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ABSTRACT

The thesis traces, in a general sense, the deyeloments that
directly led to the legislative refomm of a poor relief system that had
remained essentially unaltered since its inception two hundred Yyears
earliers The impetus for the dismantling of the Old Poor lew is seen
in largely economic terms - the breakdown of a traditional administrative
scheme under the pressure of the dramatic fluctuations of an embryonic
industrial societye

After an extensive review of the provisions of the 18l34 Poor
law Amendmept Act, the paper turns to a close examination of its imple~
mentation in County Durhame The administrative framework erected in
the latter 1830's receives careful attention. An attempt 1s made to
ascertain Poor iaw Commission policy end its gctua.l application by loea_l
organse It is found that although the form of poor relief administration
was substantially altered by the new measure, in a substantive sense,
the economic considerations that animated reiief management in previous
years continued to dictate, tc; a large extent, reg.énal administrative
' practices after the introduction of the Act, despite increasing inter-

ference by the commission;
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PREFATORY NOTE

This is a long papere. Perhaps one might say it is too long for
an M.A. degree, but I have been loath to extract what seems to me to be
significant merely for the irrelevant reason that this is an M.A. and
not an M. Litte or Ph.D. thesis. Consequently, I have carried on,
trusting to the indulgence of the -reader;_ The reader will also notice
that certain words in the text, with the exception of those found in
quotations and proper nouns, are spelled in the mamner peculiar to North
Americae. This policy was decided upon for the sake of consistency;
that is, if I had been oanﬁelled to adopt the Engliéh method, a mode
of spelling wholly unfamiliar to me, it is certain that spellings of
both types would have appeared inadvertently in the text.

The original purpose.of this paper was to examiz;e in detail the
1854 Poor Law Amendment Act and its speéiﬁc application in the County
of Durham. It became clear from the start, however, that the Act was
basically a formulation of poor relief principles and attitudes that
arose in the years following the Napoleonic Wars and, accordingly, that
a thorough investigation of the measure necessitated some reference to
this pre-~formulation period. More importantly, certain developments in
Durham following the implementation of the Act require an understanding
of relief administration in the 1820's, if their full significance is
to be appreciateds I have, therefore, prefaced the main f_eature of
this thesis with general comments (including appropriate allusions to
Durham) on poor relief prior to 1832 And on the shaping of the Aot in
the crucial years 1832-34. Although an inspeotion of this thirty-year
period was bound to be time~consuming, both for the writer and the reader,

I have sustained myself in the knowledge that this work encompasses the



ii

New Poor law itself, as well as its history in County Durham, and that

a comparison of the new with the 0ld would be of value;

I have drawn mostly on secondary sources and British Sessional
Papers for the writing of the first two chapters; The general, more
well-known books on the English poor laws may be located 1!.{ any tolerably
supplied library, while certain contemporary works on early nineteenth-
century Durham may be found in the local history collection of Durham
University Library. The Sessional Pspers are alsoc deposited theres
however, they are only available on microcard, which renders their
examination a formidable taske

The remaining portion of the thesis is based on four sets of
primary informations thé annuai reports of thé Poor Law Commissioners,
boards of guardians' minutes, Ministry of Health Papers (Series 12),
and local newspapers. From these materials I have been able to compile
a reasonably complete picture of relief administration in eleven of
Durham?s fourteen poor law unions up to 1847, the year the Poor Law
Commission was dissolvede The Stockton, Lanchester, and Weardale Unions
are the areas for which I have been able to evolve only a sketchy idea
as to administrative developmentse In the case of Stockton, by far the
most important of the deficiencies, the records are unsatisfactory ard,
in some instances, non-existent. The minutes of this Board in the
Durham County Record Office do not include any notations prior to the
1880%s, and the Union correspondence on deposit at the Public Record
Office in london is incomplete until well into the 1840's. No similar
alibi exists for the Lanchester and Weardale Unions; théy are, I am
afraid, merely victims .of the exigencies of time. Nevertheless, the

eleven areas coming under close scrutiny include the major unions in
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Durham, and being distributed evenly throughout the county, they
represent every type of local characteristice.

