Halifax B8.3. in the country as a whole, by
stressing the importance of clerical workers and better-paid artisans

among its mortgage clientele during the middle and later 1930s, provides

~evidence in support of such a statement.3 While the HMinistry of Labour

1l. See below pp. R2B~4-., No attempt, either here or in
Appendix 4.3, has been made to estimate the proportions of this group since
there would appear to exist no immediate basis for an even tentative
approximation, In consequence this statement must be left in this rather
unsatisfactory way at the present time.

2. The probable consequence of & number of social and economic factors,
e.g., the purchase of a dwelling by = family would have reguired the
consideration of a greater number of factors than would renting, and would
undoubtedly have involved the equation of their econowmic position with
their conception of the shelter levels and environmental standaords suitable
to their social status and 'needs'. Renting in ygeneral would have been
considered a more temporary arrangewent, and in coanseguence, as long as a
rented dwelling possessed certain basic gualities and a relatively wodern
design, it would have been less iwportant if it fell short of LLe nouse-
holds conception of their ideal, for example in size or location.

3. lMowat, op. cit. p.480. BSuch a statewent is also supported by an
opinion expressed by Prof. Bowley in 1945 that for an 'ordinary working w
the only hope of a good new dwelling was a council nouse, and that normndj
suﬂh a person could not even hope for this in view orf the high rents chay
and the inadequate production. sowley (1045), op.cit. pp. 133, 179.
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Inquiry of 1937-8 already noted revea_led the limited extent of owner-
occupation among the urban and particularly the rural working—classes.1
In this context the difficulties in maintaining mortgage agreements with
building societies experienced even by some of the more elite sections
of the working-classes should also be acknowledged.2
It has not been possible to discover any direct evidence which

identifies the occupational structure of the'owner-occupying sections

of the worklng-class populatlon during the later 19308. On the other
hand, an amount of rather 1nd1rect evidence has been uncovered which
does help to give some identity to these sections of the population.
During the later 1930s for example it was not uncommon to find builders
offeriné special purchase terms to ce;tain occupational groups in an

attempt to encourage s_ales.3 The nature of these special terns

naturally varied from builder to builder. However, the selection of

the occupational groups would have been made on the basis of similar

-

criteria since a necessary requirement  would have been a high degree of

stability of employment in order to minimize the .lending risk involved.

In general, these groups were what might best be described as 'public

servants or employees

~

Two of the builders who provided such facilities and who advertised
their availability in 1936 were operating in the north Harrow area in

Middlesex. The first of these firms, Adams & Cole Ltd., described these

- 'approved purchasers' as including "civil servants and those employed in

- public bodies". The second firm, Cutlers Ltd., developing two fairly:’

large estates in the north Harrow and Pinner areas, was a little wore

1. See above p.l4R.
2. See below Appendix 4.3, pp. 222-~3,
3« This was normally, although not exclusively, with the knowledge of

the building societies concerned. Daniel, interview, 7.1l1l. 69.

SE.)

Sunday Express, 5 Jan. 1936, p.22. (oubsequently referred to as
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specific, advertising "special terms! for 'civil servants, bank and
insurance employees, and railway officials and workers'. To the
south of the river similaf facilities were also offered to the police,
postmen and busmen by G. T. Crouch Ltd. which was building widely in
the Surrey area in this period. Horeover, it would appear that
within this area they were not alone in ‘this practice.2 The interest
of postmen and transport wogkers in house purchase, and the frequency
with which such workers undertook such resﬁonsibilities in comparison
with individuals employed in other non-clerical working-class |

3

occupations was also noted by a number of other independent'sources.

On the basis of the evidence unearthed it would appear that the
demand for the purchase of dwellings valued below £21 r.v, in the MPD
during the middle and late 1930s could broadly speaking be categorised
into three.socio—economic groups.,+ The first group was made up of
lower middle-class households, which would have included the lower
grades of civil servant, teachers, local government servants, énd a

whole range of higher paid clerical workers employed in both industry

1. Ibid. In Bdgware and Kingsbury, Middx, other nousebuilders were
offering 'special terms to civil servants'! (The Houselands Gazette and
News, April 1933, p.l%; Practical Building Illustrated, July 1933, p.l _
(Subsequently referred to as HG and &N aad PBL respectively)), while it h
appears that at least one building society during the 1930s was willing %o
extend the loan repayments period reguired to over 30 years where the
purchaser was a member of the Civil Service or in some other 'safe' pension-
able occupation. Horston, interview, 25.8.69. _

2. Daniel, interview, 7.11.69. dickman and Bishop, now estate agents and
surveyors, worked as selling agents for G. T. Crouch Ltd. prior to 1939 under
the title Crouch Estates Sales ILtd. -

3. 1. For example during interviews with Seaton, 23%.1.70; Hefford,
31;10.69; Chaplin, 5.1.70; Ellis, 27.8.69; Beckett, 18.11. 69 (prior to 1939 .
Mr. Beckett was employed as a salesman by an interwar estate developer active
in Wealdstone, Harrow); Fairley, 18.11.69 (prior to 1939, Kr. Fairley was a
salesman on various speculative housing estates, particularly within the
Perivale area, Ealing, for which Clifford and Clifford Ltd. and Clifford
Estates Ltd. were the selling agents.)

ii, For a note on the possible reasons for the inclusion of transport
workers among the sections of the population considered to be 'good risks!',
see below Appendix 4.4.p.2229. ‘

. The inadeqguacies of the evidence mean that it is not possible to
indicate the relative importance of each group. Neither is it possible to
indicate the relative importance of tae various broad occupational
categories which constituted them.
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and commerce. Then. below this group theré lay two working-class
socio-economic groups:. on the one hand, the non-manual (clerical)
working-class households, particularly those with the wage-earnef
employed by banks, insurance companies and of course building societies,1
and, on the other hand, working-class hopseholds with wage-earners
employed predominantly in 'good risk'! %anual occupations. In view of
this it would seem reasonable to suggest tﬁat during the 1930s the
private sector did not succeed in penetrating very deeply into the
working-class market in itswproduction of dwellings for sale, nor indeed
had, in general, a great interest in producing fof a less prosperoué
working-class demand. At the most only the clerical and better-paid
manual workers appear to have benefi£ed.

In 1931 the Marley Committee forecast that "tﬂe con%ribution of
private énterprise to the solution of the housing problem Lwould] be
mainly confined to continuing the building of bou;es for sale.“2 From
the evidence it has been possible to draw together it would appear that,
if this was the case,3 then.as far as the housing problem during the
19%0s was a working-class probleﬁ and especially a problem of the mass
of the working classes who were employed in éemi—skilled and unskilled

occupations, the contribution of the private sector to its solution was

insignificant, As an agency for the provision of dwellings for sale

l. There would of course be an element of overlap between this second

socio~-economic group, and some of the elements that made up the first
group mentioned. For the purpose of this discussion, the .'class line'
between these two groups has been drawn at an annual income of £250.
This conforms with the 'line' adopted by the two major budgetary surveys
carried out during the later 1930s i.e. (1) the Working Class Cost of
Living Inquiry by the Ministry of Labour, op., cit.; and (2) the Middle
Class Household Expenditure Survey by the Civil Service Statistics and
Research Bureau in 1938-9, see P. Massey, 'The Expenditure of 1360 British
lMiddle Class Households in 1938.9', Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society, CV (1942), 159-96.

2. The Marley Report, Cmd. 3911, p.l9.

3. The accuracy of this forecast will be discussed below, see pp. |55‘74




153.
which were within the reach of the majority of the working-classes
prior to 1939, private enterprise quite obviously failed. Moreover,
its failure can be seen fo have been all the more complete when it is
remembered that, over the greater part of the Greater ?ondon CsA
between 1933 and 1939, private activity in C dwellings sold decreased
at a greater rate than it did in B dwellings sold,1 aﬁd that although
there is nolcomparable evidence available for England and Wales at

this time, it is probably fair to sﬁggest that this was also true over

a substantial part of the country between these years.

2. The importance of the contribution of private enterprise to the

solution of the housingz problem by the production of C. dwellings
to let .

Prior to 1914, rent was the fraditional form by which working-class

and middle-class families had paid for their shelter. For the working-

classes this remained fundamentally true during the later 1930s. The
working-class budgetary inquiry undertaken by the Ministry of Labour

showed that, in 1937-8, over 82% of the urban working-class households.

and 96,6%

of the rural working-class households sampled were living in

dwellings owned by a person other than themselves.2

In an article in 1958 a reassessment of the contribution made Sy
private enterprise to the solution of the housing problem during the
1930s was argued.3 If such a reassessment of emphasis can be
éubstantiated it would be .very much §pposed to opinion that has

generally been accepted and upheld by writers and commentators on this

subject over the past two or three decades. This concensus of written

opinion (both explicit and implicit) appears to leave little room for
doubt that the performance and the contribution of the unsubsidised

private sector in this sphere was not only relatively small in general

1. See above pp.l4l-2.
2. Ministry of Labour, op.cit. pp 304 and 10,
5+ Marshall, op.cit. pp.189-91.
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terms but was, in fact, insignificant from the point of view of housing

the majority of the working-class population,1 In fact it has been’
possible to discover only one authoritative source of comment thaf
provides historical support for Mr Marshall's thesis. Tﬁis is the
series of Annual Reports published by the Ministry of Health during the
later 1930s. Towards the end of the decadé the official view of the
Ministry of Health, that the extensive residentizl development aétivity
undertaken by the private sector had}been of substantial be;efit to tﬁe
working-classes, was being very clearly voiced in support of ‘the view
that the official housing ﬁoiicy, by thch the government had looked to

private enterprise as a primary source of supply to meet the general

housing needs of the working—cléss population, was being amply justified

by the results.2

1. E.g. The Economist, 12 June 1937, p.606; Political and Economic
Planning, Planning, 107, 5 Oct. 1937, p.3; The Ridley Report, Cmd.5621,
p.16; League of Nations (M.,B. Helgar), op.cit. p.28; F.C. Benham, Great - :
Brltaln under Protection (H.Y., 1941), p.233; Bowley (1945), ov.cit.

p.171; &lsas, Op.cit. p.7; A.P. Bec&er, 'Housing in England and Wales
during the Business Depression of the 1930s', Economic History Review, 2nd.
Ser., III (1951), 322-3; S. Pollard, The Development of the British

Economy, 1914-1950 (1962), p.260; Cleary, op.cit. p.235; A.J
A. Sykes, nousing Finance and Development (1965), p.235; Richardson &
Aldcroft, op.cit. p.209; The Housebuilder and Estate Developer, Aug.1933
?.158 (Subsequently referred to as H & ED); Lady (shena) Simon, Local Rates
and Post War Housing (1943), p.10; M. Bowley, The British Buildingz Industry
(Cembridge, 1966), pp.363-4. (aubsequently referred to as Bowley (1966)).

2. i. E.g. Ministry of Health 17th Annual Report 1935-6, Cmd. 5287 (1936),
p.74; 18th Annual Report 1936-7, Cmd.5516 (1937), p.lld; 19th Annual
Report 1937-8, Cmd.5801 (1938), p.l1l02.

ii. Superflclally at least such statements from the HMinistry would
seem to provide strong évidence for Marshall's thesis. On the other hand,
a complacency in the attitudes of the Ministry of Health during the second-:
-half of the 1930s on such matters as the impact of housing policy on the

provision of housing for the working-class population, particularly in the
poorer areas, has been noted and documented by the most eminent authority on
inter-war housing policy and provision within England & Wales (see Bowley
(1945), op.cit. p.159). It is evident that official statements made by the
Ministry concerning housing provision, in particular where it concerned
housing provision for the working classes, should be regarded with great
caution, In view of the probable anxiety of the Ministry to justify

- official government policy, it is possible that it was something less than

critical in its interpretation of the limited body of evidence that was
available to it at that time.

« Merrett and
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Marshall's conclusions therefore suggest that the contributors
to the concensus opinion on this question have been mistaken, either in
their evaluation of the evidence or in the conclusions that they
reached, Such a radical point of v;ew clearly demands careful
examination in order to see whether there exists sufficient grounds

for such doubt.

The data used by J. L. Marshall to support his arguments was
derived from the same source as that useﬁ in the first half of this
chapter.1 From the informaéion given on these cards he abstracted
aggregate figures for England and Wales showing the number of
unsubsidised dwellings built by private enterprise between 1933 and
1939, and the number and proportion of these that were let for both
B and C rateable value categories. Cn the basis of his evaluation of
these figures he then argued that the contribution of private enterprise
had been much "understated" in the pagt, and that in fact it had been
"clearly important" to the solution of the housing problem existing
during this period.2 In order to illustrate the prevailing attitude on
this question, and also to indicate the source of such attitudes, he
quoted what he considered to be a mistaken forecast made by the Marley
Committee in 1931,3 and the.misguided opinions of Prof. Bowleyq and
Prof. F. C. Benham5 on this matter. Thus, by doing so, he had implied
either their ignorance'of'the data or at least their failure to realise
the full significance of the figures in ter@s of the production of
dwellings let which were within the reach of the majority‘of working-

class families.6

1., M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished). See Appendix 2.\.FP.524PSZ

2. Marshall, op, cit. p.1l90. :

3« The Marley Report, Cmd.3%91l, p.25 ‘

Lk, M. Bowley, ‘'Fluctuations in House-building and the Trade Cycle',
Review of Economic Studies IV (1937), 171. (Subsequently referred to as
Bowley (1937)).

5. Benham, op.cit., p.223.

6. For further dlSCdSSlon on this point, see below pp. IS7-B.
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Having established to his own satisfaction the role- and the
contribution of priyate enterprise in this sphere, Mr Marshall then
wvent on to suggegt three reasons "for the considerable increase in
the private provision of rented accommoda’cion."1 He first noted '"the
fact that interest rates were low throughout the period" and that this
"must have been primary importance" since it meant that a reduction in
fhe levels of economic rent on any given property was possible.2 The -
second element suggested by Marshall concerned the "decline in building
costs in the 1930s" which would have further reduced the economic rent
that "it was necessary for the builder to receive",3 while thirdly he
claiﬁed that "the higher rents which new houses could command meant
that additional people were encouraged to become landlords.“&
Furthermore Marshall argued that it is possible to explain the willing~
ness of éeople to pay the higher rent levels which the cccupation of
such new dwellings involved in terms of the changing standards and
tastes which had taken place as a consequence of the houses built during
the 1920s having whetted the appetite of the community.5 According to
Marshail's argument therefore, this psychological change in attitudes
left people in many areas in a position where they had little option
but to pay the higher rent_levgls unless they were content to remain in
aécommodation which, in the light of the changing standards, they were

forced to consider adeguate.

1. Marshall, op.cit. p.1l90.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid, p.191

4, 1Ibid. The first two factors and the third factor mentioned above need
not necessarily be contradictory. For example, if costs fall, then the
overall cost of a given dwelling would also be likely to fall, e.g. from
£300 to £700, which would mean that the level of economic rent for that
dwelling would fall to something lower than the 'pre-cost fall! level. It
is qulte conceivable therefore that this 'post-cost fall' level of
economic rent could still be higher than that obtained on a £650 dwelling
prior to the fall in costs. It weuld also of course almost certainly be
above the level of controlled rents for a broadly comparable pre—l9l4
property.

5. Marshall, op.cit. p.191l.
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Sﬁperficiélly at least, Marshall's argument appoears extremely
persuasive. A Elose examination however reveals a number of weak-
nesses, not only in his accuracy of quotation and hié presentation-of
the facts, but also, as will be suggested later, in hié explanatiop
of the fact.-tl In ahy assessment of the validity of Mr Marshall's
argument, a number of points should be made.-

Firstly there is a relatively minor point concerning Mr Marshall's
attitude to the evidence be presented during his argument. As hag
alregdy been mentioned the statisfical evidence presented by Marshall
had been abstracted from records compiled by ?he Ministry of Health
from local authority housing returns made befween Oétober 1lst, 1933, and
March 3lst, 1939) and there is.clear inference from Mr Marshall's use of
quotation that, in his view, such figures were new to the argument,
having pfeviously.been either unknown or ignored by workers in this
field. - However, three of the statements he used to illustrate what he
termed the generally'accepted 'pessimistic! attitude towards the exact
proportions of the contribution of private enterprise to the solutioﬁ of
. the housing problem were originally made after 1933, two in fact coming
~ from work by Prof. Marion Bowley. The question must therefore he asked:
is it possible that Prof, Bowiey did not know of the tfend, and the-
proportions of the treﬁd, which Mr Marshall discusses? AIt is not
necessary to look fgr‘to discover an answer. From 1934 to 1939 the
Miniéfry of Health publisged a statement of the housing progress in
England and Wales.2 Within this booklet was publish;d an abs£ract of
the local authority hou§ing returns made to the Minis?ry, and over the
years it presented a‘similar quantitative picture for England and Wales

3

" to the one presented by Mr Marshall. These releases were much

1. See below pp. |&61=T4-. - -

2. Ministry of Health, Housing, etc. See above pp.f&@rﬁT for further
details., . : ) :

3. Marshall, op.cit. p.189.




158, .

publicised and discussed in the trade press of the speculative house-
building industry and, in fact, in 1945 Prof. Bowley specifically *
acknowledged them as a source.1 The other possibility, that the -
existence of the data was known but either ignored or unappreciated,
is also absurd since, again in 1945, Prof. Bowley accepts the
quantitative performance of the pri;ate housebuilding industry in

this sphere.2 There can therefore be no doubt that the quaﬁtitative
ané proportional data presented by l!lr Marshall on the aggregate
~production éerformance of pri%ate enterprise in Englaﬁd and Wales in
both B and C dwellings let has been acknowledged and accepted for some
considerable time,

The second point is rather more important. In his attempt to
establish with the greatest possible persuasion that the data he
presented cast a new light on this question, and a new light which
in turn demanded a reassessment of generally accepted opinion,

Mr Marshall was not entirély accurate 'in his reporting of all the
quotations he selected. The inacpurady occurs in Mr Marshall's

quotation from the book written by Prof. Bowley and published in

1945.3 Although Mr Marshall reports the first half of the gquotation
accurately ("In the twenty years of peace the collapse of investment by
private individualé in houses to let was fairly general."), the second
half ("... conditions [ were) highly unfavourable to the‘investmenL of
capitai in new houses to.let“j has rather been taken out of the original .

context in which it was made. The second half of the guotation was, in

1. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.271. !

2. Ibid. pe175.° ) A

3. i. Ibid. p.255% see Marshall, op.cit. p,190.

: ii. The first two quotations from Prof. Bowley's work came from an’

article published in 1937 (Bowley (1937), op.cit. p.171). This was in
fact reported accurately by Marshall, and made the point that the question

being discussed was the provision.to let for the majority of the working-

classes. See Marshall, op.cit. p.190.
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fact, a comment on the situation which prevailed dﬁring fhe 1920s and
did not apply to the whole inter-war period as Marshall's use of it
implies. Prof, Bowley's opinion on the performance of private
enterprise in the provision of dwellings to let during the years

just before 1939 was made quite clear 1atér on the same page when she
;tated that "the trend of developments ;n the last years before fhis

war has shown that, even when costs and interest rates were more or

less stable, private investment [in dwellings to let] had not revived

on a serious scale.'

There can be no doubt that in Prof. Bowley's opinion the economic

conditions during these years were far from unfavourable to investment

in dwellings to let. Moreover, when this is taken in conjunction with

her acknowledgment of the quantitative performance of the private
sector between 1934 and 1939 in the production of such dwellings,3 it

is clear that in 1945 she was quite conscious not'only of the shifts’
that had taken place in market conditions and the econo@ic environment,
but also of the extent to which the private sector had respénded to such
shifts. It is also clear that,'conscious of these things, Prof. Bowley
remained of the opinion she had published some eight years earlier that
during the middle and later years of the deqade the activity of the

private sector had failed to make any real impact on the housing problem

that confronted the majority of working-class families at that time.

The third, and last, point to be made on the more factual aspect of

Mr Marshall's- argument concerns his use of the absolute figures which

ie had abstracted from the Ministry records. At one important point in

1., The first part of the sentence for which the second part of this
quotation was taken makes this clear. "The general uncertainty about the
future course of costs, and the belief that they would in any case fall
sooner or later,..." Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.255.

2. 1Ibid. (underlining mine). ]

3, Bowley (1945), op.cit. pp.173, 175.

L, Bowley (1937), op.cit. p.171.
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his argument this usage is most ambiguousj Just before he made more
explicit his view that the contribution of private enterprise "was
clearly important!", Marshall, in order to strengthen.the basis of His
argument at this, its climax point, stated that

during these 5% years private enterprise was building an

average more than 60,000 houses a year for letting
As a statement taken.in isoiatiog this was, of course, absolutely true
since it includgd both B anq C dwellings. However, from the quotations
he selected to make the point concerning the novelty of his evaluation, ~
it would appear that in th;s:argpment Marshall was consideriné the
performance of private enterprise with reference to its "contribution ...
to the solution of the housing problem"2 which he appeared readily to

accept as being the problem of the provision of

working-class housé; of the required post-war standard at rents’

3

.which the majority of the working-class could or would afford.
In this context thérefére such a statement is distinctly untrue and
could serve only to exaggerate the actuél contribution of private enter-
prise in this sphere. If the houéiﬁg problem at this time was a
working~class problem,4 then it is clearly ambiéuous and unrealistic to
include the figures for dwellingé valued in the intérmediate r.v.
category within any argument. When this category is excluded, -the
figure for England énd Wales is reduced to an avérage of just over 36,500

dwellings a year, or a figure some 40 lower than that used by Marshall.5

Ao

l. " Marshall, op.cit. p.190.

2. Ibid. a quote taken from The Marley Report, Cmd.3911, p.25.

3. Ib1d a quote taken from Bowley (1937), op.cit. p.l71.

L., 'And Marshall himself appears to accept that the housing problem was
even more specific than this, i.e. a problem of housing the majority, or
more accurately more the seml-skllled and unskilled sections, of the
working~class population.

5. This represents something just over 12% of the total average annual
output for the same period. For aggregate figures, see Bowley (1945),

op.cit. p.27l.
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While evidence which can be found in Appendix 4.3 even questions the

‘extent that C dwellings may be taken as 'working class housing'.
These points must inevitably weaken both the basis and the force of
Mr Marshall's argument in quantitative terms, quite apart from any"
qualitative limitations which may stem from such an uncritical use of
the figures involved.

It is now necessary to examine Mr Marshall's explanation of the
fact, as he saw it,"of the considerable increase in the private
provision of rented accommodation. This, it is hoped, will be
helpful in é more exact evaluation of the qualitative nature of the
statistical evidence.

'Mr Marshall first looked to the low level of interest rates which
were operating over most of the deéade. The low level was the result
of the falls which had taken place early in the dec¢ade, and Mr Harshall
considered them to be of primary importance, via their manifestations on
the cost of investment, in the reduction of the level of economic rent
required on any given dweiling.1 However, the interest rates &e
discussed at this point in his article were the ordiﬁary market rates és‘
they had been affected by movements in the Bank Rate and by the
Conversion of the War Loan in 1932. For those investors buying
dwellings for cash, it is true that these changes could have been
influential. But, for those investors Qhose investments relied on a
building society mortgage, it was movements in, and the level of
building society.mortgage rates whith were relevant. In this coétext,
it should be noted that although occasional stories were told by builders
interviewed of being approached Qn the site by investors who were willing
to buy a number of dwellings for cash paid there ana then such examples
were extremely rare, and it would appear that the majority of people who

bought dweliings from private builders for investment purposeé financed

. 1. Marshall, op.cit. p.190.
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their purchase on the basis of a building society mortgage.1

In this light, it is obviously misleading to guote the level and
the size of the fall of the Bank Rate. The mortgagé rate of interest
of the building societies fell from 6% to 43/ between 1930 and 1935, on
average therefore a fall of only 1%%,2 and for owner-occﬁpiers it
remained at this level at least until 1938.3 Therefore not only was
the fall in mortgage interest rates for owner-occupiers only half the
size of that in Bank Rate, but also fell to a level which was more than
twice as ﬁigh as the Bank Rate. Moreover,‘where building societies
were financing investment in dwellings to let, the cost of such a loan
was even more expensi;e.' Throughout the 1930s, building societies
were far from anxious to lend their funds to landlords since, in the
opinion of the socie??est_dwellings bought for investment purposes were
far less desirable properties than were those bought by their futuré
occupiers.4 This - discrimination by the movement was showz in a very
real way and normally the interest charge on mortgagors intending to
purchase one or more dwellings as an investment was %% and sometimes 1%

higher than was the charge on mortgagors who intended to become owner-

occupiers.5

1. This was unquestionably the concensus of opinion among the builders
interviewed. As a major feature of the financing of the dwelling invest-
ment market it was also acknowledged by Prof. Bowley that 'it must be
admitted....that there have not been many signs of private individuals
trying to raise such money' from potential private mortgases. Bowley
(1945), op.cit. p.255.

2 Inev1tab1y movoments in such 1nterest rates varied from society to
society.

3. Bowley (1045), oE.c1t. p.278. Table 6, Col. 8; W.F. Stolper, 'British
Monetary Policy and the Housing Boom', Quarterlv Journal of Economics, LVI
(1941), 49,

b, Unlted Nations, Methodo and Techniques of Financing Housing in Europe
(Geneva, 1952), p.218; The Tlmes (1933), op.cit. p.17 in a chapter by
Walter Harvey.

5. Ibid; H.C. Heales and C. H Kirby, Housing Finance in Great Britain
(1938), pp.18-9. At least one socciety in fact discriminated in other ways,
for example by requiring the investor to have a 25% stake in the investment
(i.e. a 25 deposit), and normally a 15 year repayment period. My thanks
to Mr L.C. Cockle and Mr E.P. Smith of the Woolwich Equitable B.S. for
their help on this and other questions.
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Clearly therefore the interest rate charged on the loans to the
vast majority of private individuals who were buying dwellings in
order to let them as an investment during the second'half of the i9303
was significantly higher than the level that was indicatea by
Mr Marshall when he examined changes in Bank Rate and other non-
specific interest rates. This is ﬂot of course to suggest that a fall
did not occur in the cost of financing investment in dwellings to let,
nor that there was not a stability in the bﬁilding society mortgage
rates during the latter half of tﬁe decade. However, it is to say thaé
there is an obvious danger  that the size and significance of movements
in such rates may easily be over-emphasised if the wrong interest rate
indices are examined. It would appear that in this respect Mr Marshall
clearly did not heed the danger.

Elsewhere also it would appear that Mr Marshall failed to steer
clear of the dangers of exaggeration. This is particularly true in his
discussion of the length of time over which a private investor would
nofmall& personally discount his investment when éssessing the rentai
charge to be made. On this point, in order to strengthen further his
case for the primarj importance of the changes in interest rates,

Mr Marshall inferred that sixty years wasAthe normal period over which
private housing investment was discounted.1 Sixty years of course was
the discount period assumed for public housing and in theory perhaps a
private investor might well have considered that the normal life éf a
dwelling was of this order and hence privately consideréd ‘that to be the
investment period. bn the other hand, iq practice this would clearly
have been a poinﬁ for his own private accountancy, and when deciding the
llevel of rent to be charged on any given property the most coﬁmon

practice of private investors appears to have been to have included the

1. Marshall, op.cit. p.l9l.



164,
contracted mortgage repayments in full, in addition to whatever margin
of profit that heidemanded of his in&estment, and an allowance for
maintenance, repairs, and periods of vacancy.1 In conseqﬁence it is
probably reasonable to suggest that both the cépital and interes£
costs of such an investment were normall& discounted over a period of
twenty~five years. Any conclusion that the investment period to
which private investors normally looked was of such a length of .course
only serves further to undermine Marsh%ll's apgument of the primary
position §f interest rates in the considerationé of the majority of
residential property in?estors.

The level of intereét rates is not of course the only variable of
importance in the determination of the cost of an %nvestment that is
spread over a period of years. Also important is the actuél coét of
the production of the item in which such an investment is likely to be
made, 'Clearly the 1owér the initial capital cost of an inves%ment, the
less therg is to discount aﬁd also the lower the interest burden
involved. This in turn would meén fhat, where the investment was a.
dwelling, the economic rent would also be reduced. On this basis
Mr Marshall suggested that

a second factor which will have encouragéd the building of houses

for leeting was the decline in building costs in the 19305.2

According to the Maiwald Index, building costs fell by 10% between
1930 and 1933.3 By 1936, however, these costs had risen again; cutting

away half of the earlier fall, and by 1937 building costs had risen to a.

1
'

1. Both the rental evidence available, and the .comments made by
buildérs during the interviews on their own investment experiences, confira
this practice. See é.g. below Appendix 4.3, pp.20S-7.

2. Marshall, op.cit. p.191.

3. K., Maiwald, 'An Index of Building Costs in the United Kingdom, 1845-
. 1938', Economic History Review, 2nd. ser. VII (1954), 152.
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point above their 1930 level. This rising trend then contiﬂued right
up to the dutbreak of the second world war. The major contemporary
index of building costs, on the other hand, recorded a fall of 9.}%
between 1930 and 1934, with a recﬁvery by 41936 to a level above fhat
recorded in 1930.1 Building costs'between 1937 and 1939 then appeared
to stabilisé at a level 7.2% to 7.5% higher than their 1930 level.
Plainly, on the evidence from these iﬁdipes, it is not possible to see
any obvious or direct relationship between falling costs and the
incidence of private investment in newly rated dwellings (of any type).’
It is true that, during the }irst half of the decade, costs fell and
stood below their 1930 level. However it is equallx true that fro&
approximately 1935 building costs within the industry were increasing

steadily, and by 1937 at the latest stood at above their 1930 level.

In this context theggfore it is interesting that it was mainly during
the later 1930s that the official housebuilding returns indicated the
most striking increases in the incidence of investment in newly rated
dwellings within England and ’vlales.2 Such evidence éuggests that some
other explanation of the trend must be found, at least fgr the latter
half of the decade..

To digress for one moment from the considerations discussed in the
previous few paragraphs, there is one important question which should be
asked, On %he assumptioé that the falls which took place in building
costs and interest rates meant that the economic rent on.any given
dwélling was reduced, is it then accurate to suggzest that the new ‘'low!'
levels of economic rent charged,on-privatgly.built dwellings during the
Second half of the 19365 were rents which the majority of the working-

class could, or would, afford?

1. Published by The Economist.
2. Ministry of Health, Housing, etc.
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On the basis of the evidence available, the answer to this
guestion would seem to be in the negative. In 1933 the Conservative-
dominated National Government shifted the main responsibility for’
housebuilding for the general needs of the population from the shoulders
of local authorities into the lap of private enterprise. This was
achieved primarily by the final withdrawal of ‘the housing subsidies
granted under the 1924 (wgeatley) Act. The effect of this shift was
to nullify any beneficial effect on the rent levels of further local
authority héusebgilding which might have resulted from the general fall
in interest rates. The interest rate§~re1evant to private enterprise
(i.e. the building society mortgage rates) fell in this year to a level
somewhere just above the pre-fall average rates charged on capital to
the local authorities. _Ther;fore after the fall in interest rates, thé
financial burden on the majority of private investments was almost the
same as that of the local authorities prior to the fall. This
obviously left private in%estors in no better, and probably a worse,.
.position to provide dwellings at rents that the majority of the working-.
classes could, or would, pay than that in which the local authorities
had been previously, even when they had the advantage of the 'Wheatley

subsidies'.1 Moreover the abolition of the Chamberlain subsidy in 1929,

1. i. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.l33. B :

ii. They were probably in a worse position for at least two ‘reasons.
On the one hand, private investors, even under the 1933 Act, had to repay
their building society loans over 30 years, while, under normal conditiouns,
the period was even shorter, while LAs hormally spread their repayment
period over 60 years. And on the other hand, the private investor
normally demanded some element of immediate return, or profit, on his
capital, while LAs would naturally not have required this (ibid. p.179.)

iii., Although private enterprise had access to finance at lower
interest rates under the guarantee system of the 1933 Housing (Financial
Provns.) Act, this was not adopted on any scale by the building societies,
primarily because it was a less profitable form of business than was
mortgage finance for owner-occupation (Cleary, op.cit. pp.195, 223).
In fact, even had it been adopted by the building societies, it is probable
that the response from the private sector would have been very small, again
because the scheme was not considered to be sufficiently profitable in
contrast to building for owner-occuption. The aim of the 1933 guarantee
scheme was to provide dwellings at low rents which local authorities had
the power (and used the power) to determine. These rent levels rarely
provided the investor with any immediate profit, i.e. they were below what/
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during a period of fglling building costs, inevitably must have
significantly offset some of the likely beneficial effects which past
and future falls in costs would have had on the economic rents of ‘new
privately built dwelliné;s.1 . |

In 1930, the rents of subsidised dwellings were out of réach of
the majority of the working-class famil&es. In view of what has been
said in the previous paragraph, it seems‘hérdly likely that the rents
of unsubsidised dwellings after 1930 would have been any nearer fo the
pockets of this section of the population.2 In fact, it would appear
that the private sector during the 1930s was not able to produce
dwellings more cheaply than the local authorities had done during the
1920s, and in this light theré can be little surprise at the conclusion
reached by the Ridley Committee that the supply of'dwellings to let ét
low rents up to.the year 1937, and in the then foreseeable future, was

insufficient to warrant a gemeral repeal of rent .restriction.3

The above discussion has shown two things. Firsty it has shown
that movements in interest rates and building costs‘were almost
certainly not as important in their impact on the level of 'economic
reﬁts' as Mr Marshall has suggested. While sécondly, it has shown
that it is impossible to tracé any concrete relationship between down-

)

ward movements in costs and interest rates, and the increasing incidence

ctd/

the industry considered to be an 'economic rent'. (HEbldr, July 1937, p.2).

. However even had the guarantee system of the 1933 Act been adopted
willingly and on a large scale, it seems unlikely that it would have

achieved the aims of its sponsors in Whitehall in providing new housing

that the lower wage groups could, or would, afford. Bowley (1945), op.cit.
pp.178-9-

1. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.133.
2. An important variable: the movement in the real incomes of this
section of population will be dealt with later, see below p.
3. i. The Ridley Report, Cmd.5621
ii. The argument found within the last two paragraphs owes a considera-
ble debt to Prof. Bowley (1945), op.cit. pp.178-9.  Where evidence from
another source has been introduced this has been made clear.
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in private investuwent in dwellings to let. Returning now to ‘this
second theme,1 it is clear that some other variable(s) nust have

been more important in the increasing trend in suqh ﬁrivate investment.
Mr Marshall in fact may have put his finger on a more important
explanétion-himself when he mentioned the increasing ievel of rents

for which newly erected dwellings were being 1et.2 It would seem
likely that, from the mid-1930s to the outbreak of war, such increases
had a far more decisive influence on the actions of private investors
than did movements in either costs and/or interest rates.

Throughout the 1930s there existed a considerable latent demand
for dwellings to iet, and this was a demand that was by no means solely
restricted to the working-class sections of the populétion. " Earlier
in the decade this demand was.to some extent subdued and was not
uncommoniy chanﬁelled, almost forcibly, into.house purchase.3 -The
actions -and propaganda of the building societies, and the actions of
the speculative housebuilder54 nust have skimmed-off a fair amount of.
this latent demand. However, significant numders of tkose fazizies.
who preferred the idea of paying for their shelter‘in_the form of rent
must have rejected the idea of owner-occubation for any number of
reasons. Even during the 'owner-~occupier boonm' .of khé middle years of
the decade, the {igures show that priv;te investbrs were beginning to
appreciate the existence of a4iatent demand which was willing, if
neceésary, to pay airental charge for a newly erected dweliing considered
economically profitable by in'vestors.5 The appreciation of this deﬁand
by the private sector spread as the demana for owner-pccupation began to

stabilise. The increase in supply therefore would appear partly to

1. See above p. |ES.

2. Op.cit. p.191.
3. BSG, Sept. 1935, p.777; Simon, op.cit. p.lO.
4., E.g. Interviews with Seaton, 23.1.70; Hefford, 31.10.69.

5. Hinistry of Health, Housingz, etc.
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have been a consequence pf speculative housebuilders becoming more
willing to look for alternative outlets, other than sale to owner-
occupiers, for their pro&ucts as a means of maintaining their
turnover levels, and also partly the result of a growing appreciated
by thg private sector (investor and builder) of the higher, and rising
trend, in rent levels for newly bﬁilt dwellings. |

In Greater London in 1936/7, for example, the Ridley Committee
found that uncontrolled rent levels were 35% higher than the
controlled levels, while for the rest of England and Wales this
differential was considered to be significant.1 Furthermore, it was
found that the rent levels charged on ne;ly erected dwellings were even
higher than those on decontrolled property.2 Inevitably such levels
must have offered considerable inéenfive to private investment
(especially sincé it was‘aided, as it seemed to them, by relatively
cheaper investment costs) once the existence of the latent demand, and
the possible returns, had become apparent to thm.

In the light of the evidence discussed above, to find support for

Mr Marshall's suggestion

that the higher rents which new houses could command meant that
additional people were encouraged to become la,ndlords.3
in the findings of the Sub-Committee of the Central Housing Advisory
Committee of.the Ministry'of Health published in 1944 is therefore
perhaps not very surprising.. On the basis of their investigation the

Committee wrote of the 1930s that

the tendency of rents was to increase, a fact which encouraged

the production by private enterprise of new houses. for 1etting.4

However, in pointing to the role of the higher (and, as has been seen,

1. The Ridley Report, Cmd. 5621, p.l7. .
2. ‘The size of this differential was not stated however. ibid.
3. Op.cit. p.191. . -
4. 1i. Ministry of Health, Private Znterprise Housing (HISO, 194k4), p.10.
ii. In 1937, the increases in rent levels taking place during the
second half of the decade were described as 'very substantial'! in the major
London spec., housebuilder's journal. NHB, Aug. 1937, p.26.
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rising) rent levels in the expansion of private enterprise activity
in the production of dwellings let, Mr Marshall presents strong
evidence undermining the.significance'of this expansion in terms of
its contribution to 'the solution of the heusing problem', and in
this way simultaneously undermines the basis of his own argument.1

It has been pointed out above that movements in interest rates
and costs had little real influence on the ability of private enter-
prise to ﬁfoduce cheap dwellings to let during the first part of the
decade, and ‘certainly did not enable the privafe sector to produce.
such dwellings as cheaply ané with as low rents as the local authorities
had been able to do during the 19205.2 Also, it was pointed out that
from 1933/4 up to the outbreak of war building cos£s rose and that by
1935/6 any reduction in thé level of economic rent.on any given dwelling
which might have stemmed from the earlier falls in such cosis hgd almost
certainly been wiped out.3 - Clearly in view of this, for the vast
majority of thé working~classes to have benefifed from any increase in
the avaiiability of new rented accommodation, there would have had to
have been a greater real increase in the level of their incomes than had.
'taken place in  the level of rents for such dwellings. However this
clearly did not haﬁpen. In 1945, for eiample, Prof. Bowley bonsi§ered
that, although in theoryithe increése in real income which took place

for those in continuous employment dqring this period should have led to

l. Op.cit.pp.190-1.
2. See above pp. 16]~7.
3. i See above p. |64-.

ii. Before 1933 LAs, in spite of their advantageous and subsidised
cost position, had failed to provide houses for the working-classes (see
Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.167). If this was so, clearly this section of
the population would not have been able to afford the economic rent of a
privately built and let dwelling at this time. They were in the same -
_position in the early 1930s, as private building still cost more than had
LA building in the 1920s. Thereiore when economic rents rose, especially
during the later 1930s, this socio-economic group would have required a
real increase in .their income somewhat greater than the rent increases if
they were to benefit from the great availability of accommodation.
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an increased ability and capacity to pay higher rents,

it was improbable ... that the increases were sufficient,
particularly among the lower wage groups, to meet the new

situation1
The opinion of the Swedish economist, Helgar, was rather stronger,
and in 1939 he went as far as to say tHat the rise in prices during

the second half of the decade must have adversely affected the supply

of rented accommodation for the lower paid workers? Four .years later

Lady Simon pointed out that the only way the newly erected small houses
built and let by private entérprise before 1939 could have been occupied
by the families for whom they were built was if the rents had been

3

lowered by artificial means. While Dr M; J. Elsas, another contemporary
~authority, confirmed the inability of the major section of the working-
class to afford an economic rent for even the most economically guilt and
chéaply financed type of dwelling being erected duéing the late‘IQBOs.
Writing in 1945, Dr Elsas noted the number of inquiries that had been
undertaken which had shown that in the vast majority of cases, it was out
of the question for the avefage working man, with the wage rates of the
day, to pay an economic rent even for a ﬁew dwelling built by a local
authority.4 While only-a few years ago a similar opinion was published,
on}y this time with specific reference to the activity of private enter-

5

prise during these years,

On the basis of the evidence researched it would appear that the
most important factors in the increase in new dwellings to let,
particularly from 1935 onwards, was the gradual and increasing appreciation

by private investors of the existence of a body of latent demand for such

1. Ibid. p.179; For an attempt at an estimation of the rise in working—§
class living standards during the early years of the 1930s, see P.Sargant
Florence, 'An Index of Vorking Class Purchasing Power, Journal of Political
Economx XLIV.(1936).

League of Nations, op.cit. p.29. (underlining mine).

3. Op.cit. ».10.

4. Elsas, op.cit. p.7.

5. Richardson and Aldcroft, op.cit. p.209.
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property, and the higher and increasing rent levels which could be
successfully charged for such dwellings.'l It also appears probable
fhat movements in interest rates and building costs did little, if
anything, even during the early 1930s, to %lace the new dwellings
which were built, and later let, within the reach of the vast
majority of working-class families; and, to the extent that the
provision of such dwellings during the first part of the decade was
encouraged by such changes, it would appear likely that it was those
miédle—class households interested in renting their shelter whiéﬁ
benefited rath;r than families on any lower income level than this.
During the second half of the decade interest rates remained stable

and costs increased, aﬁd although the former may possibly have

encouraged investment in houses to let, it can have done little to

reduce the leQel of 'economic rent' at which any given dwelling‘built
could be let, while the latter can only have had the effect of
incréasing such levels.

On the other hand, it is highly probable that the existence of
higher and increasing rents, in part stimulated by increasing costs,
did play an important role in encouraging private investment back into
new residential p;operﬁy. Therefore, as there were no significant
falls in the level of economic rents (on any given property), it would
appear likely that the factor which did most to encourage private
investmeﬁt in this sphere, wﬁether it was in B or C dwellings, waé the
very féctor which ensured that this new and increasingly available
accomnodation would remain out of the reach of the majority of working-

class families. Indeed, the evidence would appear to indicate that,

1. It was suggested in 1937 that rents were rising as a consequence

not only of the pressure of demand, but also the rapidly increasing costs
of both labour and materials. NHB, Aug. 1937, p.2b6.
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during the second half of the decade, such accommodation was quite
possibly placed even further from the reach of the large section of
the population continuously employed in ndn-skilled or non~clerical
occupations than it had been a few years earlier, and that perhaps
this was also true for many skilled worke?s.

The evidence for the Greater London OSA does nothing to disturb
this pictufe. Admittedly further work 'is required on the data held
at the Department of the Environment before conclusions derived from
data for Greater London can ?e generalised with confidence to a
national level, On the other hand, the data for the OSA, particularly
when analysed in the lizght of the evidence presenteq and the conclusions
reached in Appendix 4.3, does appear to provide substantial support for
what Marshall wogld call the 'pessimistic view' of the impact of the
contribution of the private sector to the solution of the housing
problem of the 1930s, Iﬁdeed, the outer suburban experience provides
evidence which suggests tha£ perhaps the views of some of the
'pessimists! may not have been expressed strongly enough., For exampie,
Prof. Bowley (an authority twice quoted by Mr Marshall as a 'pessimist')

wrote in 1945:

Those who had maintained that private enterprise was more than
capable of providing the houses needed were justified by the
event, Those who had gone further and maintained that private
enterprise and private investors would succeed in solving the
other part of the problem, the provision of houses to let at

rents within the reach of the ordinary working class families

. 1
were wrong.,

1. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.17l.

§
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There can be no doubt that fhe Greater London evidence supports such

a statement.1 More thén this howevef, the evidence showé that for
over 84% of the 0SA the interest of the private sector was apparently
moving increasingly towards the production of the intermediate, or
middle-class type of dwelling during the second half of the decade.a
Such evidence inevitably fosters the suspicion that not only did the
private speculative housebuilder not provide dwéllings at rents within
the reach of the majority of the working~classes,3 but also that, left
to his own devices within a relatively unrestricted economic environ-
ment, the interest of the private sector tended to move away from the
production of C dwellings, both 'to let' and 'for sale'. There can be
no doubt of the importance of this fact in any evaluation of the role
of private enterprise as.a provider of shelter during these years. It
meant thét not only did the private sector in soﬁe areas fail iﬁ any
attempt to provide for the 'ordinary working-class man' but also it
would éppear that in general a posi;ive decision and move was made by
private housebuilders, presumably on grounds of’profitabilipy, not to

maintain any attempt at such provision,.

1. And thus also has an obvious bearing in any discussion on the extent
that the Conservative-dominated governments of the 1930s were Justified in
their belief in the capacity and ability of an unsubsidised private house-
building industry working within a free market environment to provide a
solution to the general needs aspect of the housing problem by providing a
sufficient number of new dwellings at the required price levels.
Marshall's writing secemed to suggest that the attitudes and housing
policies of these governments were justified. . The Greater London and
other evidence, and an analysis of Marshall's work and argument, demonstrate
without a doubt that such an attitude was, at the very least, misguided.

2. See above pp. I132-7.

3. Tor evidence.on, and a thorough analysis and discussion of, incomes,
rents, and the meaning of the r.v. categorisation used in the Ministry of
Health's housing data, see below Appendix 4.3, pp. 188 -228.
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Appendix 4.1. Table 1. The total numbers of dwellings (up to £105 rv)
newly rated within outer suburban local authority areas
and built by unsubsidised private enterprise between 1st
October 1933 and 31st March 1939.7 ‘

ie 1.10.33 to 31.3.36. iv. 12 months to 31.3.39.
ii, 12 months to 31.3.37. ve Aggregate of 1.10.33 to 31.3.39.
iii. " 31.3%.38.
Up to £20 rv £21 - £35 rv i
Date £36 to | Grand
sale rent total sale ‘rent total £105 rv total
(1) (2) (3| @) (5) 6 | (@ | ¥
Enfield UD ~
i, 2389 158 2547 | 1114 36 11501 227 | 3924
ii. 606 155 861 921 230 951 163 1975
iii. 838 491 1329 917 63 980 150 | 2449
iv. 1127 652 1779 872 98 970 140 2889
Ve 4960 1456 6516 3824 227 L4051 670 11237

Edmonton UD

ie . 2508 12 2520 3674 - 107 3781 79 6380
ii, 21k 215 L2g 200 - 700 31 1160
iii. 278 Sk 332 663 - 84 747 . 21 1100
iv. 352 3 356 375 83: 458 | 6 820

Ve 3352 284 3637 | S412 274 5686 137 9660

Southgate MB

" 10 13 885 239 1124k

i. 3 791 1928
ii. 1 2 , 3 217 186 403 431 837
iii, 1 4 5 151 193 . 344 557 906
iv. - - - 58 242 300 456 756
v. 5 16 21 1311 860 2171 2235 ! L4427
Hornsey MB ‘ - .
i. 3 4 7 101 212 313 ‘ 663 ' 983
iie s - - - 13 241 251 113 | 367
iii, - - - - 29 29 62 91
ive 1 1 2 - 58 58 86 1 146
Ve 4 5 9 114 540 ésh 924 1587
Tottenham MB ]
i. 18 5 23 331 85 416 25 464
ii. .26 26 52 22 2 24 4 80
iii. - 8 8 20 2 22 2 32
iv, - 164 - 164 7 22 29 - 193
Ve LL 203 247 380 111 491 31 769
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(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Wood Green MB
ie - 6 6 109 68 177 121 | 30k
ii, - 20 20 147 71 218 12 150
iii. - - - 6 30 36 6 42
iv. - - - b 5 9 1 10
Ve - 26 26 266 174 440 140 506
Hendon MB
1. 410 101 511 | 3408 591 3999 | 1766°| 6276
iie 46 5 51 705 koo 1195 585 1831
iiie. 30 8 Lo - 437 139 516 260 878
iv. 65 26 91 L 144 538 225 854
v. 555 140 695 | 4554 1364 6308 | 2836 | 9839
Finchley MB
i. 2 15 17 238 253 Lol 823 1331
ii. - 1 1 35 226 261 338 600
iii. - - - 7 103 110 240 350
ive - 1 1 Lo 212 252 . 298 551
Ve 2 17 19 320 794 1114 1699 2832
Frien Barnet UD
ie 8 206 214 235 142 377 243 834
ii. - 34 3k, 5 138 143 56 233
iii. - C14 14 L 145 149 61 224
iv. - - - 15 32 L7 26 73
v, 8 254 262 259 L9 616 386. 1364
Barnet UD
i. 251 47 . 298 1210 "18 1228 1000 .2526
ii. 55 82 137 142 15 157 172 L66
iii. 19 20 39 78 - 78 24k 361
ive 1 2 3 73 11 84 214 301
V. 326 151 479 1503 Ly 1547 1630 3654
Harrow UD
i, 1234 909 2143 | 10253 351 10604 ob3 | 13690
ii. 281 - 281 | 3909 - 3909 588 | 3778
iii. 520 - 520 2932 - 2932 381 3833
iv. 403 - 403 1537 - 1537 322 2262
Ve 2438 909 3347 | 18631 351 18982 2234 | 25553
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

wast Barnet UD

i. 282 10 292 1907 59 1966 765 3023
ii, 124 Vi 131 827 99 926 177 1234
iii. 109 17 126 290 101 391 123 640
iv, 90 12 102 by - 111 552 156 810
V. 605 L6 651 3465 370 3835 1221 | 5707 .
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178.