The original editions of the Poor Iaw Cmmissioners_' ammual reports
are relatively common; a complete set is availal_ale in Du.rl-zam Unive;sity
Library. A fairly extensive collection of guardians®! minutes is located
in the Durham County Record Ofﬁ.ce, although only five unions have
records on deposit there for the period of this paper. Gon_seguently,
in order to enmiﬁe the minute books of Durham®s most important Union,
Sunderland, the investigator must resort to thé Central Reference library
in that town. The post definitive group of documents on poor relief
administration in Durham is the éorrepondence of the Poor law _
Commissioners (Ministry of Health Papers), which may be seen at the
Public Record Office in lLondone This material includes observations by
the Assistant Commissioner for the northern district, as well as coomuni-
cations with 1ocai administrators and ratepayers. It should be pointed
out, however, that while these papers remain the most important single
collection of primary poor law information, a concurren'_t review of
regional records is advisable, in order to avoid a distorted impression
of actual administrative practicess The investigator quickly learns
that official correspondence did not always accurately reflect regional

developmentse

.I should like to reeor& here my appreciation for assistance I
have received during the writing of this thesis. Mr. P.A.J. Heesmm
of the University of Durham kindly read the paper in draft, and his
encouragement enabled me to survive periodic fits of depression and
doubte I should also like to thank Dr. Norman MoCord of the University

of Newcastle upon Tyne for his advice concerning the Ministry of Health
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Papers, and especially for his generosity in allowing me to see and
make use of some of his transcripts of Poor law Commission correspondencee
The relevant material is noted in the bibliographye

| It goes without saying that I alone am responsible for any errors
in the work.

Gilesgate, Durham PoJeDe
6 July 1971



INTRODUCTION

" A discussion of the Poor law Amendﬁent Act of 1834 is certain to
be incomplete without at least a cursory look a'l_: what is known as the
0ld Poor law, being a convenient term for the myriad of p_ooz.- law admin-
istrative methods presticed throughout England under the problemstical
provisions of the 43rd of Elizab_eth (160],); The New Poor Law, as the
Amendment Act is commonly called,, was eonceived; adopted, and developed
as a direct consequence of thé alleged fo:_l.bles- of the Old Poor law, most
particulax;ly those of the famous Speenhamland s;s_tempf_ poor relief, the
suppiementaﬂon of wages by allowances. The Royal Commission of 1832,
constituted to fe_view the poor law administration oi’_ England and from
whose report came the recommendations that formed the basis of the New
Poor Law, found that by that _périod the a_l'lowg.nee system had "spread
over almost every part of the country, and into the mamufacturing towns
. oo [and] the evil . .. is, on the whole, steadily and rapidly pro-
gressive."l On the othe:_.- hand, scholars have snspécted fc_,r some time,
a_’;or reasons discussed later, that tl_ie Gomissigners greatly exaggerated
the importance and extent of the allowance system, and two recent articles
by Dr. Mark Blaug have given evidential weight to these s,;mp.io:lons;2

[Royal Comnmission,] Extracts |from the Information Received bz

His Majesty's Commissionérs, as to the Administration and
London, 1837. First published 1833.), p. vie

Mark Blaug, "The Myth of the Old Poor lLaw and the Making of the
New,” Journal of Economic History, XXIII, 2 (June; 1963), ppi 154-184;
"Phe Poor Law Report Reexamined," Journal of HEconomic History, Xx1v,

2 (June, 1964), Pp. 229-245."

The first of these two important articles argués that thé dmuch-
vaimted influence of the Speenhamland Plan on the economy was largely.
illusory, the allowance system being rather an effect than & cause of
low wages and pauperiem. I concur with this interpretatione

The second article proposes that the allowance system was
practically non-existent in England some years prior to 1834. Dr. Blaug



| What is important for. our purposes, however, is the partieulgr view of
the allowance system entsrtained by its contemporar:tes, _for it was the
shape of their attitudes that fashioned the New Poor lawe. l

The general characteristics of th§ 0ld Poor law should be under-
stood before a detailed investigati_on of speciﬁe cases can be made, for
in view of the vast disparities in local practiceg, the Oq.d P_oor law was
a proposition of generalities; Bven a survey of fomal poor law leglis~
lation would Prove fm:l.tles.s, because Parliamqntary _legislgtion oonsis-
tently lagged behind actusl administrative develoment at the parish
level;l And in any event, as the Webbs found_during the preparation of
their clas.s:l.c work on the poor law, "between the statute book and j_the
actual administration of the parish officers. there was . e o normally
only a casual connection."

The first main charécterigtic of the 0Old Po_or Lawl was one already
alluded to, the tremendous diversity bf_the _system; During and after
the Napoleonic Wars, there were more than 15,900 parishes in England,
each relying on a method of poor relief 1_;hat in some way, large or amall,
differed from that of its neighbors. Between 1795 and 1834, over 200
local Acts regarding poor law administration were in'!:roduced -in Parlia-
me_n‘l:.3 Attempts were made throughout the period of the 0ld Poor law to

bases this conclusion on a survey of parishes made, via quéstiomnaire,
by the 1832 Commission. Although it is cértainly true that allowances

there are several exiamples, which are included i the following text,
of allowance and minimum wage scales in use right up to 1834 in Durham
alone.

1 Dorothy Marshall, ™Phe 01d Poor law," reprinted in Essays in
Economic History, (London, 1962), I, p. 43 ,

2 Sidney and Beatrice Webb; English Pocr law Historys The Old
Poor law, (London, 1927), p. 149 B

3 Thomas Mackay, Public Relief of the Poo:'_.', (London, 1901), p. -50;



enlarge the ahinﬁuative areas a_nd_thus reduce the vast number of
units; among the most notable bsing the Ineoz_-porat:lons of Guardians in
East Anglia, established for the purpose__o;f tm-ni.ng a profit on pauper
labor, and Gilbert's Unions. B;y<.1834, 975 parishes were operating under
the provisions of Gilbert's Act.) In keeping with views on local control,
however, the adoption of 1-;he Aot was :_Left up tg '!;he ;ndiv:!.dua; parishes,
and so the general rule of widely-differing parochial administration
prevailed right up to the passing of the Netif Poor. Iew';z This was .parti-
cularly true in the North, where a long tradition of ipdexiendence wouid'
prove to be a bulwark against the centralizing measures of the New Poor
lawe It is perhaps indicative of the northern preference for‘ the Bmall
administrative unit fhat Durham and Northumberland never had a Gilbert‘'s

union;3

1 This Act, passed in 1782, attempted to diecourage the use of the
workhouse as a deterrent to the application for parish relief, which hed
become wide-spread since the beginning of the century and had been
legitimized by the 9th of George I (c.7) in 1723. Gilbert's Act provided
for the abolition of the "workhouse test,"™ and the right of parishes to
" combine for administrative purposes and the construstion of workhouses,
vwhich were td be used as refuges for the young, aged, and infirm. More
importantly, it became a sort of proto-allowance plan by placing on the
parish the responsibility for finding adequate employment for their able—-
bodied paupers, and barring: this, for thsir support out of doors from
parish funds.

This Act wes deprecated by the 1832 Commission as being the result
of a misguided humanitarian espirit that arose in the latter part of the
eighteenth century. For a discussion of this "wave of humanitarianism,"
seo A.W. Coats, "Economic Thought and Poor lLaw Policy in the Eighteenth
Century," Economic History Beview, XIII, 1 (1960), pp. 40-45.

It appears, however, that more pragmatic réasomns, such as an
increased populaticn, the enclosure movement, the introduction of machin-
_ery, and a glutted labor market, lay behind this legislation. For this

interpretation, see C.R., Fay, life and Labour in the Nineteenth Centu:rx,
(Oambr:ldge, 1920), pp. 89-92.