'i.

v @ 3w G @@ | @
Brentford and Chiswick MB R
i. - 7 7 66 170 236 | 286 | 529
iie - - - 3 . 238 241 86 327
iii. - - -t - 8 8 1 22
ive - - - 61 61 68 119
v. - 7 v 69 477 546 | sk | 997
Heston and Isleworth MB _ .
i 980 154 1134 - 2247 220 2467 | 1069 | 4670
ii. 528 125 653 764 107 871 L2 1566
iii. 169 68 237 690 76 766 66 1069
v, ok 24 120 185 77 262 L1 423
v. 1771 . 371 21k 3886 580 4366 1218 7728
Feltham MB
i. 2k59 2k 2483 191 - 191 1523 4197
ii. 338 338 676 63 1 64 24 764
iii. 393 389 782 72 L 76 22 880
iv. 313 377 690 124 4 137 17 . 844
Ve 3503 1128 L4631 450 9 468 1586 6685
Twickenham MB
i. 1077 379 1456 1544 558 A2102 581 4139
ii. 321 89 Lio 685 285 970 Lok | 1874
iii. 251 60 311 ol 348 - 822 198 | 1331
iv. 3kl 90 431 391 2h6 637 154% | 1222
V. 1990 618 2608 | 2894 1437 4531 | 1427 | 8566
Acton MB . . ‘
iv T & 51 51 163 236 399 250 | . 700
ii. - 3 3 2l 31 102 9 114
iii. - - - 3 178 181 11 192
iv, - 1 1 41 Y 88. 58 147
Ve - 55 55 228 s542 770 228 1153
Ealing MB .
892 163 1055- | 3755 716 L1 1203 | 6729
ii. 137 100 . 237 1749 229 1978 354 | 2569
i, 118 . 13 131 859 222 1081 179 1391
iv.e . 3 5 8 685 - 486 1171 808 1287
Ve 1150 281 1471 | 7048 - 1653 8701 | 254k | 11976 -
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179.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Southall MB
i. + 1255 42 1297 334 6 340 27 1664
ii. 157 187 344 193 2 195 14 553
iii. 68 83 151 52 31 83 3 237
iv, 25 Ly 66 15 13 28 18 112
V. 1505° 353 1858 594 52 646 62 2566
Willesden MB
ie 16 91k 930 L4z 2Ly 687 446 2063
cidi. - 96 96 78 48 126 89 311
iii, 1 68 69 L 135 139 68 276
iv. - 27 27 3 647 655 132 814
Ve 17 1105 1122 533 1074 1607 735 3464
Wembley UD B
i ©.306 535 841 2741 451 hig2 733 5%66
ii. 123 247 370 1002 . 761 1763 278 2411
iii. . 53 242 295 881 PLY] 1428 - 227 1960
ive 10 64 74 552 366 918 - 203 1295
v. h92 1088 1580 | 6176 2125 8301 | 14kl | 11432
Hayes and Harlington UD
i. 653 269 922 145 26 171 | 1011 | 2104
ii. 17 379 1296 109 2 111 - 8 1415
iii. 1240 " 899 2139 183 7 190 9 2338
iv, 692 . 983 - 1675 74 10 84 ? 1766
v. 3492 2530 6032 511 45' 556 1035 7623
Ruislip-~Northwood UD
i. 1577 171 1748 | 1786 140 1926 214 | %888
ii. 740 . 200 . 940 774 150 924 | - 87 1951
iii. 538 240 778 1161 100 . 1261 86 -1 2125
iv. 710 101 811 1348 309 1657 110 2578
V. 3565 712 Lo 5069 699 5768 497 10542
Uxbridge UD .
ie 534 129 - 663 351 ' 45 396 29 1088
ii. 21 346 367 124 22 146 6 519
iii. . 47 919 966 121 57 178 26 1170
iv. .79 580 - 659 149 -7k 223 L7 929
Ve 681 197k 2655 | - 745 198 943 io8 | 3706
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180.

(1) (2) 3> | W ) 6 | < | ®
Yiewsley and \lest Drayton Uﬁ
i. 36 106 142 30 27 57 6 205
ii, 72 26 98 8 1 9 - 107
iiil- 95 27 82 16 2 18 1 101
iv, Lo 28 68 5 - 5 1 74
v. 203 187 390 | 59 30 89 8 487
Penge UD
i, - 8 8 35 S L6 - 5k
ii. - - - 4 L2 46 - k6
iii. - - - 2 90 92 5 97
iv. - 2 2 40 331 371 - 11 384
V. - 10 10 81 ol 555 16 581
Beckenham MB [
i. 732 15— 747 1741 6 1747 735 3229
ii. : 3 L 7 375 47 422 347 776
iii. 12 2 14 180 58 238 312 564
iv, 3 14 17 192 73 165 193 275
Ve 750 35 785 2488 184 2572 | 1587 Loky
Bromley MB ‘
ie 263 5 304 | .1592 97 1689 30% 2296
ii, 17 26 43 356 42 398 128 569
iii. 9 9 18° 305 78 383 95 Log
iv. 36 9 4s 317 81 398 67 510
v. 325 85 - 410 2570  298. 2868 593 3871
Orpington UD _
i, 578 35 613 | 1732 26 1758|552 | 2923
ii. 322 37 359 759 28 787 | 177 1323
iii. 287 Ly 328 623 16 639 -162 1129
iv. - 370 146 516 615 55 670 135 1321
Ve 1557 259 1816 3729 125 3854 1026 6696
Crayford UD
i, 661 104 965 43 - 43 38 846
ii. 243 65 308 12 - 12 20 340
iii, 195 105 | 300 14 - 14 6 320
ive 107 140 247 10 - 10 2 259
v. 1206 b1k 1620 79 - 79 66 | 1765
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(1) (2) (3) (%) (5 (6) ;7) (8)
Chislehurst and Sidcup UD
i. 2815 351 3166 1687 87 1774 296 5236
ii. 487 16 50% 252 6 258 92 853
iii. 270 4o 310 343 - 343 85 738
iv. 154 85 239 234 82 316 90 645
Ve 3726 oo 4218 2516 . 175 2691 563 7472
Erith UD
i. 816 8l 900 25k 4 258 3 | 1161
iie 696 24 720 225 3 228 1 949
iii. 409 17 426 326 1 327 b 757 -
iv. 548 17 565 286 13 299 7 871
Ve 2469 142 2611 1091 21 1112 15 3738
Bexley UD
i. . hbh3 - 4hh3 | 3125 - 3125 171 | 7739
ii. 1161 - 1161 851 - 851 81 2093
iii. 707 - 707 505 - 505 28 1240
iv. 704 - 704 540 - s40 22 1266
V. 7015 - 7015 5021° - 5021 302 12338
Merton and Morden UD
i. 70 38 108 1787 110 1897 " 92 | 2097
ii. 21 . 75 96 1163 353 1516 © 50 1662
iii, 226 130 356 1288 281 1569 18 1943
iv. 48  1h9 197 67% 368 1041 19 1257
Ve 365 332 757 4911 1112 6023 179 6959
Mitcham MB
i, 121 299 ' k20 | 1437 275 1712 46 | 2178
ii. 194 185 379 273 - 32 305 17 701
iii. - 15 15 22k 50 274 1 290
iv. - 34 34 281 L2 323 14 371
V. 315 533 848 2115 399 261k 78 3540
Wimbledon MB
i. -3 35 38 205 178 " 383 621 1042
ii. 1 27 28 97 46 143 190 361
iii. - 46 ~ 46 12 183 410 150 606
ive 2 6 8 35 25 60 93 161
Ve 6 114 120 Loy 432 996 1054 2170
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182.

(L.

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Kingston-upon-Thames MB
i L7 17 64 800 ' 15 815 1014 1893
ii, 1 2 3 141 85 226 108 337
iii, 9 - 9 83 23 111 8 128
iv. - - - 182 . ok 276 57 333
Ve 57 19 76 1211 217 1428 1187 2691
Malden and Coombe MB
i. 68 3L 102 1451 v 1495 885 2482
ii. 14k 18 162 656 - 655 135 953
iii. 13 83 96 611 - 611 92 799
iv. 5 - 5 278 - 278 134 hkiv
V., 230 - 135 365 2996 Ly 3040 1246 4651
Surbiton MB
i. 1065 190 1255 878 202 1080 " 439 2774‘
ii. - 282 80 362 133 93 326 127 815
iii. 282 149 4z 253% 192 Lhis 79. 955
ive 292 226 518 232 245 Y 14 1136
V. 1921 645 2566 1496 732 2328 786 5680
Richmond MB
i. - 5 5 - 122 122 ‘ 454 581
ii. 1 1 2 88 20 108 222 332
iii. - - - 51 4 55 141 196
iv, - - - 4o L 53 20 73
'R 1 6 97 188 150 338 837 1182
Barnes MB
ie - 16 - 16 10 77t 87 213 | 216
ii. - - - 4 2 6 95 101
iii, 1 3 L 81 b1 122 3L 160
ivae 1 2 3 22 2 2k 72 99
v. 2 21 23 117 122 239. b1k 676
Creydon CB
ie 126 320 Lug'| 2693 260 2953 862 4261
ii. 28 18 L6 894 69 963 319 1328
iii. - 96 96 1043 313 1356 238 | 1690
iv. - 190 190 259 408 667 34y 1201
V. 154 624 778 4889 - 1050 5939 1763 8480
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Coulééon and Purley UD
i, 145 77 222 1446 217 1663 1019 2904
ii. 55 L, 96 690 66 756 193% 1045
iii. 34 L2 76 478 37 515 122 713
iv. - 9 9 290 50 340 194 543
Ve 23k 169 ko3 | 290k 370 3274 | 1528 | 4205
Sutton and Cheam MB
i. 2473 198 2671 2104 180 2284 642 5597
ii. 132 37 169 359 180 539 201 909
iii. 118 18 136 346 109 4ss 85 676
iv, 59 7 66 211 92 303 177 546
Ve 2782 . 260 3042 3020 561 3581 1105 7728
Carshalton UD -
i. 378 196 — 574 788 135 923 112 1609
ii. - 105 - _ 50 155 233 98 331 Ll 530
iii. 67 6 73 151 50 205 33 311
iv. 183 22 205 77 92 169 30 Lok
Ve 733 274 1007 1249 375 1628. 219 2854
Beddington and Wallington UD
i. 2k .13 37 553 71 62k 213 | 874
ii, 26 - 26 206 - 206 71 303
iiie - - - 300 - 300 21 - 321 .
iv. - - 155 - 155 77 232"
v, 50 13 63 1214 71 ‘1285. 382 | 1730
East Ham CB .
i 195 233 428 6 - - 6 4| 438
ii. 77 - 77 14 - 14 1 92
iii. L6 - L6 2 2 - L8 .
iv. 21 L 25 5 38 43 - 68
Ve 339 237 . 576 27 38 65. .5 646
West Ham CB
i. 255 86 341 15 4 19 11 371
ii. 29 22 51 34 1 35 1 87
iii, .28 29 57 11 16 27 1 85
iv. 1 26 27 7 6 13 - 1To)
Ve 313 163 476 67 27 9l 13 583
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184,

(1) (2) (3) ) (5) (6 @ | @
Lelton MB
i. 28 53 81 132 25 157 - 238
ii. 3 - 3 13 1 14 1 18
iii. 6 62 68 28 179 197 3 268
iv. 15 205 220 1 60 61 - 281
ve 52 320 372 a7k . 265 429 4 805
Walthamétow MB
i. 183 128 311 913 28 941 61 1313
ii, 50 27 77 125 Ly 169 16 262
iii. 13 27 ko 48 149 187 4o 231
iv, - 19 19 211 134 345 26 390
V. 246 201 447 1297 355 1642 107 | 2196
Chingford UD
i. 4031 7i761 4792 | 1098 25 1123 50 | 5965
iie 228 121 349 621 T2 693 45 1087
iii, 173 107 280 586 16 602 26 | 908
Tiv,. 150 72 222 221 L6 267 16 505
ve 4582 1061 5643 | 2326- 159 2685 137 | 8465
Woodford and Wanstead UD '
i. 759 70 829 885 79 964 358‘ 2151
ii. 108 89 197 296 1hk Lho 183 825
iii. 74 58 132 180 100 ° 280 201 613
iv. 132 - 132 240 42 282 56 470
Ve 1073 217 1290 1601 365 1966 803 | 4059
I1ford MB .
i. 1527 121 - 1648 4113 77 4290 116 6054
ii. 499 98 597 1402 156 1558 63 2218
iii. 573 161 634 1277 214 1491 76 2201
iv. 609 184 793 745 179 924 - L6 1763
Ve 3208 564 3672 3837 626 8263 301 2236
Dagenham UD
i. » 1769 182 1951. 65 9 74 79 2104
ii. 374 277 651 77 .5 82 2 735
iii. 265 787 1052 51 23 74 5 1131
iv. 103 347 450 98 102 200 7 657
V. 2511 1593 Liok 291 139 430 93 Lé627
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(1) (2) (3) (1) (5) 6y | (8)

Barking MB
ie 217 Lo 257 430 18 448 - Ll | 749
ii, 52 - 52 248 3 251 9 312
iii, 6 3 9 240 - 240 1 250
iv 130 15 145 110 6 116 - 261
Ve 405 58 463 1028 .27 1055 sS4 1572

Romford MNB 4
ia 160 19 179 1435 48 1483 246 1908
ii. 4 - 4 | 504 " 75 669 124 797
iii. 3 ? 10 778 610 1338 129 1527
iv. 243 214 4s7 419 152 571 79 1107
Ve 410 2k0 650 32;6 885 4111 578 5339

Hornchurch UD
ie - 759 174 933 2602 343 2945 525 4403
ii.. 207 58 265 1510 34 185k 164 2283
iii. 221 138 359 1645 171 .1816 183 2358
iv, 682 204 886 808 2h2 1050 82 2018
V. 1869 574 2443 6565 1100 7665 954 | 11062

Source: M.0.H. Statistics (unpublished)

1. Local authority areas as constituted in 1937 and lying within the
1965 boundaries of the, GLC -area, see above Fig. 2.l.n.1 and 3.1l.

2. Although not tabulated in this work the level of activity (i.e.
dpa) within each area can be calculated from the information
provided in this table and Appendix 4.1l. Table 2 below.



Appendix 4.1 Table 2 The area in acres of the

local authority areas1 constituted in 1937 which

lie within the 1965 boundaries of the G.L.C. area-

and outside the pre - 1965 boundaries of the

London A.C. aréa.2

L.As Area

North Middlesex

Enfield
Edmonton

. Southgate MB
Hornsey MB
Tottenham MB
Wood Green MB
Hendon MB
Finchley MB
Frien Barnet

Total )
Part of Hertfordshire

Barnet
East Barnet

Total --

. North Middlesex and part of

Hertfordshire
West Middlesex

Harrow

Brentford and Chiswick M3
Heston and Isleworth MB
Feltham ’
Twickenham MB

Acton MB

Ealing MB

Southall MB

Willesden MB

Wembley

Hayes and Harlington
Ruislip-Northwood
Uxbridge

Yieusley and West Drayton

Total

Kent

Penge

Beckenham MB

Bromley MB

. Orpington

Crayford

Chislehurst and Sidcup
Erith

Bexley

Total

Acres L.A. Area
' Surrey
12,401 Merton and Morden
3,896 Wimbledon MB
3,763 Mitcham MB .
2,872 Kingston on Thames MB
3,013 Malden and Coombe MB
1,607 Surbiton MB
10,373 Richmond MB
3,475 Barnes MB
1,340 Croydon CB
Coulsdon and Purley
k2,740 Sutton and Cheam MB
Carshalton
4,290 Beddington and Wallington
*
2,644 Total
6,934
195 Essex
East Ham CB
49,674 West Ham CB
Leyton MB
Walthamstow ME
lg’ggg Chingford
7’219 Wanstead and Woodford
4’925 Ilford MB
7’013 Dagenham
2’318 Barking MB
8’?83 Romford MB
2’606 Hornchurch
]
4,635 Total
6,290
2’;32 Greater London
10:240 Outer Suburban Area
21277 :
85,941
770
5,937
6,513
9,838
2,523
8,959
3,860
4,869
43,269

Source : Census of England and Wales 1931, op.cit. p.23

1. Except where otherwise stated, all areas were urban districts.

2. For a map, see above Fig. 3.1l.
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"Appendix 4,2. A brief explanation of the choice of time period
’ used during the discussion of unsubsidised private
residential construction activity

The period discussed is the relatively short oﬁe of five and a
half years. The reason for this is that the records of the local
authority returns to the Ministry of Health do not provide details of
either the value or the tenure of unsubsidised private dwellings
built and newly rated before lst October 1933.1 While, at the other
end of the period,.the outbreak of the Second World War and the
consequent revision of priorities meant that from September 1939 less
interest was taken'in the collection and recording of housing
statistics. The consequence of this was that the two six monthly

returns recorded after 3lst March 1939 gave no detail save the figure

. —

for E?tal activity.

The five and a half year period is broken down into seven separate
tiﬁe-periods. The first of these periods covered the two and a half
years between lst Octobgr 1933 and 31lst March 1936, while the remaining
six the subsequent six monthly periods up to 31s€ March 1939. The
data, aggregated into three twelve-month periods (April/Harch), can be

found tabulated in Appendix 4.1, Table 1.-

1. M.0.H, Statistics (unpublished).
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Appendix 4.3. The data: its meaning and its limitations .

The information returned to the Ministry of Health by individual.
local authorities enables a far closer scrutiny of the activities of the
private house-building industry in one area between 1 October 1933 and
31 March 1939 than has previously been attempted.1 The form of the
data allows analysis to be made over this 5%-year period in terms of
both the net rateable value ané the type of tenure of the dwellings
recorded. ,However,'"it is never safe to take puglished statistics at
their face value, withou£ knowing their meaning and 1imitations..."2
&his is of course also true of unpublished statistics. It is therefore

necessary to discover as far as possible what in fact the data, and in

particular what the categories specified within the data, represent.

L

1. The data

(a) General: quantitative

The form of the data would appear- to be in terms of the number of

‘houses built? within each LA area during the time periods specified,

and has in fact been used as such.3 However, such an interpretation is
not strictly accurate. It would seem probable that the records of

housing activity had been abstracted from returns made to the Ministry

1. M.O0.H. Statistics (unpublished). ~ See also Appendix 2.1. pp.

: After 1933 subsidised private housebuilding activity represented
only approx. 0.75% of total private activity in England and Wales.
(Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.271.) It is probable that within the 0SA
this figure was even lower, It therefore seems reasonable to ’
accept the unsubsidised figures as representing total private
activity without introducing significant distortion into the
accuracy of any analysis or conclusions based on such figures.

2. A. L. Bowley, An Elementary lManual of Statistics (7th edn. 1952),
P. 72, Prof. A. L. Bowley continued ",.. and it is always
necessary to criticise arguments that are based on them...", see

' above pp. I52-74-. '
¥ %, Marshall, op.cit. p.184-91.,
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of Health by the rating departments of all LAs in England and Wales.1
It is therefore probable that they represent a record of the number of

'dwellings newly rated' within each local authority area during the

time periods specified. Clearly this would be something different

from a record of 'new dwellings compleied‘ (or 'dwellings built')
which would have resulted if the returﬁs had been made by Building
Surveyors' Departments.-

In theory.at least this could mean that any impression conveyed
by the Ministry's staﬁistics wéuld be a distortion of the true picture
of the number of dwellings built within the various time periods. Such
distortions could possibly have arisegﬂiog at least two different
reasons., For example, it was quite‘possible for a timé lag to have
occur;ed between the }completion' date of a dwellinghand the recording
of its assessment fo? rating purposes., - This was the conséquence of the
assessment procedure apparently adopted by most ngzwhereby a new
dwelling was normally assessed not on its completion but as soon as
possible after its occupatipn.3 Clearly, if such time lags.did exist
it would be important for any analysis of the Ministry statistics using
relatively short time periods to acknowledge them since they may well
have resulted in an overlap with some new dwellings being completed

during one time period but being recorded -in the Ministry.records during

l. This is indicated by the form that the statistics themselves take.
2. During the years following the 1925 Rating and Valuation Act (15 &
16 Geo.V. ¢.90) the responsibility for the ratings assessment of property

was. in the hands of the LAs.

3. 1t was only at this point that it was possible to cla851fy the
dwelling according to its tenure. There is evidence ‘that this was the
practice within at least three suburban areas in Greater London (in the
south, north, and east respectively), moreover the three officers inter-
viewed were unanimous in their opinion that this was the common practice,
Interviews, 5.1.70; 21.1.70; 23.1.70. (For obvious professional reasons,
all three officers wished to remain anonymous.).

-
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1

the next. The degree of the overlap, and hence the distortion,

likely to occur at either énd of a‘relatively short time period
within any area, would naturally have varied according to the length
of the lag that occurred between the completion of dwellings and
their véluation for rating purposes wiﬁhin that area. The converséf
tions with officials who worked in LA rétings departments before 1939
indicated that generally speaking little time elapsed between the
occupation of a dwelling (whether by its owner or otherwise) and its
valuation. Consequently it would seem likely that the mostlimportant
element in any time lag that might have occurred would have been the
period between completion and occupation. This being the case;~
clearly any such time'lag is likely fo have been greater during periods
of low demana (rather than ﬁigh demand) and to have been increasing
during périods of falling demand. .

However, as with so many arguments, it is noé the more.theoretical
suggestions that create the severest problems, but the quantification of
those suggestions. It is so in this case and any attempt at an accurate
assessment (or even a vague impréssion) of the actual sizé‘or importance '
of such overlapping within individual areas is fraught with problems of
evidence. For example, there can be found no statistical evidénce (or
any other kind of evidence for that matter) on eitherséAregional or a
local level, to cross-check the vaiidity of the assumptions mgde'gbove.
There can be found no_évideﬁcevon a local level enabling an assessment
of either changes that took place in demand levels, or to what extent

such changes made themselves manifest in terms of larger time lags

between completion and occupation (or in other ways, such as the slowing

l. The importance of such lags would become less important as a
distorting factor the longer the time periods that were involved. It is
therefore probable that over a period of five or six years, such as Oct.
1933 to March 1939, the significance of such lags would be negligible.
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up of building operations by the builder etc.) And lastly there c;n
be found no evidence on the basis of which relationships could be
derived between shifts in demand, on the one hand and the number éf
dwellings remaining unsold by the time of the completion and the
length of the time period between this date and that of the sale, and
subsequently the occupation, én the other.

There is also another probable reason why the Ministry of Health
statistics presented an inaccurate picture of 'new dwelling$ built’'.
This was the likelihood that dwellings other than those newly
completed were included in the LA housing returns since they would élso
have included dwellings which for any reason were reassessed either
upwards or downwards. Broadly speaking such dwellings fell into two
categories, On the one hand there would have been dwellings into
‘which had been built some additional facility: most commonly, perhaps,
a garage - which could add as muc£ as £5 or £6 to the annual net rateable
value of a dwelling. On the other hand, possible examples of
‘conversions' of old properties into "flats' would also have been
included in tﬂe figures of dwellings which were assessed and rated
within any given time period.1 Where such conversions occurred their
immediate impact on the figures would not have beeﬁ small. For example,
the fact that one large old house had been taken off the rating lists
would not have been noted in any current figures‘being prodﬁced;
hpwever its reassessment as four separéte dwelljngs (flats) certainly
would have involved the addition of the number of the flats created to
such figures.2 The same would be true in the case of 'additioms'.

In theory at least there appears to be a number of reasons for
suggesting that the picture indicated by the Ministry figﬁres could not

be accurately described as a picture for the number of new dwellings

1. TFor greater detail on this type of activity and its incidence, see
below p. |93~-G.
2. Interviews with ratings officials, (south) 23.1.70; (north) 21.1.70.
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built. Howevers in reality, how important were these phenomena in
distorting this picture? The absence of evidence makes this
impossible to quantify, particuiarly since the position almost
certainly would have varied from area to area.1 In view of this,
and the lack of coﬁparable alternative data, all that it is

possible to.do is to accept the figures for what they are, in spite
of their inadequacy, and to utilise any conclusion derived from them
as 'indicative' of botﬁ the 'probable sifuation' and the 'probable
changes' thét took place. To leave the discussion in this position
is admittedly unsatisfactory, but, it is felt, inevitable,

(b) General: gqualitative

The point has been implicitly maintained above that the Ministry
of Health data relates to all dwellings rated within the various time
periods cited, and not to all houses.2 This needs to be explicitly
stated, since although in Greater London at least housebuilding may
have dominated the activities of the residential construction industry
at this time, it by no means monopolised then. This fact is probabl&
more important when private activity in dwellings 'to let'! is being
considered because the 'non-house' residential units which would have
been included in this data were .primarily 'flat type' developments
which were normally lef in this period.

These 'flat type' developments would have taken various (related)

forms:

(1) The flat proper. Between the wars this was found constructed within

two~storey structures, within blocks of more than two storeys,3 and

situated above shops.

l. Sce also above pp. 27-9.
2. Cf. Marshall, op.cit. pp.184-295, .
3. Unless they wera luxury dwellings, flats were rarely built higher

than four storeys. Above this height the builder would have had to
considex installing a lift mechanism of some sort.

Lk, These were a common feature of the landscape of any developing
residential area between the wars.
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(2) The Maisonette These were rarer, although two-storey flats

were commonly and mistakenly called 'maisonettes'. Where they wetre
" built they were generally found above shops or business premises of

some description.’

(3) Conversions This was the division of older, generally large, houses
into a number of separate self-contained dwellings or flats, each of
which would be individually assessed for reting purposes.1

However, what is the evidence for the existence of such dwellings,
and what was their importance in terms of the total number of dwellings
newly rated?

First it must be acknowledged that there was a continual geeeral
demand for rented property in Greatef London during these years, even
though this was a period of high residential activity and tﬂere was no
shortage of new dwellings available for owner—occupation.2 - Clearly
Jtherefore, given that some of the people who made.up thie demand were
willing to live in flats, there existed a level of demand for 'flat
type' accommodation. Furthermore, - there is some evidence to suggest
that to some extent this demand Qas fulfilled.

By the end of the decade most of the major residential development
firms were conetructing two-storey or maisonette-type flats, the vast
majority of which were to 1et.é

"eee in the years immediately preceding 1939 a fair number of.such
flatted houses were built in BEngland ... Most of them were for letting

and obviously they [were] most suitable for this purpose...”

1. Interview with ratings official (south), 23.1.70.

2, The existence of a huge excess of demand for rented accommodation
as late as 1939 in England and Wales, and particularly in the Greater
London suburbs, was pointed out by Lady Simon, op.cit. p.10. While the
same scarcity of accommodation had been noted earlier in the decade by
Walter Harvey (Burnley B.S. and Chairman of the Building Societies
Association during the later 1930s). See NHB, Aug. 1937, p.26; Buildin
Societies Gazette, Sept. 1935, p.777. (Subsequently referred to as BSG, )

3. D.g. see 58, 5 Jan.1936, p.22 and 9 Feb.1936, p.22; NHB, July 1937,
p.28 and Aug. 1937, p.l5.

4, H. Ashworth, Housingz: Housing Standards (1947), p.36.
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One large firm, Bunting Construction Co. Ltd., in fact specialised

entirely in the construction of two-storey flats and built extensively

in many different areas in the outer suburbs. Also, during the

second half of the decade, it was possible to find many examples of
local builders who shifted part or all of their attention from house
construction into this field.? Early in 1938 H. B. Bryant, writing
on the building industry, noted that domestic building was mainly in
houses and flats but acknowledged that the "progfess has unquestionably
been in the development of flat constfuction" and that such a flat
construction had probably been "most marked in the South ;f England
including London...”,2 while in the revised edition of one of his books

¥, Howkins commented on the large numbers of blocks of flats which had

been erected in the London‘suburbs in the years prior to 1938.3

However, 'this was not solely a late 1930s phenomenon, for a leadiﬁé
.frade paper drew the attention of its readers to a burst of flat -
building wnich had taken place in the south-west and the Surrey suburbs
dufing the second half of 1933,4 while at about the same time a
contractor admitted to having extensive interests in flat developments
(both in small blocks and two-storey structures) in the north-westernm,
"the western and the southern areas of the London suburbs. Further, he

was quoted as saying (with reference to new flat construction of the

l. E.g. C. A, Pilgrim Ltd. in Enfield, Drayton Green Estates Ltd. in
Ealing, Basil Gordon Ltd., W. L. Raymond (builder) in Edgware, A. E.
Watson Ltd. in Bexley, W. T. Wood. & Co. Ltd. in Hayes (Middx), Neasdon
Property Co. Ltd., Central London Building Co,Ltd. in Kingsbury, Greenford
Estates Ltd., in Greenford, G. L. Gorwyn Ltd., in Stanmore, R. C. Campbell
Ltd. in Wembley. Also, & number of the larger ‘'regional' firms were
active in this sphere, e.g. Davis Estates Ltd., New ldeal Homesteads Ltd.,
G. T+ Crouch Ltd., Hilbery Chaplin Ltd., and, to a less extent, Wates Ltd.

2. Bldr, 14 Jan. 1938, pp.115-6.

3, F, Howkins, The Development of Private Building Estates (2nd edn.
1938), p.109. (Subsequently referred to as Howkins (19381).

4, PBL Jan. 1934, p.296. '
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type in which he was interested) that ... especially in London, there

has been a tremendous development in the last few years".1

There is also some evidence to suggest that activity in conversions

was fairly strong in the OSA during the mid-19305.2 Furthermore, out

of every one house converted anything up to four or five separate

dwellings might result.3 Normally, unléss the amenities of a

particular dwelling were exceptional, the assessments made on converted

flats were rarely above £13 r.v. (£20 r.v. in ﬁPD).u Together.these

facts meant that in areas where conversions were taking place, the

number of units added to the local authority records of the number of
dwellings newly rated in the lowest category would have been several
times greater than the number of older houses which were converted during
any given period; and it would seem that this number was by_no means
small, In 1934 a méﬁﬁg; of a large London firm of auctioneers and
estate agents was quoted as séying that large numbers of large old
houses wére being bought annually by "investment buyers for conversion
into f].ats”.5 ‘

This observation was also made later in the same, and

the following year in the same publication,6 although unfortunately no

specific information was offered.7

1. E. Betham, ed. Housebuilding 1934 6 (c.1934), p.95.
vas not named.

2. PH, June 1934, p. 392.-

3, 1t could of course conceivably be a greater number than this,
however normally it was lower somewhere between two and four,
with ratings officer (south), 23.1.70.

4, Interviews with ratings officers, 5.1.70, 21.1.70, 23.1.70.

5. The official opinion of Chamberlain and Willows, quoted in BSG, Feb.

6. E.O. see 1b1d April 1934, and April 1935, p.74.

7. It is not necessary to look very far for reasons why there was
activity in this sphere during the 1930s, and especially during the middle
years., Part of the.explanation is inevitably the interaction of the
demand and supply forces mentioned earlier (see above p.I93) which resulted
in a scarcity of accommodation to let. However another part to the
explanation must have sprung from the existence of the boom in the
construction and sale of small houses and the consequent flooding of the
very thirsty housing market with low- and medium-priced small houses.
consequence of this was the accelerated obsolescence, and hence the
depression of the values, of the older and larger pre 1914 properties.
This is a process that is not difficult to understand in the light of the

size, labour-saving nature, and other advantages of the new smaller
properties. It was clearly reflected in the assessment made by

The developer

Interview

One
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As with the previous section (i.e. (a)), it is this lack of any
specific evidence, either on an aggregate or local level, that
pfevents any quantification of the actual importance of 'non-house
-dwellings®' in the Ministry data. The only evidence it has been
possible to find has been on a rather non—specific secondary level
and indicates that in the outer suburbs, and probably in most
expanding urban areas, the creation of flat-type dwellings in these
&ears was a not insignificant feature of private residential building
activity. It is also highly likely that to this extent this type 6f
residential development has figured in the pe?iodic local authority
returns made to the Ministry of Health.1 More than this however it
is not possible to say.

2. The meaning of the rateable value categories by which the data is
' divided

Between the Armistice and September 30, 1933 the records held at
the Mimistry provide no detailed figures of the activity of private
unsubsidised residential builders. However, between 1 October, 1933
and 31 March, 1939 the products of this activit& were recorded in three
distinct categories according to their rateable- assessment. In the
Greater London\area (or more accurately, the MPD’, therefore, all such
dwellings newly rated were recorded in categories where net rateable
values (r.v.) were below £21, between £21 and £35 inclusive, aad éetweea
£36 and £105 inclusive.g Obviously- therefore before it is possible to
use the detail of the data it is necessary té attempt to evaluate the

type and price of dwelling found recorded in the various categoriés.

/Chamberlain & Willows that the value of large pre-1914% houses had fallen
during 1933 by between 154 to 20%. ibid. Feb, 1934, p.159.

1. Conversions appear to be a more common phenomenon between approx.
1932/3 and 1936/7 than during the last few years, while activity in two
storey flats seemed to accelerate towards the end of the decade.

2. For all other areas of England and Wales, the categories were (1) .
below £14 r.v.; (2) 814 - %26 r.v. inclusive;.and (3) £27 - £75 r.v.
.inclusive.
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(a) Interwar rating~assessmént

Dwellings between the wars were given a double rating assessment:
a gross rateable value and net rateable value, the latter assessment
being derived from the former. The gross rateable value (g.v.) has

been defined as

.»s the rent at which the hereditamen% reasonably be expected
to let from year to year if the tenant undertook to pay all
usual tenants' rates and taxes and the landlord undertook ,to
bear the cost of the repairs and insurance and the other
expenses, if any, necessary to maintain the hereditament in a

state to command that rent.-

From this assessment of g.v., a r.v. for the property was derived .in
theory by the deduction of a sum which was considered to be
representative of the annual costs of repairs and insurance.
However, during the 1930s it would appear that in few areas did this
reduction bear any direct resemblance to these costs. In some areas
the deduction was father an arbitrary figure, while other area§
attempted to use this as a means of graduating the burden of the rates
on the behalf of the small householders.3

Superficially at least'the evaluation of the'type_and price of
dwellings'to be found recorded in the various categories used by the -
Ministry would‘appear to be straightforward enough since the g.v.

represented the assessed annualvinclusive rent of any property and .the

-

i

1. i. Rating and Valuation Act, 1925. Section 68, quoted in C. D.
Bailey, R. E. Lake, W. G. E. Ormond, and H. J. Wright, The General Rate
(3rd edn. 1967), p.lk2.

ii. During any reassessment g.v. was calculated on the rental
evidence of that dwelling during .one particular year. As a reassess-
ment took some time the year taken was normally a number of years prior
to the declaration of the completed reassessment. Thus the reassessment
of 1934 was made (the word ‘'calculated! is too precise) on the basis of
rental evidence taken largely from 1932, while the reassessment of 1952
(the first to have been systematically calculated on the basis of ‘
considered assumptions) used 1939 as its base year. Interviews with
ratings officials (south) 23.1.70; (north), 21.1.70.

2. Hinistry of Health, Valuation for Rates, 1939 (HMSO, 1944) p.6;.
Bailey, Lake, Ormond, erght, op.cit..p.42. :

3, Slmon, op.cit. p.3.




198.

r.v. the approximation of the annual exclusive rent of that dwelling.

-

Hence if this relationship between 'rent' and rateable values existed,

a dwelling that had been given a valuation of :227/201 between 1934

and 1939 should have had an inclusive rent of approximately 10/5d. per
week, and an exclusive rent of approximately 7/83d. per week. Similar-
ly a dwelling rated at 343/352 should have had an inclusive rent of
approximately lé/6%d. per week and an exclusive rent of approx. 13/6d.
per week. In this light therefore it would seem that a dwelling
recorded in the lowest rating catégory was let during these years at a
weekly inclusive rent of below approximately 10/6d., while dwellings
recorded in ﬁhelintermediate category were let at inclusive weekly rents
of between approximately 10/6d. and l6/6-%d.3

However, although this picture appears clear and straightforward

¢

enough, such an impression almo§t ¢ertainly misrepresents the true
picture in at least two respects.

(1) During the 1930s the assumptions, procedure and rules on which
rateable assessments were carried out, both over the country as a whole
and within individual regioné and areas, were far from uniform,
Furthermore, many of the assumptions used in this process by many Las,
with whom the responsibility for ;ssessment lay, had been quite
arbitrarily derived. This was also true of their application, a
deficiency fostered and exagéerated as a result of the absence of any
clause in the 1925 Rating and Valuation Act insisting on the usé of

fully quelified assessors,.and the absence of ény specific guidelines

" within it. In view of the above and the fact that there were

l. I.e. £27 g.v./520 r.v. This is an actual example of the differen-
tial involved between these two figures, and was taken from the records
of the Rating Dept. of Hendon UD. The dwelling was at Burnt Oak,
Edgware. )

2. Also an example from the Hendon records,

"3, This would appear to indicate the accuracy of prev1ous explicitly
and implicitly stated opinlons on the types of dwellings recorded within
these categories.
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approximately 1,500 separate LAs in England and Vales each in<
chérge of the assessments within their own areas, the extent of the
inconsistency and irregularity taking place in the.eﬁaluation of
property between areas and even within are;s must be obvious.

Although it has not been possible to discover many actual
examples to use in support of these points, evidence has been
uncovered which does serve to illustrate them in addition to fu;ther
indicating how unreliable the rateable categories could be as
indicators of the types of dwellings built if taken solely on their
face value. Firstly, the striking differences between the methods
. of valuation used by LAs can be seen by a comparison of Barnet UD

and Barking UD located respectively in the northern and eastern outer

London suburbs. It would seem that during the 'thirties the official

yardstick used by the Barnet rating department was that a valuation.of
between 72d. and 93d. (depending on the location of the dwelling)

would be put on évery superficial footage of a dwelling (i.e. the

square footage of a dweiling on the basis of its external measurements.)
"The official yardstick of Barking was quite different, however,'with a
value of between 8d. and 9d. placed on e?ery sguare footage of carpet
area within a dwelling (i;e. the square footage‘of the inside area of
the rooms of‘a dwelling, excluding the stairs, the halls and any
passages).2 | The possible variation ig-valuation levels within even

the O3A can clearly be imaginéd from this example, and its existeﬁce

and extent must be even more apparent when it is realised that;'prior

to the 1956 revaluation, individual LAs had little or no immediate

L. The lack. of uniformity between areas and within areas, and the
arbitrary nature of rateable assessment was noted in an article in H & ED,
Mar. 1938, and it was a point stressed by all three ratings officials
interviewed. ' S :

2. Interview with rating official (north), 21.1.70.



200,

contact even with adjacent authorities on evaluation matters.1
Secondly, the arbitrary element which must have existed in many of
the assessments made within individual areas must at times have been
extremely large. For example, in Southgate in north London the
inter-war assessors were faced with a newly built road running down

a hill. The houses were, ﬂo all intents and purposes, identical in
specification and it was found later that the inclusive rent charged
on a number of those tﬁat had been let was virtually identical.
However, when it came to their assessment the LA assessors had
decided that tﬁe lower down the hill a dwelling was built, the poorer
its position, and therefore the lower valuation it should be given.
These houses were consequentli divided into blocks, delineated by the
junctioﬁs which cut the road at progressively lower points on the
slope and each on this bésis were assessed, From conversation with
aésessors who had experienced inter-war practice it would seem that
such examples were by no means isolated.

(2) "... there is more than a little suspicion that houses buiit
betwéen the wars were undervalued for rating purposes."2 Moreover
in making this statement there can be 1little doubt that Dr Cleary has
understated the situation. Another, and this time contemporary,
source observed that seldom did local aﬁthorities assess g.v. at 100%
of the 'correct valuation'3 and that if an observer examined in detail
the rating practice within the approximately 1500 LAs of England énd
Wales he "would find that the houses built since 1919, costing anything -’

up to about £800 were, in very few areas, assessed at 100% of their

- . s ~ 4 e e = s

1. Ibid. This point was also made independently by the two other
ratings official interviewed. If this was true for the adjacent areas
‘how much more must it have been true for areas in different parts of a
locality, or the country?

2., Cleary, op.cit. p.235.

3, For definition, see above p. 97
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rent ...”.1

In facﬁ Lady Simon calculated that only 26 rating areas
assessed the small modefn house then being built at 1004 of its .
rentable value.2 For the rest her evidence showed that practice
varied widely, ranging between 40/ and 1005, and she calculated that
the average level for England and Yales as a whole was only approximately
69% of rent.” However, whatever the c;use of this undervaluation (and
the irregularity of this undervaluation), it appears quite clear that
its existence shows that a translation from r.v. to 'type of dwelling
built' (or perhaps more importantly the class of the occupant of the
type of dwelling builtj within any area just is not possible without a
rather more detailed examination of the relationships involved, if any,
in actual individual cases within specific areas.

Yet again the problem of evidence is paramount. It is true that
newspaper and other advertisements often stated the price, and/or the
weekly outlay (repayments or rent), however it was extremely rare to
find any statement of the r.v, of the dwellings advertised, or even the
probable weekly rate payment.required. For rating information therefore, !
it was necessary to rely on sales’brochures.u In consequence it must be

appreciated that it has been possible to ovtain only a limited number of

1. Simon, op.cit. p.8-9. The assessment of larger dwellings tended to be
far more accurate than smaller dwellings, however, from other evidence the
price level noted in this quotation could be increased with accuracy up to
at least £1,000. Interviews with ratings officials on 5.1.70, 21.1.70, and
23.1.70. ‘ )

2. I.e. only approx. l.7/% of the total number. ibid. p.9.

3., de. Ibid. The reader is not told specifically why g.v. assessment levels
were so far below 'correct valuation' levels nor whether it was intentional,
although it was noted that some areas did attempt to graduate the rate burder
on the small householder (see above p.l97 ). However for the most part it
would séem that it was the great variation in assessment technique etc. used
by different LAs that was most important in creating this situation.

ii. This situation was confirmed by two of the rating officials
interviewed (north), 21.1.70; (south), 23.1.70.

k., As can be imagined those brochures that have survived are now few and
far between. Moreover, even some of those that were uncovered did not
supply this sort of information.
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examples, which inevitably must similarly limit the basis of any
conclusions that are drawn from them.

Within the Greater London area during the seconé half of the
fthirties it would appear that a £19-£20 r.v. was the assessment which
was generally placed on a dwelling with a price of between £650 and
5700.1 A tentative suggestion should also be made for the upper
limit of the intermediate valuation category (£21-£35 r.v. in M.P.D.)
even though the evidence is even more sparse. One of the assessors
interviewed suggested that in these years this would probably have been
a dwelling costing approximately 5950.2 Alone of course this is not
fully satisfactory; however, broadly speaking the fragmentary
published evidence researched aoes seem to support this assessment and
in fact suggests thaﬁN}t_yas perhaps a little 1ow.' For example, a
semi-detached Laing house priced at £1060 and built on their Broadlands
Estate in Edgware around 1937-33 was valued at £35 r.v., while ;
detached house on the same estate which. sold at £1095 was given a

valuation of &£34 r.v.3 To the south of the river in Hayes, Kent,

Charles Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd. were selling houses valued at £33 r.v.

1. i. For references supporting this conclusion, See below pp.204-8.
ii, The fragmentary evidence obtained did show that in some areas the

upper figure was rather greater than this. In Southall, Middx. in 1938/9
houses that were selling at £680 were assessed at £17 r.v. (Clifford
Estates Ltd., .Sales Srochure, The Towers istate, Southall (n.d.). My
thanks to Mrs. B. Howard of G. #ard (E£aling) Ltd. for access to this
brochure). While to the north, in Sudbury, a few years earlier, a house
that had been assessed at £19 r.v. had been sold for £775 (Osbourne,
interview, 12.10.69), and in Abbey Wood, Kent, the figure appears to have
been around £750 on some estates (Southern Railway, Southern Homes - Kent
(1936), pp.10-11.). However to forestall possible criticism that the
figure has been placed too highly, it has been decided to use £700 as the
estimate of the highest value of a dwelling to be found valued within the
lovest r.v. category. .

2. ‘Interview with ratings official (south), 23.1.70.

3. John Laing & Son Ltd.; Sales Brochure (n.d.) :
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on their Hayes Place Estate a few years earlier for-£945,1 while in
Mill Hiil, in north;west London, houses with a r.v. of £31 were being
sold in 1938 at prices rangiﬁg between £995 and 51105.2 In the
light of these examples perhaps an assessment of between £1000 and
£1050 would be considered reasonable,

Although the evidence presented i; not substantial and it haé
not been possible to allow fully for the iﬁconsistencies of rating
procedure and fractice occurring between areas, it has been possible
to suggest tentatively a certain range of price levels for dwellings
valued at stated r.v. levels. It is now necessary to establish
broadly the level of inclusive weekly payments required in order to
purchase dwellings sold at these priées during the years after 1934,

An attempt to establish an average inclqsive weekly payment level
for any given dwelling is of course not without its problems, for many
variables existed which could have affected it. -For example, the |
proportion of price required as a deposit, the rate of interest
charged for purchase finance, the length of repayment allowed for the
purchase loan could all influence weekly repayment levels one way or
another, On the other hand; by‘l936 possible variation from such
sources had been minimised. There was é’uniformity among the
majority of building societies.with respect to interest rateé and

periods of loan, and, although there was some variation of the level of

i

deposit required (depeﬁding normally on the attitudes of the builder
rather than the lending agepcy), for the most part deposits demanded on

small house purchase stood at about 5% of the building society.

]

l. Sales Brochure, Hayes Place Estate (n.d.). My thanks to Mr F. Tipples®
of the First National Housing Trust Ltd. for access to this brochure.
2. Geo. Reed & Sons Ltd, Sales Brochure, Golf Course Estate, Edgware

(n.d.)
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valuation.1 After 1936 changing costs were probably of greater
importance in any shifts in the weekly payment levels of any given
structure and thus would probably have had an upward influence.
Examples taken from the middle of the decade ére therefore of far
more relevance than they would have yeen if the fall in costs of the

first half of the decade had continued.

(b) The upper limit of the lowest r.v. category

A number of examples from various areas have been collected in
the hope that they will begin to show the sort of inclusive weekly
payments actually demanded of the purchasers of dwellings probably
valued at .£20 r.v. or just below. In Hayes, Ken£, a semi-detached
house, sold in the mid-1930s at £655 on a mortgage to be amortised over
23 years and requiring a deposit of approximately 8%, cost 20/102d per
week inclusive to buy;2 while in Orpington, Gleeson Developments Ltd
were selling dwellings at £695 (5% deposit) which could be pﬁrchased
for 20/1d. per week inclusive;3 and to the north in Abbey Wood, houses
sold at £720 were being bbught.for an inclusive repayment of 23/8d.u

To the north of the river the situation seems to have been fairly simila

In EZssex, for example, a house built in Romford in 1936 by Hilbery

1. Almost invariably the building society valuation of a dwelling
coincided with the builder's selling price. (B33, Dec. 1933, p.900. This
point was also made by almost all persons interviewed.) The practice
among builders concerning the proportion of that valuation/selling price
required as a deposit did vary however, albeit normally within a
relatively narrow range. For example, John Laing & Son Ltd rarely sold a
house with a deposit of less than 7% of the selling price. On the larger
house (i.e. those houses selling at over approx. £1,000) the deposit was
normally 10% or more (a building society requirement of all builders).

2. Henry Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd, op.cit.

3. Gleeson Developments Ltd, Sales Brochure, Gleeson's Orpington
Estate (n.d.)

« Southern Railway, op.cit. pp.1l0-1ll.
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Chaplin Ltd, .with an assessment of £19 r.v., was priced at £625 and
cost an outlay of 23/6d4. per week to purchase,1 while in north-west
Middlesex one Laing house, valued at £20 r.v. in 1938 cost £665 or
22/11d. per week inclusive to purchase.2 Laing sales brochures also
provide other relevant examples. One of their houses priced at
2645 (assessed at £19 r.v.) cost 22/11d. per week inclusive, while
another in 1938 sold at £595 was valued at £17 r.v. and required an
inclusive outlay of 20/5d. per week.3 Two years earlier a house on
their Belmont estate priced at £680,.had an r.v. of £18, and had an
inclusive cost of 21/1d. per week.q An even mnore stri?ing exanple
can be found in west Middlesex, for on an estate in Southall houses
valued at £17 r.v. and priced at £680 in 1938-39 cost just over 22/-d.

5

per week to purchase.

Infofmation on the inclusive weekly rent required 6n;v;rious
priced and rated dwellings is even more difficult to come by and the
evidence presented is cons;quenﬁly even briefer than that noted in the'
previous paragraph. However, if it is assumed that the landlords
" concerned were informed about cu;rent market rent levels, the evidence
does suggest a certain broad relationship between the r.v. and the
inclusive market rentdl outlay required on a dwelling,. °

For an investment in a dwelling for letting purpoées to be a
worthwhile enterprise it is Aecessary for the rent charged to be h%gh

enough to raise a return which would contain an element of profit above

“ . -~

1. Chaplin, interview, 5.1.70. ‘

2. John Laing & Son Ltd, Sales Brochure, Elstree Estate (n.d.), p.h4.

3. Ibid. Iy thanks to Mr K. G. Jerrard of John Laing & Son Ltd. for
access to the Laing brochures cited.

4, John Laing & Son Ltd, Sales Brochure, Belmont and Canons Park Estates
(n.d.). When these Laing figures are being considered it should be
remembered that the loan purchase terms required repayment over a 23yr.period
and normally a deposit of at least 7%. Therefore where dwellings of these
prices were so0ld over a 20 year period and/or required a 5% deposit, these
repayment levels would have been greater than those quoted.

5. Clifford Estates Ltd., op.cit.
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and beyond the interest on, and repayment of, capital and an
allowance to cover repairs, general méintenance,1 management of the
property, periods of vacancy, default by tenants, fire insurance,
and the possibility of a sinking fund towards eventual replacement
of the investment. Inevitably, therefore, tﬁe inclusive rent charged
on a given dwelling would be'higher than the outlay on loan repayments
and rate charges required for the purchase of a similar dwelling for
owner occupation.2 B;th actual examples3 and conversations with
builders coﬁfirmed this as a fact., |

In one érea in Essex it appears that a dwelling with an r.v. of
£19 was normally let at an inclusive rent of approximately 25/-d. a
week, This was in about 1935/1936. In 1939 in a north Middlesex
subufb, similarly rated houses on one estate were let by two private
individuals, one at an exclu51vely weekly rent of 21/-4d. and the other
at an inclusively weekly rent of 27/6d. For the Surrey area it has
been possible to obtain three separate examples; however they were all
in areas located right on the edge of the outer suburban built-up areé-
which may have‘influenced the rent levels to some extent. -In the First

area it was found that houses on one estate valued at £15 r.v. in 1936-

37 were being let by the builder himself in 1939 for an inclusive weekly

1. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.176.
2. i. See above pp.iGi—4-. - )
ii. It is probable that the total weekly assessment by potential owner

.occupiers of the inclusive purchase cost of a dwelling would be lower than
any inclusive weekly rental charge on a similar property. "It i8 «.e
doubtful whether themajorty of purchasers made proper allowance for the cost
of repairs in deciding whether to buy or not." (Bowley (1945), op.cit.
p.176.)  Also they probably would not have included &any maintenance, nor
any concept of profit, nor needed to allow for management, vacancies etc,
costs, . :

3. The examples cited below have all been acquired from various ratings
officials during conversations. For obvious reasons it is not possible to
specify the 'locations of the examples used. :
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rent of 22/-d. per week. In the second area a number of new houses
valued at £19 r.v. were being let at inclusive weekly rents of about
22/6d. per week in 1939, while in the same area a dwelling with a r.v.
of £14 let at an inclusive rent of 18/6d.1 The houses in the third
area for which there is specific evidence were built by a dwellings
organisation specifically for the purp;se of letting. They were
valued at £18 r.v. and were being let at an inclusive rent of 20/-4d.
to 23/-d. per week in 1939.

The evidence given by some of the builders interviewed of the
processes by which some dwellings became letting investments also gave
confirmation of %he existence of_a differential between renting and
purchasing costs. Whether b& neceséity (because of the éefault of a
purchaser) or by intention, builders did at times 'buy' their own
dwellings, either on the basis of a mortgage‘loan,'oé outright if their
busiqesses could bear the burden of the investmen% directly. It is
quite apparent that, even when they were not making the investment with
the aid of a building society loan, none of the builders spoken to
considered discounting the invesﬁment over a longer -period than 20 to
25 years and thereby being able to charge lower, but still economic,

U .
rents. - It was universally considered that the immediate weekly out-

goinga’;n a rented inter-war dyeliing w;s inevitably going to be greater
than the inclusive outgoingw under a mo;tgage agreement for owner-
occupiers. For exémpie, on a number of Wates estates the fi?m adopted
a 'sale or let' policy normally devoting a small section of the estate
exclusively to letting for those cuséoﬁers who prefer?ed to pay rent.

N

Although not the initial intention, this developed into an ingenious way

1. Not one of the officials interviewed knew of a dwelling built in the
interwar years that had been assessed at a r.v. below £14 (in MPD).

-~
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of stimulating their sales performance on these estates, While
people visited the estate with the intention of renting a new house,
Wates' salesmen were frequently able to dissuade them from leasing,
their most powerful and successful argument being the significantly
lower inclusive weekly outlay required for the 'same' house if they

should change their minds and decide to purchase.1

(¢) The upper limit of the intermediate r.v. category

On the assumption that the deposits required for a mortgage loan
on such a dwelling woﬁld have been at least 10% of its valuation and
- that the remaipder of the loan would have been repaid.over 23 years,
it would seem that the inclusive weekly outlay required to purchase a

dwelling of around £35 r.v.'during the date 1930s would Héve been in

the region of 35/-d. to 37/1d, The evidence for this is again

sparse, but it hés been found that in Hayes, Kent, the repayment for

a dwelling valued at £33 r.v. and built by Henry Boot (Garden Estétes)
Ltd. in the middle years of the decade cost 230/84. per week.a QOther
illustrations have been found in thg Edgware and Mill Hill areas of
north London. For example, on their Broadfields Estate John Laing &
Son Ltd. built one house coasting £1060 which was valued at exactly £35r.
and could be bought pver.23 years for an inclusive weekly payment of
36/4d;° while on one estate in Mill Hill housés were built valued at '

- 830 r.v. and £31 r.v. which required a weekly inclusive payment of

30/6d% and 31/3d. respectively if they were to be purchased.LF

l. Seaton, interview, 23.1.70. This differential was also specifically
noted by Mr C. H . Hefford, formerly director of New Ideal Homes Ltd.
(formerly New Ideal Homesteads Ltd.) Althougan NIH Ltd. did not have a
letting policy, occasionally private individuals bought their houses for
letting/investment purposes. Hefford can distinctly remember times when
he was able to direct people, who it had not been possible to dissuade
from their desire to rent a dwelling, to such investors. He can also
distinctly remember that invariably the rent these people paid was signi~
ficantly higher than the combined weekly mortgage and rate payment requiré
on a similar dwelling. Hefford, interview, 31,10.69.
© 2. Op.cit. ) I : :

3. John Laing & Son Ltd, Sales Brochure, Broadfields Estate (n.d.)

L, Geo., Reed & Sons Ltd, op.cit.

Aol cesomnsmates
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(d) Past usagé and interpretation of the r.v. categorisation

Contemporary'bommenfators, interested parties, and more latterly
economists and economic.historians, during their discussions on the
success or otherwise with which the housing problem in England and
Wales was solved during the 'thirties required data which would enabie
them to evaluate the progress in this sphere in some quantitative way.
Inevitably it was towards the published (and later unpublished)
housing statistics of'the Ministry of Health to which they turned, and
especially to the lowest category included (i.e. those dwellings
valued at up to £13 r.v./£20 in MPD). The rationale on which this
action is based is of course, that since this was the lowest.category
specified within the available d;ta, within this category will be
recorded the evidence of ‘working class housing activity. It is from
this rather broad positien that evenkually the category as a whole came
to be taken and accepted as a record of working class housing activity.
And so, particularly after the publication of more detailed statistical
information by the Ministry of Health?this category rapidly became thé
baéis for all discussion and assessment of the working class housing
problem and its solution, - . R

Towards the end of the decade even the Ministry of Health itself had
publicly andgciearly stated its opinion that the dwellings rated within
the lowest r.v. category were being occupied exclusively by ﬁorking ciass

families.3 The industry also was anxious to show how rapidly-the housing’

1. It is probable that this was as much a question of convenience as
anything else since there was no further subdivision that could provide
far greater accuracy without considerable effort.

2. Ministry of Health, Housing, etc. (HMSO, 1934-9).

3. Ministry of Health, 13th Annual Report, 1936-37, Cmd.5516 (1937),
p.1llk. It might be thought that since it was the Ministry that issued the
statistics they would have appreciated what they represented. However this.
is not necessarily true, and in fact is probably far from true. Prof.,Bowley
hds pointed out the complacency that existed in the Ministry over the housi
question, the success of housing activity, and the solution of the housing
problem (Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.159). This appears also to have applied
to their interpretation of their own statistics. Sée also above, p. IS4,
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problem of the country was being solved, and the importance of the
role of privaﬁe entérprise to this progreés. In fact, the modesty
of the official position in their intorpretétion of the data can be
seen from a quotation from a major housebuilding trade journal in
1937: ""The Nationally important point in the return1 is the number
built for renting to the working classes, that is the small type not
exceeding £262 in rateable value.”3 This obviously is a greatly
exaggerated claim and, to be.fair to the industry, was not representative
of their opinions on this question which was more in line with the
publicly stated official opinion. Later writers have also shareq this
view. To Prof. Bowley in 1945, dwellings with r.v. of up to £13 (£20
in MPD) were 'the ordinary working class houses", and dwellings with r.v.
of between £14 and £26 (521135 in MPD) were'"the houses of the better-
off artisans and lower middle-class families";l1L Fﬁrthefmore, in the
discussipn in the most recent publication on this subject this inter-
pretation is stilllmanifestly apparent.5

Although as yet it has not been possible to confirm or refute the .
accuracy of this interprefhtion, it is perhaps not necessary to look
very far to discover its probable origins. It has been shown above that
8.V, was in theory based upon the level of inclusive annual rent at which
a dﬁelling might reasonably be expected to 1et.6 T;ken literally there-
fore this would mean that for a dwelling valued at £20 r.v./ﬁZ?’é.v. in

Greater London a ‘'reasonable inclusive weekly rent' would have been in the
< . .
region of 1C/6d.  Similarly, for a dwelling va lued at £19 r.v./£26 g.v.:

o

l. The statistics published in Ministry of Health, Housing etc. (HMSO,
1937). The statement for the six month period ending 31 larch 1937.

2. I.e. £35 r.v. in the MPD,

3. Hbldr, July 1937, p.2.

L. Bowley (1945) op.cit. pp.79-80, also pp.53,172 where dwellings with
r.v. below &Lk (£21 in MPD) were described as "typical working-class
houses." ' , : ;

5« Marshall, op.cit. p.190.

6. See above p.19T.
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it would have been exactly lO/—d;1 Few observers of this question

would dispute that dwellings let at an inclusive weekly rent of 10/6d.

or below were within the reach of the vast‘majority‘of working-ciass
families, and therefore could be considered in general terms as 'working-
class dwellings'. Indeed, time after time during the 1930s calls were
made by government and othér interested parties (including the industry
itseli)for new houses+to be built which had rents at this level in

order to provide accommodation for workipg-class families which was
within their means.

Of course the argument up to this point by no means provés that the
dwellings returned within the lowest r.v. category were mnot eﬁtirely
'ordinary working-class housés'. It merely casts doubts én the accuracy
of the interpretatiqg_pgvﬁhe’data by contemporaries and commentators
since. Of course it may well be ;hat working-class families were both
willing -and able to afford to purchase or to rent a new dweiling rated
near the tép'of the 1owést r.v. category in spite of the size of the
weekly outlay required. This has yet to be investigated, and it
ﬁecessitates an evaluation of the question - up to what level of weekly

] A A

‘outlay for shelter would it be reasonable to describe as working-class?

1. For further and supporting detail, see above p. I9R.

2. i. Although the contemporary interpretation may at least by under-
standable in this light, it does seem to indicate that contemporaries had
a certain lack of awareness of the statistical basis of the data that
- they were using. It is possible perhaps that it was not until the

investigations and eventual reports of the Ministry of Health's Depart-
mental Committee on Valuation for Rates, 1939 (HMSO, 1944), and the
subsequent writings of Lady Simon, that the methods used in the rating
process and their inconsistencies began to be appreciated for the first
time. It is certainly true that compared with the present day the
collectidn and evaluation of statistics by government was still in its
infancy. .

ii. It is hoped that earlier examples have shown how unrealistic
these figures are when thinking in terms of. new privately built dwellings,
while it should be remembered that no newly built dwelling came within the

"rent control legislation.

-
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In this way perhaps it will bé possible to evaluate more accurately
the social boundariés presented by the lowest r.v. category. In

turn this will help towards a more precise understanding of the fype
of families occupying dwellings returned in the intermédiate TeVae

category, for although there is less controversy about the nature of
this category (the dwellings being occﬁpied predominantly by middle-
class families) there is obvious uncertainty about the social status

of those familiés occupying the dwellings valued lower in its reaches.

(e) The expenditure of income on rent by the working-classes: the
proportion of income spent on rent.'

"There is no information available which would enable a precise
estimate to be made of the proportion of wages paid in rent.". This
was stated in a report publi§hed by the T.,U.C,. in'l938.2” In many
ways, of course, it is unfortunately true. To produce é reasonably
precise estimate of such a figure for the latter half of the 1930s
would be well nigh impossible. On the other hand there does exist
some fragmentary information on this matter, and, although it may not
be as precise és it might Bé desired, it may well serve as an indicator
on which tentative assessments may be made. .

In 1935 Walter Harvey expressed an opinion that a weekly outlay
"not costing the occupier more than 6ne-fifth of his wages in rent and

' 3

rates" was th% maximum that could reasonably be expected.

6 - I c e -

In view of

1. The discussion below will concentrate on the consideration of the
social significance of the lowest r.v. category, as it has been around
these figures that much of the discussion relating to interwar house-
building achievements has been based. In doing so this is not to ignore
the intermediate r.v. categery for obviously in order to delineate the top
strata of the lowest r.v. category will obviously mean the delineation of
the bottom strata of the intermediate r.v. category.

2. T.U.C., Rents and Wages: A Survey of a Cost of Living Problem (1938),
DP.5. ‘

3. BSG, Sept. 1935, Pe777+

FA
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Mr Harvey's prominence in the building society movement at this time,
it is probably fair to say that this was the level which most

societies would consider to be a safe maximum and which in their
Opinioﬁ would not place an excessive budgetary strain-on any family.
Four years later, in 1939, this was the limit still recommended by the
movement.1 Apart from the building s&ciety movement there could be
fouhd no other explicit public expression of what this limit should be,
especially for working-class families. Howeyer, two builders, Davis
Estates Ltd. and The First National Housing Tyust Ltd, did in an
implicit way make their feelings known. Firgtly, Davis Estates Lfd.

in 1939 specifically designed a house for those earning 60/-d. per week
and under involving an inoluéive weekly outlay of 13/-d.2 For those
earning 60/-d. per week this involved an outlay of 22% of their income.3
The second éompany, a subsidiary of lenry Boot_& Sons Ltd, built over
1,000 houses on an estate in Addington with the éﬁecific intention of
letting them to working~class families.# The inclusive rent for houses
on this estate ranged from 17/-d. to 18/10d4. per week,5 the implication

-

being that these were reasonable rents for working-class families to pay

1. Ministry of Health, Valuation for Rates, 1939 (HiSO, 1944), p.kO.
Minority Report by Lady Simon.

2. NHB, April 1939, p. 14, From the way that this scheme was heralded
by the flrm s publicity and by. the trade press, it would seem that it was
considered to be a considerable innovation and that it would be reaching
down to a market that was at that time still untapped.

3. Of course, it is iikely that the inclusive rent would have been
higher than this, although it has not been possible  to obtain any infor-
mation on this point. The number of dwellings actually built under this
scheme was probably very low as it was only announced about six months
before the outbreak of -war. The lower the income of any family buying
these houses of course, the higher was the proportion. of that income that
was required in repayments to buy one of these houses..

kL, 'C, H. Boot, Post War Houses (n.d.) p.l9. This scheme was carried
out in accordance with the regulations laid down under the 1933 Housing
(Financial Provisions) Act whereby preferential finance rates were
obtained by the company. g

5. Boot, op.cit. p.21.
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in the outer suburbs of Greater London.1

Immediately -it can be seen that to arrive at some sort of
accurate ‘and representative'proportional figure is not going to be
-a simple task, Opinions will inevitably have their biases: on the
one hand the building societies will inevitably have had to consider
the safety of their investments, while on the other hand private
housebuilders probably would have felt that working-class families
especially éhould be pfepared to pay rather more. of their income than
they were pérhaps willing for such an important and costiy item as
shelter, It would therefore seem that such opinions can provide only
rather vague guidelines on this question. However, it is perhaps
possible to obtaiﬁ greater accuracy from an examination of the reports
of the various surveys made during the 'thirties which included such
considerations.2

In 1944 the Ministry of Health published the majority reports of

their committee on Valuation of Rates 193%9; a Minority Report

Bresented by Lady Simon was also published. In the latter she
reported, among other things, how the Committee had during the late
1930s been given many examples of situations in the neighbourhood of

London where the third of the income had to be spent on rent and rates.3

1. And that families with an income of 60/~ a week (cf. Davis) should be
prepared to pay something between 24% and 30% of it on shelter.

2. There are immediate problems with using such evidence. (1) For the
purposes of this thesis the proportions recorded in the surveys are likely
to be biased downwards to some extent because of the lower rents demanded-
of those living in controlled or even recently decontrolled dwellings,
compared with uncontrolled dwellings. This inevitably means some
limitation on its usefulness as a guide to the amount.working class
families mijht have been able, prepared, or forced to pay for a newly built,
and hence uncontrolled dwelling., (2) Where the surveys are national or of
a provincial area, it is reasonable to assume that living costs of such
items as housing were lower than they would have been in Greater London.
Hence although wage levels were likely to be higher within the Greater
London area, in general the proportion of income required for shelter in
this area tended to be higher than in other. areas in the country. General
and provincial surveys would. therefore have tended to underestimate this
figure as it would have applied to Greater London families.

3« Ministry of Health, op.cit. p.39.
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A more modest assessment emerged from the working class budget
inquiry carried out by the Ministry of Labour in 1937—8.1 Although
the inquiry in fact covered the whole country, in his analysis
-Mr Nicholson was able to separate out the Greater London returns for
individual assessment.2 The data indicates that Greater Londoﬁ
families in the enquiry tended to be of % fairly skilled working-class .
type, with no children or one child, and they all had a total weekly'
expenditure of 73/8d.3> The analysis showed that these families were
devoting soﬁe 19.7% of their weekly expenditﬁre to rent and rates,
which in actual monetary terms represented lh/}%d;u This evidence is

interesting in two ways, firstly for its similarity to the publicly

-
W

"stated opinion of Walter Harfey and the building society movement.
Secondly it would seem to indicate that although the Davis scheme was
perhaps a reasonable proposition for the top strata of the working-
classes, in i939 it became uncreasingly unréasonable the further down

-~

the income ladder families were placed-.5

1, Ministry of Labour, ov.cit. Nicholson, op.cit.

2. Ibid. pp. 374-5.

3. Ibjd. As this is expenditure, it is reasonable to assume that income
was a little higher than this, and hence the percentage levels to income
was a little lower than the survey indicated. However, in general, there
is unlikely to have been too great a difference between the income and the
expenditure of a working-class family in these years.

4, 1Ibid. It is interesting to note from a comparative ana1y51s of the
Greater London and the national data in this survey that Greater London
families with an expenditure of 72/8 a week devoted 6.3% more of thls
expendlture on rent and rates than the national average.

5. It should be remembered that Davis Estates Ltd. was a business
organisation with the primary aim of selling houses to make a profit, and
also of gaining publicity which would it was hoped help to sell houses.

As such the accuracy or reality of its claim for those with incomes below
60/~ a week would be unimportant so long as the market of those families
with incomes of, and around, 60/~ a week was tapped. The New Survey of
London Life and Labour noted a concentration of working class weekly:
incomes at just above 60/~ (see L.S.E, The New Survey of London Life and
Labour, VI (1934), p.68. Subsequently referred to as L.S.E. The New Survey)
and it would seem, from the way the 'Davis scheme' was welcomed by the

trade press (e.g. IIHB, April 1939, p.4.), that up to this date this section
of the working-classes had not been catered for by the private sector.
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On a more national basis evidence may be found in a survey
carried out by the British institute of.Public Opinion (B.I.P.O.).1
This survey, based on a random sample of 1,337 interviews, showgf the
percentage of pet income apportioned to rent and rates by various
income groups.2 This evidence possibly provides a means by which
the findings of Lady Simon and Mr Nichélson may be found to be
compatible., Although Lady Simon talked in terms of the "proportion

<
of income spent on rent", 'she never stated either the absolute incomes

or rents involved. It should also be remembered that she was

attempting to ﬁoint out thg unbearable‘ginancial strain under which .
many families in England and Wales were already placed in 1939 as a
result of both high rate and rent costs, and in this way argﬁe against
any upward rateable revaluation that might add to this strain. It
.would seem reasonable to suppose therefore tﬁat in order to make her
case stronger she u%ed extreme examples, probably examples taken from

families in the lowest income groups for whom even a relatively low

absolute rent would represent a heavier relative burden than a higher

rent could to a family in a higher income group.3 . From the results of

the B.JI.P.0. survey it can be seen that, over the country as a whole as
'higher income groups were investigated, the éroportiqn falls ﬁo the
level which emerged from the Ministry of Labour inquiry and suggested as
a maximum by Walter HarYey. fhe income range at which this occurred
over the country as a whole was between 60/;d. and 80/-d. pér’w;ek; in
the Greater London ar;a this range would have been someyhat greater,

perhaps somewhere between 80/-d. and 100/-d. per week.

In addition, earlier in the 1930s a number of social surveys were

l. J. Goldmann, 'Expenditure on Rent', Bulletin of the Oxford Institute
of Statistics VI(1944), 173-177.
2. Ibid. p.175. up to 40/- = 29.0% 80/- to 100/~ = 17.6%
40/~ to 60/~ = 21.8% 100/~ to 120/- = 16.,1%
60/~ to 80/~ = 20.0%
3, Ibid; L.S.E, The New Survey, III (1932), p.57; T.U.C., op.cit. p.10a

I 0on
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carried.out. In 1934 the University of Liverpool carried out their
Merseyside Survey using a sample of 4,164 working-class families,
receiving on average a weekly income of £3 per week and upwards 4nd
paying an average rent whlch was "less than 16% of thelr total income',
This, it must be admitted, was in the provinces, and therefore it is to
be expected.that a working-class Londoner's expenditure on shelter

would have involved the outlay of a grea%er proportion of his income.,

An examination of the LSE's The New Survey, also carried out during the

early years of the decade, shows this to be so. Howevgr, the iﬁcrease
in the proportion involveé was by no means as ééeat as mighé be expected.
For working-class familiés with weekly incomes between 60/-d. and 80/-4d.
in Greater London it would appear that the average proportibn of family
income paid in rent was between 174 and 19%. On average therefore this
meant a family weekz§_;;;£ of approximately only 13/8d. This figure

of course varied between specific sectors of the area: within the
Western Survey Area (WSA), families with weekly incomes of 77/7d. to
82/6d. paid a weekly inclusive rent which averaged 14/1d. (18%), while

in the Eastern Survey Area (ESA) it averaged 12/7d. (16%). Families
with weekly incomes 20/-d. above this level in fact appeared to be
paying only a little more in actual monetary terms amounting to only
1%d. per week.2 The picture was similar when the outer boroughs within
the two sur;éy areas (the 'External' boroughs) were isolated, A family
with an income of approximately 83/-d. per week was found on éverége to
be paying an inclusive weekly rent of 11/33d (i.e. 14%)'and 15/5d. (i.e.
18%) in the ESA and WSA respectiveiy, and aithough the eastern figure was
lower and the western figure higher than the general éverage figure,

3

neither of them showed a-great variation from it.

1. T.U.C, op.cit. p.8. '

2. S8uch a low increase in reunt relative to the increase in income meant
that there .occurred a substantial reductlon in the proportion of income
paid in rent, perhaps 3-4%.

3. L.S.E., The New Survey, III (1932), P. 57; T.U. C, op.cit. p.l1l7.
Table IV.
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The more detailed breakdown of the importance of rent in income
discuésed above serves to.gonfirm that the situation revealed in the
surveys of the later years was also apparent earlier in the decade'1
Furthermore, they show that rent as a proportion of income ungquestion-
ably decreased as the weekly income grew, and also - more importantly -
that only among the very lowest income groups did the level of
inclusive rentvexceed the proportion of 19% to 20% of income.2 It is
interesting that eveniin the lowest category recorded (i;e. up to
42/6d. per week), rent never exceeded an average éf 27% of income,
while the proportion for the income groups between 52/74. to 62/6d. and
77/7d. to 82/6d. was between 18% and 20%. These figures have an
incredibly c¢lose resemblance to the evidence produced by the B,I.P.0O. in
1944, They also indicate that for a working-class family earning over
60/-d. per week the variétion between the income paid on inclusive rent
between Greater London and the provinces was not very great, even though
it is possible that the differential was larger for the smaller working-

3

class family.

(f) The expenditure of income on rent by the working-classes: some
evidence on income levels of Greater London families

In the previous section some evidence has been presented on the
proportion of income a Qorking—class family were actually paying, and -~
expected to pay, in rent, It is now necessary to discover what sort
of wage and family income a working-class man and his family coula <
expect to earn in these years. It is hoped that together these bodies-
of evidence may form a better platform on which to base future conclu-

sions which will be made on the meaning of the housing statistics of the
\

1. BSee e.g. T.U.C, op.cit. p.l7.

2. For each income group, rent appeared to take a larger part of income
in the WSA than was commonly the case in the ESA. The data from the
former area will be used 1n this paragraph. This will avoid any danger of
understatement.

3. See Nicholson, op.cit; also Ministry of Labour, op.cit.
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Vinistry of Health.

Although the ac£ual figure would have varied from family to
family,1 the average weekly working-class family income in the WSA
was found to be approximately 24, higher than the weekly wage of the
average working-class man.2 A similar situation was found in the
E34, and in 1932 a wage distribution for a sample of working-class

ren working in the Barking, West Ham, Tottenham, #althamstow and

Leyton areas was published.

Fig. 4.6 The distribution of weekly wages, and the equivalent family
income, for working-class men aved 20-565 years wor<ing in
varkinz 118, Jest Ham 7B, Tottenaam wp, .althamstow i3, and
Leyton lib., c¢. 1930-32

Weekly wage of Bquivalent Proportion of working-
chief wage earner family income* class sample (%)

Up to 472/6 : Up to 59/~ 11.3

b7/7 - 57/6 59/1 - 71/- . 23 .4

57/7 - 67/6 71/1 - 84/~ 30.8

67/7 - 77/6 8L4/1 - 96/- 17.4

77/7 - 87/6 96/1 - 103/- 9.1

Up to 57/6 " Up to 71/6 34,7

Up to 67/6 Up to 84/~ 65.5

Up to 82/6 Up to 103/- 92.0

Source: L.S.E, The New Survey, III (1932), p.65.

* This figure has been calculated on the assumption
represented 125%

p'?s.

that family income %
of the chief wage-earner. L.5.E, The lew Survey, VI(19%

These figures speak for themselves and they were largely confirmed by those

from the USA sample. In this area it was found that only approximately

10% of all working-class male wage-earners earned over 80/—d.(100/-d.)3

1. L.S.E, The liew Survey, III (1932), p.35.

2. L.S.2, Tie New Survey, VI (1934), p.75.

3, The fi,ures in brackets both here and elsewnere in this section
represent 'equivalent family income'.




per week, while the weekly wages of 50,6 of the men in the sample
were under 60/-d.(75/-d.). This meant that 40% of the male workers
carned between 60/-d.(75/-d.) and 80/-d.(100/-d.) per week.1
Furthermore the sample showed a concentration of wage-earners around
60/-3.(75/-d.) per week.,?

This survey was carried out at th% beginning of the period for
which the statistics of the kinistry are detailed and may be compared

3

- with the results of a survey made in 1937. This survey showed that

of London families whose chief wage-earner earned under 80/—d.(lOO/-d.)4
42.6% had a chief wage-earner with a weekly wage of under 50/-d. (62/64d.),
while naturally the earnings of the main wage-earner in the other 57.4%
varied between 50/-d. and 80/— per week. The figures for the County

of Middlesex were remarkably similar (42.4% and 57.6% respectively)?‘

The survey also came up with the conclusion that '"comparatively few

adult male industrial workers can earn more than-£3.105.0d..per weeKeoo !

which would also mean‘thét comparatively few working-class family incomes
' in England and Wales would have been above 87/6d. In Greater London,
where wages were above the national average, this figure would have been
a little higher, but probably not greatly above 80/-d.(100/-d.).

Clearly the distribution and levels of income earned by working-class
families had changed littlé in this respect during the five year.period.

In this light the evidence presented in Ruth Durant's study of the

1. L.S.E, The New Survey, VI (1934), p.68.

2. Ibid. . )

2. M. G. Harrison & F, C. Mitchell, The Home Market, 1939 edn. (1939),
p.65. '

k. In 1937 this represented 65.54 of all families in all income groups
within London. . '

5. Ibid. It is difficult to use the figures for the other counties (i.e
Kent, Surrey & Essex) since only part of their areas lay within the Greater
London area. However their experience does not appear to have differed
greatly from that of Middlesex or London AC.

6. Ibid. p.96 (underlining mine).
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LGC out-county estate at Burnt Oak becomes releva‘nt.'l In 1934 the

New Survey of London Life and Labour noted that the LCC cottage

estates were oécupied mainly by the more elite sections of the

working classes.2 It would seem, furthermore, that the tenants

living on the Watling Estate were rather better-off than the average
resident on an LCC out-county cottage estate;3 in Miss Durant's words,
"a comparisoﬁ of the wages of chief wage earners points in fact to a
slightly more comfortable position of Watling tenants ... the majority
vee represent particularly prosperous forms and phases of working-class
family life ..." 'Watlingers' therefore may be seen as the elite of
the elite of working class sections 6? ébciety in Greater London.
However, in September 1937 it was considered that inclusive rents,
charged on the dwellings_on the estate by the LCC, constituted a 'great
financial burden' io'the tenants.5 Thus it would seem‘that many éven
of the elite of the elite working-class families were finding
difficulty in affording the inclusive rents of the dwellings on an
estate where the majority were inclusively let at below 20/-d., and
some as low as 11/8d., per week.6 It would therefore seem clear that
vast majority of working-class families in these years would nave found
great difficulty in paying an inclusive rent as high as 20/-d., and it
was only the minority who were able or willing to endure such' a
budgetary strain. After all, even for the better-paid working-class

families (with an income of 100/-d. or above per week), a weekly outlay

1. R. Durant, Watling (1939).

2. L.S.E, The Tew Survey, VI (1934), p.lh4.

3. For detall and a comparative picture of the LCC out-county estates,
see LCC, Housingz Statistics 1935-6 (1933).

4, Durant Oop.Cit. pp.3-i.

5. 1Ibid. p.7. : o

6. Ibid.
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of 20/-d. repreéented a fifth of their income spent on shelter,1
while in these years‘an increase of a few shillings to this charge
would be sufficient to exert some measure of budgetary strain and
require a reorganisation of budgetary priorities within the family
to cope with 1it.

Evidence from the surveys of the two LCC out-county cottage
estates at Becgntree and Burnt Oak reinforces these points, and
indicates the limitations of working class income levels in this
respect, with a more direct relevance to the product of the private
sector. These two surveys provide documentary illustrations of some
of the difficulties experienced by those families of the working-class
elite who had moved out to the estates from inner London and who had
later transferred from the LCC cottage estates to the higher status of -
nearby private estates.2 Those families which succeeded at Burnt Oak
were frequently able to do so on;y with great financialdifficulty, and
indeed some were forced to adopt such expedients as letting or sub-
letting a part of their dwelling in order -to maintain the increased
weekly outlay requirgd;3 while at Becontree fhere was quite a body of
evidence on families who had moved from the estate in.order to purchase
or rent houses on bordering private estates, and who had a year or so
later re-applied for an LCC dwelling and readmission to the estate. It
was not uncommon to find such families forced to return to the inner
London area.

The above evidence would appear to suggest that the vast majority
of working-class families were not able to afford the weekly cost of a
newly and privately built dwelling valued within theitop stratas of the

lowest r.v. category, and indeed that such dwellings were out of the

1. BSee above pP.QH“Q.
2. The surveys (Durant, op.cit. and Young, op.cit.) gave no evidence of

the r.v. of tne privately built dwellings involved. See also bcononist
(Building Societies Suoplement), 1 July 1939, p.8. :
3. Durant, op.cit. p.l7. .

4. Young, op.cit. quoted in PBYL Aug.l93h, p.425.
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reach of many of those families who were considered to be the elite

of the working—élass. Moreover, it secns clear that, although some

of the most prosperous working-class families may have been able to
afford to buy or to rent dwellings valued in the intermediate r.v.
category, the assumption of the Ridley Committee in 1937 that these
families represented a major element was unguestionably a gross
overstatement.1

) The undeniable fact that some of the most prosperous working-class
families were renting or buying dwellings valued in the intermediate
r.v., category should not, however, misguide the reader into assuming
that the working-classes were the sole occupants of the dwellings

valued within the lowest r.v. category. There is evidence that clearly
suggests that significant numbers of familiés rather higher up the social
scale wefe almost certainly also occupying such dwellings.

In 1938-39 an enquiry was undertaken by the Civil Service
Statistical and Research Bureau of a random sample of public officials
and employees, all of whom were receiving salaries of over 2250 p.a.2
The occupations covered in the sﬁrvey fell into three_catégories (civil
servants, local government officers, and teachers) and of the sample 593
persons had annual incomes of between £250 and 2350; 507 between £350
and £500; 186 of between £500_ and £700; and 69 persons had annual
incomes of over &700. The returns revealed much interestiﬁg budgetary
informa£ion on this miadle—class group including the average levels of

inclusive weekly rent paid by those within each income group who chose to

lease their dwellings. For the above income catezories these were

1. The Ridley Report, Cmd. 5621, p.19. The committee themselves
admitted tnat the information on privately-owned new houses on which they
based their statement had been 'very incomplete®. ibid. p.l7.

2. Massey, op.cit.




22k,
18/104; 19/38%; 26/5.; and 41/5d. respectively.  The implications of
these findings are immediately obvious. wany lower middle-class
families1 were clearly paying inclusive weekly rentg which (if they
vere for new privately built dwellings, and the assumptions made
earlier in the chapter are correct (pp. ) would mean that in all
probability they were occupying dwellings which would have been
classified within the lowest r.v. category. Ffurthermore, it would
seem that even some families in which fhe chief income earner earned
between £350 and £500 per year (135/-d. to 200/-d. per week) could have
been doing so also.2

That lower middle-class families were paying such rents is

confirmed by the results of surveys carried out in 1937 ;nd.l944. The
former revezled that the average inclusive weekly expenditpre on rent
for families with a total weekly expenditure of 145/5d. was 18/9d;3
wihile iﬁ 1944 it was found that on average in families where the weekly
income of the chief wage-earner was 80/-d. (100/-d.) to 100/-d. (125/-d.)
and 100/-d. (125/-d.) to 120/-d. (150/-d.), the inclusive weekly rent paid

was 15/10d. and 17/94. respactively.l+

1. Approx. 37/5 of the lowest income group included in this survey rented
2. i. lMassey, op.cit. pp.169-70.

ii. The fact that the sampyle, and therefore the returns, were
national has not been overlooked. The sample was planned so that the
participants would bhe balanced proportionally between London and the
provinces according to the population levels. Because the Greater London
area tended to have a greater proportion of government officials the
balance had to be adjusted accordingly. Hence approx. a third of the
sample were Londoners, (ibid. p.195). Therefore, although the absolute
rent data that emerged might tend to understate the Greater London levels,
the degree of understatement would have been far smaller than might be
supposed. Moreover, to.invalidate the above argument the actual Greater
London rent levels would have had to have been over 503% higher than the
stated figures. See also pp.2A4-G. )

iii. The fact that the dwellings occupied by such families were not
necessarily new dwellings has not been overlooked either. However it has
for the most part been disregarded, since it is reasonable to assume that
these families would be among the most anxious to live in the airier,
labour-saving new houses that were comin, on to the market during this
period.

3. Harrison and liitchell, op.cit. p.9%4.
k. Goldmann, op.cit. p.1l75.




225,

(g) Conclusions

Sufficient evidence has been presented in this section to
indicate that, at the very least, the Ministry of Health housing
data (categorised by the r.v. of the dwellings recorded) is not
quite so straightforward or accurate a guideline to housebuilding
performance - either quantitatively or qualitatively - as it might
initially appear, or in fact as it has 5een assumed. However, from
the detail researched it is perhaps possible to.obtain a more
accurate idea of the meaning of the housing data in terms of the
social class of the occupants, even though this assessment will of

course still be far from precise.

The newly rated houses which were let privately during the second
half of the decade geven those valued below £21 r.v.) appea; to have
lain largely outside the budgetary reach of working-class families in
the Greater London area. In one area north of the river a dwelling
valued as low as £15 r.v. was let at 22/-d. per week, and, although
there is evidence in other areas of similarly valued dwellings being
let at lower weekly rents, the evidénce shows that even within an
unfavourable residentiai area which lay on the southern perimefer of
the Greater London area a dwelling valued at £14 r.v. (the lowest
valuation known on a newly rated dwelling at this time) commanded aﬂ
inclusive weekly rent of 18/64. Moreover, within some Greater London
areas the inclusive weekly rent cparged for a dwelling valued high in
the lowest r.v. category (i.e. £19 r.v.) was as high as 25/-d. to 27/6d.

per week.1 When these facts are coupled with the fact that, in the

1. See above pp.206-7; and this was a period when discussion on the
supply of working-class housing was polarising around a suggested
inclusive rent level of approximately 10/- a week, or perhaps a few
shillings higher in Greater London.
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Greater London areaé during the lattcr 19%0s, approximétely 50% of

all working-class fa&ilies would rarely have had a weekly income

above 75/-d, approximately 66,0 would hove been unlikely to have had

a weekly family income of much above 84/-d, and approximately 90%

had a weekly income of below lOO/—d;1 and then considered in the light
of the discussion within the above section; the truth of the assertion
made in the first sentence of the paragraph must become obvious.
However, if indeed this still leaves doubts in some mipds the evidence
of the fortunes of the elite of the working-class population on the LCC
cottaze estates (and the subseqﬁent financial crises which frequently
faced those families moving onto the private estates from these cottage
estates)2 and especially the clear evidence to show that a number of
middle-class families were paying rents to live in dwellings which, if
they were modern houses, as they probably were, would without doubt have
been valued at below 21 r.v., must place the contention beyond all doubt.
Clearly the dwellings valued at below %21 r.v. within the MPD were very
far from being solely 'ordinary working-class dwellings'.

It would also seem thaf to the extent that flats were valued and
returned within the lgwest r.v. category, middle-class families would be
found living in dwellings rated below &21 r.v. Ail the evidence
possible to discover seems to indicate that private flats of any
description were predominantly; if not entirely, the domain of the
middle-classes. Only- after the war were wdrking—class families
beginning to accept pfivate flats as places where they were willing to

livé.3 Prof. Mowat has noted that before 1939 flats, especially those

¢

1. See above 0p.219-20. Approx. 65.5% of all families of all income
groups in the London area earned weekly incomes below 100/-,
2. See above pp. BO-l.

3. Elsas, op.cit. pp.47-8.
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situated in the London area, were for childless couples and small
families of the middle—classcs.1 This opinion was confirmed by a
pri%ate builder who considered the appeal of two-storey flats to be
only to those people of '"the well educated middle class...”,2 and
also by private builders interviewed who had interests in this sphere.3
Without doubt, therefore, there would seem to have been factors (maybe
social or economic; probably both) deterring working-class families
from willingly inhabiting privately constructed flat developments.4

In view of the evidénce researched, disagreement with the opinions
stated and assumptions made by previous writers on the subject of house-
building concerning the mean;ng of the Hinistry of Health data, would
seem to be unavoidable. The statemgpt that "there is little doubt that
on the whole teachers and civil servants were concerned with houses
valued a£ over £13" (i.e., £20 r.v. in MPD)? is not so much inaccurate
as misleading. But, to follow the lead establisged by the Ministry of
Health itself and to describe dwellings valued at below £14 r.v. (221 r.v.
in MPD) as "ordinary working-class dwellings", or those valued at between
21k and 26 (£21 and £35 r.v. inbMPD) as "the houses of the better-off
artisans and lower middle class families", at least in the context of

Greater London experience, can only be considered to be inaccurate,

1. Mowat, op.cit. p.460.

2. Betham, ed. op.cit. p.95.

3. E.g. interviews.with Swanne, 30.10.69 (this builder specialised
solely in speculative flat construction during the second half of the
1930s); Hefford, 31.10.69; Jones, 10.10.69; Townsend, 18.2.70.

"4, The exception to working-class flat occupation in Greater London
was on the LCC inner London schemes after about 1935, when a change in
government subsidy policy led to a shift towards the construction of blocks
of flats on relatively expensive land. In this case the working-class
families had little choice.

5. Bowley (1945), op.cit. p.177.

6. Bowley (1945), oo.cit. p.79-80. The author, although being unable
to agree with Prof. dowley on the interpretation of the lMinistry's housing
data, would hasten to add that, in his view, his more 'pessimistic!'
interpreta_tion of the meaning of the data would tend to strengthen her
arguments on the question of working-class housing srovision during the
1950s, and the role cf private enterprise in that provision. See above

pp. 1583-9. .



228.

lioreover, the evidence shows that it is not possible to use the data
categorically as an indicator of the progress in housing provision.
This .is particularly true where the discussion concerns total working-
class housing provision and even more so where it concerns the
provision of working-class housing for letting. Inevitably this
means that any conclusions drawn from a study of the data must be
qualified and treated with care if, to put it mildly, they are not to
be considered rather limited in their authority. This is not,
however, tq say that the data should not be used; after all, it
appears to be the only material available, and certainly the only
material available in such detail, What it does mean is that when

it is used it must be used with all the caution that its limitations

demand.
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Appendix 4.4 A note on transport workers as 'good risks' as house
.Eurc’nasers.1

It is interesting that transport workers, such as bus and railway
officials and employees, were considered to be 'good risks' as house
purchasers by speculative housebuilders during the 1930s. Perhaps
part of the explanation of this, apart from the security of employment
normally enjoyed by such workers, lies in the negligible travel to work
costs which transport workers had to bear. Clearly the removal of
journey-to-work costs as an item in any household‘budget, and particu-
larly the budget of a household living in an outer suburban setting,
must have represented a substantial weekly saving, and consequently the
absence of such costs would have been likely to have had a considerable
effect on a transport worker's willingness, aand ability, to pﬁrchase a
newly erected dwelling within the outer suburbs. Freedom from journey-
~ to-work costs for example not only would have provided him with the
inéentive to move outwards away from his workplace to live in one of the
new and much advertised dwellings in £he outer suburbs (as long as he.
had no objection t§ the daily journey involved that is), but also, for
any given level of income, it would have placeé the transport worker in
a better positioh than any other wage- or salary-earner to purchase such
a dwelling since such other workers would probably have had to bear the
increased cost burden of travel in addition to the increased weekly
expenditure on shelter that the occupation of a modern outer suburban

dwelling would almost certainly have involved.

1. See above p. |\S]|.
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Aopendix 4.5 The house construction orocess

The source which forms the basis of this aj)pendix is a type~

script entitled The Concstruction of Housinzg Scheme written by

Mr George Winstanley C.G.I.A., A.I. 0.B., F.8.1.C.C., formerly of
Richard Costain & Sons Ltd, and Richard Costain (Construction) Ltd.
This piece was first written by lir Hins%anley in 1937, and was
subsequently rewritten by him in 1945 from the dilapidated original.1
As a source of information this typescript has unguestionable authority,
for Mr Winstanley, a craftsman carpenter by trade, was intimately
involved in the organization of the construction of a large number of
Costain houses in Greater London during the later 1920s and early
1930s. It has been suggested that Nr YWinstanley became Costain's
youngest ngeral Foreman when he was placed in charge of the site and
construction of the firm's Brentwater Estate in lieasden during the
second half of the 19ZOs.A Following the completion of this estate of
over 1,000 dwellings, Mr Winstanley was appointed site, or General
foreman, of an estate of a similar size at Sudbury Hill. For a while
later he did the same job on Costain's Rylandes fstate in Dagenham
before being moved by the company away from speculative housebuilding
to take charge of the construction work on a hospital contract in
Norfolk.

Clearly therefore the authority of Mf Winstanley's knowledge on
the process éf‘speculative house construction between the wars'caﬂnot
be doubted. On the other hand it should be recognised that
dMr Winstanley's knowledge was restricted to the process of house
construction as it applied to the activities of Richagd Costain & Sons

Ltd, that is activities on a large scale, on large estates and of

1. My thanks must go to Mr Winstaunley for allowing me to read this
typescript. .



medium-priced speculative houses. In consequence it must be
accepted that the description of the house construction process
given below will be biased to this extent. The extent of the
variation in the actual house construction process which existeé
between firms is arguable. Almost certainly, by the 1930s, there
was a high degree of uniformity in the basic designs and structures
of the housing which waé being erected Qitﬁin the Greater London
area. On this basis it may tentatively be suggested that, perhaps
with the exception of houses costing over say #£1,200, the actual
process of construction of speculative houses varied hardly at all,

with the exception of labour used, whether direct or subcontracted.

The descripticn below is of a direct labour operation.

To the mind of the author the following description of the house
construction process performs the not inconsiderable function of the
provision of perspective. During the examination of a subject such
as speculative housebuilding, it is very easy to lose sight of exactly
what it is that is being considered, and to forget what in fact the
house construction process actually involved. This is especially
easy whe;e statistics are being used. It is hoped therefore that
this appendix will give the reader some idea, or perhaps a better
appreciation of the organizétibn and the complexity of the process
iﬁvolved in the construction of a two-storey semi-detached or terraced
speculative house,

To aid ciarity the description below will be of the construction
process of one unit only. It will of course be appreciated that on
any one estate a housebuilding firm such as Richard Costain & Sons Ltd.
would have had a great number of dwellings under construction at any one
time, and that they were thus faced with the complex task of phasing and

carrying out this process over a large number of units at the same time.



The description will include many bLuilding terms. Some of
the terms will be seif-explanatory, but to those unfamiliar with
building term;nology some will be unknown. To include explanations
of 2ll the terms mentioned would serve to lengthen this appendix
considerably, and also to complicate it unduly. In consequence to
include such explanations would almost certainly detract more than it
would illuminate., For those unfamiliar with building terminology
therefore it would be advisable to refer to a dictionary of such terms.

The most easily accessible is probably the Penguin reference work by

John 8. Scott, A Dictionary of Buildinz (Harmondsworth, 1964), Readers

may also find it useful to have to hand copies of one or perhaps two of
the numerous illustrated books on house construction which are

available, e.g. D. E. Warland, Construction Processes and Materials

(1965); R. L. darry, The Construction of Buildings (1963); and parts

of Stuart Martin, Build your own House (1960) are -just three

possibilities.

The Process

On the assunmption that.the roads and main dfainage for the estate,
or at least its first section, had been completed and thne ground levelled
for building, it would appear that broadly the process of construction
progressed in the following way.