2 See Dorothy Marshall, The Bnglish Poor in the Eighteenth Century.
(London, 1926), p. 129. i

- 3 J.H. Clapham, An Economlc History of Modern Britain, (Cambridge,
1926), I, e 354 :



The second charecteristic of this hodge-podge of administretive
practices was the essential amateurism and_ cormpt:].on of the poor relief
authorities. The two primary officers in the 'df_t_tribution' of relief were
the overseers and the Justices of the Peace, both unpaid positions. The
overseers, who were snnually elected members of the parish, were in a
singular position tb indulge in self-a_gg.r_a.ndisemeht. They were respon-
sible for establishing and collecting the rate, subject to some control
by the magistrates, and disporsing relief to the poor; .If the overseer
happened to be a tavern owner, for example, it was glearly in his owm’
interest to see that the parish janpers received enough eid to allow
them the luxury of beer, and if a .f'!amer, an inorease of the pauper
allowance would reduse the need to pay his laborers adequate wages. How
ever, many parishoners were reluctant to take this thankless ;]ob__, 80
heavy fines had to be imposed in order to prevent refusals to serve the
ofﬁca. Such reluctance invariably led to shoddy am_i haphgzard adminis-
tration. In Durham, the mal-administration of the overseers became so
apparent as to warrant the observgtion, in a report to the Board of
Agriculture and Internal Improvement in 1810, that they "are in general
glad to execute the office with the least trouble to themselves, and
e o o [they] have no other inducement for the undertaking, than pgcuniary
advantage;"-l Moreover, if an examplary overéeer were to bé found, the
parish only had the benefit of his service f.or one year, and when a con-
séientious parishoner was Jjust beginning to learn the nuances of his
office, his term was upe Thus, the administration of poor relief not

only varied from parish to parish, but from year to year;

1 John Bailey, Agriculture of the County of Durham, (London,
1810), pe 319. . |



The magistrates, on the other hand, were guilty of lgss mercenary
qualities. Their extravagance in granting aig; whother out of humani-
tarian considerations or a desire for ﬁopu_larity, is a commonplace of
poor law history. The decisions made by the parish authorities, who
reacted to the steep .;ise in the rates following thé Napoleonic Wars
with parsimony in granting relief, were "liable to be overset by the
orders of the Magisuates,"l for it "rests in the discretion of every
Justice of the peace, to say whether every_able;bodied man is able to
meintain hie children, and the Magistrate is enpowered to meke an order
of relief which the Overseer is bound to obey (there being mo appeal)

.'- o .."2 Consequently, from 1795 onwards, the magisirates® interjection
in parish attempts to reduce the poor rates made these effc;rts, in many -
cases, hope].ess.3

The thir'd. characteristic lof the 014 Poor law was geographical
variation in the burden and form of relief; The Qiffe‘rences in trade,
industry, and agriculture throughout England shgped regional peculiari-
ties in poor law administration and exi)endi-ture;4 In_the North of

England, "where the condition of the peasantry is universally allowed to

1 Regort]from the Select Committeé | on . Labourers' Wages, British
Sessional Papers Microcard); 4 June 1 24, VI, p. 4

emphas,is;

3 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The Old Poor Iuaw, De 166« The legis—
lative history of the eighteenth century is littered with attempts at
defining the responsibilities of the two offices, with one gaining the
ascendency over theiother until the abuses became such that paramountcy
was reversed. See T. Mackay, Public Relief of the Poor, p. 48; by the
same author, History of the 1ish Poor law, (London, 1899), IIT,
pps 76~T7, 107-108; J. Redlich and F.W. Hirst, lLocal Govermmeit in England,
(London, 1903), I, p. 101; and D. Marshall, The English Poor in the
BEighteenth Century, pp. 57-59, 85. B

4 J.D. Marshall, The Old Poor law, 17.95-1834,' (London, 1968), p. 12.




be the best,"l the growing indue‘h.'j.al qharac:tjqrg;f the reg;gn__ gm_lqwed it
with a means of alleviating fhe increasing pressure of population. Here
the rates never as'sumed‘the' enormous burden they did :l.n the Soujl:h. John
Wilson, the Aseistant Commissioner for Durham, reported in 1833 that
"the maintenance of the able-bodied out of local, often inadequate, funds,
vhether or not administered on a regular allowance-system," did not

"bear o « o comparison with the height which it has reached in the
southern counties."3 Wages remained sq‘meﬁhat buoyant in the North, |

which also mitigated poor relief expendiwre here.? This is not to

imply that the North was not affected by the general upswing in the pauper
burden follow:lng the French Wars. _As Engels observed, "from that time
omvards the agriocultural districts havé been the seat of permanent pauper-
4ism, while the faoltory districts have been the seat of fluotuating
pauperism « » .."5