The first move was for the'foreman‘navvy and his gang to set out
the house, pair, or terrace, on the ground with pegs and lines to the
base measurements 1aid.down_in the plans. Always at this's?age
attention had fo.be paid to the building line and its distance from the
road., Following a check on the pegged layout, the General Foreman put
a gang of navvies to work to take the footings' trenches‘down to a level,

and on to a firm enough bed.to satisfy inspection by the local
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authority.1 In the meantime firm barrow runs would have been laid
out for the transference of materials frow the roadway on to the house
site.

The trench work having been completed, the job moved on with a
bricklaying gang marking, clhecking, and building the main walls up to
the damp-proof course (D.P.C.) level, which during the 1930s was
normally, at least six inches above the crown of the road. (The exact
specifications were likely to have varied according to the building
regulations laid down in the local zauthority byelaws of the area in
which the site was located). As this work proceeded along a block of
dwellings the navvy gang was then brougat back to check that the ground
had heen completely cleared of tree and other roots, and to lay the
oversite concrete, which in this period was normally a layer of four
inches of concrete laid on consolidatea hardcore. (Again the thickness
of the concrete layer varied according to local authority regulations.
All houses had to have a layer of ovérsite concrete under the ground
floor, whether it was of wood or other flooring material.) The
foundations were then concreted in, while care was taken not to fill in
"~ the lénd drain-pipe. The sleeper walls, on which were constructed the
non-load-bearing walls, were then built up and a D.P.C. either of slate

or a bitumen compound, was laid ready for inspection. After the

1. 1i. On the houses which Mr VWinstanley was responsible for building
in Neasden, Sudbury Hill and Dagenham the foundations of the midwalls
were always taken deeper than the mainwalls, since the wuole weight of
the roof was later placed on the midwall. The distribution of the roof
weight varied of course according to the design of a house. By no means
did all speculatively built suburban houses have the same roof welght
distribution as Costain's houses on these estates.

ii. N.B. a jump had to be made under solid brickwork and had to be
lapped 12", not butted.
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building inspector had passed the D.P.C. level it was time for the
ground floor timber wall plate to be bedded, and on this the ground
floor joists were laid. Also at this point all the front and back
door, and the French window frames were fixed into position with
supports and battens ready for tne brickworx to be taken up around
them.

The brickwork then proceeded, the brickwork on Costain houses
apparently being taken up in a specific order. First the back
corners weré begun and these were followed by the back walls, the
front corners, the wide walls, the party walls and the chimney breasts,
the mid walls and lastly the front, phased in that order. Initially
the walling was taken up to éround floor window level, at which point
the already primed window frames were to be fixed; meanwnile the
scaffolders were erecting sufficient scaffolding (wooden poles lashed)
and boards to enable the bricklayers to complete the first lift (i.e.
up to just below the firsé floor joist: level.) 4t this stage the
carpenters should also have béen trimming and cutting, or have alreadf
trimmed and cut, the first floor joists required, after which they had
the roof carcassing timbers to cut to the required size, The window
frames were then put into place by the joiners and over these frames
and the external door opening a D.P.C. was fixed. The brickwork was
then continued up all around up to the level of the first floor wall
plate, enclosing all ground floor frames, and their respective liﬁtels.
The plate was then bedded and the first floor joists laid. Following
the extension of the scaffolding the second 1ift (up to roof level) was
taken up in a similar fashien to the first; the first floor windows
and internal door frames‘being built in according to the specification.
The second 1ift took the brickwork up to eaves' level with the
exception of the party walls and chimney breasts waich were conpleted

right up to their highest points. As the brickwork was taken up care
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haa to be taken to ensure that all flues vere properly parged.

At the top of the second 1lift the top wall plate had to be bedded,
and in Costain houses of the early and mid-1930s at least, the level of
the plate was measured 8! 11" above the first floor joist level. The
carpenters then erected upon this structure the roof timbers, including
the ceiling joists or ties, and fixed the soffit and facia boards.
(During this period Costain, like the majofity of speculative house-
builders, favoured pitched roofs.) As soon as the roof was carcassed,
the plumbers and tilers were put into action, as on any housing scheme
it was, and indeed still is, important to get the roof covered as
quickly as possible. First the plumbers had to provide the necessary
number and specification of éoakers énd flashings for the tilers, and
then fix the guttering around the edge of the roof. When this was
completed the house was ready for the tilers to cover it in, (At this
stage the plumbers did not fix the fall pipes. éhis was not carried
out until after the external wall had been rendered.)

Following the completion of the roof tiling, the service
carcassing was carried out. Thé plumber ran ou£ the gas piping from
the meter position to the positions of the gas stove and washing copper
in the kitchen, and to a point in the sitting-room and one of the
bedrooms. The electrician would at this stage run out his conduit,
although the threading of the actual wiring was left to a later date
in order to avoid the.ﬁossibilities of damp, or wilful damage.harming
the wire, Where possible it was normal for‘the conduit to be laid
prior to the fixing of the internal éoor linings in o;der that when the
lining (or frames) were plumbed they could be placed slightly off-
centre of the brickwork £o}master the size of the pipe. Also at this
stage, in addition to running the gas piping, the plumber put in the
main water piping to the xitchen sink.position, and the flow and return

piping in places which were to become inaccessible when the inner slab
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walls were built.

On‘the completion of the first fixing of service piping the
attention was turned toc the internal joinery and carpéntry. The
first task was to clear the oversite concrete of any tile battens,
roof timber ends, batts, or any other rubbish. The ground-floor
floorboarding could then be laid. The hall flooring was always
the first area to be completed for this would allow the stair fixers
to commence their work in the erection of the stair flight. The
cramping and nailing of the upstairs floor-boarding quickly followed
the completion of the stair flight, although not before the
carpenters had trimmed the joists to suit the given hearth sizes and
had ensured that all the bridging between the joists had been carried
out properly.

Concurrent with this internal work, the painters and plastereré
were active on the outside of the house. Unless it had been painted
before it was fixed, the painters were busy on the guttering,
especially its inside, and on coating the facia boards and the soft
boards (if any) before the scaffolding was dropped a lift. The
nainters were followed by the plasterers who carried out any external
rendering, normally pebbledash or painted cement, which was required.
(On the Costain houses at Sudbury Hill for example, the rendering was
taken right down to the ground course: see Plate However, practice
varied in this respect, depending on the front elevation design reﬁuired
by the builder, and of course cost considerations. Some builders,
notably Laing, rarely rendered their houses). For pebbledashing, first
oné, and sometimes two, layers of cement were plasteréd on to the brick-
work, and then the pebblédash was applied. As the pebbledashing was
brought down, the scaffolding was dismantled and the putlog holes were
filled in and rendered.

With the scaffolding down a great deal of work would have been taking
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place both externally and interaally. Inside, the fixing of the
plaster ceiling board, or the laths (for lata and plaster) was taxing
place. (This was normally carried out before the slab walls were
built, as it reduced the wastage of boards or laths; also it gave

the bricklayer the opportunity to wedge and steady his slab walls).

On the completion of the preparation of the ceiling, the first fixing
vas carried out, which included the fixing of all door casings and
window boards, In Costain houses this was folloued closely by the
erection of the slab walls by the bricklayers, and on tnese the plaster-
work was to be floated. These casing walls were normally built on a 4V
by 2" timber in order to give them a firm base.

It would appear that it was quite common for plasterers to use
cenent for the floating coat. At this zoint the electrician returned
and dropped his conduit to the switch points, as well as getting the rest
of his cutting and chasing completed. He did this work at this point in
order to reduce to a minimum any cutting into the plaster which might be
required, The plasterer then returned to complete the wall and ceiling
plastering with a setting coat, which thouéhnhérd, should not have been
hard eﬁough to prevent the absorption ;f any moisture or condensation in
the room, The setting coat of plaster was followed by the concreting of
the heaths and when this was set, the installation of the firebacks.
Concurrently the glazier was active, glazing all the windows, and the
plumber was ét work with his first fixing, i.e. connecting the serfice
piping to the bath, the basin, and the lavatory pan.

By this time the joiner should have been well progressed in tae
second fixing, i.e. taking off the door strips, hanginé the doors,
fitting the door locks, and fixing any mouldings and the stair handrail.
(The fitting of all door furniture and electric light switches was
normally léft until after the painting and the wallpapering (if any)

nad been completed). By the time this was complete the plumber should
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have been well under way with his second fixing of the bath, the
hand basin, the lavatory pan and the kitchen sink. The plumber was
followed cloéely by the wall tiler, who normally half-tiled the
vathroom, part of the Kitchen, and fixed the fire surrounds. (The
nantel was normally left until later to be fixed to the wall and
surround by the joiner.)

The interior of the house had by this time been swept out and
kept clear ready for the painters; all the doors being wedged open
and all windows wedged shut. In the meanwhile progress was also
being mede outside. While the plasterers were completing the
rendering, the already partially excavated drain trenches were being
deepened to the level prescribed by local building regulations.
wWhen the excavations were completed, a six inch layer of concrete was
laid alon; the bottom of the trenches in which the piping was laid.
It was run along the specified courses and through the interceptor just
on the house side of the plot boundary.  The drains then had to be
tested thoroughly by a local authority building inspector before they
could be filled in. (Where manhole covers were used, this was’
followed by the undercoating of all frames andAmouldings.) The top
coatings were then applied. (Priming, on the larger estatéé at least,
normally took place before the woodwork, especiaily the window- and
door-frames, had been fixed.) It would appear that it was undsuql for
the top edges of doors, picture rails, and architraves to be painted on
speculative housebuilding estates, except of ‘course where fhey were
visible to the prospective purchaser, for example, when descending the
staifs. The painting completed, all that remained of tne decorating
was the wallpapering or ihe-distempering of the walls, whichever was
chosen by the purchasers. Although many people must have had their
new houses papered immediately, often this was not advised by the

builders, wlio sugzested that uormally it was better to wait for six
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months or so in order to allow the walls to dry out properly.

Apart from the éitting of the door furniture and the electric
light switches, thus just left the last and in fact one of the wmost
important jobs in the construction process - cleaning out. The
floors had ﬁo be swept and scrubbed, all paint spots removed, and
wall tiles cleaned, Some builders would also whiten the firebacks,
which they felt, gave the rooms a much smarter appearance. The
bath, basin and sink plugs, and the lavatory pull and seat were all
fixed on the day before occupation. After the house had then been
passed as fit for habitation by a local authority building inspector,

it was locked up.



SECTION 2.

- THE SPECULATIVE HOUSEBUILDER AND

SOME ASPECT3 OF HIS ACTIVITIES WITHIN

THE GREATER LONDON'OUTER SUBURBAN

AREA BETWEEN THE WARS.




241 L

CHAPTER 5. The structure of the speculative housebuilding
industry, with narticular reference to Infield
and Ruislip-llorthwood Urban Districts.

The building and construction industry is the name given
to that group of broadly related business concerns which are
engaged in enterprises which involve the techniques of building.

A definition was given in the Standard Industrial Classification,

published by the Central Statistical Office in 1948: 1

Establishments engaged in erecting, repairing or
decorating houses, shops, factories etc., including
establishments specialising in particular sections of
the work, such as plumbing, plastering, roofing or
installation of heating and ventilating apparatus . . .

Establishments undertaking electrical wiring in

buildings, etc., -and the erection and maintenance of
electrical signs . . .~

Establishments constructing or repairing roads,
bridges, docks, canals, railways, tunnels, airfields,
etc., laying drains, sewers, gas mains and cables;
erecting telegraph and telephone lines; open-cast coal

mining; laying out sports grounds; and other similar
work . <

l. The structure of the interwar building and construction

industry in Great Britain and the United Kingdom.

The above definition shows cleérly that there is much
more to the total building and construction industry than the
relatively elementary activity of enclosing small bits of space
for the purpose of shelter. Houéebuilding is just one section
of a broad industrial group of activities. From the point of
view of an analysis . of the structure of the housebuilding

industry however the nroblem is further complicated by the fact

1. Central Statistical 0ffice, Standard Industrial
Classification (MNSO, 1¢43), »p. 23-Lk.
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that there was no clear relationship between the type and/or
size of any particular firm (or group of firms) in the industry
and the type of comstruction or'building activity that that
firm (or group of firms) was-involved in. In theory it was
quité possible for a single firm to have carried out
concurrently all, or at least a large number, of the various
building construction activities mentioned above, providing

of course that it had the necessary resources and technical
knowledge . to do so.

The national figures produced by the Censuses of
Production 1 were for all types of building and construction,
and to disaggregate them accurately to give the types of
building interests of individual firms or sizes of firm would
present an impossible task. They might therefore be thought of
little interest or relevance for the present work. However
this is not completely true, since from an examination of the
national structure of the industry as a whole it is hoped a
number of general structural features will arise which may
profitably be contrasted with the more specific housing

informatiorn introduced later in the chapter.

(a) Some limitations of the data.

Before examining the census data in detail and considering

1. i. Board of Trade, Final Report of the Third Census of
Production 1924 (HMSO, 1932), pp.273-88; Final Report of the Fourth
Census of Production 1930, Pt. IV (HMSO, 1935), pp.178-98; Final
Report of the Fifth Census of Production 1935, Pt. IV (HMSO, 194k),
pp.1-18. Subsequently referred to as Census of Production 1924;
1930; 1935 respectively.

ii. The figures given in the 1924 and 1935 Census reports vere
. for the United Kingdom (UK). The figures in the 1930 Census
report were for Great Britain (GB) only, although some figures for
Northern Ireland were also given separately.
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the conclusions which may be drawn from it, it is necessary

to say something about the accuracy and reliability of the Board
of Trade information, It is important for example that the
Census of Production figures should not be taken as presenting a
compietely accurate picture of the building and construction
industry at these three points in time. It must be accepted that
there are a number of problems associated with the information
when it is used to provide a dynamic picture of the interwar
structure of this particular industrial sector. These problems
stem not only from the accuracy of the returns made by individual
firms but also from the way that the information received was
processed and presented by the Board of Trade.

Firstly, how accurate and reliable were the returns made by
the industry to the Board of Trade? Between the wars the
standard and sophistication of record keeping in the industry was
extremely low. The constant references to the benefits of, and
advice given on, gbod record-keeping in the trade press during
the 1930s is an indication of the rarity of accurate
"docunentation of the day-to-day activity of a significant
proportion of the industry's membership. 1 This was especially
true of the smaller firms but even firms which.made a point of
developing a good accounting system apparently found it
virtually impossiblé to answer the Board of Trade's questions
with any degree of accuracy. The result being that the returns

which were made were at best vague approximations and at worst

l. E.g. in NIB, NFHBMR, Bldr, PB, and PBI. A specific example
can be found in Bldr, 2 Dec. 1932, p.949.
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complete fabrications. 1 Moreover there exist other
inaccuracies in some of the published figures, for example in
the 1924 Census there was an estimated over-valuation of the
gross output of the industry of between £8 million and £18
million which arose from (1) the inclusion of work carried out
on sub-contract in the returns of both the sub-contractor and
principal contractor, and (2) the inclusion in their gross
output statements of material sales between firms by all firms
involved in such transactionms. 2 .

The other group of problems which arises and complicates
the analysis of the census findings between 1924 and 1935 stems
from differences in the design of, and in the processing and
presentation=9§ the information gathered from, the three inter-
war censuses.- As can be seen from Fig. 5.1 (nmext page), this
has necessitated the computation of a number of estimates in an
attempt to improve the comparability of certain figures both

3

within and between.censhsqs. The lack of detailed pudblished
figures for the industry in Northern Ireland in 1930 of course
presents an important complication to any precise comparability
of census fipdings over time. On the other hand it is notable
bow closely the 1930 G.B. and U.K. figures for the number of
firms employing 'below 11 persons' and 'll persons and over',
and the relative contributions of these two groups of firms to

A

total gross output, coincide in proportional terms.

1. This point was made during an interview on 10.2.70 with a
former employee of one of the largest of the housebuilding firms
active in the OSA between the wars.

2. Census of Production 1924, pp.275, 280.

3. All the estimates have been derived from information given
in the three Census of Production reports.

Lk, See Fig. 5.1 (next page).
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In view of the éoints madg in the preceding paragraphs,
it is clear that the information from the Censuses of
Production of 1924, 1930 and 1935 has a number of limitations
both with respect to its accuracy and reliability,and its
compérability over time. On the other hand it must be
accepted that at the present time these repofts provide the
fullest and most accurate picture avéilable to the historian
of the structure of the building and construction industry
‘during the interwar period,.and that there is ﬁo reason to
believe that this situation will alter within the foreseeable
future. For this reason it is necessary to rely on the census
figures with all their probable limitations as the basis of
the following analysis, while at the same time stressing the

need for caution in their use and interpretation.

(b) The structure of the industry.

There can be little doubt of the truth of Prof. Bowley's
remark that '"the most remarkable feature of [the national
structure of the building and constrﬁcticn industry of] the
interwar period is the pergistent importance of the very small
firms emrloying ten men or less'. 1 This is clearly revealed
from an examination of the reports of the three interwar
Censuses of Production. 2 However, although this featufe was
important, it remains jﬁst one part of an industry whose
structure encompassed an extremely wide range of firm sizes.

At the base of the structural pyramid there were the small firms

1. Bowley (1966), op. cit. pp.383-4; See also Census of
Production 1935, p.7.
2. See Fig. 5.1. p.245.



247.

noted in the quotation, whose interest lay primarily in maintenance,
repair, subcontracting or new construction works, and some house-
building. While at the peak thére existed a very small group of
very large firms with very long payrolls, who were involved in
civil engineering activities as well as a wide range of other
construction work. Lying somewhere between fhese two extremes were
a aumber of other broad groupings. for example:

(1) medium-sized building and civil engineering contractors doing
all but the largest jobs within a localityt

(2) speculative housebuilders and estate developers, with possible
interests in flat development.

(3) the smaller civil engineering contractors, and medium-sized
general builders who were intefested in small to medium-sized
construction and alteration contracts, but who might also
occasionally build a few houses either on a confrac£ basis, or
speculatifely on their own account.

(4) a large group of smaller medium builders who were primarily
concerned with the construction of dwellings on a speculative
basis, but who were prepared to carry out contract and sub-
contract general building work in order to tidakhemselves over

during periods of poor sales.

In past discussion an the structural form of the industry,
a great deal of.attention has been given to the small firm
(under 11 persons) and to thé reasons for the continued
existence and growing significance of such firms over these
years. On the national level, this category of firm increased
in numbers and in relative importance: in terms of both gross

output and in the proportion of the total employment within the



industry that they accounted for.

covered by the three censuses, it would appear that their

1
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Of the two short periods

greatest growth in importance took place during the latter

period (1930-35). This was especially true in terms of their

contribution to the gross output of the industry, and their

role in totalvemployment within building.

Fig. 5.2.

The importance nationally of firms employing under

2
11 persons in 1924, 1930 and 1935.

Firms Gross output No. employed
Date -

No. 1 % No.2 % No. 2 %
1924 (UK) ko,625 81.0| 43,523 21.1 135,000 2h .k
1930 (GB) Lz 620 84.0{. 54,488 22.2 161,482 26.7
1930 (UK) Ly 028 83.8] 55,000 22.1 163,000 26.4
1935 (UK) | 67,450 88.6! 83,000 27.8 | 255,000  33.7

Source: Censuses of Production 1924, 1930 and 1935.

1. Total number of firms sampled in the BOT 100% survey.

2. Adjusted to included BOT estimates of gross output and

numbers employed by firms failing to make returns.

However although the proportion of total employment

associated with small firms increased, there‘appears to have been

little change in the average size of the firms within this group.

l. See Fig. 5.2 above.
2. In view of the different areal base of the 1930 Census much
of the following discussion will be carried out in terms of
. proportions where comparispn between censuses is being made.

However for reference purposes the absolute figures involved have
been included in Figs. 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3.
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In each of the Census years the average size recorded was
somewhere between 3 and L persons per firm or establishment, 1
while in 1939 the average was still only 4. 2 The evidence
therefore would seem to indicate that the increasing share of
grosé output being taken by the small firm was not the
consequence of an increasing average size. It was rather the
result of an expansion -in the number of small firms entering
and remaining in the industry dﬁring a period of expansion of
the industry's gross output. Prof. Bowen noted this trend and
added that in his opinion the part of their activities that was
devoted to new construction work would probably be biased towards
housebuilding rather than hon-residentiaI.construction.

Such a statement in isolation however, might be very mis-
leading. It does, by implication, suggest that such firms were
playing an increasingly important role in the expansion of
house building activity, and this has by no means. been
established. Indeed such a statement does not say very much
since it gives no indication of the form that this activity
might have taken, or what fole such.firms might have'played in
the production process. Further it presents no evidence on the
importance of new building in_the activities of such firms.

Detailed analysis of the type of work undertaken by small
firms is only available for those firms which made returns at

the 1924 Census of Production, although some information is also

1. I.Bowen, 'Investment in the Building Industry. Part II',
Review of Economic Studies, VI (1938-9), 203. Subsequently
referred to as Bowen (1933-9).

2. Richardson and Aldcroft, op. cit. p.33.

3. Bowen (1938-9), op. cit. pp.202, 204.
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available for 1935. 1 In 1924 appréximatély 70% of the gross
output of small firms was accounted for by jobbing and repair
work §n buildings, while approximately 28% represented work on )
construction of new buildings. 2 Unfortunately this analysis
reveéls nothing on the extent of the input of small firms
into unsubsidised new housebuilding, although elsewhere it has
been suggested that fhis sector of the industry was
responsible for approximately 13% of the total value of all
work on new subsidised housebuilding at this time. Z Evidence
is also lacking as to the form that the contribution of small
firms to new construction work took, although it seems probable
that not a small element was in the form of labour only
sub-contract work for larger builders. At this point also,it
is necessary to add -the further perspective that, even if all
the work undertaken on new construction by small firms had been
completely devoted to housebuilding, this would have been
equivalent to only something like 5%-6% of the total gross out-
put of the indust?y. Inthe light of the above therefore the
contribution of small firms to housebuilding in 1924 cannot be
considered to have been of major significance.

It is unfortunate that no‘analysis of 'wo?k done' by small

firms was given for the 1930 Census, however it is known that

".1. Census of Production 1935, pp. 2,9.

2. Jobbing and repair work would have included e.g. decoration,
minor plumbing, carpentry, joinery and electrical work. Nuch
would have been sufficiently limited in scale to be satisfactorily
carried out by one or two craftsmen assisted by mates. New
construction work would have included e.g. work on public
buildings, places of public worship, factories, workshops,
'working-class dwellings', and 'other buildings’.

3. Bowen (1938-9), op. cit. p.202.
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only five years later approximately 40% of the gross output of
small firms was in new building construction work. 1 Over an
eleven year period therefore there had taken place a significant

shift in emphasis in the work carried out by small firms

towards work on new construction. As the report of the 1935

Census noted, "it appears evident that the small firms shared in
the great increase in new housebuilding [between 1924 and 19351", 2
however it must also be acknowledged that although this seqtor of
the industry clearly shared‘in the substantial increase in house-
building work that was available and indeed increased its
contribution to this type of work, this does not necessarily meaun
that small building firms shared in the increase as ‘speculative
housebuilders'. The tradition of sub-centracting, most
frequently on a labour-only basis, various aspects of house
construction work continued to be a predominant feature of the
speculative housebuilding process, as it was carried out by the
vast majority of house-building firms, right up to the outbreak

of war in 1929. > A second point which should be made in this

_context is that, although between 1924 and 1935 there was a
shift in proportional terms away from building work other than
on new construction by small firms, in absolute terms the
increase in the value of the gross output of non-new con-
structional work undertaken by this sector was some £2,000 -

£3,000 greater than that in the gross value of new building

1. Census of Production 1935, p.9.
2. Ibid.

3. The extent that this may or may not have been the case will

be considered in the light of the local evidence examined later
in the chapter, see e.g. pp. 284 -5, 34
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. 1
constructional work.

On the basis of the evidence to hapd it appears clear
that the expansion of building.poténtial and activity in the
country after 1924 created good opportunities aﬁd a healthy
envifonment for the small general firm of builders. . During
this period such firms were able not only to become involved
in work within the sphere of speculative house construction,
but also to exploit the expanded pqtential within the jobbing
and maintenance sector of the industry. Indeed the potential
for small firms in jobbing and maintenance work was expanding
both in its own right and as a result of a degree of movement
by small to medium-sized firms into other sectors of activity
within the industry which appeared to them more interesting
and/or more lucrative, for example larger contract works,
speculative housebuilding, and medium-size estate development.
Unfortunately at the present time the'lack of evidence hinders
an accurate understanding of the precise process involved, also *
an accurate idea of the importance, and changes in importance,
nationally of the contribution of small firms to speculative
house preduction. Onthe other hand the evidence that associates
the growth in the contribution of small firms to the industry‘s
- growing total gross output with an increase in the number of
small firms active rather than any significant increase in
average firm size does tend to add substance to the idea that
periods of building boom will tend to be accompanied by the

entry of small firms into the industry, while in times of

——

1. An increase from approx. £30,000 to £48,000 compared with
approx. £17,000 to £33,000 for new construction work. Census
of Production 1935, pp. 2,9; See also Fig. 5.1l. p. 248,
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depression in building activity many small firms will leave.

Firms employing under 11 persons however eomprised oniy
one section of the industry and, although it was an important.
section, the multiplicity of the small builders and contractors
should not be allqwed to divert attention too far from the
relative importance of larger firms. Therefore, before
examining the implications of the existence and growth in the
numbers of small firms, something should be said about oﬁher
sections of the industry.

The 1930 and 1935 Censuses show similar patterns. 1 As
the size of the firm increased, so the number of firms in each
category progressively decreased in size. Furthermore, at
both dates the great majority of firms employing over 10O persons
were concentrated in the '11 to ?9 person' category. The firms
which employed over 99 persons were, by comparison, very few,
while the number of firms employing over 499 perséns was minute.
Indeed this last category representgd only 0.1% of all the firms
in the industry in both. 1930 and 1935. .However the
disproportionate impbrtance of fhe larger firms' contribution to
gross output relative to their numbers is clear from the Census
figures. In 1935 for example, while the firms'employing over 99
persons £epresented only 1.3% of the £ota1 number of firms in
the industry, they were responsible for appfoximately LO% of the
_industry's gross output and approximately 33% of its total
employment.

The lack of detailed gross output and employment information

1. See Fig. 5.1. p.245.



on firms employing over 10 persons in 1924 means that it is
only possible to analyse changes within this section of tke
industry over the relatively short period of half a decade.

In this period in fact there were no great movements or

shiffs in the structural balance'oﬁéhe industry; the one
exception being a small movement away from the firms employing
over 99 persons. This .shift in fortune may be seen in Fig. 5.3.

below.

Fig. 5.3. The importance nationally of firms employing over

99 persons in 1930 and 1935.

" Firms Gross output No. employed.
Date
No. % No. % No. %
1930 (GB) 866 1.6 | 101,358 4i.2 | 210,676 34.8
1930 (UK) NK NK NK NK NK NK
1935 (UK) | 946 1.3 | 120,183 40.2 | 249,330  32.9

Source: Censuses of Production 1930 and 1935.

For firms employing between 10 and 99 persons the
decline in their share of gross output was even greater, although
still not large. As a group their share of gross output feli from
approximétely 36.6% to 32.0%, aﬁd their share of total employment
fell by approximately 5.1% to 33.4%. In terms of the total number
of firms in the industry, their importance shrank from
approximately 14.4% to 10.1%. This is most interesting when
considered in terms of the housetuilding sector since the
decline occurred in a category of building firm which has

traditionally been regarded as the main core of the country's
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housebuilders during a period of increasing, at tines rapidly
increasing, housebuilding activity.

There are a number of moré obvious guestions which arise
from the analysis of this trend: for example, in which- sectors
of ﬁuilding did this decline occur? Was it in their role as
-housebuilderé.that they declined? Is it nét possible that in
some sectors they in fact gained in importance, but that a
relatively greater decline in other spheres resulted in an
overall net decline? In those spheres in which their
significance declined, which section of the industry replaced
themé Information on the type of work carried out by firms
employing 11 or more persons is available for 1924 and 1935.
The groupings used are admittedly broad, however, in spite of
this the breakdown may be sufficient to give some indication
of the types of work that the different categories of firm
were more interested in, although to use them in.any more
definite way might be‘dangerous. )

Over the eleven years between the two census reports,
the interest of the firms employing 11 or more persons in
work upon '"unsubsidised dwellings, shops, offices, hotels
and all other" increased from taking up 31.6% of the total
value of their work to 42.3%. Over the same period, their
interest in 'repairs and maintenance' declined from 26% to
22.8%, while their interest in 'other contracting' (which

1

included work on additions) fell from 13.5% to 10.9%. In

this light, while it is difficult to say in which sections of

1. See Bowley (1966), op. cit. p.387. Table XI.
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new construction (be it dwellings, shops, offices, hotels, or
whatever) their interest increased, there would séem to be
little doubt that their interest was shifting away from repair
and maintenance work, and also from small contractiﬁg work.

It séems likely that this interest was taken over by many of

the large numbers of new small firms entering the industry.

Before progressing from this general appraisal of the
"nature bf the national structure of the building and
contractiﬁg industry to the more specific housebuilding
sector, some time should be spent on considering the
implications of the existence,and the growth, of the large
number of small firms, and the reasons for the great variation
in the sizes of firm that were able to exist and prosper
within the industry.

For some reason, during the interwar years it was possible
for thé smallest size of firr to exist and prospef beside the
large and very large establishments that were also developing
and expanding at this time. This would seem to indicate that
no one size of firm, or even range of size of firm, had an
absolute or crﬁshing economic advantage. Prof. Bowley notes
two alternative reasons why this situation could come about.
Firstly that in certain markets, small firms Qere in fact as
efficient, or even more efficient, than the larger firms. And
secondly that for some reason small firms were protected from
the competition of the larger firms. 1 Other, more specific

reasons have also been noted by Prof. Bowley. 2 For example,

1. Bowley (1966), op. cit. p.386.
2. Ibid. p.387. The majority of these points are restated, to a
greater or lesser extent, by Richardson and Aldcroft, op. cit. p.35.
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the use of extensive capitﬁl equipment on the site was
unnecessary for many types of building, especially house-
building. The facilities provided by the builders' merchants
in the holding of stocks and the provision of financial and
credit assistance, combined with good and prompt sefvice,

both operated in fayour of the small firm with a limited
available capital basis. The abundance of labour simplified
the organisational procedures and hence the level of
organisational ability and management required by any firm;
and furthermore because all sites required detailed supervision,
larger organisation had no particular advantage except perhaps
on the largest projects. One other factor which probably
sheltered the small firm was the relatively static natufe of
technology in the industry between the wars, particularly in
the sphere of small buildings. This meant that the core of
building knowledge on structures, estimating, and materials
etc. required for the construction of a small building, or
general building work,.was quite adequate for a whole range of
small and medium-sized building work.

Two other points may be made. The first refers to the
ease with which it was possible for a craftsman to establish
himself in a business on his own. In the majority of
industries his chances of success were negligibles; however in
building; the limited amounf of capital required, the ease with
which specialist services could be bought, and the fact that it
was unnecessary to have a full range of crafts within the firm
before engaging in business, made it notoriously easy. This
: being.so, it is not surprising to observe an expansion in the

number of small firms in existence during a period of relative
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prosperity. Furthermore, and this is the sécond point, the
industry was one in which even the smallest of. firms could
produce a greét variety df the many products prqduced by this
industrial category. 1 In fact one'of the only limitations
placéd on any firm in the work that they were able to do was
the size of the individual operation concerned.

All these-points help to explain the existence
and survival of the large number of small firms. The wide
range of sizes and types of firm in these years however,
perhaps requifes a different explanation.. It seems likely

that fundamentally the explanation to this was to be found in

3

the varied nature ofthe industry's activities, and the

simple fact that such variation required a great variety of
sizes and types of firm to cater for it.

From what has been said it would appear that,
particularly in the sphere of new construction work and in
markets which small fifms were able to enter, the larger firms
as such did not necessarily haveany great advantage at this
time, or at least that the competitive advantages of larger
establishments were insufficiently great to keep the small
firm in check. The position was not to remain for long.
After the Second World War some of the protective forces
seemingly were beginning to be eroded. As Prof. C.F.Carter
noted on the basis of his analysis of the 1948 Census of

Production, "there may already . . . be some movement towards

1. L.Crebler, The Production of New Housing (N.Y, 1950),
p.5Sh.
2. Ibid. p.54. See also Bowley (1956), op. cit. p.386.
3. For an 111uofratlon, see the definition given by the
CSO above, p. 2.1,




the displacement of small firms by large.''

2. The importance of housebuilding in total building and

construction activity.

-

. Housebuilding and residential construction in general
played no small role in the expansion of building output
during the interwar years. This was especially true of the
first half of the 1930's. Prof. Bowen has estimated that in
1935 'housing' represented over half the total building output
in the U.K. And that although it had fallen a little, two
years later ihousing' still represented 42.5% of tﬁe total
output. 2 A more recently derived estimate suggests a some-
Qhat higher figure, ;lthoﬁgh the inclusion in this estimate of
all rgsidential construétion, including hotels, business
premises with living accommodation attachéd, etc., explains at

3

least part of the difference. This series in fact estimates

that in 1935 residential construction accounted for 69.9% of
total output, and had declinéd only to 61.4% by 1637. N
According to the Richardson-Aldcroft series of estimates

(which appear to agree with Bowen's, in trend at least, over the
years 1935-7) in no year from 1921 to 1938 inclusive did

residential construction, as a proportion of total building,

fall below 50%. In fact between 1930 and 1938 inclusive never

l. C.F.Carter, 'The Building Industry', in D.Burn, ed. The
Structvre of British Industry, 1 (Cambridge, 1961), p.51.

2. I.Bowen, 'The Building Industry in Wartime', Economic
Journal, XLIX (1939), 664. Bowen's original figures were in
£ millions. It should be remembers that the lower level ofthe
latter figure would probably be influenced by building for
national defence and the commencement of rearmament.

3. Richardson and Aldcroft, op. cit. p.67.

L. TIn 1938 this proportion rose again very slightly to 62.7%.
ibid. ) .
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did it fall below 60%. *

3. The problem of local statistics.

The importance of housing, or at least resideptial
construction, to the .interwar building industry is clear.
However, in spite of its importance, the author has been unable
to discover any work published or estimates made, on the
structure of'the housebuilding sector of the industry during
this period, either on a national or regional level. The
paucity of regional interyar statistics in all spheres of
" economic life, and not least in the study of the building
industry, has been a source of frustration to economists and
economic historians alike; National, and indeed aggregate
figures of any sort necessarily have a tendency to submerge
regional and local differences, and as such severgly limit the
detail of analysis possible. Such figures therefore are likely
to hinder the revelation'of the true picture since, as Prof.
Bowley has rightly pointed out, if is more than reasonable to
expect the structural pattern of the building industry, or the
housebuilding sector of the industry, to vary from one locality
2

to another.

(a) Previous work on London data and its adeguacy.

The spatial emphasis of this thesis is specifically the

1. Op. cit. Residential construction as a % of total building,
1925-38.

1925 = 64,1 1928 = 65.3 1931 = 69.4 1935 = 69.9
1926 = 744 1929 = 64.4 1932 = 72.3 1936 = 68.4
1927 = 73.1 19%0 = 60.1 1933 = 76.0 1937 = 61.4

1934 = 73.4 1938 = 62.7

2. E.g. see Bowley (1966), op. cit. pp. 386-7.



261.

Greater London area. Immediately difficulties become apparent,
the most obvious being the lack of data on this local level,
even for an area of such imporfance as London. Prof. Bowen
made an attempt during the later 1930s at some sorf of
measﬁre, although the evidence he used was rather indirect and
.in some ways rather tenuous. 1 In an attempt to discover more
about the growth and structure of the industry on a more local

level, he took the London Classified Telephone Directory for the .

years 1930 and 1935, and Kelly's Directory of Building Trades

for 1925, 1931, 1935 and 1937. From these he enumerated the
building firms classified within the London and Greater London
areas. The results however were far from satisfactory,
leaving the observer with many uncertainties as to the precise
meaning of the figiures produced. For example, to what extent
were the telephone directory figures a reflection of the rise
in telephone ownership that follcwed the drive for new
subscriptions which took’place dufing this period rather than
a reflection of the appearance of new firms? From the point of
view of this thesis however a more fundamental criticism of the
results exists for they provide little idea of the structure of
the industry but merely indicate the possible growth in the
number of firms active within these areas.

Prof. Bowen's figures in fact indicate an increase c¢f over
300 firms (from under 700 to over 1000 firms) within the

Greater London area betﬁeen 1931 and 1935. The evidence from

1. Bowen (1938-9), op. cit. pp. 204-5.
2. Bowen avoided duplication in the latter case by the use of
testing samples.
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Keliy's Directory should perhaps be more reliable but indicates
a decline in the number of firms in this area.. Furthermore the
results do not agree well with the Census of Production figures
for Greater London which indicates a fall in the number of
firmé of builders and contractoraérom L84LO in 1924 to 3670 in
1930. This decline then continued until, in 1937, the figure
stood at 120 firms below the 1930 level. 1

(b) The local data used and its comparability with national

data.

Such, therefore, is%he adequacy of the known attempts in
this sphere to date. In view of this the remainder of the -
present chapter will be devoted to an attempt to improve this
situation by concentrating on the residential construction
industry active within two particular outer suburban areas
between 1931 and 1940. The areas which have been taken are
Enfield U.D. and Ruislip-Northwood U.D. 2 Within each area
the local authority builaing inspectors maintained records of
new consfruction within their area. In Ruislip-Northwood a
record was made of the location and date of the completion of

each new building with the builder's name in a Register of

Completions started in 1931. 3 In Enfield a rather greater

level of ‘detail of progress on new construction was noted,
the building inspectors recording the location of each new

building in the aréa, the date of the inspection of five

1. Bowen (1938-9), op. cit. p.20k.

2. See above p. B2, Fig. 3.1.

3. Ruislip~Northwood U.D, Register of Completions, 1931 -,
Now held at the IB. Hillingdon Flanning Dept. My thanks to
Mr J.Johnson formerly of this dept. for access to this register

and his assistance. This register will subsequently be referred
to as Ruislip-Northwood Register.
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stages in the constrﬁction process - from 'commencement’,
‘drainage', 'foundations!', 'damp course' to 'completion and
fit for human habitation' - and'the number of the plan for
which building approval had been given. 1 Such'records
appeér to have been mgintained in Enfield since the late
nineteenth century but unfortunately few of the registers
for the years prior to 1931 have sur&ived. Consequently
only after this date do these registers provide a continuous
record of new construction in this particular area.

By processing the information abstracted from these
registers it has been possible to produce two sets of data
which show the size of residential building firms in terms
of the number of dwellings comﬁleted annually by each within
these two outer.Suburban areas between 1931 and 1940. 2
The form of the data produced is in fact similar to the
information found by Prof. Dyos for Camberwell for the years
between 1878 and‘l880. > Unforfunately however, although the
data produced provides a measure of firm size, the measure is
not directly comparable with that used by the Board of Trade
during these years in the Census of Production which is in

terms of the number of persons employed. 4 In view of this

it is necessary to attempt to approximate comparability between

l.i. Enfield U.D. Register of Building Notices. Now held
at ILB. Enfield Building Surveyors Dept. My thanks to Mr.J. de
Lacey for access to this register and for his assistance. This
register will subsequently be referredto as Enfield Register.

ii. A copy of a page from the Enfield Register can be found

in Fig. 5.4. below.

2. Sce below Appendix 5.1. Tables 1-10.

3. Dyos (1961), op. cit. p.20k.

k., Sce above p.:r:s.Fig, 5.1.
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the two measures.

Unfortunately it has not been ﬁossible to discover a
precise yardstick with which to measure the relationship
between the number of men employed and the numbér of
dweilings built by a firm during these years. Clearly the
.construction of a yardstick with which fo measure this
relationship is full 6f problems. TFor example, intuitively
it would séem reasonable to suppose that the precise ratio
was likely to have varied betwéen firms simply as a con-
sequence of differing efficiencies of organisation, also
between firms constructing the cheaper terraced or semi-
detached houses and those constructing more expensive senmi-
detached and detached houses. In an attempt to approximate
a comparability ratio, it has becn rossible to glean some
sort of indication, albeit indirect, of the persons employed/
houses built ratio from cccasicnal references infthe trade
press and from remarks made during interviews. Moreover to
some extent the evidence suggests that the variation in the
ratio of men employed to dwellings built between firms
building different qualities of housing, although real
especially between the extremes of quality, is likely not to
have been as great as intuitively it may at first abpear.

. The first of the four firms for which such eviderce on
this question is available is the housebuilding firm of
Corben and Vakeling Ltd. of Yembley and Kenton, Middlesex. 1
This firnn tended to build better quality meldium-priced semi-
detaqhed, and to a lesser extent detached, houses 2 and in 1934

for example were employing some 600 persons, including sub-

1. Sec below p. 357
2. See el.q. 1llustrations belwecen pp. 60567,



266.

contractors, at a time when they were developing four separate
estates totalling 190 acres in Kenton and the surrounding .
areas. 1 Between 1627 and 1934 inclusive this firm had
achieved an average annual output of approximately 230

houses, 2 which, in view of the general housing demand
situation during these years, suggests an output in 1934
substantially greater than this figure. On their estate P
in Eastcote, their smallest, this firm built some 40 houses in
that particular year. 5 In the light of this, and the fact
that two of their other three active estates were in the
Finchley and Kenton areas which were experiencing particuiarly
rapid development at about this timé, b it would perhaps be
reasonable to assess their 1934 output at somewhere arcund 400
houses. This would give an approximate ratio of one dwelling
to one and a half men employed. John Laing and Son Ltd. had an
annual output in 1934 of just over twice that of Comben and
Wakeling Ltd. In thié year in fact Laing emplcyed something
over 800 men kapproximately a third of its total work force)
on speculative house-building and constructed somethirng just
under 900 dwellings. > This would therefore give a somewhat
higher outpuf to persons employed ratio. Of course it is
likely that, being a larger organisation and able to bénefit

to some extent from organisational economies of scale, Laing

1. PBI, Oct. 1934, p.476.

2. Ibid.
3. Ruislip-Northwood Register. Eventually 141 houses were

completed on this estate of approx. 15-17 acres.
L. One being the 1000+ dwelling estate next to South Kenton

Underground Station.
5. An interview with J.W.Laing published in Betham, ed. op. cit.

p.200. The remaining two-thirds of the work-force were employed on
contract works.
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would have achieved é more efficient use of its labour force
than would a medium, or even a large local housebuilding firm
which probably explains at least part of the higher ratio
achieved by this firm.

‘The remaining two examples concern somewhat smaller
housebuilding firms, although significantly larger than the
smallest concerns known to have buili houses speculatively
between the wars. Edser and Brown Ltd. of Sutton concentrated
towards the top end of the épeculative housing market building
houses priced during the 1930s between £900 and £1500. In good
years during this period this firm produced approximately 50-55
dwellings a year and at sgch times hgd a workforce of just over
100 persons. 1 In view of the type of housing being built the
greater labour input is not unexpected, but this example does
begin to suggest that the ratio applicable to most firms is
likely to have lain somewhere within a range of between one and
two persons employed to one unit produced. The evidence from
the fourth example does nothing to guestion this conclusion
since A. Harston & Co. (Enfield) Ltd., a firm of Enfield
housebuilders, had a pay roll of some 90 persons in 1936 in
which year some 60 medium-priced semi-detached houses were
completed on several different sites in Enfield.

In view of the small number of examples presented and the
absence of evidence of the experience of small firms and firms

building the cheavest types of housing during these years,

1. Edser, interview, 16.10.69.
2. Harston, interview, 25.8.69.
3. The absence of evidence reflects the important gaps which

continue to exist in research in this field.
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any conclusions on the persons employed/unit produced ratio
must remain tentative. However, with this borane in mind,
the evidence does appear to suggest that for the speculative
builder of more expensive houses and also perhaps the small
builders who 1acked organisational advantages of scale of
operation a ratio of up to and around two persons employed/
dwelling produced is a reasonable estimate. While for the
speculative builder of the cheaper and lower-medium priced
houses, particularly the larger concerns and those

developing larger sites, the ratio was more likely to have

been around one to one and a half. 1

(c) Possible limitations of the local data.

Clearly the data extéacted ffom the local authority
registers suffers from a2 number of possible limitations,
some of which have already been touched upon. In general.
the limitations fall into three broad categories.

First there is the'possibility of a degree of under-
enumeration by the local building inspectors of écfual
completions within their areas. Both the Ministry of Health
and the local authority figures show the proportions of new

private housebuilding activity within these two areas during

l. On the basis of the evidence the categorisation of builder
size, defined in terms of their dwelling output in any one year,
that will be used will be:

i. small hbldr - completed between 1 and 5 dwellings.
ii. medium hbldr - completed between 6 and 59 dwellings.
(a) small-medium - completed between 6 and 24 dwellings.
(v) large-medium - completed between 25 and 59 dwellings.
iii. large hbldr - completed 60 dwellings and above.
The interesting similarity between the categorisation adopted by

Prof. Dyos (see Dyos (1968), op. cit. p.578) and that derived
“independently in this study should be noted.
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these.years, 1 and in view of this it is not unexpected that

at times building inspectors were hard pressed to keep pace
with it. Moreover during this period it was not unknown,
albeit probably relatively infreqﬁently, for builders to fail
to nbtify the building inspectorate of their building progress,
and even of their completion of individual dwellings. 2 It is
difficult to pinpoint the extent of any under-enumeration since
the only comparable figures of housebuilding on this level are
those which were returned to the Ministry of Health,and which
have been discussed earlier in Chapter 4 and its appendices.
Comparison of the two sets of figures. in fact shows the new
dwelling completion figures for Enfield and Ruislip-Northwood
between October 1933 and March 1939 és approximately 9% below

3

those returned to the Ministry of Health. For a number of
reasons however it is probable that this rather over-estimates
the extent of the actuwal under-enumeration involved, not least
as a conseqﬁence of the inclusion of conversions and also

pre-existing dwellings revalued as a result of an addition of

some description (e.g. garage etc.) in the Ministry

statistics. 4 Moreover the time-lags inherent in the

1. See. above Ch. 4, and also below Appendix 5.1. Tables 1-10.

2. My thanks to Mr de Lacey and Mr Johnson for their
observations on the possibility of under-enumeration and its
causes. For comments on the size of the building inspectors'
tasks in areas of high housebuilding activity see e.g. The
Illustrated Carventer and Builder, 28 June 1935, ».1458; also
9 July 1937, p.S84. 1In neither Enfield nor Ruislip-Northwood
however dces the suggestion that "in practice it was rarely
possible to manage more than one inspection of any house"
(Jackson, op. cit. p.151.) appear to be true.

3. i.e. approx. 190 dwellings p.a. in both areas.

k., See above Appendix 4.3. pp.fd-22for a detailed consideration
of the Ministry of Health data, its meaning and its
limitations.
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Ministry data 1 épd fhe necessity to approximate the number
of completions within the two areas for the last an& first
quarters of 1933 and 1939 respebtively means that the two data
sets may not be as precisely comparable as they ﬁay super-
ficiélly appear. Inhview of these points there is clearly mno
way of knowing in any quantifiable way the extent of the
probable under-enumeration in the cpﬁpletions data for either
area, nor which types of builders and housing were more likely
to have been overlooked,

A second possible limitation of local authority inspection
data as a measure of builder size is that it refers only to
builders' activities within a particular local government
administrative area. In terms of thé areas over which certain
speculative housebuilding firms were active, and even in terms
of 1ocal_housing markets, such areas were spatially unnatural.
In an attempt to minimise the dangers to the following
analysis inherent in this situation, local newspapers were
scanned and knowledge accumulated taroughout the research has
been pieced together. Clearly however as a corrective such an
approach is far from perfect, and this limitation must remain
a major possible weakness in the data. 2

The third and final broad limitation that will be
mentioned here'nﬁﬁ is directly relevant where comparison is
made between local and national data. This of course concerns

the different bases used for the measurement of firm size.

l. Op. cit. ~

2. In this context however it is interesting to note the
similarity between the structures found by Prof. Dyos within
Camberwell (1878-80) and the whole area subseguently included
within the County of London (1881) during these periods of high

activity. Dyos (1961), ov. cit. p.185; Dyos (1968), op. cit. p.660.

Sl et
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The difficulties involved in the estimation of a factor, or
more precisely range of factors, to allow comparisons between

the two sets of data have been considered earlier.

. It is clear from this section that the local authofity

completions data which will be used below is not without its

limitations. Moreover it must be re-emphasised that the

figures derived remain very much approximations only and must

not in any sense be used as precise. On the other hand the

data is a clear advance on that utilised in earlier studies,
while the dearth of meaningful local information apﬁarently

available on this aspect of the housebuilding industry make

its examination worthwhile. It is essential however that its

limitations should be clearly recognised and kept in mind

during any consideration of the following analysis, and that

where necessary allowance made for them.

4, The structure of the housebuilding industries in Enfield

U.,D. and Ruislip-Northwood U.D.

(a) General trends.

Tables 6 and 8 below show the structure of the housebuilding,
or more ccrrectly the dwelling construction, industries within
two outer suburban areas: Enfield U.D. and Ruislip-Northwood U.D.
respectively for the years 1932-8. 2 The most striking similarity

between these two areas lay in the importance of the firms

building over 5 houses in each year. That over 90% of total

housebuilding in these areas was the product of this group

1. Sce above pp.E5-2.
2. See below Appendix 5.1.



places the significance of the small housebuilder in its true
perspective. 1 This is a perspective that it is easy to
lose sight of if the aggregateé of the numbers of firms
active in each year are considered in isolation.l In
Ruisiip-Northwood during these years, small builders in fact
.represented approximately half the industry. The contrast
between the numerical superiority of this group of builders
and their actuwal importance to total output has also been
observed from the figures for the overall industry. That it
exists also in the housebuilding industry is not a point
that should be overlooked since this sector should not be so
prone to the invasion ¢f the small man as for example the
repair, maintenance and decorations sector so obviously was.
This point will be returned to later when the changing
structures of these two areas over the decade are examined.

In both areas the medium-sized firm built approximately
35% of the total output, leaving those building over 5§

3

dwellings per annum responsible for something under two
thirds of the production. It is at this level in the
structure in fact differences between the areas first begin

to appear since the firms producing 100 or more dpa took
rather more of the total output in Ruislip-Northwood than they
did in Enfield, building just under 44% of total output. This

represented almost one half of the output of all housebuilders

building 6 and over dpa within that area. In Enfield this

1. I.e. 94.79% in Enfield and 92.93% in R-N.

2. See below pp. W4 ~%R.

5. 'Dwellings per annum' will subsequently be written as
‘dpa'.
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group constructed approximately 36% of output, which rep-
resented approximately two fifths of the total output of gll
firms building over 5 dpa. If the upper echelons of the
housebuilding industry are disaggregated a little, it can be
seen that in Ruislip-Northwood, firms building 100 to 149 dpa
~and 150 to 199 dpa were in both cases, less important than
their equivalents in the Enfield area. However,
proportionately, firms building more than 200 dpa were over
two and a half times more important in Ruislip-Northwood
than in Enfield, while in absolute terms their output was
approximately twice as great.

This was the situation within the housebuilding industry

active in these two areas over a six year period. The

foregoing analysis, -albeit brief;y, has revealed a number of
interesting features which will be stated at this point in the
work even though discussion and comaent upon tﬁem and their
significance will be méde later throughout the chapter.
Similarly} as in the national structure of the building
industry, the most immediately apparent feature is the inverse
prOportionéf‘relationship found between numbers of firms and
the level of output for which they were responsible as the
size category of firms increased. Thus the pyramid formed by
the industry when categorised by size of firm was upright, but
when the industry is analysed in terms of its output in
relation to the size of firm the pyramid is inverted. 1In
this way, in both areas, firms constructing under 6 dwellings
in any year had only a minimal significance in terms of the
total production of thé local industry, the vast bulk of

building being in the hands of the medium and large firms. It
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is the medium categofy of housebuilder which has in fact
traditionally been described as the ‘'core! of the industry.
Superficially, on the basis of the local data this title
might appear justified. However, this question will be
examined in greater detail later in the chapter, and with
it the seeming erosion of the importance of this group.

It was the emergence of the number of builders building
over 100 dwellings in any one year which was perhaps the most
important new feature of the interwar structure of the
suburban housebuilding industry. 3 Such firms of course did znot
necessarily consistently build over 100 dpa within these
areas, many of them reachgd this annual level of output only
once or twice in the decade. For example in Enfield one
builder, A. Robinson, built houses in every year of the
decade except for 1938, however only in 1936 did he complete
over 100 dwellings. ~Moreover in no year apart from 1935 and
1936 did the annual level of output of this firm in quield
rise above 44 dwellings. SimilarlyAwith J. Bléde (Builder)
Ltd., who built in Enfield between 1935 and 1940 inclusive.
Although the first year of building in the area saw the
completion of 181 dwellings,in no other year did the firm
build even a third of this total. b Therefore although firms

like Newman Eyre & Petersen Ltd., Hilbery Chaplin Ltd., and

1. See below pp. =87-309 eg . 308~ ) alse 326.

2. See below pp. 306~-3,323.

3. E.g. compare Dyos (1961), op. cit. p.125 and below
Appendix 5.1.

L, In the later 1930s Blade was also active in Essex. In
1937 this firm was developing an estate of 110-120 dwellings
in Dagenham (i.e. Stanley Ave, Rosslyn Ave and Crow Lane).

NHB, Aug. 1937, p.36.
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John Laing & Son Ltd. which consistenfly completed over 100;
and sometimes -over 200 or 300 dpa in the Enfield area did
exist, these were more the excéption rather than the general
rule. The builders of over 100 dpa in this area were more
norﬁally 'large' firms but firms which as a rule produced an
output somewhere below this level.

The last of the general featurés of the local
industries which will be mentioned at this juncture are
comparative ones. It is véry noticeable that within Ruislip-
Northwood firms building between 1 and S dpa were rather more
important in terms of output than the equivalent group in
-Enfield, while those building above 59 dpa were rather more
important in Enfield. It is Hoped later to suggest the
reasons whiqh lay behind such differences. However this is not
possible to do with any degree of reliability until such
phenomena as for example the way that structural. change took
place, the extent of the shift in importance of the various
elements involved, and the extent to which the aggregated
figures (1932-85 tend to mask the actual structural balance as

it existed in the individual years of the decade, have been

observed.,

Before any examination of the more detailed annual move-
ments within the two areas is undertaken, the position which
existed in the industry prior to the 'housebuilding boom' (i.e.
1931-2) will be compared with that which existed during the
peak years of housebuilding output (i.e. 1937-8). It is hoped
that this will reveal in broad terms the areas in which some

shift took place in the relative significance of various
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categories of firm.

In the years 1931-2, firms building between 1 and 5
dwellings in each year were reéponsible for 15% of the biennial
output of Enfield, and nearly a quarter of that of Ruislip-
Nor£hwood. In Ruislip-Northwood almost half of this output
.was built by firms which constructed only one or two dwellings
in each year. The relative importance of this smallest
. category was not so great in Enfield, being one third. In
terms of the numbers of firms "active in the industry, both
areas were entirely dominated by the small housebuilder. 1

The intermediate years were ones of rapid development
and quickly expanding output. It is not surprising therefore
to discover that by 1937-8 the biennial output of the industry
in Enfield had increased by nearly five times, while that in
Ruislip-Northwood by nearly six times. The most immediately
noticeable shift in structure that had occurred over these
years concerned the relative impSftance of firms building over
5 dpa. Their share of the increased market had expanded by
12% in Eﬁfield and by 16% in Ruislip-Northwood. Thus in the
latter area this group accounted for 94.26% of total outvut,
while in Enfield it accounted for 97.44%. Correspondingly
therefére the importance of the small firm diminished

substantially over these ycars. In both areas the pattern

1. Before 19332 there were no firms building over 100 dpa in
either area. The proportion of output produced by those con-
structing between 5 and 59 dpa was almost identical in both
areas. Here however the similarity cnds for the 10 to 19 dpa
group of builders were of far greater importance in R-N (32.449%)
than .they were in Enfield, where they accounted for only 18.7%.
The opposite was true for the 20 to 49 calegory, which in
Enfield built some 24% of output and in R-N accounted for only

8.6%.
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was similar. All small builders suffered a decline, although
the group most markedly affected was those firms building:
between 3 and 5 houses in each year. The smallest builders
(i.e. 1 and 2 dpa) maintained their proportional position
witﬁin this category. In actual terms only Enfield suffered a
decline and this was not great. It was a decline of 31 units,
while in Ruislip-Northwood there was an increase of 74
dwvellings to 239. It is obvious however that the growth in
Ruislip~Northwood was by no means as rapid as the expansion
experienced in overall output. In terms of the numbers of
small firms active.both areas again expericnced a proporiional
decline, while in Enfield even their actual numbers declined.
This was not so however for the firms building over 5 dpa.
The aggregate of the total number of such firms active in each
year in Enfield for example had increased by just under three
times in actual terms (to 94), while proportionately they
increased by 75%. This increase was experienced to varying
degrees in all categories. It was the firms constructing
above 59 dpa in which the largest proportional increase came.
While in the category 20 to 49 dpa, it was the firms building
above 30 dpa which multiplied the most, even tpough their share
of total output diminished somewhat. In Ruislip-Northwood also
there was a large increase, and this was especially true of the
category 20 to 40 dpa which increased its share of the output
by three times until, in 1937-8, it accounted for just over 25%
of the total cutput. In terms of production and the number of
firms active no one size of firm within this category grew to

the disadvantage of another.

In both areas firms completing over 100 dpa had appeared on
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the scene, and in fact also some completing over 200. 1In
Enfield approximately 37% of total output was produced by
such firms which was some 3.5% lower than in Ruiélip-Northwood.
Both areas by 1937-8 only had one builder constructing over 200
dpa; In 1937, this builder (M. Blade) alone produced nearly
10% of Enfield's total output, while in Ruislip-Northwood the
firm of Geofge Ball (Ruislip) Ltd. were constructing just over
one third of the total output of that area. As a proportion of
total output, the output of firms complefing over 100 dpa was
lower in both areas than it had been during the intermediate
years. In fact in Enfield it was substantially lower. In
every two year period between 1933 and 1938 inclusive the
importance of the output of this category was greater in
Ruislip-Northwood than it was in Enfield. For example,
whereas in Enfield in 1933-4 such builders were responsible
for approximately 45% of total output in those years, in
Ruislip-Northwood the figure was 54%. Similarly in 1935-6,
the respective figures were 33.61% in Enfield compared with
46.55% in Ruislip-Northwood. However this does tend to
disguise the fact that in 1937-8, and the previous two year
period, firms building between 100 and 199 dwellings in each
year were twice as importént in Enfield than they were in
Ruislip-Northwood, producing some 32% of total output compared
with 16% in Ruislip-Northwood. It was the category over 200
dpa that was important, and in fact dominant, in Ruislip-
Northwood's structure.

It can be seen that the structure of the housebuilding
industry within these areas had a very different balance during

the peak two years of the 'boom' than it had had prior to the
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rapid acceleration of output. In most cases this shift was
continuous and gradual. It took place over a number of years
forming for most categories a discernable trend related in
the main to the growth of the total output levels in both
areés. This is not to say that the trends within individual
categories were entirely consistent for fluctuations did
occur. However, it is. to say that they were sufficiently

consistent for conclusions to be drawn with some certainty.

The housing output of the building industries in both
areas rose in every year from 1932 to 1938. Both however
suffered a decline in 1939. 1 The rate of increase in each
year varied, the exact percentage fluctuating considerably.
In Enfield the second largest increase in actual output took
place between 1932 énd 1933, this represented an increase in
output of 120% in one year. The following year the increase
in both actual and relative terms was small by comparison
(i.e. representing a 12% increase in total output). Output
jumped again between 1934 and 1935 by 666 dwellings, the
largest annual actual increase of any single year éf the
decade. This represented a rise of just over 50%. Again a
relative stagnation followed (in 1936 output was only 22
dwellinés higher than the 1935 total), before the rate of
increase rose quite sharply in 1937. 1938 was the last year
in the decade that experienced an expansion in output, being

an increase of 6% or 134 houses, before the output fell in

l. Even taking into account a certain slowing down of natural
demand, this is not perhaps particularly surprising in view of
the declaration of war in Sept. 1939 and the consequent
-cessation of all new housing starts.
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1939 to a level appfoximately 30% below the total of the

previous year.

(b) The small firm.

' The statement of the path of housing output within the
two areas is of some relevance since although certain trends
within individual categories of firm over this eight year
period have been noted, the way in which these shifts took
place and the extent to which such relative movements in
significance were related to the progress of overall output
within these areas has not yet been considered. TFor éxample
small firms: to what extent and how precisely did their
decline in relative importance correspond with the growth of
output levels? To what exten£ did growing output levels
influence the entrance of greater numbers of small firms into
the housebuilding industry?

In 1931, the year of lowest total production between
1931 and 1939, small housebuilding firms in Enfield
represented over 57.8% of the industry and built 13.2% of
the total production. During the following year the level of
total output in Enfield increased by 14%. The manifestation
of this for the small firm was that their relative position
within the industry in output terms increased marginally, as
did the number ‘of firms within this category both in actual
and relative terms. As a category within the housebuilding
sector the small firm was never again to be as important in
terms of output. In 1933 the importance of the small
housebuilder as a producer plunged from a position where he
produccd approximately a sixth of totgl output to one where

he produced only just over a thirteenth. It is perhaps not
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insignificant that this dramatic decline occurred simultaneously
with a rapid acceleration in total output. 1 The number of
small firms active in. 1934 rose by 1 (to 44) while their output
increaséd to 106 dwellings. Hence as the overall production
increased only by some 12%, their share of the cake increased
‘marginally. This was however no more than a temporary
adjustment to the trend and in the following year they fell
below their 1933 position of importance. This position
continued to decline in 1936 when they produced only 4.63% of
the completions within the area, while in 1937 and 1938 this
figure averaged 2.56%. Thus their years of greatest
insignificance came in 1937 and 1938. It is perhaps no
coincidence that these were also ?he years of highest activity
for housebuilders in the Enfield area. And since the declining
actual number of houses produced by them were being produced by
a decreasing number of firms from 1934, the trenq was one of
decline in both a proportional and actual sense. 2
There would seem thérefore to have been a broad inverse

correlation between the fortunes and importance of the small
firm in housebuilding and the total production of the industry
within Enfield U.D. between 1931 and 1939. However this
correlation was by no means precise. It would appear from
the information available for Enfield that in periods of low
building activity the small firm dominated the housebuilding
industry in terms of numberé, and contributed significantly

to the overall production levels. However during the initial

1. -Sce below Appendix 5.1. Tables 1 and 2.
2. The only exception to this general statement was the

occurrence of a marginal upturn of their output in actual terms
in 19383.
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acceleration of housebuilding activity the small firm tended
to lose ground, and only after a lag of approximately one
year did small firms begin to enter the active harket, while
those that were aiready active began to expand their operations
a 1ittle.

Thus in Enfield in 1934, against the run ofthe trend, the
number of active small firms increased, as did their output.
However they were not ablé to sustain the initial flush of

2

activity and, in spite of the continuing growth of total
production levels in each year up to 1937-8, this category of‘
firm later experienced a decliﬁe of interest in housebuilding.
The number of small firms active diminished, as did the number
of houses they produced. That their relative importance should
decline to some extent is not unexpected. 1 However what is
interesting and a trifle unexpected is the Qay that the
importance of such firms diminished in actual terms after 193k,
as is the decline in actual output in 1933 and the dramatic
increase that followed in 1934. The increase may be explained
as a consequence of the rising total output, although even so
its size was greater than might be expected. However the
absolute fall in 1933 goes against such a relationship, as

does the decline in output after 1934. It would appear that

in Enfield there were local factors early in the period of
rapid acceleration of fotal output that retarded the response
of the small builder for approximately twelve months, and then

later in the period operated to discourage the smaller builder,

1. Even though they were found to be growing in importance
between 1930 and 1935 on the examination of the national
structure of the building industry as a whole.



even thoﬁgh around him conditions were booming.

The first, the twelve month lag in response, could
perhaps be explained in terms of the traditional reserve and
caution of the housebuilder, a reserve which might be
expected to be greater the smaller the business. Perhaps
then the small bﬁilder held back initially in order to see
if there was any substance behind the initial flush of
activity that took place. It was only therefore when they
saw that the market was buoyant, that the firms building on a
larger scale were selling their houses, and in consequence
that the risk element was fairly small, did they begin to
speculate themselves. In these terms the large increase in-
the output of the group may be seen as a natural reaction to
the lag that had occurred in their responée in the previous
year. Superficially at least this seems to be quite a
convincing explanation. However it has not been‘possible to
discover any evidence that could confirm its validity.
FPurthermore the experience within Ruislip-Northwood would
not entirely appear to substantiate it.

In Ruislip-Northweod the pattern was much more consistent.
In actual terms the years 1934 to 1938 were ones of a growing
output for small firms as a group, 1 even thouéh the annual
incrementsin output were not sufficient to maintain the
position of this particular category as producers within the
industry. Furthermore as these actual increases were only
marginal, the relative position of the small firm in each

year was very closely related to changes in overall

1. Only 1937 showed a slight interruption to this trend.
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output. 1

In Ruislip-Northwood therefore there occurred no lags
followed by dramatic increases in output. In cdﬁsequence the
'theory' suggested earlier 2 must be in doubt;that it had an
infiuence in Enfield however must always remain a possibility,
but that other possibly more localised factors played a more
important role must be considered ta be more likely. Possibly
land availabiiity patterns played a part. Something brief and
fairly general will be said‘on the effect of land patterns and
availability on the structure ofthe housebuilding industry in
the concluding section of the chapter. > This is just one
group of questions to evolve from the detailed information
which has become available for which this particular study
cannot hope to provide a completely satisfactory answer. To
do this would require extensive and highly detailed research
of a specific and limited locality of the size of, for
example, a local authority area, or perhaps one.part of such an
area. Here the reader must be content with statements on the
broader picture, such as trends and movements in the relative
importance of the various categories of firm within the
industry.

At this point it.is possible to reflect back to an earlier
part of the chapter. It has been seen that the small firms

vere of declining importance to the housebuilding sector of the

1. As in Enfield, in periods of low housing activity, the small
firm contributed substantially to total output (i.e. a little
under one third), and at the peak of the housebuilding boom this
position had been very much eroded.

2. See above p. L3,

3. See below p. 223.
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' industry as the building boom progressed. This is very
interesting, especially in the light of the comments of Prof.
Bowley and the 1935 Census of ?roduction repor£ on the small
firm that, between 1930 and 1935 at least, in the industry as
a wﬁole they wefe an expanding force both in actual and

.relative terms. 1 Although it should be remembered that the
data used here is very limited, in the sense that it is
applicable to two fairly small areas within Greater London,
the local evidence would appear to indicate that in relative
terms at least, the expansion of the small firm was being
channelled into the repair and maintenance sector of the
industry, or at least that it was not being charnelled
directly into suburban housebuilding. Thi; would tend to cast
doubt on the implication in Prof. Bowen's article on the role
and position of the small builder in ﬁousebuilding. Or at
least it would tend to cast doubt on any idea that these small
builders were involving themselves in the role of housebuilders
as such, since it is not possible to suggest from the evidence
the extent to which they were active as subcontractors on
private enterprise speculative housing projects.

Further, it would seem from the evidence that a large
number of the small builders who entered the industry in
response to the increasingly favourable demand conditions and
the ieads taken by larger builders,were active in the house-
building sector for one year and then disappeared again from
the housing scene to involve themselves in other types of

building works. For example in Enfield in 1934, of the 44

~

1. Sce sbove pn. 2iG-5%,
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small builders 1 who were active, some 20 (i.e. 45%) had

built in no 6ther year within the Enfield area between 1931
and 1940, while nine more (i.e. 20%) did not build again in

that area. Of the other 15 firms in this category in 1934,

11 remained in housing as small operators while only 4 grew

_sufficiently to be classified within a higher category in'

subsequent years.

It would therefore seem that the small builder, when it
came to housebuilding, was a very transient being and only

rarely did he expand his operations to any degree, even

during a period particularly favourable to doing so. Many

of the firms might have built one or two houses but then
discovered that it was more profitable to operate as sub-
contractors on a labdur-only piecework basis for other house-

builders. It is likely that this was quite common among

small, especially famiiy, firms, many of which would be firms

of specialist tradesmen. In this very limited sense Prof.

Bowen was probably correct when he stated that the small firm
probably devoted that part of his activities that could bte
considered as new construction to residential, rather than

non-residential, building, 3 particularly during the first

half of the decade. It is also probable that large numbers

of the small building firms entering the industry between

1930 and 1935 replaced those slightly larger, more established

1. This was the highest number of small builders active in

housebuilding in any one year.
2. The largest that one of these grew to was an output of

14 houses in one year.

3. Bowen (1938-9), op. cit. p.202.
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firms which had forsaken jobbing, repair and maintenance work
in order to concentrate a larger part of their efforts into
speculative housebuilding. In this way these years saw a
shift in interest within some secticns of the existing small

-~

and medium-sized firms.

"(¢) The medium-sized firm.

Firms employiné from 11 to 99 men have traditionally been
regarded as '"the backbone of the industry", 1 or alternatively
"the main core of housebuilders™. 2 According to Wallis they
were also the firms that had the largest family trée and
pedigree, stability, experience, ard were '"able to maintain a
high percentage of regular or permanent employees'. > As a
group they therefore have quite a reputation to live up to
and, in the light Qf the experience of Enfield and Ruislip-

Northwood, it will be seen to what extent this reputation is

justified. B i

Before it is possible to progress further hcwever one
fundamental problem must be overcome: the identity of the
'medium'.firm, in terms of output, must be discovered. How
many units of output could one firm employing 99 persons be
expected to produce in one year during this decade? Also,
at the other end of the scale, the same gquestion should be
asked of a firm employing 10 men. At the lower end of the

scale it is difficult to make anything but a rather arbitrary

1. L.Wallis, The Building Industry, its work and organisation
(1945), p.21. :

2. Bowley (1966), op. cit. pp.385-6.

3. Wallis, op. cit. p.2l.
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_approximation. The intervier offered 1little help, and
nowhere in the' literature are there any guide. lines.
Fortunately imprecision should not make a great deal of
difference to the eventual validity of any conclusions that
may.be drawn. Thus at the lower end of the category the
line has been drawn at firms producing six or more dpa.
Interviews were more helpful in establishing an upper limit
to.the category, 1 and it seems fairly reasonable to assume
that a firm employing 99 persons would expect to be producing
something in the region of 60 dpa. Thus this category would
include firms with an annual housing turﬁover within these
areas of between approximately £3,000 and £40,000. 2 Hence
the firms at the top of the category were operating on an
entirely different scale to those in the lower echelons.
Three groups may be seen within this category. There
was first the smaller medium builders who were in fact mainly
local men huilding only within their specific locality. Their
activity was normally fairly steady and would probably have
been divided more between jobbing and housebuilding than the
‘larger group. The second grodb, although it consisted of
larger firms (i.e. coming within the large-megium
categorisation) 3 were also predominantly locally orientated.
Thé firms in the third group were large-medium in terms of
their building operations within these specific areas, but

they were distinguishable by the fact that they tended net to

1. Harston, interview, 25.8.69; see above pp. 265-8.

2. This involves the not unreasonable assumption for these
particular arcas of an ave. house price of approx. just under
£700.

3. For the definition, see above p.nGH.
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limit their sphere ;f activities to any particular locality.
These firms divided themselves into two distingt types:
those which were building within a certain limited sector
of the OSA, and those which were building in many different

areas within the broader region of Greater London.

(i) The small medium-sized firm.

Firms in this industry frequently combined both

speculative and contract work. It is probable that this

statement was particularly.applicable to the local small-
medium housebuilder of the period, even though in three of

the interviews with small-medium builders it was suggested that
.speculative housebuilding and contract jobbing as profit-making

activities did not mix. It is perhaps significant that these

. builders had always fought shy of building speculatively.
The vast majority of thesmall-medium housebuilding firms
visited in fact divided their energies. One of the most

successful examples found of this type of firm was W.S.Tfy

of Cowley, Middlesex. 3

However in spite of the fact that such firms appear to

have been divided in their opinion of the importance of

speculative as opposed to contract work, the majority seemed

1. (i) In general the regionally orientated firms would be
building concurrently in a number of different localities. This
may or may nolt have been true of the 'locality' builders.

(ii) The existence of the third group means that the
structure shown in Appendix 5.1. Tables 1-8 is not altogether
indicative of the scale of the establishments that were
organising residential construction in these areas. These
tables only give a picture of the number of houses comvleted
by iundividual firms in each year within the specifically stated
area.

2. Interg}ﬁwa with RlClards, 0.9.69; Willson, 30.9.69;
Edwvards, 2%.9.09.

3, Lcddlnpton, interview, 30.10. 69
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to have concentrated a greater part of their energies into
house construction'(especially between 1930 and 1935), since
in their view it was in this sector that the potential for
activity and profit-making lay. A contract interest would be
maiﬁtained however in order to provide a continuity of
.activity during periods adverse to housing activity which
were expected'to occur as a result of fluctuating market
and/or weather conditions and indeed the majority of such
firms maintained a staff of regular or permanent employees
even though naturally the size varied from firm to firm.

As often as not the practice adopted by a firm in respect of the
range of activity undertaken would have depended very much on
the whim or inherited attitude of the builder, rather than

" having been founded on any rationally thought out or
considered principle.

More than this it is diffi&ult to say, except that in some
years during the 1930s these builders,as a group, were of
considerable importance to the industry. In Enfield in 1932
for example, they built nearly 36% of the annual production of
that area, while in 1939 in Ruislip-Northwood their contribution
was nearly 33%. It would be wrong however to treat these
examples as typical. Both 1932 and 1939 were years of low
overall production in comparison with the 'boom' years which
lay between them. In Enfield in 1938, for example, their

contribution was only 8.8%. The fortunes of this size of firm

1. While such staff may have been permanent, in the sense
that the word was accepted in the building industry, this does
not mean they were paid a full weekly wage during the slacker
periods of work.



differed in the two areas, 1 as did their contribution to
total output. In general as a group, they were undoubtedly
more important within the Ruislip-Northwood a#ea.

In relative terms the small-medium builder was of
declining significance in Enfield. Even though they were
responsible for 35.71% of all dwellings completed in 1932 in
that area, in each year, until the peak of the boom was
passed, their importance was diminishiﬁg. During 1933,3 they
built only 50'more dwellings than in the previous year and in
consequence their relative poéition fell drastically. The
relative decline continued over the following three years,
although it was much slower. By 1938, the peak year of the
boom, their significance had shrunk until they were producing
under 9% of the overall production of dwellings. N It was
‘only after the boom had passed i£s peak that these builders
regained some of their.lost position. |

The situation within Enfield would appear to present a
convenient pattern of inverse correlation between the figure for
the total production of dwellings, and the importance in the
industry of builders producing between 6 and 24 dpa. This tidy
picture is soon shaken however by one glance at the
experienpe within Ruislip-Northwood. In this érea there is

certainly evidence of some decline in their relative

l. See Appendix 5.1. Tables 1 and 2.

2. Even though up to and including 1936 there were greater
numbers of this size of firm active in Enfield and they were
producing more dwellings than their R-N equivalents.

3. In this year the total number of dwellings completed in
Enfield more than doubled. See above p.23¥Wpmalso Appendix 5.1.
Table 9.

L, T.e. a quarter its importance six years earlier.
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importance as totalloutput increased, however the pattern is
far from being neat. 1 The trend is broken in 1936, and by
1937 this group was almost as important as it had been before
the first dramatic rise in housebuilding in 1932/3, being
resfonsible for between a fifth and a quarter of overall
output. This did not last however, and the.féllowing year

the output of this group of housebuilders had shrunk to less
than one eighfh of the total production for the area. It

would seem therefore that éhere was something about the two
year period 1936-8 in Ruislip-Northwood that was especially
conducive ta the activities of the small-medium builder.
-within this period the numbers of active builders were swollen
by 14 to a total of 31, while the actual product of their
enterprise was increased by 225 dpa to 429 dpa. However, as
_in the Enfield area, in the yéar when overall housebuilding
activity was at its peak (1938), the importance of this group
of builders was at its lowest point. Thus in thié broad sense
there can also be seen an inverse correlation in Ruislip-
Northwood, even though it was not quite as regular.

This does seem to indicate that on the whole these
builders were of greater relative significance during periods
when overall housebuilding activity was fairly quiet. However
it would probably be unwise without further evidence from
other areas of Greater London or other parts of England and

Wales to give much broad emphasis to such gencralisations.

1. Furthermore the relative importance of this group in this
area did not experience such a great decline since at no time
did it rcpresent less than 12% of all dwellings completed,
see below Appendix 5.1. Table k4.
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The experience of the Ruislip~Northwood area in 1936 and
1937 provides a useful warning in this respect in that it
indicates that within specific'areas certain hiéhly localised
conditions may create exceptions to any such generalised
stafements. Thé significance and incidence of such
_exceptions however will only be revealed by investigations
of many more individual localities like Enfield and Ruislip-
Northwood.

Although small medium-sized firms were not totally
unimportant in the structure of the suburban housebuilding
industry, it is clear that the yearsof their greatest
importance were also years of low rather than high overall
activity. This is not to say of course that in actual terms
this group of housebuilders did not experience an expansion.
Within Ruislip-Northwood for example, in every year with the
exception of 1938 its output increased while in Enfield they
did so up to 1936. However, except in isolated years such as
the early 1930s and 1939, by no stretch of the imagination
could this group on its own be thought of as being
fundamental to, or even as substantially important in,
housebuilding activity within these areas.

(ii) The large medium-sized firm.

Above it has been mentioned that there were two types of
large-medium builder. Those with a predominantly local
business orientation will be examined first. ' The unfortunate
absence of direct evidence makes the size and importance of
this group difficult to ascertain. However it is‘probable

that it was fairly small, since firms producing between 25 and
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59 dpa would normally tend to look further afield for
development opportunities than merely the area covered by
a single local authority.

Within the two areas in question only 15 firms can be
dis;overed which were probably this localised. 1 A major
feature of these firms appears to have been that the
majority seem to have-been active only in the last four
years of the decade. 2 Within Ruislip~Northwood in fact the
majority were no active in the area before 1937. This
perhaps suggests one reason for théir seemingly ratﬂ;r
restrictive spatial horizons. It is probable that the
approaching war curtailed any possible ambition in this
direction just at a point in their growth when they might
have been considering such action.

There are of course other plausible explanations but
these tended to vary rather more from individual builder to
builder. For example, a not unaommon attitude found among
medium-sized builders was founded on the idea that by the
concentration of a firm's activities within a certain
limited area, it was possible to get to know its character

and potentialities thoroughly, and thereby reduce the

1. There were 9 such firms in R-N, and 6 in Enfield. This
does not mean of course that these were the only ones, but to
say more would be to speculate with the unknown.

2. The known exception in Enfield was A. Harston & Co, Ltd.
and in R-N, A.V.Low Ltd. and Belton Estates Ltd.
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element of risk attéchéd to any particula; venture.
Naturally the size of area comnsidered to be suitable varied
from builder to builder however there weuid undoubtedly be
a number who would have tended to concentrate their
attentions on the exploitation of a locality of the
dimensions of Enfield or Ruislip-Northwood. The advantage
of building predominantly within a iocal authority area was
twofold. PFirstly it meant that there was no uncertainty’
about any building byelaw inconsistencies which might have
existed from area to area, and secondly that it increased
_ the likelihood of the formation of a useful relationship
between the builder and the building inspectors and other
local government officers. The lack of the inconvenience
of such byelaw inconsistencies and of "uncooperative!
building insPeptors was considered extremely important by
speculative housebuilders, especially by small and small=-
medium firms.

Other attitudes, particularly those cohcerning the
value of social standing and reputatién within a locality
were also important, and in some cases they were considered
to be more important than an expansion of the builders?
business activity which might take him away from that
locality. The freguency with which builders said how proud

they were to be able to live in close proximity to people

1. This is another example of how the attitude to risk in this
industry, particularly among the owners of smaller firms, may well
have had an imvortant influence on the spatial horizons of builders!
activities. For a mcre detailed discussion of the importance of
local knowledge to builders when searching for and purchasing land,
and the ways building firms attempted to overcome the problems of
acquiring it, see Ch. Q.

2. BE.g. intervicws with Harston, 25.8.69; Anon, 29.9.69; Saunders,
1.10.69; Bdser, 16.10.69; Vatson, 14.10.69; Jaggers, 20.10.69;
Nicholas, 20.10.69; Berg, 21.10.69; Cooper, 12.11.69; Reed, 12.11.69;
Townsend, 18.2.70; Bradley, 10.10.69. See also Howkins (1938), op. cit.
p.16. :
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living in houses built by their own firm was too great for this
not to have had. some importance. The larger the business
however the less important such attitudes were likely to have
been.

. Two other partial explanations may be seen directly from
.the experience within the Enfield and Ruislip-Northwood areas.
Local cg-operative societies were primarily retail organisations
at this time. ﬁowever, in Enfield, the Enfield Highway
Co-operative Society moved into the world of residential
development, developing a fairly compact area in central
Enfield with some 147 houses. Th}s would seem to have been their
only excursion into land development, and because of the limited
nature of their trading area they had little interest in
localities outside-of Enfield. The extent to which this was
also done by the other London and suburban societies there is
unfortunateiy little information. 1 However it does provide an
example of one reason why a builder developed solely within a
particular area.

. Within Enfield however there was no example of the
phenomenon from which a second partial explanation may be
derived. That is, it has no example of the formation of a
builcding company by a builder or a group of builders with the
sole function of developing one specific estate. Several
examples however may be found within Ruislip-Northwood. 2

While it is true that this approach to estate development was

1. The only other example known to the author was the Royal
Arsenal Co-operative Society which was active in Abbey Wood.
Southern Railway, op. cit. ».1lO.

2. The largest was George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd. which developed
the Ruislip Manor Estate in South Ruislip.
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more commonly found among the larger estate developers, there
appears to have been examples of smaller firms using similar
techniques. Possible examples of this within Ruislip-Northwood
were the Ruislip Development Company Ltd., Belton Estates Ltd.,
and'perhaps Southern Park Estates Ltd. 1

Belton Estates Ltd. in fact, was a partnership formed
between two northern builders, Peachey and Belton,to develop
an area of Northwood Hills and as Belton Estates Ltd. they did
not build at all in the surrounding areas. The detail available
on the structure and activities of Southern Park Estates Ltd. is
unfortunately not as great or as certain, however the intensive
manner in which this company developed a relatively small area
in South Northwood, the fact they were a limited company, and
the fact no evidence has been found of them in surrounding areas
does appear to indicate that this firm was indeed an establish-
ment of this type or else possibly something closely related to
it. There is on the other hand rather less doubt about The
Ruislip Develovment Co. Ltd. This company can be seen to have
been a very specific organisation for the development of a very
specific area of land, lying adjacent to the south-western side
‘of Ruislip Gardens (IMNS) Railway Station. The company was a
London-based development company and the house construction
aspects of the development were contracted to J.H.Harris & Son,
a building firm from Morris Avenue, Ilford. 2 It has been

possible to discover no other evidence of estate development

1. V.A.G.Kemp, The Storwv cf Northwood and Northwood Hills,
Middlesex (MNorthwood, 1955), p.23.
2. See below p . 414-5,402~3,
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in the north-western or western suburbs undertaken under the
name of the Ruislip Developrment Company Ltd.

Such firms however were not a -particularly common
phenomenon. It was more normél for a firm to look for land
and.development opportunities outside its immediate locality
when it reached a certain level of turnover. 1 A further
reason for the existemnce of limited numbers of such
specifically local firms within the statistics and catggor-
isation used in this chapter is that the boundaries of the
areas used were in both cases the boundaries of local
authority areas. In terms of a builder's business activities -
therefore they were rather unreal. The simple fact is that a
builder operating for example in Eastcote was much nearer to
the Rayners Lane area of Harrow than he was to Northwood. 1In
the same way a Ponders End builder in Enfield was much nearer
to Edmonton than say to Oakwood (Enfield West). .In‘
consequence he would have had a greater knowledge of that area,
while the proximity of the Southgate area made it far more
appealing to a West Enfield builder as an area for development
than did say the Brimsdown area to the east. It is to be
expected therefore that a large number of large medium house-
builders were to be found also building outside the areas
either concurrent with their activities in Ruislip-Northwood

or Enfield, or as an alternative proposition.

l. The precise level of turnover crucial in the decision to
such a change of business policy will of course have varied
from firm to firm and the availability of land, and types of
land, locally relative to the situation in other areas.

2. Subsequently referred to as a locality builder.
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Broadly speakiﬁg these housebuilders divided themselves
into two main types. On the one hand there were those
builders which although they did not 1limit their -activities
to one area tended not to move very far away from a certain
locélity.1 On the other hand there was the builder who
tended to spread his activities over rather a wider area,
that is over a region which in this case was Greater London.2

There wefe a great variety of types of locality builder.
There were a number which oferated simultaneously over a
largish sector of the OSA. For example, R.T. Warren Ltd. of
Uxbridge had estates in Hillingdon, Uxbridge, Hayes, Heston,
Isleworth and Bedfont in these years, 5 while as early as 1933
Comben and Wakeling Ltd. were Building in four different areas
in the north-western sector of the suburbs. 5 Also T.F.Nash
and George Ball were both speculative housebuilders active
within a number of areas in the north-western and western
suburban areas. Many names could be mentioned of similar,
albeit perhaps somewhat smaller-scale,builders and developers
active in these and other areas. In West London for example
there was T.G.Gough, W.E.Black, the Unit Construction Company
ILtd., P.H.Edwards Ltd. and R. Lancaster & Sons Ltd., while
Hillingdon Estates Company Ltd. was also prominent over a
fairly widespread locality. In fact it would not be difficult
for the list to grow to several times this length if full

justice was to be done.

1. Subsequently referred to as a locality builder.
2. Subsequently referred to as a regional builder.
3. R.T.Warren Ltd. Sales Books.

4. PBI. Oct. 1934, p.476.
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In Enfield, aléhough some of these wider~ranging builders
also existed»(e.g.‘Hillingdon Estates Co. Ltd., George Reed &
Sons Ltd., Townsend and Collins Ltd., among otﬁers) for the
most part the type of locality builder that tended to be more
proﬁinent appeared to operate Qithin a rather narrowver
locality made up of sometimes two and perhaps three local
authority areas. These were firms.iike London & Suburban
Homesteads Ltd., C.A.Pilgrim Ltd., A.Robinson Ltd., Edmonton
Estates Ltd., Rowley Brothers (1929) Ltd. and Marshalls
Estates Ltd. While English Houses Ltd. and Callow and
Wright Ltd. were similar types of firm active within Ruislip
~and adjgcent areas.

Just as there were housebuilding firms which concentrated
their activities within specific areas, so also there wvere
firms w@ich did not care to limit themselves spatially in this
way. If they found, or were introduced to, a potential site
anywhere within the region which appeared an economically
feasible proposition they would develop it, even if it lay on
the other side of the suburban area from their head office.
With such horizons the éotential open to them was far greater,
even though it naturally required a somewhat more complex
organisation if costs were to be kept low and efficiency
maintained.

As with the locality builders, it is possible to discern
two broad categoriés of regional builder, the distinction being
mainly in terms of the size of the firms' total annual
At the lower end of the scale there seems to have

turnover.

been some degree of coverlap between the smaller firms of this
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type and some of thé larger locality builders. This overlap
seems more apparent in the second half of the decade when
firms like R.Lancaster & Sons Ltd. and Hillingdon Estatem Co.
Ltd. began looking further afield for land to satisfy their
groﬁing production pptential. Lancaster looked to the south
and south-western suburbs,and during the second half of the

decade were to be found developing,én estate in Twickenham

and the Robin Hood Estate in Kingston, 1 while Hillingdon

Estates Co. Ltd. began buiiding in Enfield during the second
half of 1937, having previously built extensively in the
Hilliﬁgdon, Ealing and Ruislip areas.

However, much earlier in the decade there did exist
firms of this category which éppeared to have no single area
in which they primarily based their activities. Noél Rees,
who was-building in Enfield between 1934 and 1939, also had.
two estates in Petts Wood, and estates in Chislehurst (Kent),
- Chorley Wood (Hertfordshire), and Croydon and Esher
(Surrey). 5 Elliot Building Contractors Ltd., building in
Enfield between 1934 and 1936, in the first half of 1939 had
submitted plans for a 1,500 house es£ate at Hinchley VWood; &

while the firm of Marshall & Tweedy left plain evidence of

their activities in all of the four counties that surrounded

1. Lancaster, interview, 22.1.70; PB, Kay 1934, p.381.

2. It seems plausible that they also built in other of the
surrounding areas, however no direct evidence has been found.

3. Enfield Register; Noél Rees, Sales Brochure (n.d.)
advertising the sites at Chorley Wood and Petts Wood. My

thanks to Mr. P.Jones of G.T.Crouch Ltd. for access to this
document.

L, ® & ED, June 1939.
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London A.C. Gower Builders (London) Ltd., another firm which
did some building in Enfield, also developed the Spring Park
Farm Estate in Shirley, East Croydon, which without doubt was
only one of several they built.

" The list of course could be continued for the Enfield and
Ruislip-Northwood aréas alone, 2 but there seems little to be
gained from doing so. The existence of a group of such firms
has been clearly indicated, especially when it is remembered
that the examples‘given abéve were of firms who happened to
build in either Enfield or Ruislip-Northwood, which themselves
were only two of the many local authority areas within Greater
London. In terms of their annual turnover of dwellings
however, this group was quite small when placed beside the
housebuilding 'giants' of the period.

Many of these 'giants', because of their willingness to
develop ;elatively small estates so long as they.were economic-
ally profitable ventures, for a number of years appeared as
large medium housebuilders in the statistical categorisation of
structure within cerﬁain local authority areas. 3 George Wimpey
& Co. Ltd., New Ideal Homesteads Ltd., McManus & Co. Ltd.,
~ Wates Ltd. and Percy Bilton (Housing) Ltd. all figured as .
large-medium firms in the Enfield statistics. Wimpey also came
within this category within Ruislip-Northwood, where it was

joined by such firms as Charles Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd.,

1. Enfield Register; Gower Builders (London) Ltd., Sales

Brochure (n.d.)
2. E.g. Willoughby and Jay, and Homemakers Ltd. built in both

Enfield and Ruislip.
3. Needless to say, during other years they appeared in the

higher categories.
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G.T.Crouch Ltd., and Taylor Woodrow Estates Ltd. Of these
firms Wimpey, Crouch, Taylor Woodrow, Wates and New Ideal
Homesteads are all known to hafe been building over 1,000

houses a year. In fact as early as 1933 New Ideal Homesteads

Ltd;,claimed to have been erecting approximately 10,000 dpa

predominantly on sites within the OSA, 1 while between 1929 and

1933 Wimpey had produced 4,000 unitg. 2 Moreover all of these

firms had more than one estate at a time under development in

the 0SA, even during the eafly years of the deéade.

In 1933 Wimpey was active on nine estates in areas ranging
from Hayes in Middlesex to Ewell in-Kent, Cheam to Harrow

Weald, and Southall to Shooters Hill, > and by 1936 the number

had increased to twelve. New Ideal Homesteads had begun

building in Kent in 1931 and by 1933 was active in an area

stretching across London from Deptford to Twickenham 2 before

they began to look to the north of the river for suitable

development sites. In 1935 Taylor Woodrow was building

concurrently on seven estates, while Crouch was developing

several different estates in the western and southern

7

areas. The information on Bilton, McManus, and Boot is not

so precise however, although certainly in the first half of

l. PB, Hov. 1933, p.251.
2. PB, Nov. 1933, p.251.
3. Tbid, pp. 251-2.

L. SE, 5 Jan. 1936, p.22.

5. PB, Nov. 1933, p.248.
6. DM, 22 June 1935, p.18. (Daily Mail Ideal Homes Guide).

7. The Enfield Register records Bilton's housing activities
in Enfield in 1938 and 1939. In 1937, Biltcon also built
houses in Eltham, Kent. NHB, April 1937; Southern Railway,

op. cit. p.2.
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the decade Boot was developing large estates at Burnt Oak
(Edgware) and Hayes in Kent, 1 and by 1936-7 had begung the
development of an estate in Addington, Surrey, fsr some 4,C00
'working-claés' dwellings to let as the First National
Houéing Trust Ltd. 2 No evidence has been discovered
_indicating the annual turnover of Boot within the OSA but
since by 1939 over 1,000 dwellings had been completed on each
of the thfee estates, it must have been substantial. Like
Bdot, Wimpey and Laing, Bilton and McManus were also
primarily building contractors, Percy Bilton in particular
spending much ofvhis energies on speculative industrial
developments. .

It can be seen clearly therefore that the statistics if
taken literally present a rather limited picture of the actual
size of the housebuilding firms involved, although this is
probably far more true for the 'large medium', than forthe

'small medium' or 'small' categories. This does not of course

~
deny the validity of the statistics on their own terms, that is

as a measure of the number of dwelling units produced per

annum by individual firms within each area. However, as has
already been clearly stated this deficiency must to some extent
limit any conclusion that may be drawn from any comparison of

the local figures for the two areas and the national figures

1. Henry Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd., Sales Brochure Hayes
Place Estate Kent (n.d.); Tipples, interview, 25.8.69.

2. Boot, op. cit. pp. 19-21. See also Appendix 4.3. pp. 23-4,
Under the terms, and with the financial assistance, of the
Housing (Pinancial Provisions) Act 1933, the company planned
this estate on some 569 acres of farmland south-east of
Addington Village. By 1939 only # of the dwellings planned had
been completed and only one sixth occupied.
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found within the ansus of Production reports. And it is a
point that must be considered during any assessment of the
importance of the medium firm-(i.e. employing between 10 and
99 persons) as house producers and,:more specifically, during
any.appraisal of the accuracy of the references made by the

. industry, and its observers, which placed this group as the
‘core' of the housebuilding sectqr.

The figures show that the patterns within the two areas
were by no means similar, either for the large-medium firms,
or in fact for the whole medium group. If the Enfield area is
taken first, it can be seen that the importance of the large
medium firm in terms of output grew over the period 1933 to
1937, that is the years which spanned the growth period in
total activity within the area. 1In fact by 1937, they alone
were responsible for nearly 31% of total production. 2 Hence,
in broad terms the trend was the reverse of that of the small
medium firms. It would'appear therefore that in Enfield at
least it was the large-medium firms which were primarily
responsible for the growing importance of the medium-sized

firm between 1933 and 1937. It would seem also that they were

1. Obviously, the generalisation of any conclusions which
may be drawn from the examination of such relatively small areas
as Enfield and R-N would expose that statement to obvious
dangers, and for this reason such generalisations will not be
made. Hence anything stated here will apply solely to the two
areas in question.

2. The importance of this trend and achievement is not
diminished by the fact that in the following year the output
of this group did decline to some extent both in relative and in
absolute terms. In 1939 in fact this group rose in relative
significance and in this year accounted for cver a third of

total production.



primarily responsible for the decline in the relative
significance of this category in 1938. Consequently although
the medium firms appear superficially to have provided a
substantial core within the industry, 1 because on the one
hand of the number and importance of the firms which fell
within the large-medium category within this area and which
in fact were also building concurrently in one or several
other areas, and on the other hand of the likelihood that the
total annual turnover of many of these firms was above and
probably substantially above 59 dpa, it is probable that the
totél importance of actual medium-sized firms in any one
year was somewhat smaller than this. -

It is unfortunately impossible to produce any more
precise calculations than this, however it would seem
reasonable to suggest that as total output increased between
1933 and 1938 actual médium-sized builders tended todiminish
in importance. They were probably producing something less
than a quarter of total output by 1935/6, while during the
peak years of activity this figure was probably lower, perhaps
20% and possibly as low as 15%. This was probably not so true
for the years of low total activity such as 1931, 1932, and
1939, when the adjusted figures indicates that the.6 to 59

dwelling category was responsible for over half the dwelling

1. At no time in the decade did the figure fall below a
third, with the exception of 1938 when large medium firms
produced 32% of the total number of dwelling units produced

in that year.
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units produced. 1 This would suggest that in the first two
years for which there is evidence, this group.of housebuilders
did represent the 'core' of the industry. It also sugéests
that when overall production fell off im 1939, they regained
thié position which they had been forced to relinquish during
the intervening yeardof-high and expanding activity to the
larger speculative housebuilding firms. Within the Ruislip-
Northwood area, the pattern which appears is not quite so
straightforward or convenient, e however it does pfovide some
general confirmation, particularly with regard to the relétive
importance of the medium firms during periods of high and low
activity. .

The performance of the large-medium builder in this area
presents no even trend over the decade, nor does it appear to
have any direct relationship with the expansion of total out-
put. This appears also t§ apply to medium housebuilders when
taken as a whole, although it is still possible to discern a
rising trend from 1933, through 1935 and 1937, to 1938. 1In
broad terms therefore it would.appear that the importance of
the medium-sized housebuilder within Ruislip-Northwood during
the middle years of the decade was comparable yith his position
within Enfield, only in detail did it differ. This was also
true of the years of relatively low activity (1932 and 1939)

vhich saw this group domirating the industry, building well

1. Tor 1931 and 1932 at least these figures are probably a
little more accurate than later on in the decade for fewer of
the multi-area firms seem to have been active at that time.

2. See Appendix 5.1. Table k.
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over half the total.production for those years.

Again a central problem is accuracy in estimation.
However, while the position is less clear within Ruislip-
Northwood than it is in Enfield, it would also appear to
casf some doubt upon the accuracy of any opinion which
considered medium builders the 'core' of the housebuilding
sector. On the other hand, in some'sense at least, perhaps
‘the traditional attitude did have some truth in it. For
example it could be argued.that in a lasting sense they did
constitute a 'core'! within the industry because when total
activity declined they, being predominantly local, remained
.while other firms either moved out of housebuilding completely,
moved out of the area, or shifted their attentioﬂ and energies
into other forms of building enterprise.

However the question remains: when such terms have been
used about the medium firm have they been used in such a
limited sense? It seems unlikely where the term has been used
in literature; and in particular where it was used during
interviews, no temporal distinctions or qualifications were
made. leaving the reader or interviewer tﬁe impression that
throughout the interwar years it was the medium housebuilder
that was the vital and fundamental force behind residential
development and the residential development industry.

This beés the further question: why is it that this
attitude and impréssion has remained so general? A partial
explanation lies perhaps in the fact that in the house-
building industry traditional ideas die especially hard.

Prof. Dyos in his writings on ‘the builders of Camberwell!



perhaps provides a clue. . In Camberwell over a three

year period (1878-1880) builders completing an annual average
of between 6 and 20 houses produced almost a third of the
total output. 2 If the firms building above this level are
also included, 3 there can be little doubt that this group

- represented a substantial 'core', in the sense that the
building industry would use the word. Furthermore these
years were ones of peak building activity. 4 If this state
of affairs may be taken as having continued up to 1913, this
would have given a substantial tradition to such an
attitude. In this light therefore it perhaps comes as not
too great a surprise to discover this attitude being carried
over and perpetuated during the interwar years in the minds

of ‘the industry.

(d) The large-sized firm.

There were 29 firms which bBilt over 59 dwellings in a
year in Enfield between 1931 and 1940; in Ruislip-Northwood
there were 17. This does not mean however that they were
building 60 or more dwellings in each year of the decade. In
Enfield 10 of these firms attained this level of output only
once in the decade, while another 14 firms attained it only

twice. This meant that there were only five building firms

1. Dyos (1961), op. cit. pp.l124-7.

2. Ibid, p.125.

3. They are not in fact classified in any detail, but Dyos
states that the great majority of the builders came from within
Camberwell itself, and that those which did not, came from
adjacent areas. From his descriptions of the firms, it seems

unlikely that many, if any, were building concurrently in more
than -one area. ibid. pp. 125-6.
k. Ibid, p.l2k.
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active in the Enfield area in these years that maintained
such a level of .output for three or more years. The
picture is similar, if not so'extreme, within Ruislip-
Northwﬁod. This gives some indication of the rather transient
rel;tionship which existed between a building firm and a
- specific area once the firm had achieved a certain size.
The average period of activity of such firms within Enfield
was 43 years, while in Ruislip-Northwood it was slightly
longer, being 5 years. 1 Therefore it is clear that the vast
majority of such firms built, either concurrently or
consecutivel&, in several areas during this decade. 2

The importance of the regional biased developers will
be examined later in the chapter. 3 Before this however it
maj be revealing to look at the large builder in a more
general way, particuiarly with a view to discovering their
importance and significance during the boom, and in the
housing_development of these areas between 1931 and 1939 as
a whole.

The information from the Enfield and Ruislip-Northwood
Registers indicates that the completion 1evei increased only
marginally between 1931 and 1932. The following year (1932/3)

however provided a dramatic contrast, 4 and the figures leave

1. This ‘average' figure would of course include those years
in which such firms were building within these areas but did
not complete over 59 dwellings.

2. The only purely local firm in Enfield appears to have been
The Enfield Highway Co-operative Society. Within R-N the
largest purely local firm was George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd., see
below Section 6.

3. See below pp. H4-=7.

L4, In Enficld there was an increase of 120%, while in R-N it
was 78%.
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10 doubt of the crucial and almost complete importance of
the firms that were building over 200 dwellings in 1933.

In 193%2 the largest producef in Enfield was-Qatlands
Estates Ltd. which built some 82 héuses, vhile in Ruislip-
Northwood the leading firm, the Rotherham Estates Co. Ltd.,
had an output of only 62 dwellings. During the following
year however, Hilbery Chaplin Ltd. and Newman Eyre &
Peterson Ltd. began building in eastern and western Enfield
respectively. Between tﬁem they completed 598 dwellings in
that year. 1 The overall increase for the area was 621
dwellings. The situation in Ruislip~Northwood was even more
striking for in its first year of production George Ball
(Ruislip) Ltd. completed some 298 dwellings, a figure higher
than the overall increase for thg area for that year.
Therefore in Ruislip-Northwood not only did all the increase
in production come from one large firm, but this firm's
activities in fact compensated for the categories below 60
dpa which lost ground in actual terms during the twelve month
period. The figures would seem to point to the inescapable
conclusion that the initial dramatic uplift which introduced
the housebuilding boom in both areas was the direct con-
sequence. of the influx of a few large-scale developers.

Within Ruislip-Korthwood this trend was continued in the
following year when the two firms, George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd.
and Harris for the Ruislip Development Company Ltd., together

produced 816 dwellings which represented an increase in

1. T.e. 95.6% of the overall increase for the arca.
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output of 518 houseé for firms building over 199 dpa. This
group was responsible for over 69% of the total increase
between 1933 and 1934 within tﬁis area. Within Enfield the
growth in activity by such firms was not so continuous. In
1934 production leve;s fell from their 1933 levels for firms
producing over 99 dpa and, although there was some expansion
in the 60 to 99 dpa category, the 1érge firms altogether
represented dnly approximately 28% of the overall increase
for that year. This perhaﬁs is at 1east.a partial
explanation for the dramatic slowing down of the rate of
expansion of dwelling production experienced within Enfield
.in this year. After the rapid acceleration of output between
1932 and 1933, the rate of increase fell to a mere 12%
between 1933 and 1934. The following year once again showed
an acce;eration to 53%, and it is perhaps not insignificant
to discover that 69% of the actual increase (i.e. 457 of the
total 666) was the consequence of increased activity by large
firms. Thus in the two periods of dramatic expansion of
output both in Enfield, in 1932-3 and 1934-5, and in Ruislip-
Northwood, 1932-3 and 1933-4, the large firms played a
leading anddominant role.

Their impact on output was no less important at the end
of the decade. Builders completing over 99 dpa in Enfield at
the peak of its boom were responsible for Lo 429 of all
dwellings produced.in 1938. 1In the following year, no such
firms existed and thus the contribution of this category fell
by 1153 dwellings, representing 72% of the overall reduction

in output that took place between 1938 and 1939. 1 In Ruislip

1. If this were extended to include all firms producing over
59 dpa the figure would be 87.5%.



Northwood, although'these builaers were less important in
terms of the industry's output, ! almost the whole of the
decline (i.e. 93.2%) that took place in overall output
between 1938 and 1939 can be accounted for directly as a
coﬁsequence of such firms leaving the area, or cutting back
on their production levels. Perhaps nothing demonstrates
more ably than this, the importance'of the larger developer .in
these areas between 1931 and 1940. It also indicates the
extent to which the timing.and proportions of the 1930s boom
in such areas was a direct reflection of the interest of the
larger housebuilders and estate developers.

Although in many ways the distinction is artificial
(since the vast majority of those firms found most often

building over 99 dpa, built either in earlier or later years

the 60 to 99 dpa category), it is noticeable that the over
9 dpa category was consistently more important in terms of
owtput than the 60 to 99 dpa category throﬁghout the boom
year 2 This was especially true within the Ruislip-
Northyood area. Together the builders in these categories
completely dominated the industry.

It is not easy~to discover the exact sizes of the firms
which built within these two categories. As has already
been noted such builders rarely remained in these areas for

the whole decade. 7 Consequently it is possible, as in fact

has been found to have been the case, that the overall

1é I.e. approximately 40% of the output of the industry in
193

2. The exception being Enfield in 1957.

3. See above, p.3lC.
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production of several builders to be found in the 60 to
99 dpa category were larger than that achieved by either
George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd. or Newman Eyre & Peterson Ltd.
which were consistently producing over 200 dwellings a
yeaf. 1 This is because both Ball and Eyre & Peterson
~built in no other areas concurrently with their activities
in Ruislip-Northwood and Enfield respectively. In Enfield
however there were at least two firms which produced over
200 dwellings in at least one year between 1931 and 1939,
and which were well-known as large-scale regional estate
developers. 2 The above statement therefore would not
have applied to them. 3 It is possible on the other hand
that some of the developers who were operating within a

more limited locality were also larger than firms like

e and Peterson,& Ball, however the lack of evidence makes
it impossible to state this with any certainty, or comment

e — =

on its incidence.

5.\The importance and activities of regional firms in

)Enfiel?i and Ruislip-Northwood.

That such firms as Laing, Wimpey, Chaplin, Wates etc.

1. Such builders were the regional housebuilders and
developers, for example Wimpey, New Ideal Homesteads, Davis
Estates, Taylor ‘Joodrow.

2. I.e. John Laing & Son Itd. and Hilbery Chaplin Ltd.

3. Of the other builder who completed over 200 dwellings in
one year (M.Blade Ltd.) little is xnown except that he was an
estate agent/builder based in Winchmore Hill and that he
produced some 360 houses in Enfield between Oct. 1936 and
Oct. 1938. Clearly he also built in other areas but there is
no information as to whether it was concurrent with his
Enfield activities.
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were producing an amnual total of over 1C00 dwellings in
various parts. of Greater London by 1935, and that New Ideal
Homesteads Ltd. claimed a total production of as high as
10,000 in some years is known. However what is not known is
their importance within specific, more limited, areas like

_ Enfield and Ruislip-Northwood.

Regional firms did not appear in Enfield until 16833
vhen one firm, Hilbery Chaplin Ltd.,began to develop several-:
relatively small estates in eastern Enfield. The following
year Chaplin was joined by New Ideal Homesteads Ltd. who
developed an estate of Jjust over 100 houses directly adjacent
to his estate at Ponders End. It was not however until 1935
that regional firms appeared on the scene in any number, and

"by- 1940 some such-seven firms 1 had built estates of some

size within the area. Between 1933 and 1940 these firms
built over 20% of all the dwellings produced in eastern and
western Enfield, a figure which rose to nearly a third if
Newman Eyre & Peterson Ltd. was included as the other very
large firm. Alone therefore they by no means dominated the
development of the area; although they did contribute in a
substantial way.

Within the Ruislip-Northwood area there was no builder
of a regional status pricr to 1935. Of the five 2 attracted
to the area during the second half of the decade only two,

Taylor Woodrow Estates Ltd. and Davis Estates Ltd., built

l. T.e. McManus, New Ideal Homesteads, Wimpey, Laing,
Wates, Hilbery Chaplin, Bunting Ccnstruction Co.

2. I.e, Taylor Woodrow, Wimpey, Crouch, Davis, and Bunting
Construction Co.



over 99 dwellings in any single year. The annual output

of such firms tended to fluctuate more between 60 and 99
dpa, although in some years it in fact fell below the lower
level. As a group.they did not appear to be of great
impbrtance, accounting for only approximately 15% of all
the houses built in the area between 1935 and 1940.

With both areas the regional firms generally appear not
to have developed individual estates of any size. 1 The
estates were all in fact well below the size of the estates
they were developing in other localities and in general
they were being developed at a slower rate. In Enfield for
‘example during the four yearé—wimpey took to develop the 122
house Chase Farm Estate, the firm only once had an annual

output of above 59 houses. While an estate of 250 houses

t Wimpey was developing in Eastcote concurrently with the
Enfield project also took four years to build. Furthermore

in Enfield the giant New Ideal Homesteads Ltd. took six
years to develop two estates of 104 and 154 houses
respectively, and was only able to achieve an annual output

of over 59 houses twice during that time; while in 1939

Wates Ltd. left an unfinished estate of 154 houses. In
Ruislip-Northwood in general the picture was similar, although
it does appear to have been a little more favourable to the
reputation of the regional builders as large-scale estate

developers.

1. The exception to this was John Laing & Son Ltd. and their
South Lodge Estate at Enfield West.



317.

It would seem therefore that within these two

suburban areas, the regional firm played a significant but

not a dominant role. 1 However in view of the small scale

and slowness of their development activities, relative to

their known activities in other parts of Greater London, it
. would probably be unwise to generalise too widely from this.

To do so would almost certainly understate the role and

importance of the regional builders in the suburban

development of the Greater London area in this decade.

6. The role and importance of the large single estate

developer.

The existence of George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd. 2 and
3

Newman Eyre & Peterson Ltd. provides an example of another

eature of the suburban scene. It is
interesting becéuse theée were building firms which were pot
building concurrently in any other localities, 5 but which
had a profound impact on the landscape and the development
of individual areas, even though their total annual output
may not have been anywhere near as great as most regional
firms. |

It has been ©possible to discover a little evidence
of similar operators in other areas which indicates that

they were undoubtedly also a feature of the industry

" .1. In an eight year period they produced in Enfield over a
fifth and in R-N between a sixth and a seventh of all
dwellings completed.
2. In R-N, this firm built an estate of approx. 3,300 houses.
3. In Enfield, this firm built an estate of approx. 1,200 houses.
L, Although both these firms in fact, did follow up these
estates with large estate developments in other areas: Francis
Jackson, managing director of Geo. Ball (Ruislip) Ltd. in
Ickenham; Newman Eyre in Gidea Park, Ilford.
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elsewhere. . However it is difficult to know the extent it
‘is possible to . generalise with accuracy in this respect..

In many suburban areas for example the regiornal builders
were also developing very large estates. Richard Costain

& Sons Ltd. in 1935 was developing an estate planned for
over 7,500 houses at Elm Park in Essex, and had during the
late 1920s and early 1930s built estates of over 1,000
houses at Dagenham, Sudbury and South Croydon. 2 G.T.Crouch
Ltd. built estates of a similar size at Twickenham, Merton

3

Park and Morden, while another predominantly south London
firm, Wates Ltd., developed very large estates, for example
at WOrqester Park, Motspur Park, Streatham Vale and Dagenham
in these years. 4 The list could be continued and many more
builders cited since during the;e years Chaplin built such
estates in Essex, Middlesex and Kent; Boot in Edgware and
Hayes (Kent); Wimpey predominantly in Middlesex and Surrey;
and New Ideal Homesteads first in Kent and then expanding
into all the four counties surrounding London.

The importance of the large single estate firm is also
likely to have varied from area to area. This can be

illustrated simply by reference to the two areas that have

been examined in this chapters Within Ruislip-Northwood

1. E.g. Elliot Construction Co. Ltd. in Surbiton (H&ED,
July 1939, p.99); Lavender & Farrell Ltd. in Worcester Park
(PB., Nov. 1932, p.258); Upminster Estates Ltd. in
Upninster. PB , July 1933, p.168.

2. See below p.477-3.

3. Interviews with Jones, 10.10.69; Daniel, 7.11.69.

L, Wates, History, p.10; Interviews with Seaton, 21.1.70;
Kelsoce, 10.2.70.
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George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd. built over a quarter of the
dwellings completed in that area between 1933 and 1939,
while for the years 1933 to 1934 the figure stosd at
nearly 45%. In comparison the impact of Newman Eyre &
Petérson.Ltd. in Enfield was nowhere near as great, the
estate representing only 11.5% of al; the dwellings
completed in the area between 1933 and 1938.

All that may be said with certainty therefore is that
such firms were a definite feature of the industry during
the 1930s, and that they undoubtedly played an extremely
prominent role in the production of dwellings within

certain suburban areas within Greater London.

7. The role and imvortance of the locality builder.

The final sigﬁificant group of large builders to be

examined in any detail in this work in fact dominated the

60 to 99 dpa and the 100 to 199 dpa categories, at least

in terms of the number of firms active. These builders

were the locality builders. It has been possible to

discover little detailed information about such firms

because the vast majority have since disappeared from the

industry. Their spatial range of operation varied. For

example George Reed & Sons Ltd. built in Enfield, Tottenhan,
Edmonton, Southgate and across to Finchley; Hillingdon
Estates Ltd. built in Enfield and across to Ealing, Hilling-
don, and Ruislip-Northwood; J. Blade (Builder) Ltd. built in
Enfield and Ilford; Townsend & Collins Ltd. were based in
However

Enfield, but also did work in Ealing and Wembley.

to what extent they were building their various estates
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consecutively or céﬁcurrently is not known with any degree
of certainty. What is known however is that in Enfield
they dominated the 60 to 99 dﬁa category, accounting for
19 of the 25 firms which built within the area at least
onde, and for 9 of the 13 firms which built within the
area twice. This was not so true for the 100 to 199 dpa
category, for even though they rep?esented 7 of the 10
firms that built within it at least once, their incidence
was not as great as £he three larger firms which were also
active in this category. This was because the locality
firms were able to attain this le;el of output only once
. in all the yearsiof their activity within the Enfield area.
Within Ruislip-Northwood, such firms dominated both
the 60 to 99 dpa and the 100-199 dpa categories,both in
presence and in the incidence of their activity. However
their overall importance was lower in this area than their
- equivalents in Enfield. Such locality builders built just
over 40% of all the houses completed in the Enfiéld area
between 1931 and 1940, while in Ruislip-Northwood their
contribution for the same period was 27%. If the very
large local estate develovments, that is those of George
Ball (Ruislip) Ltd., and Newman Eyre & Peterson Ltd. are
included in these figures however they become more even.
Thus, the larger locality biased builders were responsible
for approximately-half of all the houses built during the
1930s in these two areas. They therefore have a real claim
to be considered as fundamental to the industry, providing

what must be considered as the real core to the industry's
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output during this decade of high housebuilding activity.

8. General implications and conclusions.

In the light of the evidence noted and discussed in
this chapter, it is now possible to suggest whether certain
statements which have been made about the building and
contracting industry as a whole during these years also
apply to the housebuilding sector as it worked within the
two London suburban areas of Ruislip-Northwood and Enfield.
The first of these statements refers to the growth in the
importance of the small firm both in actual and relative
terms of gross output, and as employers, especially between
1930 and 1935. 1 Dhe second refers to the way the industry
responded to changes in the level of demand, and the way it
was able to obtain a flexibility in its levels of activity.

In actual terms the experience of both areas would
appear to bear out the first of the above statements, at
least for the first part of the decade, even though the
experiences of the two areas show disagreement after 1935.
The number of small firms, and their total output, increased
within Enfield up until 1934, and within Ruislip-Northwood
up until 1938. However, in terms of the relative importance
of the output of this category, the declining trend that
began with the commencement of the rmore rapid acceleration
of activity from 1932/3 cannot be mistaken. Furthermore

even though small firms survived and, within Ruislip-Northwood

1. See above pp. 247-5%.
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at least, flourished as.housebuilders in absolute terms,
the increases were by no means very great.

A numbér of factors have already been noted as having
been possibly influential in the survival and growth in
importance of the small firm in the general structure of
the building industfy. 1 The majority of these are
directly applicable to the housébuilding sector. There
were others however which specifically hel?ed many small
and small-medium housebuilders to survive and in some cases,
to prosper. For example, the existence and development of
long-term purchase finance provided by the building
societies meant that differences between the final prices
of twohversions of a similar type of house which occurred as
a result of variation in levels of efficiency of production,
were minimised when reduced to the form of weekly mortgage
re—paym;nts. While %he high level of building society
competition which continued fight through to 1939 2
increased the ease with which small firms could obtain sales
finance. 3 The uniformity and simplicity of the layout and
design which existed in the 'universal house' and the, in
many ways, stereotyped nature of the demand of the peried
also helped the builder with limited resources for it did
not put him in a position of disadvantage relative to the
bigger firm wﬁich could afford, if it wished, to employ

specialist designérs. While, in the construction of the

1. See above pp.=2EG-%. .
2. See e.g. Cleary, op. cit. Ch. 12, esp. pp.205-8.
3. These two related points have been noted in a different

form by Leo Grebler, ov. cit. p.81l.
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higher priced house, the small builder frequently had a"
distinct advantage. Lastly the importancé of land and the
paétern of land availability éhould be mentioned. This
would undoubtedly have an affect on the relative advantages
of.different sizes of firms. For example, if land came on
‘to themarket in large lots, clearly the small man was at a
disadvantage, and vice versa. At this point therefore the
incidence of land developers on the Greater London scene
and the way that they operated could have been of crucial
importance to the survival of the small ﬁan, and may well-
go some way towards an explanation of the opposing trends
that have been found within Enfield and Ruislip-Northwood
in the small firm categories after 1934,

It would seem however that small firms were not
entering into the suburban housebuilding sector as house-
builders in any force even before the initial upsurge in
activity. The expansion of their_nﬁmbers between 1930 and
1935, noted by Prof. Bowen from the Census of Production,
would appear to have affected the housebuilding sector only
marginally. However in both areas under consideration, it
is noticeable that there was an increase in the number of
firms active in the small-medium category, especially during
the first few years of the boom from 1932/3 to 1934/5. And
although this did not constitute a major movemenf, it did
represent a not insignificant increase.

It is difficult to say with certainty to what extent
this.represents evidence of what was termed as a 'moving-up!

. . 1 R
process earlier on in the chapter. To do so would require

l. See above'pF-386~7.
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a knowledge of the histories of the individual firms
building in these areas in a detail-that_simply has not
become availabie. All that it is possible to do here is
to specuiate on possibility and probability. For instance,
it'is likely that many speculative housebuilding.firms

would have been capable and willing to carry out both
speculative house construction and contract work, even if
thé lattef was only repairs and maintenance. If this was

s0, in periods of low housebuildingAactivity,.it would seem
not unreasonable to suppose that such firms, in order to
utilize profitably as much of their capacity as was possible,
would have tended to move mofe into the jobbing sector, only
to move out.again when the climate for housebuilding
recovered. 1 If this was the case then it is more than
likely that some version of thé '‘moving-up! process
described did operate. However in view of.the highly tenuous
nature of the evidence, it is nét possible to suggest any-

thing more categorical on this point.

The second of the statements also relates to the
position.ahd importance of the small firm. In their
authoritative worﬁ on the interwar building industry in
Britaiﬁ, Richardson and Aldcroft noted that the predominance
of small firms and the ease of entry into the industry, and

particularly into the residential sector, meant that the

l. There is evidence that such a 'cycle' did exist for some
firms, e.g. interviews with Harston, 25.8.69; Townsend,

18.2.70. Roth larston and Townsend were owners of medium-
sized firms in Enfield.
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industry was able éo respond to variations in building
demand with a high degree of flexibility. 1 They go on
to add that "quite severe fluétuations in building activity
could be met by . . . inflows and outflows of marginal
fifms without placing unbearable strains on the permanent,
usually larger, building firms". 2 The qﬁestion is,
therefore, did such 'inflows' and.;outflows' of*small
marginal firﬁs in fact occur and was tﬁis in fact the way,
in the housebuilding sectsr at least, that the industry was
able to meet changiﬁg demand situations within the two
suburban areas examined?

It has been noted above that the industry of both areas
did experience an increase iﬁ the number of small firms active
in house construction as the level of housebuilding activity
within the areas increased. 3 However it haé also been noted
that this increase was by no means of staggering proportions,
and that within Enfield it did not continue past the middle
of the decade. This was also true for .the small-medium
producers. In terms of any increase in the total output
within the two areas concerned, although this was perhaps
more true within Enfield than within Ruislip-Northwood, these
two categories of builder have clearly been seen to have been
the least important. It was the larger categories of house-
building firms which were the more crucial in this respect,

and these included firms which were far from 'marginal' in

1. Richardson and Aldcroft, op. cit. p.38.
2. Tbid. .
3. See above pp. 2 282-3.
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any sense of the word. When applied to the suburban house-

building industry therefore, the statement should be
modified since although quite'severe fluctuatioﬁs in
building activity could be, and in fact were, met by

chénges in the structure of the industry, it was achieved by
inflows/outflows of the larger firms and the expansion/
reduction of their annual production levels within these
areas, rather than by those of thehsmaller, more marginal
firms.

The evidence from Enfield and Ruislip-Northwood has also
tended to cast doubt upon the traditional idea that the medium
housebuilder represented the 'core' of the house construction
industry, at least during periods of high housebuilding
activity. On the- other hand the evidence does appear to
provide some support for the traditional attitude during
relatively low periods of activity within cerfain areas; the
medium firm thus providing what might be considered a more
lasting 'core'. The implication of this tends to give further
support for the suggestion made just above that it was the
larger firms_which provided the flexibility, and determined
the level, of the industry's response to changes in the
market situation during the 1930s since it was on these firms

that any change in output for the most part relied. 1

1. As has been mentioned previcusly, it should be remembered
that to generalise such a view to the situations in other areas
in England and Wales could be dangerous. Within individual areas,
the structure and the relative importance of the various
categories of firm probably varied considerably. The larger
category of firm and the larger estate developers tended to be
based in London and the largest cities (see e.g. Bowley (1966),
op. cit. pp.386-7). 1Indeed the migration of many of the larger
building firms from the provinces into the London area would have
tended to amplify the importance of the larger developer in the
industry within Greater London. See below Ch. 6. Section 5(a).
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The erosion of the importance of smaller firms by larger
operators was undoubtedly an important feature of thé inter-
war housebuilding industry. This process was not new
however, it first becoming evident in London during the

'second half of the nineteenth century. Basing his
conclusions 'on the monthly returns of London's District
Surveyors, Prof. Dyos has noted that, although as far as he
could judge "virtually no change Etook placé! in the overall
structure of the London housing iﬁ&ustry" between the 1840s
and 1870s, from the upturn in housebuilding activity during
the later 18705,medium and larger housebuilding firms began
to gain impartance within the industry at the expense of the
smaller firms. 1 Thus, where in 1881 firms with up to 6
houses under construction built 23% (2,820) of all new
dwellings, at the crest of the following London housebuilding
cycle in 1899 they weré responsible for only 14.3% (1,018) of
the total. This compares with 48.7% and 34.5% for firms
building between 7 and 24 dwellings, 24.8% and 21.3% for
those building between 25 and 60 dwellings, and 3.5% and
29.9% for those building 61 dwellings or more.

' The growing significance of larger firms at the expense
of the smaller concerns therefore unquestionably had origins
before the turn of the present century. On the other hand
between the wars this trend was not cnly firmly maintained
but also significantly advanced. For example, in 1938, the

year of greatest housebuilding activity in both Erfield and

1. Dyos (1968), opa

¢it. pp.659-60.
2. Ibid. p.678. '
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Ruislip-Northwood, firms which completed between 1 and 5
dwellings were responsible for only 2.8% and‘6.&% respect-
ively of all units completed, while those which built over
59 dwellings during that year were responsible for 65.2%
and L9.9% respectively of all activity. 1 There also
afpears to have been a continuing, although substantially

advanced, reduction in the importance of small-medium

housebuilding firms (i.e. those building 6 and 24

dwellings a year). The findings of this chapter therefore

would appear to support the view that the'competitive
advantages of the larger housebuilding firms between the

wars were sufficiently great to keep the smaller firms

largely in check. The decline in the importance of both the

small and medium-sized housebuilding firms and the dominance
of the larger locality housebuilders, substantially supported
by the very large 'regiénal' firms, all give clear indication
of this.

The analysis in the previous two paragraphs has focused
primarily on the changing significance of the smaller firms
within the speculative housebuilding industry arnd in doing so
it, and the evidence used, tendsto obscure another facet cf
the structural development of the industr& between the wars -
the growth in the size of the larger firms active. As with

the erosion of the importance of the smaller housebuilder,

this related facet also related to the continuation of an

1. In 1936 these proportions had becn 538.0% and 65.2%
respectively. For atsolute figures and complete details of
the structure within these two areas, see below Appendix 5.1.

Tables 2 and 4.
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earlier trend which again became more accentuated after 1919.
Unfortunately .evidence as to the size of the largest firms in
the housebuilding industry before 1913 is very limited,
however some impression may be derived.

Again Prof. Dyos must be acknowledged as the leading
authority in this sfhere, particularly with régard to suburban
growth in south London before the Great War. T According to
Prof. Dyos during the early 1880s easily the largest house-
builder active in south London was Edward Yates whose
dwelling output Dyos talks of in terms of only hundreds over a
number of years. 2 On the other hand in a later work Prof.
~Dgos notes that it was only during the boom which developed at
the end of the 1890s that "the really large firm . . . moved
in'' and, although perhaps considerably larger than previously,
“"the biggest of the day, Watts of Catford'" completed im only

something just over 40O dwellings in 1899. 3

While in Ilford
'A.C.Corbett, who it has been suggested "was proﬁably the most
prolific of London's suburban developers in the 189Cs and
1900s « « . ', was probably building at a similar sort of

level during these peak years for housebuilding.

Prof. Dyos' authority in this sphere provides substance

1. Apart from the works already cited, Prof. Dyos has written
extensively on various aspects of nineteenth century suburban
development. See also his, The Suburban Development of Greater
London, South of the Thames, 1836-1914 (unpublished Ph.D.thesis,
University of London, 1953.

2. Dyos (1961), op. cit. p.128.

3. The crest of the boom. Dyos (1968), op. cit. p.66GC.

k. Jackson, op. cit. p.6l.
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for the veracity of the limited evidence presented above
which, until further evidence either provides confirmation
or contradiction, must be accépted as providing a fair
indication of the activity levels achieved by the largest
firms during these years. In view of this it is clear that
the scale of housebuilding operations achieved by

individual firms increased substanfialiy during the 30 or so
' years betweeh the turn of the century and the 1930s.

" Illustrations have alreadf been given of the size of turn-
over that a number of the largest interwar firms were
achieving. For example, even allowing for exaggeration the
. 10,000 dpa boasted by 'Britain's Biggest Builders', New Ideal
Homesteads Ltd., ihdicates an annual Qutput massively greater
than that achieﬁed by either Watts or Corbett. 1 Next below
New Ideal Homesteads in unit output were Taylor Woodrow
Estates Ltd. and Wates Ltd. which were building over 2000
dpa during the middle and later &ears of the 1930s; 2 while
achieving turnovers of over 1000 dpa in one or more years
betwen 1930 and 1939 were speculative housebuilding and
estate development firms like Davis Estates Ltd., G.T.Crouch
Ltd. and Hilbery Chaplin Ltd., and firms which divided their
attentions between speculative housebuilding and civil
engineering and contraéting works such as John Laing & Son

Ltd., Geo. Wimpey & Co. Ltd., and R.Costain & Son Ltd. -

l. PB, Nov. 1933, p.251. A more realistic figure lies
probably somewhere between 5,000 and 7,000 dpa.
2. Jenkins, op. cit. p.27; Vates, History, p.l0.

3. See e.g. PB, Nov. 1933, p.251. Also above pp. 2o2-4.,
314-6 , and below P &77.
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In addition there was a marked increase in the numbers of
small and medium-large firms, building perhaps between 60
and 500-600 dpa; some of which concentrated within
particular localities, others of which spread their
acfivities over much wider areas.

It is evident that in many respects the structural
changes which took place within the house-building
industry between the wars constituted just one time-phase
in the process of evolution tﬁwards the structure of the
modern~-day industry. 2 The interwar period was however also
the period which to all intents and purposes marked the
disappearance of the large locally-oriented housebuilder,
and, more importantly, the emergence of firms which for the
first time could be regarded as 'regional' in the orient-
ation of their housebuilding operations. Thus by the end of
the 1930s evidence of the activity of.individual firms.like
New Ideal Homesteads, Wimpey, Crouch, Davis, Costain, Wates,
Laing, Uilbery Chaplin was to be found within most sectors
of the 08A, withinvarious parts of the Home Counties, and for
some as far afield as the Midlands and the West Country.

The reasons for this wider spatial orientation of

operations, and also for the post-1939 disappearance of the

1. See e.g. above pp. 274-9,287-314,317-21 Eassjm.

2. See Carter, ov. cit. p.4?. For a more detailed assess-
ment of the structural development of the housebuilding
industry after 1946, and particularly during the 1960s, see
E.Craven, Conflict in the Land Development Process: the role
of the privale residential developer (unpublished Ph.D.thesis,
University of Kent, 1970), pp.186-190.

3. See below ]"P E36-9.
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larger locally-oriented housebuilders are probably not
difficult to find. Town planning restrictions on develop-
ment and the relative absence after 1947 of sites of any
size within the OSA were almost certainly major factors in
the disappearance of the latter phenomenon. 1 The
emergence of the 'regional' housebuilding firm on the other
hand was clearly related to the evolution of the very
large firm'which, as it developed and attempted to expand
its output, increasingly found.it necessary to broaden its
spatial area of activity in order to increase and/or widen
its potential market and to secure sufficienf land with the
desired characteristics on which to build. As has been
suggested in a later chapter it was probably just this
desire fér expansion and growth which eventually motivated
such builders to spread their operations into areas outside
the OSA 2 and so begin a path which has eventually
necessitated a structural change within their own house-

3

building organizations.

1. Both within the OSA and, though to a lesser extent,
within the outer Metropolitan and Home Counties areas. For
a detailed assessment of the forces at work influencing
residential land development post 1947, particularly in
relation to the speculative housebuilder, see Craven, op. cit.
passim.

2.SeelmlmvFP.536-40)546*52.

3. The move towards a national orientation has required
the decentralisation of virtually all, if not all, the non-
financial housebuilding functions of such firms into
regional offices, see e.g. ibid. pp.296-7 and Fig. 7.3;
C.Watson, The Housing Market: Some Impressions of Sheffield
Housebuilders (unpublished M.A. dissertation, University of

Sheffield, 1972), p.ll.
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APPENDIX 5.1. Tables 1-8.

These tables can be found in the

accompanying portfolio.



APPENDIX 5.1l. .TABLE 9. Changes in the annual level

of the housebuilding industry in

Enfield U.D., 1931-1939.

Period over which change Actual change Percentage

in output took place (+ or =) in change (+ or -)
(and total output in the no. of in the no. of
each year). . dwellings dwellings
completed. completed.
1931 (442) to 1932 (504) +62 +14%
1932 (504) to 1933 (1125) +621 : +120%
1933 (1125) to 1934 (1254) | +129 +12%
1934 (1254) to 1935 (1920) +666 +53%
1935 (1920) to 1936 (1942) +22 +29%
1936 (1942) to 1937 (2199) +257 . +13%
1937 (2199) to 1938 (2333) +134 +6%
1938 (2333) to 1939 (748) -1585 -685

Source: Enfield Register.
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APPENDIX 5.1l. "TABILE 10. Chanpges in the annual level of

the housebuilding industry in

Ruislip-Northwood U.D., 1931-193%9.

Period over which change Actual change Percentage

in output took place (+ or =) in change (+ or -)

(and total output in the no. of in the no. of

each year). - dwellings dwellings
completed. completed.

1931 (336) to 1932 (370) +34 +10%

1932 (370) to 1933 (658) +2838 +78%

1933 (658) to 1934 (1407) +749 - +120%

1934 (1407) to 1935 (1559) +152 +11%

1935 (1559) to 1936 (1786)" +227 _+15%

1936 (1786) to 1937 (18%75) +89 +5%

1937 (1875) to 1938 (2126) +251 +13%

1938 (2126) to 1939 (1712) “hak -19%

Source: Ruislip-Northwood Register.
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CHAPTER 6. The origins of the speculative housebuilder.

l. Introduction.

In Chapter 5 an examination has been undertaken of first,
the national structure of the interwar building induétry, and
secondly, and more specifically, the structure of the private
housebuilding industry within two particular areas of the 0SA.
In Chapter 7 and the sﬁcceeding chapter the focus of the work
will turn to an investigation of the activitiés of interwar
speculative housebuilders, and the processes involved, in
land purchase and development within the 0SA. However, before
this move, it is important to obtain some more detailed idesa
and understanding of the types of individual who became
involved in speculative housebuilding during these years.

For example, what was their backéround, and to what extent was
it connected with a trade'skill? Were there particular crafts
from which speculative housebuilders more commonl& tended to
develop? From what other activities were individuals
attracted to speculative housebuilding? How and why did
speculative housebuildérs first become involved in such
activity? In terms of numbers, the significance of local
firms within local areas has already been indicated in the
previous.chapter; however, did the speculative housebuilders
active within the OSA all originate from within the Greater
London area itself? To what extent were builders attracted
from other parts of the country imothe OSA? And what sort of
firms were attracted, if any, and why? These are some of the

questions which are examined in the present chapter.



The defining characteristic of the activities of a
speculative housebuilder is that the production of any
dwelling built is conceived, and at times completea, prior
to the sale or letting of that dwelling, or to any agreement
made.by a prospective purchaser or tenant. This was as true
during the interwar period, asﬁt had been prior to 1915 and
as it has been since 1945. On the'other hand although all
interwar speculative housebuilders held this characterisfic
in common, within the Greater London area at least the
origins of the individuals and firms involved in speculative
suburban housebuilding varied widely: in social, in
occupational, and in geographical terms. Furthermore it
appears that the roles played by these persons and firms in
the development process of residential outer suburbia took a
great variety of forms. Indeed at times such people and
organisations were by no means content to restrict themselves
to any single role, for example that of a sbeculative house-
builder, but were active in a number of roles.

It must be acknowledged at an early stage in this chapter
that any attempt at a completely balanced discussion or state-
ment on the origins of the 'speculative housebuilder' will be
hindered by a problem inherent in the nature of the industry.
In comparison with most other manufacturing industries the
level of capitalisation required for entry into the speculative
housebuilding industry was extrcmely small, while, particularly

in a period of housebuilding booum, speculative housebuilding is

1. See below pp. 337G =92, 419 -9 PRSI
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an activity in which'profit margins appear to be large and
easy to obtain.. In view of this, partiéularly during the 19305,
there was little to stop, and in fact a great deai to éncourage,
any person or persons with both the inclination and initiative
required,from purchasing an area of developed or under-
developed land and erecting one or more dwellings upon it. On
the other hand the relatively narrow'capital margins on which
most of the speculative housebuilding industry was organised
also meant that during periéds of low or declining demand the
economic viability of many firms in the industr& became very
precarious. In fact a large number of speculative house-
building firms were unablg to survive the interlude of the
Second World War which has meant that many of the firms which
entered the industry between the wars and which had the more
unusual backgrounds, and perhaps initially only tenuous, if
any, links with housebuilding have long since disappeared
without trace. An this is probably particularly true of many
of the individuals who had been attracted into the industry
during the 'boom' years of the 1930s. In spite of the
disaprearance of a large proportion of the interwar industry
and the consequent biasing effect that this is likely to have
had on any evidence presented, it has been possible to

uncover a relatively substantial body of evidence on the
origins of speculative housebuilders active within the OSA
between the wars, aﬁd indeed a body of evidence which relates
to a wide size-range of firm. The origins of a number of
larger housebuilders will be considered first since the

available evidence is most a2bundant on these firms. Even in
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these cases however it must be admitted that the level of

detail available is by no means great.

2. The origins of eight large-scale speculative house-

building firms.

In terms of the annual number of dwellings vroduced,
the largest speculative housebuilding firm active during the
1930s was New Ideal.Homesteads Ltd.‘[NIH Ltdl This firm,
originally based in Bexleyheath in Kent, was incorporated as
a private limited company in late 1929. 1 Within three years
NIH Ltd. was claiming an annual output of over 3,000 dwellings,
while only eight months later the company was boasting an
énnual total of 10,000 dwéllings. 3 Mr L.H.P.Meyer, the main
force behind the birth, growth and fértune of NIH Ltd.
apparently had no doubts very early on in the life of the
company as to the scale on which he was going to operate his
business,.and in May 1934, only 334 years after ité foundation,
the firm became a public company. # Originally it appears
that Meyer .was employéd as an assistant surveyor by Erith U.D.
Council, but that during the later 1920s formed the house-
building partnership of Blackwell & Meyer which, like NIH Ltd.,
5

was based in Bexleyheath. Although it is known that in 1929

this company undertook a contract to build 32 houses on the

1. Companies House, File No. 243565.

2. Between Jan. and Dec. 1932. PB,, March 1933, p.56.

3. This is a claim of an average weekly output of almost 200
dwellings. See above p.3ZO.

L. Companies House; File No. 243565.

5. Jackson, op. cit. pp.107-8. ‘
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London County Council's Bellingham Estate, 1 there is
unfortunately no evidence as to the success or otherwise
of this firm. On the other hana it is interesting to6 note
that when in late 1929 NIH Ltd. was first incorporated,
Meyer was only an employee of the company, the directors
being his wife-and sister-in-law. Indeed if was not until
1931 that Meyer moved on to the boara as chairman and
'managing direétor. |

Although with an annual dwelling output well below that
achievéd by NIH Ltd. another Jondon firm involved in house-
building on a large scale within the OSA between the wars was
George Wimpey & Co. Ltd. .The history of this firm began some
thirty years before 1919 - the.year it was taken over by the
Mitchell family. 5 The firm in fact was founded by George
Wimpey in 1880 as a stonemason's business. The major part of
this partnership's activity during the late nineteenth and
the early twentieth century was in contract road work, laying
granite sefts and curbsfones in West London. On 2nd July
1919 the firm was taken over by G.W.Mitchell (now Sir Godfrey,
the present chairman) and his father, who were described in
the Articles of Incorporation as a civil contractor and a

: 4
quarry merchant respectively. Clearly therefore there was

l. Jacxson, op. cit. p.300.

2. Companies House, File No. 243565.

3. Companies House, File No. 156617. The takeover by the
Mitchell family began a period of control which built up the
company so that today it is the largest building and
contracting company in Britain. Turner, op. cit. ».270.

L, i. Companies House, File No. 156617. _

ii. It has heen suggested recently that Godfrey Mitchell
financed the purchase with the aid of his army gratuity (Jenkins,
op. cit. p.l1llt), although no doubt resources derived from his
father's business activitices were also of great importance.



substantial knowledge of building and 'the trade' behind
"the interwar expansion of this firm. Initially the
Mitchells maintained the pre-war pattern of activities of
the firm, that is laying out estate roads and sewers under
contract for speculative builders and estate developers,
also undertaking larger road coantracts. However an
increasing realisation-of the success of their clients
during the mid 1920s led to a cautious experiment into
speculative housebuilding: initially by contracting an out-
side builder to organise the actual house constructions and
then gy organising the whole process internally. From this
point on the firm's activities were divided between
speculative housebuilding and contract work, and in 1938
privaté housing accounted for 65% of Wimpey's turnover and 75%
of its profits. 1 Already by this date however the company
was undertaking increasingly ambitious civil engineering and
construction contracts and as a prdportion of turnover
private housing was already on the decline. 2 By 1940 Geo.
Wimpey & Co. Ltd. had already been a public company for some

3

51X years.

Wates Ltd., operating primarily within the south London

suburbs, chose on the other hand to remain a private limited

company throughout this period. 4 By the mid 1930s this

1. Turner, on. cit. p.27%.

2. Ibid; J.R.Colclough, The Construction Industry of Great
Britain (1965), pp.41-2.

3. Ibid. .

L, The Yates family have in fact chosen to keep the company
private right up to the present day. Turner, op. cit. p.270.
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company wasAEuilding just over 2,000 dwellings a year.

The firm had in fact been founded just after the turn of the
century by four brothers, and their first enterprise was two
houses in Pufley, Surrey. The brothers di&ided the owner-
ship and the various responsibilities of the firm between
them. Edﬁard and Arthur Wates at the time owned and ran a
retail furniture store'in Mitcham Lane, Streatham and
provided the new firm with business ability and much of the
finance required. The other two brothers, William and
Herbert, were aéparently unemployed carpenters at this time
and the building skills and site organisation were placed in

their hands. 1In this way the newly-born enterprise appears

to have been well balanced. At first the firm grew slowly

but steadily gnd by 1914 was well poised to benefit fully
from the development and expansion of the demand for houses
by owner-occupiers duriné the 1920s and 1930s. In this way
it grew to become by 1939 one ofbthe five largest speculative
housebuilding firms in the country.

Unfortunately the evidence which has come to light on the
origins of two of the other major speculative housebuilding
firms which originated in Greater London is more sparce. The

available evidence suggests for example that one of these

firms, G.T.Crouch Ltd., was established as a private company

l. The division of the shares probably indicates the importance
given to the financial contribution in such a firm as opposed to
the technical and constructional contribution. The eleven shares
in the original company were divided to give Edwvard five, Arthur
four, and William and Herbert one each. \ates, History, p.l.

2. Ibid.
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by G.T.Crouch some time around 1928. Initially it appears
that Crouch began . in a smallish way building bungalows in.
Walton~on-Thames, however it was not long before he'bégan
develéping his first large estate, the Richmond Park Tudér
Estafe which lay between Kingstén and Ham in Surrey.
~Further large estatés followed, Crouch apparently concen-
trating his London activities mainly to the south of the
"river and building to a neo~Tudor design. In the early 1930s
however, the firm was developing the large Redway Estate in
Twickenham, 2 while during the mid-l930$ Croucﬁ was found
operating as far north as Ruislip-Northwood, albeit on a much
smaller scale. 5 Unfortunately however no evidence has
become available whiéh reveals the extent and character of
rouch's experience prior to his'early activities in Walton.
A little more is known of the early experience of Artﬁur

F. Davis, the founder and managing director of the second.
fi?m, Davis Estates Ltd. (formerly A.F.Davis Ltd.). During the

_1920s Davis had worked for his father, Abraham Dayis, who had

. been concerned with the speculative residential development of

land, primarily with flats. It would appear however that the
firm was.not entirely a success, so after his father's death.
Arthur Davis began to rebuild the firm and to focus its
attention on to a different market. It would appear that this
took place sometime over the turn of the decade apd almost
immediately the firm purchased and Eegan to develop |

speculatively a number of housing estates, at least one being

1. Jones, interview, 10.10.69.
2. See Lelow pe. 3.
3. See above p. 0B .
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at Kingsbury. The success of the firm was almést immediate
which is indicated by the fact that within only five years
Davis felt the firm to be stroné encugh. to have its shares
offered to the general public. L

‘Of course not all firms active in large-scale
speculative housebuilding within Greater Loﬁdon between the
wars were indigenous to that area. .fhree of the most
'important weré John Laing & Son Ltd., Richard Costain & Sons
Ltd., and Taylor Woodrow Eséates Ltd. originally from Carlisle,
Fazakerley (Lancs.) and Blackpool respectively. By the very
early 1930s however the head offices of each of these firms
had been established in London. For Laing the move took
place in 1926, approximately one and a quarter centuries aftef
the foundation of the firm by a Scottish builder, David
Laing. 2, There was clearly a substantial building tradition
behind the firm which was already in its fourth generatioﬁ,
_even though prior to ifs launching into the sphere:of
: speculaéé residential estate Qeveloymentzduringithé-19205 by
John W. Laing (now Sir Jéhn) the tradition had ﬁeen entirely
in contracting work. This was not the case howgver with
either Richard Costain & Sons Ltd., or Taylor Woodrow
Estates Ltd.

The firm of Richard Costain & Sons Ltd. was founded by
an Isle of Man bricklayer who began to build houses
speculatively in Liverpool during the 18605. > The house-

building tradition of the firm was carried on by the Costain

1. Steadman, interview, 14.11.69.
2. Colclough, op. cit. pp.42-3.
30- Ibid. FQLI'BQ
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family into the twentieth century, and during the early

'twenties moved ‘the base of their firm from Liverpool to

Kingswood in Surrey. It was probably not until the 1930s

that general building and contracting work became of any
great significance in the firm's total activitieé.

Taylor WOodroQ Estates Ltd., like Costain, was initially
concerned solely with speculative housebuilding, although
unlike Costain, had no history or building tradition before
the First World War. The interwar story of Taylor Woodrow
Estates Ltd. is very much the story of Frank Taylor. It .is
reputed that Taylor built his first two houses when he was
only sixteen years old. This was in Blackpool in 1921. Very
soon after this small start he joined paftnership with his
uncie J.W.Woodrow, as Taylor & Woodrow, in order tc begin to
build houses on a larger scale. After the death of his

uncle in the late 1920s Taylor moved to London as Taylor
Woodrow Estates Ltd.?’and by 1935 was developing seveﬁ
estates mainly located in the north—wesfern and western
suburbs. In this year the firm became a public company,
and soon after began to diversify into the civil engineering
and contracting fields 5 as well as spreading its

speculative housebuilding operations across the Atlantic into

6

Queens County on Long Island, New York.

1. Companies House, File No. 274453.

2. Winstanley, interview, 6.9.69.

3. Colclough, op. cit. p.kl. For a picture of Frank Taylor in
1921 see Jenkins, op. cit. Plate 1(b).

L. Daily Mail, 22 June 1935, p.18 (subsequently referred to

as DM.)

5. Colclough, op. cit. p.hh.

6. NUB, Dec. 1937, p.30; Jan 1938, pp.8,30.
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In terms of the annuval production of dwellings, the
firms mentioned in.the preceding paragraphs were among the
largest, if not the largest, speculative housebuilding firms

active within Greater London, and also within England and

1

Wales as a whole, during the 1930s. Of these eight firms,

three (Laing, Costain and Taylor Woodrow) had migrated to
London from the northern counties atvvarious times during the
'19205 and ver& early 1930s, and three (Wimpey, Laing and
Costain) had had varying 1e§els of experience in general
building and ¢ivil engineering contract work prior to 1913. 2
Only two of the eight firms however (Costain and Wates) had
been involved in any degree in speculati&e housebuilding
before the outbreak of the Firét War. Therefore, for three-
quarters (6) of these firms, such activity was purely an
interwar phenomenon; Qith the four firms not founded until
after 1919 (Taylor Woodrow, Davis, Crouch and NIH) all being
established specifically to build houses speculatively. 3

Indeed of all the firms mentioned only Laing and Wimpey

were not established solely with speculative housebuilding in

mind.

1. In this estimation developers and housebuilding companies
such as Hilbery Chaplin Ltd. have been excluded since such
firms also developed residential estates for clients as well
as speculatively for themselves. In addition they were
involved in the sale of developed plots and sections of a
number of their own estates to small builders reaping the
speculative return on the preparation and development of the
land alone. See for example Ch. 7. sections 4b and Le¢ passim.

2. For Costain this activity was unquestionably secondary to
the primary interest of speculative housebuilding.

3. Two of thece firms not being founded until the late 1920s
and the other some time over the turn of the decade.
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3. The origins of other speculative housebuilding firnms.

For o#her firms, information on origins tends to be
scarcer and rather more difficﬁlt to discover. As a
consequence the evidence that it has been possible to
assemble is less detailed. This is not of course to say it
is not of valﬁe, but it is suggested its value may be rather
more limited than might be considered idezl.
| The major source has been the interviews. It has,
therefore not been possible to include an entirely
representative appreciétion of certain types of firm or
sections of the industry. Broadly speaking there are four
main omissions, although these groups are not necessarily
mutually exclusive. Firstly for example the existence has
alréady been noted‘pf those, often small or small-medium,
speculative housebuilding firms born during the optimism of
the interwar years in this sphere but which, for any number
of reasons, were unable actively 25 m;intain their identity
through the private housebuilding stagnation of the war
period and the years which followed. While secondly there.
were clearly firms, frequently small, with a poor financial
structure and only very limited technical knowledge or
experience, Whichvwere unable to survive in business even up
to 1929. 1In a bankruptcy report in 1937, for example, the
former occupations of the partners of an Edgware firm were

| N : 1
stated as "a maker of silk ties™" and "a gown manufacturer',.

While a correspondent to The Estates Gazette in 1933 suggested

that '"the most extraordinary people'" had entered the industry

1. Jackson, op. cit. p.l1l05.
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"yery young and inexperienced builders' labourers . . . an

ex-milkman erected several houses'. 1 For obvious reasons

it has been difficult to include a satisfactory examination
of such firms in the following analysis.

A third group it has not been possible to include were
those speculative house producers described by a speaker at
the 1938 Annual Conference of the National Federation of
‘House Builders as 'finance builders'. These, it is supposed,

cortroiled
were building companies entirelyyby persons who provided the
finance for estate developments and hired all the skills
necessary to organise and carry out the work. TUnfortunately
it has not been possible to discover any examples of such
concerns by name, although their existence was, albeit vaguely,
commented on independently in a number of interviews. 2 It is
of course likely that, even had it been possible to discover
such a firm by name, the anonymity of the title wpuld have
successfully hindered further productive investigation. 3 A
fourth group of speculative housebuilders that it has proved
impossible to include, with the exception of those cited by
Dr R.C.W.Cox, are thése usually small, often under-capitalised,
and at times 'amateur' and inexperienced, housebuilders who

normally. built in an extremely piecemeal fashion on prepared

or semi-prepared lots located either on already partially

1. 1 July 1933, quected in Jackson, op. cit.

2. E.g. Interviews with Whyte, 16.10.69; Cox, 28.8.69;
Gosling, 28.10.69; Idser, 16.10.69; Watson, 14.10.69; Harston,
25.8.69; Saunders, 1.10.69; Peppitt, 1.10.69.

3. Commonly such firms would form a separate company for
each estate development. Rural sounding titles were often
favoured. Oakview Garden Estates Ltd. although ficticious
provides a good examole of the type of title used not only
by 'finance builders' but also by some 'bona fide' building
firms.
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developed estates, or along the sides of already established
roadways. The story and origins of such people will only be
discovered as a result of painstaking and time-consﬁming
research of very limited areas by interested local
hist;rians, 1 and even then without the certainty of success
or satisfaction.

The limitations to the representativeness of the
following analysis caused by the absence of such groups are
of course important and must be acknowledged. On the other
hand, the aﬁalysis of the examples located during the
author's oral research may be of some, albeit perhaps limited,
value by indicating a number of dominant and perhaps important
patterns concerning the origins of interwar speculative house~
builders. For example, in this context a number of groups of
questions come immediately to mind and an examination of Fig.
6.1 below can to some extent provide answers to a number of
these questions. This preliminary examination will be
followed by an analysis in greater detail of the previous
experience of a number of the speculative ﬁousebuilders active
within the Greater London OSA during this period and also of

their geographical origins.

The first group of questions which comes to mind is,
where did the builders come from? Were they primarily firms
which had grown up in the suburbs? To what extent did firms
nigrate into the Greater London area from outside its

boundaries, or werec the firms active within the OSA based in

1. See e.g. Cox (1970), op. cit. Part IV.



Fig. 6.1. The origins of 57 builders, surveyors and estate
agents active in speculative housebuilding within the
05A of Graater London, 1919 - 39.

-
1) | (2) (3) (4) (5)
' . Previous
First building
built experienc
Firm Spatial Temperal - Founded spec. of people
-origins origins originally as dwellings in
g g g y &
in OSA interwar
control
| w0
Pe-1919} 0 g )
- & 5 D) g 3 b g
g1 B ® m PR )
W i O HA®O e 5 oo ) AN O +
g1 8 238 R RES Eog 22 410 BB, &
S8 8494°3 3 o 228 83 218 @ 3|8 8
3] [ - tle¥ © oM o o = ] - g (&)
g g l g ~O ' t & & & g A2 A 1 1| o
6 Al & Fo HdH % R0 Fo 1 e
g S5'eo 0w O © SO+ LRHG o8B o o ol w
g 815 285 RiBEE Bhn 883 5| L & R|IE B
A & jo am- oo H{“JU)U VOO0 wE aA|lm A A0 =
'
(a) (v) () (@) (e) (£) (@) (n) (i) () Q) (m)|{n) (o)
‘ . 1
Wimpey * i * * hAR *
Laing * o * o1 *
Costain * ; * * * *
Taylor Woodrow * ; * * « | NK
wates * i * * * * *
g t1 * 1 *
NIH . *
H 1 1
Crouch * ! * * * NK
Davis * ! * * * .
Boot * E * . o1 .t
i
Lancaster * * f * o1 .
Nash . * ~ * . .
Waren . * . ‘. .
Gleeson *+ . } * » .
Comben & Wakeling | * * * . *
Newman Eyre o _ «1 | * «] . »
Jackson * ‘1 * Y -
GHC . . . »1 NE
Reed * * . » *
Swanne * * . « b .
L & SH . » | « o - . .
Hygienic Homes * * . . » .
MRCE b * - P *
{




(1) (2) 2 () (5)
Firm -

(a) (1) {(e) (@) (e) (B)i(g) (h) (1) (P (1) @ iln) (o)
LES . NK NONE. o1 .
Reid * * . * * *
Saunders * * ) * * *
Philips & Cooper * ' * * * *
Harston * * * * *
Berg * * e .. *
Haymills * d . . * *
Pritchard * * * * *
Jaggers * : * . * * *
Edser & Brown * * * * *
Bradley & Arthur * * * * *
Townsend & Collins * * * * *
Try * * *® * ) *
Osbourne * * * * *
ward ¥ * x * *
Gostling * * * ]t
Priest * * * . ..
Storr * * * * *
Whyte * * * * ®
Watson * * * * *
Nicholas * * * * *
Page * *‘ * * *
’I‘rent2 ' * * * *
West2 * .. * * *
Pyma * * * * *
Vylie & Berlyn2 * * * * *
Connor & Timbllck2 * * * * * *
Surveyors & Estate Agents
Chaplin O * * * * *
Edwards * * * * * *
Chase Gardener * * * * * *
Roper * * * * - .
Ashton & Bateman * * * * *
Thobuxrn . MK L NK .
Granger & Apthorpe * NK * . NK *
Davies * * * *® * *

Sources : Inlerviews ;3
NK Not known
1

2

Cox (1970), op.cit. pp. 374-94

Founded during later 1920s
From Cox (1970), cp.cit



359.

The full names of the firwme and comrpanies included in Fig. 6.1.

1. George Wimpey & Co. Ltd.

2. John Laing & Son Ltd. .
3. Richard Costain Ltd./Richard Costain & Sons Ltd.
« Taylor Voodrow Estates Ltd.

. Wates Ltd.

. New Ideal Homesteads Ltd.

. G. T. Crouch Ltd. '

. Davis Estates Ltd. . -

9. Henry Boot & Sons Ltd./Henry Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd.
10. R.Lancaster & Sons Ltd. '

11. T. F. Nash Ltd.

-12. R. T. Warren Ltd.

13. Gleeson Development Co. Ltd. .

14, Comber and Yakeling Ltd.

15. Newman Eyre & Peterson Ltd.

16. TFrancis Jackson Developments Ltd.

17. General Housing Company Ltd.

18. George Reed & Sons Ltd.

19. L. T. Swanne Ltd.

20. London & Suburban Homesteads Ltd.

21. Hygienic Homes Ltd.

22. Metropolitan Railway Country Estates Ltd..
23, London Housing Society Ltd. ’
2k, E. J. Reid Ltd.

25. E. L. Saunders.

26. Philips & Cooper Ltd.

27. A. darston & Co. (Enfield) Ltd.

28. E. & L. Berg Ltd.

29. Haymills Ltd.

30. R.& J. Pritchard Ltd.

31. A. W. Jaggers & 3ons Ltd.

32. Edser & Brown Ltd.

33. Bradley & Arthur Ltd. .

34 . Townsend & Collins Ltd. \

35. . 3. Try Ltd.

36. A. J. Osbourne.

37. Jacob Ward & Sons Ltd.

38. Gostling Builders Ltd.

39. Priest & Son..

4o, Storr Bros.

k1. A. C. Whyte (Croydon) Ltd.

L2, R.C.Watson & Co. Ltd.

bz, A. & A.K.Nicholas Ltd.

Ly, vy, J. Page Ltd.

k5. R. W. Trent.

Lé. wW. H. West.

49. Mrs Pym. Ltd.

48. yylie & Berlyn.

L9, Connor & Timblick.

50. Hilbery Chaplin Ltd.

51. P.H.BEdvards Ltd./(Xenton) Ltd./(Hill Hill) Ltd./(Sudbury) Ltd.
52. P. Chase Gardener & Co.

53. loper Son & Chapman & Co.

54 . Ashton & Bateman./lNeasden Development Co. Ltd.
55. Hugh F. Thoburn Ltd.

56. Granger & Apthorpe.

57. Hugh Davies.

oo~ N\



central London? As Qould be expected from such a pre-
dominantly locally based industry as speculative house-
Building, the vast majority of {he firms and individuals
building suburban houses were indigenous to the Greater

Londﬁn area, and often, especially the smaller firms, were
very specifically local in the areas in which they were
active. On the other hand, the genefal optimism and

activity in héusebuilding within the OSA also tended to
attract the more advénturoué (and at times the more desperate)
provincial firms. 1 Richard Costain and Frank Taylor were two
such builders, and in the late 1920s and early 1930s they were
joined by other relatively well-established northern firams,
for example Henry Boot & Sons Ltd;, M.J.Gleeson Ltd. and

R. Lancas£er & Sons Ltd. as well as many small and medium-
sized firms. It can be seen in Fig. 6.1, for example that

of the 57 firms cited seven originated from outside the

London area of which six appear to have been among the larger
suburban speculative housebuilders of the period. The picture
thus presented however may in some ways be a little mis-
leading and will therefore-be discussed in more detail at a
later stage in this chapter. 2 There is also evidence of
firms moving outwards into the outer suburbs from the inner
and central London areas, and of others which, although active
in suburban speculative development, chose to retain their
offices within the central area. 3

A second group of questions which comes to mind concerns

1. See below pp. 9% 4083 ssim, 466-7.
2. See below pp. HAL ~ 40T,
3. See below pp. 402 —414.



the age ofthe firms active within the OSA. 1In what periods
were the interwvar speculative builders established? Were
they entirely products of the ihterwar reriod?  To what
extent had they been active prior to 1913? Again although
it ié not possible to use the content of Fig. 6.1. as a
representativé sample, it does provide some form of
indication. Of the 57 firms listed just under a third had
been established before the First World War, while the
majority (well over 50%) were founded some time during the
1920s. Thus, something under a fifth were products of the -
1930s. It has already been admitted that in respect of the
importance of the 1930s this sample is probably lacking.

On the other hand it is probably accurate in the way it
points to the 1920s as an important, if not the most
important period in this respect. It appears that many
demobilized tradesmen and other persons previously connected
with the building industry grasved the opportunity of
optimism of the post-Armistice period to set themselves up
as housebuilders and/or general builders. Indeed there were
a number who had previously had no previous experience in
any part of the industry. 1 Then again the last few years
of the decade seem to have significance in this réspect. A
number of very important firms were established during these
years, for example NIH Ltd. and G.T. Crouch Ltd. in south
London, as well as such firms as Newman Eyre & Peterson Ltd.,
General Housing Co. Ltd., and Francis Jackson Developments

Ltd., which played important roles in the development of

1. See below pp. D63-6.
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certain specific areas.

Of the firms which were founded during the 1930s it
would appear that few were able to sustain their activities
after 1945. Moreover very few of the large or medium firms

~

on which it has been possible to acquire information were
. established after 1930. 1 This is not to say of course
that many extremely aciive h§usebuilding and estate develop-
ment firms were not born during this decade. This would be
untrue. For example among those found involved in
speculative housebuilding for the first time during the
1930s were surveyors, land agents and estate agents. It
should be added that such firms normally tried to keep their
land and their housebuilding activities legally distinct and
they did this by forming a separate building company.
Hickman and Bishop and Hygenic Homes Ltd., Hugh Davies and
London and Suburban Hbmeéteads Ltd. may serve as two such
examples, and, although such departure from the professional
practice of surveying énd land agency was by no means a new
phenomenon during the 1930s, it is almost certain that the
market conditions during the 'boom' years accelerated the
trend. The number of 'finance builders' also probably
increased during this period.

The third type of question which comes tc mind concerns
%he intentions behind the foundation of firms active in

speculative housebuilding within the interwar OSA. Thus, to

what extent were interwar speculative housebuilding firms

1. The obvious exception is Davis Estates Ltd., established
in 1931. Steadman, interview, 14.11.69.
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established with the'specific intention of undertaking thié
type of building activity? The answer to this question is
probably the clearest and most éertain of any under
discussion in this section. Of the 57 firms for which there
is ciear evidence, and for the many others for which the
evidence is only hearsay or indirect, it would appear that
the vast majority were founded with,fhe specific intention
of speculatively building dwellings of some description. It
is interesting that the firﬁs which started as jobbing
builders or larger contract builders were eithe{ those firms
whose origins stretched back prior to 1913 and/or the
smallest or small-medium firms. Further it would appear
that those firms which had been founded prior to 1913% as
contractors or jobbing builders had only rarely had an&
experience of speculative housebuilding in any form prior to
the end of the First VWorld War. And also just as there
tended to be fhis move towards speculative housebuilding
during the earlier_and middle years of this interwar period,
there tended to be a movement away from this sphere into
contracting by many of the medium and larger firms during the
middle and later 1930s.

The last group of questions that come to mind and will
be dealt with in this section concerns the previous experience
of those active in speculative housebuilding in the O0SA between
the wars. - To what‘extent did the foundersyand individuals in
interwar control, of speculétive housebuilding firms have any
previous experience within the industry? Also how common and
how important were firms formed by tradesmen during these

years? The principals of almost all firms covered during the
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oral part of this research had had some previous experience in
the construction or building sector prior to launching them-
selves into the sphere of specﬁlative residential construction.
There'were however several, even within the limited sphere of
the éample covered during this research, who had launched into
.housebuilding without any detailed knowledge or experience of
the processes involved. As a rule such individuals appear to
have been in part stimulated to join the industry by the
availability of an area of land in their ownership, often,it
would appear,their garden. For example, the first enterprise
of the brothers E. and L. Berg (later E. & L. Berg Ltd.) was
the construction of a number of houses on cne section of their
father's six acre garden. After their first full year of
activity (1923) they had completed five, four-bedroomed
houses without having had any previous experience in building
of any description. 1 . Another such example was discovered by
Dr Cox during his examination of the residential development
of the Ham Farm Estate in Shirley, Croydon. The builder,
Mrs Pym, first moved on to the estate in 1923, and by 1930
had built three bungalows on her garden. From this small
start she continued her activities by purchasing a plot of
three acres on another part of the estate. 2

In neither of the two cases mentioned in the previous
paragraph had the builder an established occupation prior to
their housebuilding enterprise: Mrs Pym was a housewife,

while for the Rerg brothers the First World War had not long

1. Berg, interview, 21.10.69.
2. Cox (1970), op. cit. pp.377-9.
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ended. This however.was by no means always the case.
Especially with the growing optimism in this sphere between
the mid 1920s and mid 1930s, it was possible to find
examples of persans with established livings, and sometimes
busihesses in other spheres of commerce and industry, who
moﬁed their capital into speculative housebuilding. For
example in the north-western suburbah area of Kingsbury and
Kenton, the irm of R. & J. Pritchard Ltd. was building‘
speculative houses on a modérate scale. This was a family
firm which for many years prior to commencing its
speculative housebuilding activities in the late 1920s had
successfully run a bakers‘and confectioners business. 1 In
Enfield it appears that a number of similar transitions took
place where retailers and small businessmen of various types
shifted Fheir interests into speculative residential
building, either purchasing or annexing professional ability
or craft skills. 2 Firms with such pedigrees were therefore
clearly a feature of the industry, even though their
importance is difficult to estimate. It is élso difficult
at this stage of knowledge to assess the extent that the
incidence of such origins was greater or more important in
some areas, or in some periods, than in others. All that can

be suggested at the present time is that the vast majority

1. Davies, interview, 21.1.70. It is an interesting
coincidence that prominent in a photograph of Golders Green
Road ¢.1923 included in Jackson (op. cit. between pp.160-1)
is Prighard's bakers and confectioners shop.

2. Townsend, interview, 8.2.70. Mr Townsend felt that
discretion was essential as far as the names of such firms

were concerned.
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of speculative houseguilders with origins completely outside
the industry rarely seemed to grow to be of any significant
or lasting size, although E. & i. Berg Ltd. may be considered
as an exception to this general statement.

‘Rather more commonly success, albeit perhaps moderate,
came where an individual without any experiénée or kno%ledge
of the speculative housebuilding proéess joined forces in a
partnership with a person who did. For example, landowners
who joined forces with builéers; 1 a market stallholder who
successfully joined forces with a surveyor; 2 while during
the early 1930s a partnership was formed.between a wealthy
property investor (Philips) and an individual who hgd had
training as a house designer with a Hampstead firm (Cooper)
to build rélatively expensive dwellings in Stanmore. 3 Not
uncommonly where such partnerships occurred the contribution
of éne partner was the provision of finance and also perhaps
organisational and business ability, while the other .

contributed the more technical constructional knowledge and

skills.

L, Previous building and non-building exverience of interwar

speculative housebuilders.

The vast majority of interwar speculative housebuilding
and estate development firms appear to have had previous
building experience of some cdescription. This experience

took many different forms. Of the firms in the interview

1. Gosling, interview, 28.10.69. See below pp. 433-9.
2. In Enfield, Midds. Townsend, interview, 8.2.70.
3. I.e. Fhilips & Cooper Ltd. Cooper, interview, 12.11.69.
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sample, it included large-scale contract building work, civil
engineering, general housebuilding, practical and
administrative experience within a family or some other
building firm, land and building surveying, land and estate
agen% activities, architecture, and land development, right
.down to general and jobbing building work, and individual
craft work. Twenty-four of the firms in the sample in fact
had a direct craft basis. But although numerically this

' represented almost half of the sémple, such ofigins tended

to be far more apparent among the small and medium firms than
they were among the larger ones. In contrast to this only
six firms had had their origins in civil engineering and/or
large~scale contracting and in fact ail.were important both
regionally and/or locally, tending to undertake medium- and
relatively large-scale speculative housing projectsf The
size and the structure of those firms with origins in the
surveying, design or land and estaté'agéncy profeésions on
the other hand seem to have been rather more varied. Indeed
these firms appear to have varied from the large regionally-
based speculative land developers and housebuilders, such as
Hilbery Chaplin Ltd; through more locally ‘important firms,
such as P.H.Edwards Ltd. of Golders Green; right down to very

much more modest operators with developments varying perhaps

. between 30 and several hundred dwellings.

An attempf will now be made to elaborate to some extent
two aspects of the origins of interwar speculative house-
building firms, with reference to certain specific examples.

First a number of craft and non-craft origins will be examined.
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This will then be followed by a further look at the

geographical origins of some of the firms.

" (a) Craft origins.

'ﬁuring the nineteenth century and interwar pefiods the
actual house construcﬁion procéss was organised and carried
out very much on a cfaft basis: from bricklayer.to
electrician; from carpenter to painter. It is not
surprising therefore to discover a large number of ﬁouse-
building firms being established by skilled tradesmen who
wished to be 'their own boss'. Prior to 1913, it is probable
that the vast majority of speculative housebuilding firms had
been founded in this way, while between the wars there can be
no doubt that this tradition continued, although perhaps to a
lesser extent and in a more aduléerated way.

As has been noted above, the sample 1na10ates that
between 1919 and 1939 it was the smaller and small-medium
firms which more generally tended to have a solld trade basis
to their foundation. During this period it would appear that
for the most part the 'fieldrangers', 1 normally the larger
and large-medium firms, had_long forgotten their original
connectiqns with a specific tradé, or else had.had other
origins. On the other hand a prominent feature of the
industry was the incidence of firms in which the trade skill
was provided by one partner, while the organisations and

business ability was provided by the other partners. In

1. For a definition, see below pv. 476-7.
2. Even where both partners were craftsmen, it was not unusual

for one to have undertaken the site and constructional aspects of
the business, while the other the responsibility for the business
and administrative aspects, including land purchase, material
ordering, relationships with local authority officers etc.
Interviews with Townsend, 18.2.70; Edser, 16.10.69 (both
carpenters); Bradley, 10.10.69 (a bricklayer).
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general it appears that relatively few of the craftsmen who

established firms on their own built them up to be of

significance within a locality, or a region, during the

interwar years. Almost always where such firms enjoyed

a success of any magnitude there appears to have been at

least one partner who, although he may have lacked

individual craft skills, had other attributes important in

"business.

There were of course exceptions, and examples have

been found of individual craftsmen who combined expertise

in building technique with business and financial ability.

In the north-western and western London area for example

two such examples have been found and R.T.Varren and 1.F.

Nash were almost certainly not

these areas or elsewhere in the conurbation.

alone in this, either within

R.TiWarren

for example was originally‘appfenticed and built up a small

business as a sub-contractor on speculative housing

1. The early company structure of Wates Ltd. provides a prime
example of such a case, with two brothers supplying the

technical knowledge and ﬁb the
organisational knowledge. The
power structure, placed on the
financial and business ability
above p;ﬁ%¢€—Q. The structure

finance and the business and
importance, within the firm's
former attribute in relation to
is also clearly indicated (see
of Newman Eyre & Peterson Ltd.

provides Jjust one more example, almost certainly out of many

moree.

During the 1920s Zyre worked as a sales representative

for a Romford timber merchant, while Peterson worked as a sub-

contract carpenter on a number
eastern suburbs.

of speculative estates in the

Thus when the partnership was formed the

technical building work and organisation was controlled by
Peterson, while Zyre controlled and organised the business

aspects.

Not surprisingly it was Eyre who soon emerged as the

dominant force in this partnership and in fact during the
middle 193%0s therc was a change in the firm's title to simply

Newman Eyre Ltd.

Enfield Register.
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estates. It was not.long however before he was organising his
own housebuilding projects, and by the early 1930s he had

built and was building a number of relatively large estates in'
Hayes, Isleworth and Heston (liiddx.); as well as a number of
smalier ones in Uxbridge, Cowley, and Yiewsley and Drayton
(Middx.). 1 he rise of T.F.Nash as a speculative housebuilder
and estate developer took a similar.pattern, except that he was
a carpenter by trade. Nash probably first became established
in his own right, in Kenton; some time between 1922 and 1926,
and by 1939Ahe had built extensively in both west and north-
west Middlesex. 2 Indeed by the outbreak of war he had
extended his activities eastwards into Essex (Romford), as
well as outwards into Hertfordshire (St. Albans) énd Kent
(Sevenoaks). > Also during these years Hash had played a major
financial role in the development of the large Ruislip Manor
Estate in South Ruislip, Middlesex as a major shgreho;der in

George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd. B

Here then are examples of one plasterer and one carpenter
who very successfully made the transition from tradesman to
.speculative housebuilder. Of course this transition was by no
means conly to be found in the interwar period and indeed there
wvas already a substantial tradition, particularly among certain
trades, which dated well back into the nineteanth century.
During the 1860s and 1870s, for example, one published picture

alphabet in popular use was declaring that "J was a Joiner and

1. Kenny, interview, 24.9.69.
2. Kelly's Trade Directory, Middlesex (1922); ibid (1926).
3. Enfield Yeekly Herald, 11 March 1938, p.12; Abbey Road
B.S. Pool Deposit Files. Deposit Account No. D43096. .
k. Ibid. Jackson, interview, 17.10.69; See also below pp3gQ-l.
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byilt up a house', . and this was at a time when it appears
to have been a well-established fact that ''great numbers of
smallzhouses in the suburbs of'all towns are built'with the
savings accumulated by carpenters, bricklayers, masons,
plasferers and others connected with Architecture'.
Here then were a number of trades from which speculative
housebuilders rose, however both the rhyme and the quotation
cited imply the importance of the woodworking trades in this
respect, at least in the popular mind.

This would also appear to have been the case after
1919. Although admittedly unrepresentative, the sample

clearly indicates the importance of skilled carpenters and

joiners in this respect. 3 Furthermore it appears that as a

'The Catnach Press': A Collection of the
James Catnach (1869), quoted in Dyos (1968),
op. cit. p.651. This particular rhyme in fact is also to be found
included in a picture alphabet published some thirty years earlier
by Thomas Richardson, The Picture Alphabet (Derby, c.1834), more
recently reproduced in I. and P. Opie, ed. The Oxford Nursery
Rhyme Book (Oxford, 1955), p.106. : .

2. Quoted in Dyos (1968), o». cit. p.651.

3. Originally, carpentry and joinery were two distinct trades in
the building industry. Broadly speaking, a joiner normally worked
in a shop and invariably with prepared (i.e. planed) wood on such
items as window frames, stairs, skirting boards and other
mouldings, while a carpenter almost invariably worked on the actual
construction of dwellings and with unvrepared wood on such items as
floor and roofing joists. By 1919 the distinction between the
"trades was beginning to blur. Between the wars in the north of
England for example both types of tradesmen were generally classed
as joiners, while the Ministry of Labour and the industry in the
south of England classed them both as carpenters. By 1936 the
distinction had apparently all but disappeared in practice,
particularly on speculative housebuilding sites. C. Saunders,
Seasonal Veriations in Employment (1936), p.l1l77.

1. Charles Hdindley,
Books and Voodcuts of
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rule the site, or general, foremen placed in charge of the
organisation of construction on individual estates by the
larger firms also had received their basic building training
in one or other of the woodworking trades. 1 Reasonably

| enouéh, the second most common trade to produce speculative
housebuilders appears to have been bricklaying. Approximately
Li0% of the construction cost of a small house was taken up
within the bricklaying process, while the percentage for
carpentry and joinery was approximately 30%. 2 Superficially
therefore it is perhaps surprising to discover the significantly
smaller incidence of bricklayers than carpenters within the
ranks of the speculative housebuilders.

Before attempting to suggest some reasons for the pre-
dominance of the woodworking trades in this respect however,
two other features of the craft origins of the speculative
housebuilding industry should be noted. First, a number of
examples have been discovered where speculative housebuilders
had previously been employed in crafts other than carpentry and
bricklaying. Examples have been found of plumbers, painters
and decorators, plasterers and also of course jobbing builders
moving into speculative housebuilding, although in genéral

these appear to have been relatively uncommon. 3 In the light

1. Interviews with Winstanley, 6.9.69; Seaton, 23.1.70; Tipples,
25.8.69; anon, 26.8.69; Johnson and Harper, 17.11.69.

2. E.g. interviews with Winstanley, 27.8.69; Harston, 25.8.69;
Anon, 26.8.69; dJatson, 14.10.69; Bdser, 16.10.69; Jackson,
17.10.69; Johnson and Harper, 17.11.69; Kelsoe, 10.2.70.

3. E.g. Gostling (plumber), Gilbert, Osbourne (painter/
decorators); S3torr, Nicholas (Jobblnﬁ builders). Interviews on
28.10.69, 28,10.69, 22.10.69, 12.10.69, 23.9.69, 20.10.69

respectively.
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of this apparent rarity therefore, the growth and success of
R.T.Warren's housebuilding enterprise can be seen as quite
exceptional. Indeed Warren in this respect was'probably
virtually unique since generally speaking the plastering
trade appears to have been perhaps the least ?epresented
among the tradesmen who attempted té organisé the complete
speculative housebuilding process between the wars.

The second feature which should be noted at this point
is that, where skilled craftsmen joined inAa partnership,
rarely do they appear to have been from different trades.
Partnership between tradesmen from different crafts was of
course not unknown in the speculative housebuilding industry.
It had in fact been a feature of the industry at 1eaét since
the first half of the 19th century. In London during the 1830s
for example it was reported that in some places craftsmen of
different trades were grouping together to establish a form of
producers' co~operative. This took the form of a 'blood for
blood! system whereby the proceeds for each speculative enter-
prise were divided among the individual tradesmen according to
the contribution of each. L It appears probable that arrange-
ments of this type betweeﬁ groups of craftsmen had disappeared'
before 1900 however, and in the interwar period it was rare to
find partnerships between more than two tradesmen, whether in

the same or different crafts. Between the wars, where members

of two different crafts joined in a partnership, it is

1. Report of the Select Committee on Manufactures, Commerce,
and Shipping, PP, 1633 (690), vi, Q.1700 [Thomas Burton,
builder], noted in Dyos (1968), op. cit. p.651.
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probably true to say that the most common combination of trades

was bricklaying and carpentry. In the context of the importance

of the inputs of these trades into the housebuilding process
this should not come as much of a surprise. On the other hand
all fhe evidence which has been collected during interviews
points to the conclusion that, within the OSA between the wars
at least, such partnerships were less common than were partner-
ships between members of like crafts - a good number of craft
firms in fact moving into specu}ative housebuilding via sub-
contract craftwork on a speculative site.

Returning now to the reasons why the woodworking trades
apparently were so important, in fact predominant, among the
building crafts as a source of speculative houscbuilders, it
must first be made -clear that it is difficult to proffer any
categorical answef to this question. On the other hand, a
nunber of suggestions will be made which together may go some
vay towards providing some sort of explanation. In the first
place, as has already been indicated, the woodwork represented
a very significant proportion of the total work and cost involved
in the construction of a house, particularly when land and site

development costs were excluded. On the other hand this alone

cannot be a sufficient explanation, since this was also true,
if not more true, of the brickwork.

However two other points may vossibly be relevant in this
context. Firstly, during these years the carpenter and joiner
were active on the site at almost all stages of the house

construction process: from the floor joists on the ground floor

" to the carcassing of the roof, and from the installation of the
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ground floor door and window frames to the second fitting inside

the almost complete dwelling. Inevitably therefore, it is

probable fhat such craftsmen would have had a gfeater knowledge
and understanding of the housebuilding process as a whole, as
oppoéed for example to a bricklayer who was active on the site
largely during the early stages of the construction, or to a
plasterer whose job took only a relatively short time during
the middle phase of the process. 1 Moreover clearly such
craftsmen would also héve been in a far better position than
tradesmen from any of the other crafts to organise and control

the housebuilding process on the actual site. The second

point which may be relevant in this context is the probability
that in general the woodworking tradesfrequired a higher level
of intelligence than did the other trades invol%ed in
speculative house construction work. Although it is not
possible to provide proof for such a statement, it is obviously
to some extent supported by the predominance of skilled
carpenters and joiners among the general, and site foremen

employed by the larger-scale firms which ran a number of sites

concurrently during the 1930s.

(b) Non-craft origins.

It has already been noted that the interwar founders and/or
management of many of the speculative housebuilding firms
active in the O0SA during the 1920s and the 1930s, and in

particular many of the medium-sized and large firms, had no

direct connection with a craft. A number of these firms have

1. See above Appendix 4.5.
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been noted earlier, including firms which lacked a building

or land development background of any kind. 1 A number of

these non~craft origins will no& be examined ané categorised

in a little more detail and with gréater use of examples. The
cateéories examined will include non-speculative housebuilding
sectors of the constfuction industry, archiéecture and design,
surveying, and what might be best coﬁsideréd as 'miscellaneous'.

(i) Non-speculative housebuilding sectors of the construction

. industry.

Firstly, there were building contractors and civil
engineering contractors. Most of the important examples of
such firms have already been noted, for example Wimpey and
Francis Jackson in their activities as road builders, and firms
like Laing, Boot, Gleeson which were active in large and medium
building contract werk. In at least three ofthe five cases
mentioned the firms moved into speculétive ﬁousebuilding‘and
estate development following a realisation, when undertaking
coﬁtract work/gstate developers, of the considerable returns
their clients were making on their investments in estate
development and housebuilding. For Laing, it has been
suggested that this realisation came during a job in which the
firm was contracted to carry out the whole development, while
for Wimpey and Jackson it came during road development
contracts. e Of these five firms, only Jackson moved

completely into speculative housebuilding, the others

l. See above AL -5, 2EDH-T

2. Interviews with Johnson and Harper, 17.11.69; Jackson,
17.10.69; anon., 256.8.69; Betham, ed. op. cit. p.1929.
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malntaining considerable interests in contracting work.
Contracting and civil engineering of course was not the
only bases from within fhe buildihg and qonstruction industry
from which interwar speculative housebuilding firms arose.
Perc& Bilton, for example, devoted mocst of his attention to

the deve10pmeht of speculative factories and factory estates

during these years. For example he had factory developments

at Park Royal, Perivale and Northolt within the western

and in eastern Enfield within the northern suburbs

’

between the wars,while almost certainly he was also active

suburbs,
within other parts of the conurbation. In principle
speculative factory estate development was very similar to

speculative housebuilding. It is therefore not~.surprising

to find Bilton also building houses, albeit on a small scale

relative to his factory enterprises. It would appear that

l. It would appear that only a very few well-established
contractors of any size moved into speculative housebuilding.
The more established London firms in particular ignored this
form of enterprise, e.g. Trollope and Colls, Holland and
Hannen and Cubitts. In general the movement between sectors
in the construction industry appears to have been the reverse,
with the objective of many speculative housebuilding firms
being to move into the possibly more profitable, and the
certainly more prestigious contracting sphere. Thus during
this period, and particularly during the mid and later 1930s,
many of the more successful speculative housebuilding firms
were starting up contracting departments. Indeed it would
probably not be an exaggeration to sugsest that speculative
activity and prosperity during the interwvar years formed much
of the basis on which many of the leading construction firms
today had developed. 'Up to the Second World VWVar, almost all
the companies which now dominate the [construction] industry
wereqprimarily speculative house-builders'. Turner, op. cit.
pe.274.

2. See J.E.Martin, Greater London: An Industrial Geogravhy
(1966)1 p.35.

3. See above pf:» o4 .
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at times Bilton contrived ﬁo relate the two forms of activity.
Ebr example in Enfield, Northolt and Perivale, he portiongd
off part of the land purchased for factory deveiopment, and
laid it out with small houses. By doing this Bilton was
creafing housing esfates which were exceptionally well located,
particularly from the point of view of the employees of the
firms which eventually.would purchase or rent the newly-erected
factories. At Enfield Lock for example Percy Bilton (Enfield)
Ltd. was developing an area of 105 acres, 1 and although the
major part of this area was a factory development Percy Bilton
(Housing) Ltd. were also active on this site, albeit in a
secondary capacity. By September 1939 in fact this.company had
completed 82 dwellings on this particular site. 2 Under
different subsidiary companies Bilton also built housing
estates in Pinner (lMiddx.) and Eltham Park (Kent). 3
To what extent other specculative factory and estate
developers, and trading estate companies were also active in
housebuilding developments is not c¢lear. It is known for
example that Major A.E.Allnatt, the managing director of Allnatt
Ltd. during the 1930s, even though he held a valuable area of
land in the Perivale area in 1933 preferred to.sell_it rather
than develop it with a housing estate when he discovered it
was zoned by the local authority for residential development
only. Allnatt Ltd. specialised in speculative factory develop-
ment, the purpose for which the land had originally been

purchased, and clearly Major Allratt did not wish to diversify

1. Enfield Veekly Herald, 7 Oct. 1938, p.lh.

2. I.e. Lytton dvenue/Marrilyne Avenue, Enfield Register.

3. B.f. Percy Bilton (Eltham) Ltd. NHEB, April 1937; Southern
Railway, op. cit. p.2. '_"
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his activities. © On the other hand in the Queensbury area
(Middx.) it appears that at least one trading estate company
undertook a housing development in the neighbourhéod of their
estate, 2 and Prof. Ashworth has suggested that this was by
no means an isolated occurrence, even though it may not have

3 ~

been very common.

As for other sectorsof the industry, only two positive
examples have been found and these both suggest the interest
which builders' merchants and material suppliers may have had
in this sphere of activity, since it seems unlikely that
George Blay's activities were entirely unique. Blay was
first connected with the building trade before the First
World War as a timber merchant in Newﬁalden (Surrey). It was
apparently the mid 1920s before he turned part of his attention
to speculative housebuilding. 2 During the later 1920s and the
early 1930s he was building houses and flats in various parts
of the southern suburbs, including the Cannon Hill Estate at

Raynes Park, and a number of blocks of flats in the Merton and

1. Allnatt Ltd. also was active at Park Royal, Staples Corner,
and Greenford in N.W. and W. London. Whether later in the
decade he did attempt a speculative residential development is
not known. The source of the above information must )
unfortunately remain confidential, however for an account of
the activities of Allnatt Ltd. in the development of the Chase
Estate, Park Royal between 1928 and 1938, see Martin, op. cit.
p-33.

2. D.G.Wolton, ed. Trading Estates. The Growth and Develop-
ment of the Modern Factory Unit (1938), p.d9.

3. Ashworth, op. cit.p.212.

L. A1l the information on Blay has been obtained from an
obituary in NiB, Aug. 1936, p.26.

5. At this time his activities included a timber business in
New Malden, a large timber mill in the west of England and
also the P.3%.V. Engineering Works at Greenwich. ibid.
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Ditton areas. The second example concerns the rather more

modest business concern of Albert Edward Robinson of

Totterham. 1 Probably established before 1913, in 1922 this

firm had two business addresses, perhaps depots. However,

more interesting from the point of view of this work, this

firm was listed in Kelly's Directory within both the

'Builders' and the 'Builders' Merchants' sections. 3 The
dual status of this firm was similarly recorded in both the
1926 and the 1933 editions.

Naturally two such examples cannot provide any broad
indication of the extent to which individuals from the material
supply sector of the building industry also were directly
involved in organising speculative housebuilding activity.
They can only indicate that some examples did exi;t. In
ferms of the total number of speculative housebuildiné firms
active within the OSA during this period, the importance of

material suppliers directly undertaking such activity was

probably limited. On the other hand within certain areas, for

example Raynes Park, they were clearly not without significance.
Furthermore individuals from the material supply sector may have
been of importance in a rather more indirect way, that is as

financiers. As with all matters relating to the finance of the
speculétiVe industry, evidence on the role of such suppliers in

this respect, and its general importance, has proved extremely

difficult to locate. On a number of occasions, individuals

1. See above p. I0O.
2. Kelly's Tradcs Directory, Middlesex (1922), p.799.

3. Ibid, pp. 799, 801. )
L. Ibid.(1926), pv. 559, 561; Ibid.(1933), pp. 509, 512.
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interviewed mentioned that they had been approached, or knew 6%
approaches having been made, by local merchants in this respect,
_while at least one actual example has been located. 1 At this
time however the evidence collected remains too limited to allow
anything more than an acknowledgment of the existence of such
origins to be made.

(ii) Architecture and design.

As with the material sgpply industry, it is difficult to
suggest with any sort of exactitude the importance of the
architectural profession as a source of speculative housebuilders.
Some evidence does exist but it is fraught with problems. This
evidence has largely been gleaned from building approval consents

published in The Builder, and as a consequence it is difficult %o

determine the extent to which architects were submitting house-
building plans for themselves or for clients. The case of
H.S.Bostock of Southall may be taken as an example. It is known
for instance that Bostock was empl&yed by such speculative

‘ housebuilders as George Wimpey & Co. Ltd., John Laing & Son Lta.
and R.T.Warren to design dwelling and estate layouts for them

during the later 1920s and early 1930s. 2 On the other hand

l. i. E.g. interviews with Edser, 16.10.69; Nicholas, 20.10.69;
Watson, 14.10.69.

ii. A.C.C.Thorne, a director of George Ball (Ruislip) Ltd.,
produced and sold joinery from a workshop in Wealdstone, Harrow.
Thorne was one of the three purely financial directors of this
firm. Jackson, interview, 17.10.69; Abbey Road B.S., Pool
Deposit files, Deposit Account No. G101/3006; also see above
p. 370.

2. E.g. see Bldr, 22 March 1929; 19 April 1929; 24 May 1929;
21 June, 1929; 25 Cct. 1929; 28 Feb. 1930. See also liiddlesex
County Records Office, Acc. 538, 2nd Deposit, Rolled Plans 28
and 29, for plans for R.T.Warren's Hayes Gate Estate, Hayes,

}’1iddx .
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on at least five occasions during these years the firm was to
be found having successfully won building approval for small
residential developments in the Heston and Isleworth area

(Middx.) which were not apparently connected with any

speculative housebuilding firm. In the same year another

architect, H.L.Moyle, was similarly active on a small scale in

the Twickenham (Middx.) area, 2 while in Isleworth J.P.Blake

received local authority approval between October 1929 and

November 1931 to build at least 114 dwellings on a site

adjacent to the Great West Road. 3 Later in the decade Blake

was to be found applying for approval for the development of

an estate of approximately 7% acres, in Heston; which included

A

Sutton Road, just to the north-west of this site.

On the other hand for none of these examples is there any
evidence which even suggests that the architect was in fact

directly involved in the speculation or even the building

process. Clearly the impression given by the statement published

The Builder could well be misleading. A single example may serve

During the early 1930s G.T.Crouch Ltd. of

as an illustration.

Surbiton commissioned the architects, H.M.Grellier & Son of

Palace Chambers, 5Wl, to design estate and house layouts for a

site adjacent to Whitton 3Station in Twickenham. This was later

named the Redway Estate. © It would appear that the application fer

1. See Bidr, 8 Teb. 1929; 14 Karch 1930; 2 May 1930; 20 June,

1930; 21 Lov. 1930.
2. Ibid. 13 Juac 1930; 13 Dec. 1929.
3. Ibid. 25 Cct. 1929; 2 May 1930; 2C June 1930; 12 Dec. 1930;

14 Aug. 19313 13 lov. 1931.
L, Ibid. 25 Feb. 1928. The Suttorn Hall Estate, Heston.

5. Bldr, 13 Dec. 1929; Jones, interview, 10.10.69.
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building approval for the plans and designs was also part
of the architect's responsibilities, which they .carried out
successfully during the early 1930s under their own name.

Definite evidence of the direct involvement of one

archifect in speculative activity has been located however,
even though the name of the particular architect involved must
remain confidential. As with the previous examples he was
‘active within the western suburbs largely in Twickenham.
During the early 1930s the architect and his brother, who had
previously had no connection with any sector of the industry,
formed é partnership to build a small speculative houses for
sale. Initially this was a spare-time occupation, and their
first enterprise was a terraced block of three houses. By the
late 1930s however they were both devoting the whole of their
energies to the firm and were developing small estates of
perhaps 40 to 60 dwellings..2 Although it is highly
improbable that this was an isolated example, the research also
indicates that it is highly improbable that the direct interest
of architects in speculative housebuilding between the wars

was very common. 3 During these years the majority of

l. E.g. see Bldr, 13 June 19303 15 Aug. 1930; 3 Oct. 1930;
5 Dec. 19303 15 May 19313 5 Feb. 1932; 7 Oct. 1932; 29 Sept.
1935. -

2. Gostling, interview, 28.10.69. It was Mr Gostling's
wish that the architect in question should remain anonymous.

3. Indirect interest also appears to have been the exception
rather than the rule (see e.g. Royal Institute of British
Architects Journal (RIBAJ), 11 April 1933, p.534; RI3AJ, 17
July, p.698), although in some areas towards the end of the
decade architect advisory panels were established to give
design advice to sveculative housebuilders. See e.g. RIBAJ,
11 April 1938, p.537; Illustrated Carpenter and Builder, 21 June
1935, p.140hk (subsequently referred to as IC&B).
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architects appear to have maintaiped a professions aloofness
from, and disdain of, speculative housebuilding and speculative
housebuilders alike.

Qualified architects, of course, were not the only
individuals with architectural or design training. Out;ide
this professional sphere.there lay those unqualified people
who had had some form of training, perhaps in an architect's
office, in the design department of either a speculative or
contracting building firm, or alternatively in the office of a
sufveyor, or land and/or estate agent. It has in fact been
possiblé to obtain a small number of examples of such
individuals who later erected speculativeAhouses. It is
noticeable that none of the firms involved grew above medium-
size during the interwar years.

Arthur Harston of A. Harston & Co. (Enfiel&) Ltd., provides
a good example of the first case mentioned. .During the three or
four years following the Armistice; Harston,the son of a general
builder in Tottenham, worked in the office of a local architect,
concentrating his attention mainly én house design. This, in
spite of his father's occupation, was the primary basis of
Harston's knowledge and experience in the building industry
vhen, in aboﬁt 1923-4, his father bought out a small insolvent
jobbing builder's business in Enfield for his son to develop.
In the same way it was the design experience of Mr G.C.Cooper

on which the Stanmore firm, Philips & Cooper Ltd., had to rely

1. See e.g. Bowley (1966), op. cit. pp. 379-80; PB,. Aug.
1933, p.173; RIBAJ, 24 Feb. 193k, p.390; PBL March 1934, p.341;

RIBAJ, 11 April 1938, p.534.
2. Harston, interview, 25.8.69.
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for its technical background when it was first established
during the early 1930s. This experience had been absorbed by
Cooper during his employment as an unqualified assistant in
the design office of a Hampstead firm of speculative house-
buildérs which specialised in the rather more expensive types
of dwelling. It was éuring the recession invthe demand for
such dwellings in the Hampstead area in the early 1930s that
Cooper found himself without a job. This subsequently led to
the foundation of the Sfanmore firm. 1

'A third example may be seen in the early experience of
.L.T.Swanne, of L.T.Swanne Ltd. From school Swanne joined a
West End firm of land and estate agents where he spent
approximately four years in the surveying department. This
was followed by a six month period as a draftsman in the
drawing office of a G§1ders Green firm from where he joined a
local firm of estate agents and developers, P.H.Edwards Ltd.
With P.H.Edwards he spent four years working in the design and
surveying offices during which time he worked on both estate
and house designs. Therefore when Swanne established his own
business during the early 1930s his knowledge of the actual
construction process and the techniques involved was confined
solely to what he had been able to pick up from casual
observation while surveying or working on a design for a site.
This it would appear did not greatly impede his success for by
1939, after some initial problems, L.T.Swanne Ltd. was a well-

established small-medium speculative flat-building firm.

1. Cooper, interview, 12.11.69. See also above p.266.
2. Swanne, interview, 29.10.69. This example is also to some
extent related to the following section. See below p. 39,
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It is possible th;t the dearth of examples located indicates
that, although a source of speculative housebuilders,neither
qualified nor unqualified individuals with design experience were
very important in this respect. Furthermore the fact that the
firms.with such‘origing which have been located aid not appear
to grow to any real size perhaps indicates that, in terms of

the production of dwellings, this parficular source was of even

less importance.

(iii) Surveyors and estate agents.

It appears that it was those firms primarily interested in
surveying which were the most likely of this group to become
directly involwed in speculative residential development. The

importance of the activities of such firms. within particular

areas varied from area to area. There was also a variation,

indeed quite a marked variation, in the size of speculative
residential developer. into which such firms evolved. For .
example one such firm active within the OSA during the 1930s was
responsible for between 1,500 and 2,000 new dwellings béing

built on its developments and presented for sale during the

middle years of the decade, while it is probable that others

did not marage to produce annually more than one or two.

1. Chaplin, interview, 5.1.70. The firm being Hilbery Chaplin
Ltd.
2. Not all the dwellings presented for sale by such firms
would actually have been built by them, even though they were
located on their estate developments. On these estates the
surveyor, or agent-cum-speculative housebuilder at times sold
off lots to other builders. .owever as a rule the sole
agency fcr the sale of all dwellings built on such a development
would have becen in the hands of the surveyor or agent, e.g.

see below p. 447.
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The vast majority of surveyors and agents in these yéars
who diversified into speculative estate development also
continued their original occupations. Different firms
however approached this diversification in different ways.

To éoﬁe, particularly the chartered surveyors, it was
unethical for their practice to involve itself in speculative
development, except in the role of a professional individual.
While the necessity of limiting the liability of any
enterprise involved in speculatiﬁe development was another

factor which discouraged many from carrying out such business

from within their professional firm. Hence firms with limited

liability were specially formed for this purpose, and
speculative housebuilding and estate development firms like

London and Subﬁrban Homesteads Ltd., Neasden Property Co. Ltd.,
Hygienic Homes Ltd., Hilbery Chaplin Ltd. were established.

On the other hand, it would appear that other surveyors and

agents perhéps did not share this_;gﬁcern over the ethics of

the professiongl, and in a straightforward way simply limited

the liability of their own firms, for example Oswald Blake Ltd.
(Kenton), P.H.Edwards Ltd. (Golders Green), Clifford and Ciifford
Ltd. (Ealing), Kenneth Bird & Co. Ltd. (Surbiton), Frank & Hartfree
Ltd. (New Malden), Hugh F. Thoburn Ltd. (Beckenham), Taylor, Sleep

& Co. Ltd. (Beckenham). In this way individuals often organised

the activitieslof surveyor, architect, estate agent, and

speculative residential developer all within the structure of a

1. By Hugh Davies (Southgate), Ashton and Bateman (Neasden),
Hickman and Bishop (Xingston), and Hilbery Chaplin & Co.

(Romford) respectively.
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Eingle firm.

| Firms with such'origins were probably active in almost all
parts of the 6SA to a greater or lesser degree.  However,
almésf éerfainly, in only a relatively small number of cases
were tﬁe activities of these firms of any magnitude. ‘Apart from
certain firms like Hilbery Chaplin Ltd., P.H.Edwards Ltd.,
Clifford and Clifford Ltd., and perhaps Hugh F. Thoburn Ltd.,
the building and development activities of individual firms
weré not 6n a large scale. Moreover they were normally
reétricted to within a relatively narrow locality, with the
exception of course when they moved outwards with the spread of
the suburbs. 1 Indeed even some of the larger firms mentioned
appear to have spatially restricted their activities to some
degree. Thoburn for example concentrated his activities
primarily Qithin the Beckenhan, Bromley, Hayes and Abbey Wood
areas of the south—eastern suburbs, 2 while Edwards does not
appear to have been active outside the Hendon, Kingsbury,
Kenton, Harrow, Sudbury, and Ncrtholt districts of north;west
Middlesex. Hilbery Chaplin Ltd. was the only example for which
evidence has been located of an agent/surveyor-cum-speculative
residential developer which spread his activities over any area.

Initially this firm's activities were relatively localised to

1. For example, Ashton and Bateman, Neasden estate agents,
first developed an estate in VWembley, but on two subsequent
occasions built at Burnt Oak and then at Edgware. Mrs Ashton,
interview, 30.9.69.

5 The Homefinders' 8mall Property Supplement, 12 Jan. 1932,
pe7; E%ffﬁﬁl. 1932, p.15 (subsequently referred to as HSPS.)
Alsé Hugh F. Thoburn Ltd. Sales Brochuret The Lessness Park
Estate, Abbey Wood (n.d.) My thanks to Mr P. Jones of

GT Grouch Ltd. for access to this document.
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the Romford district of suburban Essex. Sometime during the
eafly 1930s however the firm opened a second~office at Russell
Parade, N.W.ll,.and by 1939 had built or were building
estates in Romford, Upminster, Hornchurch, Ilford, Edmonton,
Enfieid, Southgate, Burnt Oak, Edgwaré, Hendon, Mill Hill,
Kenton, Southail, Hillingdon, and, south of the river, in
Surbiton. 1 Even so, it can be seen fhat on only one occasion
did even_this firm cress the river. However for the rest'it
| would appear that only rarely.would they operate outside a
relatively restricted area around the location of their offices
with perhans on occasions speculations in neighbouring districts.
Thus, for example, Hugh Davies built almost entirely in the
Southgate area, and to some extent in neighbouring Enfield;
Maurice Blade in Enfield and Winchmore Hill, 2 Granger &
Apthorpe, and J. Searcy in Harrow; McGlashan & Co. in Wembley;
and P. Chase Gardener & Co. and Roper, Son & Chapman & Co. in
the Heston and Isleworth areas.

Not all the individuals with a background in surveying and
who subsequently became directly involved in speculative house-
~building had been professionally active as a partner in a

private firm of surveyors and/or estate agents on the other

1. Chaplin, interview, 5.1.70; Enfield Weekly Herald, 25 Nov.
1938, p.lk.

2, Ibid. 22 May 1936, p.ll; Enfield Register; Davies,
interview, 26.1.70.

3. Ibid; List of Building Approvals granted published in Bldr,
16 Nov. 1932, 5 April 1935, 8 March 1929, 5 July 1929, 9 Aug.
1929, 6 Dec. 1929, 14 March 1930, 4 April 1930, 2 May 1930, 20
June 1930, 25 July 1930, 10 Oct. 1930, 21 Nov.|930, 15 May 1931,
17 July 1931, 13 Wov. 1931, 14 June 1933, 5 July 1929, 9 Aug.
1929, 14 March 1930, 25 July 1930, 10 Oct. 1930, 13 Nov. 1931.
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hand. And although it is probable that involvement in

speculative residential development by partners in private
practice was more common, examples have been found of

speculative housebuilders with roots in surveying which were

not on this 'professional' level. L.T.Swanne, whose experience

prior to specuiative housebuilding has already been noted,

provides one such example. Swanne spent the approximately

eight and a half years between leaving school and establishing

his own firm as an unqualified employee in the surveying,

drawing, and design departments of two estate agents: one in the

West End, and one in the suburbs. The only other example found

is the case of a now well-established Northwood builder who,

during the late 1920s and the 1930s, was active within the

" Harrow and Northwood districts of Middlesex. This particular

builder had trained and had gualified as a surveyor just after

the First World War, and during the early and mid 1920s had

worked within a local authority Engineers and Surveyors Depart-

ment. During the second half of the decade however, he was

encouraged by the secretary and managing director of a land
development company with an estate in North Harrow to use his
sufveying knowledge to start up on his own as a speculative
His first enterprise was a development of about

housebuilder.

15 houses on this estate in North Harrow. In about 1930 this

builder moved just a little to the south, buying land on
Metropolitan Railway Country Estates Ltd.'s Harrow Garden

Village at Rayners Lane, before later in the decade shifting

1. See above p.285.
2. Anon, interview, 29.9.69.
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his activities to Northwood. 1

(iv) Miscellaneous.

This group comprises a number of different types of company
or firm. However they all appear to have had a number of
charaéteristics in common. They all for example appear to have
been originally established without housebuilding having been
considered within their 'sphere of activity. Furthermore it would
appear that even when they became invclved in housebuilding, for
none of the firms for thch evidence has been obtained did it take
over as the major interest o6f the firm. Thirdly, although these
firms determined the shape and pattern of their developments and
normally regulated the speed in which the building was carried
ouf, they did not necessarily organise or carry out the actual
construction work involved in the development of the site or the
erection of dwellings.

The Metropolitan Railway Country Estates Ltd. (MRCE Ltd.)
for example undertook no construction work whatever. Formed in
1919 as a subsidiary to the railway company, MRCE Ltd. was used
to develop land which had been purchased by the railway company
but had not been required by them for transport purposes. Later
in the period it also purchased land in its own right. 2 In
1933 it remained in private ownership on the formation of the
London Passenger Transport Board continuing its estate development

activities. 3 Before 1939 however the vast majority of the houses

1. See also below p.

2. Tor example, in 1928-9 KRCE Ltd. purchased approx. 213 acres
of land adjacent to the Metropolitan Railway Company's Rayners
Lane Stn., Harrow. Bldr, 25 Jan. 1929. See also below p.470.

3. See e.g. PB", April 1933, p.100.



constructed on itgﬁire not tbuilt' and sold by the company
itself: its primary concern was estate development.
Furthermore whefe houses had been financed and constructed by
the.company fo their specifications, invariably the actual
work was contracted in its entirety to a building firm; for
example on Harrow Garden Village to A.E.A. Prowting Ltd. 2

It is probable that it was in this way also that the Great
Western Railway Company, and the Universal Music Company
erected their, somewhat smaller, estates in Hayes (Middx.)
durihg these years, in order to provide housing for a number

3

of their employees.

It should be admitted of course that neither of the last
two companies mentioned were involved in any speculative house-
building enterprise. .The London Housing Society Ltd. on the
other hand unquestionably was, their one estate being located
adjacent to Stonebridge Park Underground Station. Here was an
example of a company, primarily involved in investment in
flatted accommodation in the more central areas of London,
which moved into speculative housebuilding development guite by

chance. In fact it was the consequence of a private investment

l. To this extent the brief description of the activities of
MRCEZ Ltd. given by Dr E. Course is a little misleading.
Although it is true that the company 'built houses for sale to
commuters' and that "By 1939 they had erected many houses and
their estates included the Harrow Garden Village at Rayners
Lane, the Moor Lane Estate at Rickmansworth and the Weller
Estate at Amersham', when these facts are put in this way the
statements imply that the company built houses over the whole
area of their estates (op. cit. p.218). This however was not
S0.

2. Leathers, interview, 28.9.69.

3. See e.g. Bldr, 3 May 1929; 7 Nov. 193C; 10 July 1931.
Also see Ministry of Health, Private Enterprise Housing (HMSO,
1944), p.20, p.39 Appendix 1A.
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made by the Society's company secretary in the activities of a
speculative housebuilder who was developing this sizeable
Wembley site. The builder howevef went bankrupt. relatively
early on in the development, and hence as the major creditor
the sécretary was able to take over the site and other assets
of the housebuilder. 1 It would appear that this placed him
in a difficult position for independently he did not have
access to sufficient capital with which to finance the
completion of the enterprise. Hence he used the résources of
the Society, and involved it in the speculative development of
this site. In spite of its success, it would appear that this
was the only speculative estate development carried out by the
London Housing Society Ltd. between the wars, although it did
encourage the sompany to look further outwards into the outer

suburbs in their search for property investment potential.

5. Geographical origins.

It can be appreciated from the discussion in Chapter 5 on
the structure of the housebuilding industry active within
Enfield U.D. and Ruislip-Northwood U.D. that the vast majority
of the firms active within the O0SA, especially during the
1930s, had had their geographical origins within this particular
broad ring; Indeed a very great number would appear not to have
been active during these years outside the locality of their
origin.3 On the other hand it is clear that there were also

firms, and a number of very important firms, active within the

1. The reason for this bankruptcy is not known.
2. Dixon, interview, 13.10.69.
3. See above pp. -3 gassim.
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interwar OSA but which had their geographiéal origins elsewhere.
Broadly these origins may be distinguished as (a) ‘'provincial!,
and (h) 'city or central London'.. These will be considered in
turn. |

(a) Provincial origins.

The existence of a number of provincial ﬁuilding firms
active in speculative residential devélopment within the OSA,
particularly firms from the northern counties and Wales, prompts
several important, if obvious, quéstions. For example, why did
these builders migrate to the London suburbs during these years?
What form did this migration take? Why did they decide to
settle within particular suburban areas?

On the basis of the evidencé available, it is difficult to
suggest entirely satisfactory answers to the first two questions,
although it is safe to say that, whatever other motivatioms
encouraged firms to make. such a move, they all must have thought
that it was to some extent to their financial benefit. It is
highly probable therefore that the relatively prospercus
condition of the South East and in pérticular of the Greater
London area provided an important incentive. To builders active
in the provinces, the outer suburbs must have appreared an
extremely attractive proposition and'one which was pregnant with
opportunity and potential profit. This was probably especially
true where the builders were experiencing a period of relative
inactivity in their own areas, although of course it would have
been equally true whefe a builder, experiencing success within
his own area, was looking for an opportunity to expand or

diversify his already prospering business.
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With the exception of the very small and/or depressed
firms, 1 the initial move was normally fairly tentative and
resulted in the firm establishing an office or branch in the
London area while maintaining their activities in the provinces.
Furthermore it would appear to have been not unusual for some of
the small, and ﬁost of.the medium, firms which were successful
in the south to maintain such an arrangement. 2 On the other
hand the evidence indicates that by 1939 the larger speculative
house—produéing firms which had moved to the London area between
the wars, for example John Laing & Son Ltd., Richard Costain &
Sons Ltd. and Taylor Woodrow Estates Ltd. had as good as shifted
thé entire geographical base of their activities into the London
area.

ﬁnfortunately it'has proved impossible to obtain any direct
evidence which sheds light on the reasons, or the aétual course
of events, which prompted indiviﬂual_firms to move all, or part,
of their activities to London. However it is possible to make a
.number of valued, and also some perhaps obvious, suggestiong
founded on the facts that have come to light. Firstly the
possible reasons behind the migration of two of the largest
speculative housebuilding firms will Be considered.

By the end of the First World War it was clear that John
Laing & Son Ltd. was becbming a force in the contract building
industry. During the late nineteenth century the compaay had

been responsible for the construction, under contract, of

1. For example, see Eﬁﬁﬁ$§»4éé-7‘
- 2. E.g. Jacob Ward & Sons Ltd., R. Lancaster & Sons Ltd.,

R. Fielding & Sons Ltd.
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public buildings and churches of all sizes, while between 2914
and 1918 public expenditure as part of the war effort brought
a number of substantial governmeﬁt contracts. All this time
the head office of the firm had remained at Carlisle. However,
cleariy, for a firm interested in wiﬁning contracts of any
size and especially government contracts, their Cumberland
home was far from ideal or practical. A London head office
was the obvious, and perhaps an essential, move if the firm
was to continue to expand as é building contractor. Originally
theréfore it would appear that the move south, made during the
mid 'twenties, was undertaken on the basis of contracting
considerations, a suggestion strongly supported by the fact
that the decision to diversify into speculative housebuilding
was not made until later in the decade.

For Taylor Woodrow Ltd. on the other hand it was the house-
building potential of the OSA that was all-important. During
the eight to nine years since hé haé ﬂﬁilt his first pair of
houses, Frank Taylor, with the help of the financial support of
his uncle and partner,J.W.Woodrow, must have built up thg firm

into a substantial speculative housebuilding business in the

1. The firm's head office was moved to Mill Hill in 1926
(G.Harrison, Life and Belief in the exverience of John V.
Laing, CBE (1954), p.74), while the firm does not appear to
have engaged in any form of speculative housebuilding
activity before the late 1920s, probably 1929. ('Houses for
Sale - an interview with Mr J. Laing of Messrs J. Laing &
Son Ltd.' in E. Betham, ed. op. cit. p.200). The first tvo
Laing estates to be built in Greater London were the Colin
Park (Colindale) and the Springfield (Kingsbury) estates,
both started in 1929. Johnson and Harper, interview,
17.11.69. Also documentary evidence produced by Mr V.J.
Johnson from the firm's records.
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north west of England. The fact that Taylor Woodrow
Estates Ltd. was developing seven concurrent estates
within 3 or 4 years of the first building in theiLondon
area alone indicates this. However the factors which
prdmpted Taylor to move when he did cannot be enumerated
with certainty. Possibly the ambition of the young man
in his early twenties was restrained by the mgch older
partner who had provided the financial base of the
'original firm. This speculation is perhaps supported by
the fact that it was only after the death of Woodrow in
1929 that Taylor & Woodrow Ltd. were first found buildiné
within the Greater London OSA. However there is no
direct evidence to support such a suggestion.

In his history of the firm,.for example, Jenkins
suggests that the impetus for the move south was a
conversation with an eﬁgine fitter employed by tﬁe bus
and lorry building firm A.E.C. Ltd. who had seen Taylor
& Woodrow advertisements while on holiday in Blackpool.
Jenkins suggests that during this conversation Taylor
learnt of A.3.C.'s proposed move to larger premises in
Southall, Middlesex which resulted in the puréhase of a
piece of land (120 acres) following on investigation of the

western suburbs. ! Such an explanation is eminently plausible,

1. Jernkins, op. cit. pp. 19-20.
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particularly in view 6f the fact that a large London building
firm was apparently encouraged to build within the same
locality as a result of the same stimulus. 1 Certainly it
could well have been such a chance conversation which provided
the initial impetus for Taylor to look further afield once
freed from the possible restraining influence of his older
partner. In this sense therefore the two suggestions may not
necessarily be contradictory but perhaps were mutually
reinforcing. All that can be said is that Greater London during
the 1930s appears to have offered Taylor the scope for the
expansion of his firm for which he was obviously searching and
which Blackpool clearly did not offer. It is c;ear that he -
responded to the challenge. .

t was the potential that the outer suburbs appeared to
offer to housebuilders during the early 1930s which first
. attracted J.P.Gleeson to start building speculatively in the
area. At that time Gleeson was working for his family's
" building contracting business, The Gleeson Co. Ltd., in
Sheffield. The firm however had not been involved in this form
of speculative activity before this time, and in order to allow
Gleeson to branch out into this new line of activity a
subsidiary ‘company was established. 2 Gleeson Development
Company was incorporated in 1932 to develop the Park Farm
Estate in North Chean. 3 Later in the 1930s this firm also

built estates in Worcester Park, Southall and Orpington,

1. See above p.I2.

2. Healy, interview, 13.11.69.

3. Abbey Road B3, Pool Deposit Files, Deposit Account No.
D28000.

L. Ibid; See also Waugh, op. c¢it. p.210. Dr Waugh wrongly

names the company Gleesons Ltd.
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and throughout this périod remained distinct from the parent -
company which'maintained its main offices in Sheffield and
continued to devote its energies'to contracting.

The Gleeson Co. Ltd. however was not the only contract
building firm from Sheffield which extended its horizons to
the London area in this way. Henry Boot & Sbns Ltd., and
later Henry Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd;, for example were
involved in the‘development of two 1,000 house estates in the
north-~western and south—eastérn suburban areas during the
1930s. Furthermore, towards the end of the period, a third
estate was planned and started at Northolt (Middx.), élthough
this was cut short by the outbreak of the war. 2 It would
appear that the concept of sPecﬁlative housabuilding in
Greater London first occurred to this firm during the mid-
1920s after failing to win the contract for the development of
at least part of a large local authority housing scheme in the
north-western suburbs. 3 The %roduction of a tender for this
job required the firm to undertake an extensive land study of
the site purchased for the project, and inevitably must have
led to a familiarity with the surrounding area and an awareness
of the potential profitability of speculative residential
development in the prevailing climate in the housing market for

owner occupied accommodation within this particular area (Burnt

'l. Healy, interview, 1%.11.69. During the later 1930s one
contract undertaken was for housebuilding on the LCC Becontree
Estate. Jackson, on. cit. p.292.

2. Tipples, interview, 25.8.69; see also p.204-.

3. At this time a subsidiary, Henry Boot & Son (London) Ltd.
was already working on a 643 house contract on another LCC
estate at Bellingham. Jackson, ov. cit. p.301l.
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Oak, Edgware). In vi;w of this it would be most surprising if
a strong conneg#ion did not exist between their failure to
secure the contract and the comméncement of their first London
speculative housing estate not half a mile from the site of
the 15ca1 authority project. 1

A rather fuller account can be given of éhe motivation
behind the establishment of R. Lancasfer & Somns Ltd. of
Blackpool withiﬁ the western suburbs of Greater London, although
even this must to a certain e?tent involve speculétion. 2 This
account may also help in some way to indicate the way in which a
concentration of provincial housebuilders was to be found within
one suburban district. By 1920 this speculative housebuilding
firm was in its second generatioﬁ having built houses and
developed ﬂousing estates in and around the Blackpool area since
its foundation. It is clear however that William Lancaster had
ambitions outside the moderate success of the firm.in the North
West. It.was the later 1920; that the firm was first found
building houses in the 0SA. This was at- Sudbury (lMiddx.) where
Lancaster had purchased a number of plots on the Sudbury Heights
Estate which had been developed by P.H.Zdwards Ltd. of Golders
Green. The link between Lancaster's ambition to expand his firm

and his purchase of land on this particular estate is however

1. A third Sheffield firm, A.Waddington & Son, was to be found
being established in Kingsbury (Middx.) and developing the
Abbey Estate in Alperton, Wembley. This was an estate of
approx. 1,000 dwellings. However unfortunately nothing else
is known about this firm. PB, April 1934, p.356.

2. My information on the activities of William Lancaster has
been for the most part derived from interviews with Lancaster,
22.1.70; Howard, 25.9.69; Gradwell, 3.11.69; Fairley, 18.11.69.
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not known for certain. On the other hand it is known that in
1924 he paid a visit to the Exhibition at Wembley. For a
builder with the ambition and entérprise of Lancaster to have
missed the opportunity this presented to investigate the
poten£ial of the locality for housebuilding would have been
most unusuél. That he should have settled in.this part of the
OSA when part of his firm moved south.ghould not therefore be
very surprising; |

As for the factors which.actually caused Lancaster to m&ve,
and fo move to Sudbury, it is possible only to speculate. There
could have been several factors involved. Firstly there can be
no doubt that P.H.Edwards Ltd. was well-known in the north-
western suburbs throughout the 19205 as an estate developer, nor
that Edwards advertised the availability of land and houses on
his estates in nationally distributed newépapers. 1 Moreover
there was a further factor which may have been important in this
respect. During the 1920s agd the ‘early 1930s it was the
practice of Percy Edwards to send his sales director on
veriodic trips into the provinces, mainly to the No;th and Wales,
in an attempt to sell plots of land available on his various
estates to builders in those areas. London has always been a
place of promise and this was particularly so in the house-
Building sphere during this period. It would appear that the
first step in these sales trips was an advertisement in a
number of provincial newspapers headed with statements such as

'Cone South where the demand is greater than the supply'. 1In

1. Davies, interview, 21.1.70.
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these advertisements would then be included a brief déscription
of the estates involved and a list of the dates and times when
the sales direcfor, with the plans of the estates, would be
available in specific hotels to méet interested bﬁilders.
Apparently this turned out to be a very successful scheme
dgring these years and was a means by which Edwards was able to
dispose of many acres of developed land. 1 It is wi£hin the
bounds of possibility therefore that it was a trip to the North
West by Edwards' sales director which directly led to the
commencement of Lancaster's London Housebuilding enterprise.
“And if this was so it is possible that such a trip may have
been. the first link in a chain of events which eventually was to
introduce a number of othep northern.firms to speculate in
building houses in the western and north-western suburbs.

From Sudbury, the London activities of R. Lancaster & Sons
Ltd. both expanded and diversified. Initially much of the
housebuilding carried oﬁt byGLancaster was done, -as it was
normaliy done in the north of England at that time, by direct
labour. 2 However before long sub-contractors were being

engaged to carry out various parts of the construction process;

l. Davies, interview, 21.1.70.

2. Much of the labour force had in fact been brought down
from the north by Lancaster. It would appear that this was
quite a common practice among Northern firms. At the very
least most builders brought with them their key craftsmen.
Other documented examples include Taylor Woodrow, Costain,
Laing, Fielding, Metcalfe, Boothman. (Jenkins, op. cit. v.24;
interviews with Yinstanley, 27.8.69, Johnson and Harper,
17.11.69, Lancaster, 22.1.70, Howard, 25.9.69; J. & J.H.
Boothman (1928) Ltd. Sales Brochure, Briar Hill Estate
Northolt (n.d.)) Boothman claimed to have 'brought his own
workmen hundreds of miles to build these houses.' ibid.
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for example by 1929 Jacob Vard & Sons Ltd., a joinery firm -

from Accrington (Lancs.) was contracted to carry out all the
carpentry and joinery work on the houses; the plastering and

the electrical work was also sublet. At the same time William
Lancaéter had met E.J.Van Dooren, the salesmarager on the
Sudbury Heights Estaté, and with one other person formed two,
limited partnerships, Clifford & Clifford Ltd. and Clifford
Estates'Ltd., to carry out surveying and estate agency work,

and estate .development. The next that is heard of Lancaster is
that he was buying, organising the development of, and building
on a number of estates in Perivale (Ealing), and also on an
estate just to the south of Southall Park. The completed
~dwellings on these sites were sold by Clifford Estates Ltd.,
however to what extent this firm was also active in the organis;
ation of the developments is nét known. All that is known is
that in 1933 Lancaster personally was negotiating for the
purchase of a large section ;f the Perivale estate and that his
son, Gordon Lancaster, was involved in organising the contracting
of the road development of the sité'with George Wimpey & Co.

Ltd. 1.

It is also a fact that a lérge proportion of the builderé
who were building on the Perivale estate and the other Clifford
estates had originated from, and still had businesses in, the
north of England. It is also very marked that they originated

predominantly from Lancashire, and in particular the area around

1. By 1936 Lancaster had placed all house construction matters
in the hands of Jacob Ward & Sons Ltd., presumably to give
himself more time and scope for other of his activities.
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Blackpool. . For example, R. Fielding & Sons Ltd., Bloomfield
Building Co. Ltd., A.E.Murdock Ltd., E.B.Burge Ltd., G.X.
Metcalfe Ltd., Hillside Estates (Southport) Ltd., J. and J.H.
Boothman (1928) Ltd., B.Smith & Son (Builders) Ltd., and Jacob
Ward é Sons Ltd. all built on at least one Clifford estate at
some time during the 19305. 1 Hence there would appear to have
been a direct link between the London activities of William
Lancastér and the migration south of the building interest of a
number of northern firms. It is not difficult to imagine how
strong a stimulus personal contact could have been in
encouraging such a migration, and hence.establishing this
remarkable concentration of housebuilders with crigins in north-
west England who were active within the Perivale, Greenford and
Southall areas of Middlesex.

Here then has been presented a possible reason why
provincial firms were to be @iscovered building within specific
suburban areas. The possible impact that the provincial visits
of persons like the sales director of P.H.Edwards Ltd. had had
on Lancaster's activities has been acknowledged, even though at
the present state of knoﬁledge this linkage must remain

speculative; on the other hand it is almost certain that such

1. i. See e.g. Bldr, 23 June 1933, 20 July 1934, 16 Nov.

1934, 29 March 1935, 14 June 1935, 19 July 1935, 25 March 1938.
ii. This is not of course to say that such builders

restricted themselves solely to those areas to which they had
'first migrated. For example, Murdock and Fielding were later
to be found building in Ruislip, Burge in Harrow, Boothman in
Twickenham, and VYard in Kingston. PB,. Jan. 1933, pp. 16-8;
Ruislip-Northwood Register; Howard, interview, 25.9.69.
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trips did result in a number of provincial builders moving part,
or'all, of their activities into the outer suburbs. ‘This is
suggested by the fact that during the early 1930s there were at
least four provincial builders active on Edwards' Glebe Estate
in Keﬁton: one Scottish, one Welsh, and two northern..l Indeed .
the succéss of such eﬁterprise is indicated further by the fact
that when the sales director established his own surveying and
estate égency business in Southgate in 1933 he continued the
practice.

-So far the possible reasoﬁs suggested for the initial
choices of location within Greater London made by provincial
builders for their housebuilding activities have been seen to
have been fairly arbitrary: a visit to an exhibition; a
personal contact with' an individual already active in the sputh;
the advertisements,and initiative, of certain estate developers;
or, in the case of Henry Boot & Sons Ltd., the failure to win a
building contract. There would also appear to have been a
certain arbitrary element, at least from the building point of
view, in the choice of Mill Hill by John Laing & Son Ltd. in
1926. Thqhaing family at this time belonged to the religious
sect, the Plymouth Brethren, and it has been suggested in an
authorised biography of John W. Laing that although the site
“"had been chosen [onljl after careful thought and exploration,
as a good strategic centre . . .. for the business . . . ", it

had also been carefully chosen as a good strategic centre for

1. Interviews with Saunders, 1.10.69 and Davies, 21.1.70.
2. Davies, interview, 21.1.70.
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the family's church activities. 1 Thé importance of the latter
consideration probably should not be under-estimated in view of
the strict nature of the religioﬁs belief of this particular
sect. It is unfortunate that a greater number of examples
provi&ing such information have not been located, and that the
evidence to hand'tendé to be something less tﬁan specific or
categorical. It can only Be hoped thét evidence coming to

light in the near future will further enlighten the situation.

Needless to say the north-wgstern suburban area was by no
means the only area to experience the impact of the migration
of speculative housebuilding firms. 2 For exampie during the
sécond half of the decade,.a firm from the.eést Essex coast,
Southend Estates Co. Ltd., purchased a 70 acre site at Harold
Wood which its directors planned to develop with houses as the

Kings Hill Estate.

In the eastern suburbs also, northern
firms were at work. At least one relatively large-scale
.speculative housebuilder active in Chadwell Heath during the

1930s had originated in the north of England for during the

early 1930s Alfred Temple, a housebuilder from York, purchased

1. Harrison, op. cit. p.74.

2. Even though possibly as the result of the activities of
several of the larger and more important interwar house-~
building firms, such as Laing, Taylor Woodrow, and Costain,
and the activities of a number of smaller and medium-sized
firms, such as those mentioned just above, the north-western/
western suburbs were the most affected in this respect.

3. i. NHB, July 1937, p.28.

ii. Another builder from the Issex coast was to be found
in the north-western suburbs of Kingsbury and Kenton earlier
in the decade. H.Smith Bros. originated from Southend-on-Sea,
and in 1931 was in fact active not only in Kingsbury and
Kenton but also in Southend and Leigh-on-3ea. HG & EN,

April 1931, p.2.
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the approximately 70 acre Whalebone Farm on which he planned to
build an estatg of over 800 dwellings. 1 Also, in the
neighbouring areas of Ilford and Barking, a Lancashire
builder, E.Lord, was active building a number of espates of
several hundred dwellings each. It would appear that Lord had
shifted the geographicél base of his operations to these areas
some time during the mid=1930s. 2
Apért from the North West building firms already
3

mentioned, evidence has also been located of the activity of
provincial builders within two areas in the western suburbs.
However in both cases it would appear to have been on a rafher
smaller scale. For example there is evidence that another North
West builder, John Turner & Son (Preston) Ltd., succeeded in
obtaining building approval from the local authority in
Twickenham for 136 dwellings in late 1934. 4 More wunusual
hoﬁever was the activity of ?he Buiiding and Public Works
Construction Co. Ltd. and Colbourne & Sons Ltd., on the Drayton
Hall Estate and the Drayton Park Estate respectively, in West
Drayton during the early 1930s. Both of these firms it appears

had originated from Swindon; unfortunately however the extent

of their activities at this time is not known, nor is anything

1. PBy May 1933, p.107.

2. During the later 1920s and the early 1930s Lord was a
prominent and extremely active member of the National
Federation of Housebuilders. By 1937 however he was to be
found on the council of the rival London-based organisation,
The Housebuilders Association of Great Britain. See
MRNFHB, e.g. 193%4-1935; NHB, Dec. 1937, p.33.

3. See above,e.g.pp.404-¢.EIES

L, Bldr, 26 Oct. 1934.
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known of their subsequent speculative housebuilding interests
within the outer suburbs, if indeed they had any.

On the other hand the reseafch indicates that very few
Welsh, Midland, Northern and Scottish housebuilders chose to
settlé and to establish themselves to the south of the River
Thames. Clearly Richard Costain & Sons Ltd. Qas an important
exception to this general statement fér in 1933 the registered
offices‘of the éompany were located in Tadworth, Surrey.
Similarly Gleeson Developmené Co. Ltd. had established itself
in Cheam. 3 Apart from these firms however it has not been
possible to discover evidence of any provincial housebuilding
firm settling within the southern or the south western suburban
area.

(b) City or central London origins.

To complete this section on the ofigins of suburban
speculative housebuilde;s it is necessary to say something
about the firms active in residential development within the
O0SA,and which organised their activities from offices in
central London or the City. Unfortunately the general paucity
of evidence means that not a great deal can be said about
these firms; however from an examination of a few examples a
number of points do emerge. The first is perhaps obvious, but
should be made. Unlike the vast majority of the members of

the speculative housebuilding industry at this time, these

1. Bldr, 29 May 1931; H3PS, 8 Mar. 1932, p.19.

2. Companies House, File MNo. 274453. Although by this date
the company had probably established its main offices in
central London, see below p. 412.

3. See above pp.398%-9,
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firms appear in generai to have had no obvious geographical
link with any'specific district as far as their housebuildiﬁg
activities were concerned. For e#ample, when the Artisans':
and General Dwellings Co. Ltd. were searching for a site for
a spe;ulative housing development during the second half of
the 193%0s, the directors were considering two.sites on
opposite sides of the suburban area. .bne was located in an
area in south Léndon and was well seéarated from the other,
located in the north-western ;uburbs at Hatch End (Middx.) 1
The other points which emerge from the limited available
data concern other aspects of the character of these centrally-
based firms. Thus, if the West End firms of surveyors and
agents working on various aspecté of suburban housing develop-
ments for clients are disv,counted,'2 it is noticeable that
the firms interested in speculative residential suburban

developnment appear to fall into a number of broad categories.

B

1. i. Johnson, ov. cit. p.158; H&ED, June 1939.

ii. It should, of course, be acknowledged that the
decision of the areas in which such firms were to build could
well have been influenced by the location of the residence of
one or more of the individuals in the firm, or perhaps other
similarly more personal forces (e.g. see reasons for location
of the London Housing Society Ltd.'s Wembley estate
above pp.-3I0~D. A second exception to the general statement
made above may be seen in the existence of the firms
categorised within the second category noted within the
following paragraph. '

2. E.g. John D, Wood in 1932-3 prepared plans for the
residential development of a large estate at Belmont, Harrow,
Middx. (Bldr, 14 Dec. 1932). A. King & Co. of Bruton St.,
W.1l were acting for clients on a development of a large
estate at Hillingdon, Middx., while Alaway & Partners of
Bloomsbury Square, WCl were acting in a similar capacity on
an estate in the Ilford area in Essex. NB, March 1937;

June 1937.
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Firstly, fi;ms interested in the speculative construction of
dwellings, often in the form of flats, which they subsequently
held for their‘own investment. Secondly, speculative house-
building firms which earlier had been located in the suburbs
but wﬁich had either moved all or part of their offices to a
central location. And thirdly, central London building or
property firms which organised speculative residential develop-
ments in the 03SA as a builder and/or a financier. These three
categories will now be briefly considered in turn.

Of the many central London firms interested in speculative
flatted developments for investment, a number will be noted.
It can be seen from even these few examples that such firms
were by no means interested in the development of flats built
in blocks alone. Quite frequently their developments included
shops with flats built above them, while at least one of these
firms was interested in constructing maisonette, or two story,
flats. This firm, H. & A.G.Cooper Ltd. of 6 & 8, Lime Street
Square, E.C.3 was building during the mid 1930s an estate
which included two.types of "new maisonetfe flats". In 1936,
these flats were being advertised as located only three
minutes distance from Bexleyheath Station, and for letting.

The other examples all appear to have been interested in
the more éonventional form of flat development, although
almost certainly these firms noted represented only a relatively
small proportion of the total number of similar firms active in

this sphere. It should be also noted that these examples have

l. Southern Railway, op. cit. p.197.
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have been taken only from the northwestern and the western
suburban areas. They do however serve, albeit superficially,

to illustrate the existence of such developers, and also to some
extent to reveal a number of the characteristics of this‘type of
firm. 'For example, the extent of the area over which these
firms were active appears to have varied a good deal. For
instance it would appear that, within this sector of the
industry, the City Housing Trust Ltd. was largely active during
the mid 1930s in the Weﬁbley district of Middlesex, 1 similarly
The.London Housing Society Ltd. 2 On the other hand, The
Housing Corporation of Great Britain Ltd. of 150, Pall Mall,

SW1 was active in the Hayes, E;ling, Harrow and Hillingdon areés
as well as Wembley,-where it was largely concerned in building
shops and flats. Secondly it would appear that by no means all
of these firms specialised comple%ely in this form of activity.
The ﬁousing Corporation of Gréat Britain Ltd. aléo_undertook
contract building work,'while the private actions of the
secretary of the London Housing Society Ltd. resulted in a
speculative housebuilding development. 3 On the other hand, more
diversified than many was Percy Bilton Ltd. As well as building
speculative houses normally close to his 5pecuiative factory
developments, Percy Bilton was also interested under the name
of Percy Bilton (Inc.) Ltd., in developing shops and blocks of -
flats. Bilton controlled his company from his offices in Bilton

House at 113, Park Street, Wl. b The last example of this type

l. Bldr, 23% Aug. 1935.

2. Dixon, interview, 13.10.69.
* 3. See above pp.3 -3,

L, E.g. Bldr, 30 Oct. 1931; 12 Feb. 19323 26 Nov. 1932;
23 Dec. 1932.
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of speculative residential developer to be mentioned here is
the Imperial Property Investment Co. Ltd. of 28, Basinghall
Street, EC2 wﬁich was active constructing shops and flats in
the Harrow area during the late 1920s. 1 The name of the
firm indicates that the company was building for its own
investment purposes, rather than for sale.

The sécond category of centrally-based firﬁs mentioned
covered those suburban speculative housebuilders who had
decided, either for economic reasons or for reasons of prestige,
té move their head offices into central London. It appears
probable however that this was not a very common occurrence, and
in fact only two examples have been located. When Richard
Costain & Sons Ltd. moved to London from Liverpool during the
1920s for example, the firm initially settled in Kingswood in
Surrey where it undertook its first southern speculative housing
development. Clearly the directors considered this location to
be unsuitable if its speculative and contract building ambitions
were to be fully realised, and before the end of the decade it
had established offices inIArundél Stree{; WC2 from where it

administered its speculative housebuilding projecté. 2 The

other firm which followed such a course, and for which evidence

1. Bldr, 22 Feb. 1929.

2. Bldr, 22 lNov. 1929; Winstanley, interview, 3.9.69. From
1923 to 1927 all estates started by Costain lay in the Surrey
suburbs, e.g. at Kingswood (1923), .Addington (1925), Caterham
(1926), and two in south Croyden (c.1924, 1927). In 1927
however they started their first estate north of the river
(Brentwater Estate, Neasden), and was followed by estates at
Sudbury Hill, Middx. (c¢. 1928), Dagenham (c. 1931-2) and
Elm Park, Essex (1933), and Borehamwood, Herts (c. 1936), in
addition to two further estates in south Croydon (1932, 1934)
and one in Tadworth (1934).
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has been obtained, was Morrell's (Builders) Ltd..l This firm,
founded and organised by the brothers Cyril Herbert Morrell
and Stanley Charles Morrell, arose in the south-east subufbs)
in which area it largely if not entirely,concentrated its
activities, even during the later 1930s. However by 1936
Morrell's (Builders) Ltd. had established its.head office in
Grosvenor Gardeps, SWl. 2 The fact that the general area in
which this firm was active seems to have remained broadly
unchanged would appear to suggest that the location of the
head office in central London by the Morrell brothers was as
much for reasons of prestige and status as it was for econonic
cdnsiderationst Costain's move on the other hand was probably
strongly pr&mpted by a combination of two forces: the shift in
the spatial focus of their speculative housebuilding
activities, and the desire to develop the contracting side of
the firm.

Lastly, the centrally-based speculative housing estate
developers and housebuilders will be briefly considered. These
firms are distinguishable from the first category noted largely
by the fact that their primary objective was to sell the
dwellings which they constructed. To a lesser degree they

could be distinguished by the fact that they were primarily

interested in housebuilding. However this was not entirely

1. During the second half of the 1930s this firm became
involved in the infamous Borders Case. For details see e.g.
Cleary, op. cit. p.219; NHB, Feb. 1939, pp. 22-8; BSG, March
1939, pp. 198-214.

2. In 1936, lorrell's had estates in Orpington, Hayes,

Bromley, West Wickham and Petts Wood. SE, 12 Jan. 1936,
p.22.
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true. An important exception to this can be seen in the
activities of the Bunting Construction Company Ltd., which

at this time had itspffices in Béker Street, Wl. Almost the
entire production of this firm during the 1930s was in the
form of maisonette, or two storey flats. Active in quite a
number of different suburban areas between 1930 and 1939,

" this company built medium-sized estates of this type of
dwelling; 1 although it would appear that right at the close of
thg period, Major Bunting was planning an estate of at least
'250 houses in Hanworth (Middx.). 2 All the other examples of
the firms within this category which have been located on the
other hand, indicate a strong preference for housing develop-
nents.

These firms appéaf to be distinguishable into two types:
those which appear to have been primarily technically-based
building firms, and those which supplied the financial and
business, and organisational basisﬁﬁf fﬁeir building enterprise
but chose to contract out the more technical aspects of the
construction process. Evidence of the activities of two of the
latter type of firm has been located but as their activities
will be considered in greater detail later in the thesis, here
they will just be mentioned briefly. Both companies were
active in north-west Middlesex during the mid-1930s, one in
South Ruislip, the other in Hillingdonj; both were organising
speculative developments of over 800 dwellings; and both

placed the construction of the dwellings in the hands of a

1. E.g. see above pp. |94
2. H&ED, July 1939, p.99.
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contract building firm. In this way the Ruislip Development
Co. Ltd. of.33, Madox Street, Wl began to develop their Ruislip
Garden Estate in 1934, and a year earlier Standard Properties
Ltd. of Aldwych, WC2, under a subsidiary company, Standard
Properties (Hillingdon) Ltd., began to organise the develop-
menf of approximately 70 acres of 0ld Oak Farm in
Hillingdon. 1 |
The remaining examples which will be noted all appear to
have been of the former type, and only one appears to have been
active south of the river. This firm was one of the two City
firms for which evidence has been found, for during the early
1930s, Warner & Watson Ltd. of Queen Victoria Street, ECk was
advertising houses for sale on their two.estates in Surrey:
in North Cheam and Thornton Heath. 2 The other City firm,
Reidco Estates Ltd. of 20, Copthall Avenue, EC2 was active at
this time in Northolt (Middx.) both in the speculative

3

construction of dwellings and the development of shors Also

active in the Ealing area at this time was the West End based

firm of London and Provincial Building Co. Ltd. b Although

the offices of this firm were at the same address as Percy

Bilton Ltd., it has not been possible to discover whether or

5

not the two firms were connected in any way. Neither has it

1. See below pp. 462~D.

2. HSPS, 17 Nov. 1931, p.lk.

3. Bldr, 21 June 1929; 7 Feb. 1930.

L, The only estate known to have been built by this company
was located just to the south of the newly constructed
VWestern Avenue and Jjust to the west of Hanger Lane. It
included Lynwood Rd., Brunswick Rd., Mulgrave Rd., and
Kingswood Rd.

5. Bldr, 1 April 1932,
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been possible to discover any other speculative héusebuilding
development carried out by this company wilthin the 0SA. Also
apparently wiliing to concentrate at least the major part of
its activities within one area was D.C.Developments Co. Ltd.
(builders) of Great Marlborough Street, Wi. In its own name and
in the n;me of a subsidiary company, D.C.Houses (Canons) Ltd.,
this.company obtained building apﬁroval for a sizeable.estate
adjacent to Canons Park Underground Station in Stanmore
(Middx.). L Clearly impressed by the commercial potential of
this particular area for speculative housebuilders, the company,
as D.C.Houses Ltd., purchased an acreage of the nearby Edgware
Golf Course on which it planned to build an estate of something
over 500 houses. 2 With the exception of this last example,
it is not known to what extent any of these firms continued to
concentrate their activities within these areas later in the
decade. Neither has it been possible to discover the extent
that these firms were also building within other districts
within the OSA,since obviously a number of such centrally-
located firms must have been active in widely separated areas.
As an indication of this two firms will be cited. During the
first half of the 1930s for example, Romford and District
Estates Ltd. were building houses alongside Eastéote Lane in
Ealing, while.this particular housebuilding firm had clearly

been active at one time on completely the opposite side of the

l. E.g. Bldr, 11 Jan. 1935; NdB, May 1937, p.32. The
estate included Howberry Road, Wychwood Ave, Longcroft Road,
and Cheyneys Ave.
2. NHB, June 1937, p.32. This firm also built a small
estate of expensive houses (£1175-34000) at Newberries Park, Radlett,
Herts. Heéndon Times and Borough Guardian, 15 March 1935, p.l19.




Lin.

suburban area. 1 The secoﬁd firm which will be used as an
exémple, W.A.Cherry & Co. Ltd., coincidentally enough had

its offices ét the same address in Victoria St;eet as the
previous firm. 2 The distance separating at least two of the
develépments of this firm however, although probably not as
great as that separating the estates of Romford and District
Estates Ltd.,was still quite considerable. Thus, while W.A.
Cherry & Co. Ltd. was gaining building approval to ereét
houses in the Ealing area in 1932, the firm was also building
dﬁellings within the eastern Enfield area.

As for the importance of the central Londonland the City
based firms dufing these years, this is difficult to say. In
the broad aggregate terms.of either the number of firms
active;‘or the number of dwellings built, it was almost
certainly not great, although the examples do indicate that,
within particular areas like Little Stanmore (i.e..Cancns
Park) and South Ruislip, and perhaps even Hillingdon, such
firms did play a significant role in the residential suburban
development process. b On the other hand what can be said
(and it is hoped that this has been clearly indicated by the

examples) is that without a doubt these firms represented yet

1. The offices of this company were at 47, Victoria St.,
SWl. Bldr, 29 July 1932.

2. A third firm of speculative housebuilders also had its
office at this address. Moreover, Houselands Ltd., like the
other two firms, built houses in Ealing during the first half
of the 19%0s. Bldr, 22 Feb. 1935.

3. Bldr, 29 July 1932; Enfield Register.

4. Naturally if such firms as Costain are also included
the impact of this type of firm will have been correspondingly
greater, particularly for examvle in areas like Sudbury Hill,
south Croydon, Dagenham, and of course Elm Park, Hornchurch.
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another aspect of the extremely varied make~up of the
speculative housebuilding industry active within the Greater
London OSA, particularly during the 1930s but probably also

during the interwar period in general.

In this chapter an attempt has been made. to investigate
and analyse the temporal and spatial oriéins of speculative
housebuilders found active within thé 0SA between the wars,
and also to examine the background skills, if any, which
‘such individuals possessed before entering into the business.
As was noted in the introduction to the chapter the attention
of the work will now turn to an investigation of certain
aépects of the activities 6f interwar speculative house-
builders. Thus in Chapter 7 an examination and analysis
will be undertaken of the ways in which the deveiopment of
land for suburban housing took place between the war; and
the processes involved, with particular attention Being paid'
to the role and position of the speculative housebuilder in

these processes.