_ South of‘a q.ine drawn approximately at_the Vale of Trent, the
principal economic feature of the area was agriculture, and it was here
that the poor rates became prohibitive and the abuses of the 0ld Foor
Lew, both real and imagined, most overt, scrutimized, and eriticiseds

1 Boport on the Employment or Relief of Able-Bodied Persons, 1828,
Pe 147Te . :

2 Wilson's assistant commissionership is not to be confused with
those offices held under the authority of the Poor law Commissioners
following 1834. His was merely an investigatory role under the auspices
of the Commission of Inquiry of 1832. See infra, pe 55«

3. Extrac'_ts, Pe 169.

4 w, , , many counties in England are nearly, if not totally,
exampt from the grievance of low wages. In Northumberland, wages are
. at twelve shillings a week; and labourers, having families, do not
usually receive assistance from the poor-rates." _Report on Labourers®
!ﬁm, 1824, p. 405; see also, James Caird, ish . culture in

5 Friedrick Engels, The Condition of the Work:l.z_:g Class in England,
(Stanford, 1958), pp. 296-297. His emphasis. _



- In the rash of poor law 1nvest;|.gatl.ons that came in the wake of the
wars vith France, the essenti&lﬁ agrarian char;cter of the pauper _
problem was revealed, although it did not require ‘commi ttee reports to
convince the nation that distress was rife in the rural countiess The
I.oz'de Committee on the Poor Law in 1818 reported that "though in some
of the d:l.striots o o 0 the increase in the rates has not been of any
great amount, « o o yot in other districts, which are. a].most emlusively
agricultural, the Committee have Teason to believe that very__great dis-
tress has prevailed, and that the rates have beon'cbnsiderably au@nented;“l
And this brings us to the fourth and most important characteristic
6f the 0ld Poor law, the prevalence, especially in the southern :mral
areas, of the allowance systems The economic and sociologlcal effects _
of this method of wage supplementation continue to be dgba‘_l;ed, ‘but as we
have said, what is of significance to us is the development of the freme
gf_ mind that led to the a,(_io'pﬁon of the New Pgor law, and that frame of
mind was marked by the belief that this scheme of poor relief was the
major contributory facfor in the distress of the working class following
the defeat of Bapoleon. "The gradual increase," a Parliamentary
committee concluded, "which has taken place both in the number of
paupers, and in the assessments for their support, can hardly fail to
have arisen from causes inherent in the system itself, as it does not
appear {to have -depended entirely upon any temporary or local cirqtmstaqoe,"z
In 175_5, the magistrates of Speenhamland in Berkshire; faced with
growing agrioultural devastation precipitated by population pressures,

: -

Report of the Lords COmm:lttee on the Poor laws, B.S.P. (Microca.rd),
1l Jm 1313’ Vy Do %
2 ReFrt [from the Select cm:.tteg on _the Poor lsws, B.S.P.
(Microcard), 4 July 1 17, VI, p.



the en,clbsure movement, tho'decay of damestic industries, and a series
of poor har_?ésts, published a scale of relief _based_ on the_ .‘pr.lce qf

 breadet

The poor laws had always been considered a bulwark aga:!.nst
social revolution nnd now an__*:l.ncreased' paﬁpe;- burden and the vague and
ominous thunderclouds gathering in the vicinity of France prompted the
Berkshire magistrates to e;pan'd the provisions of the poor law to cut-
door relief for the able-bodied, whether employed or not; ' Ig doing
this, the juﬁoa actually cod:l.f:l.eg and popularized a practice which
had been gaining ground in the previous decade as a response to unemploy-
" ment and wages below the subsistence ].eve:l..2 In the next year, 1796,
the 36th of George III (0.2:3)- was passed to quell the "double panic of
famine and revolution," and in attacking the Workhouse Test Act of
1723, direotly enoouraged the extension of cutdoor relief to the able-
bodied pauper.> | |

The Speenhamlan’d bread scale was, in effeot, a uniform minimum
wage that fluctuated with the price of breade A bread allowance was
computed for each worker, his wife, and his ohildren. If the laborer

1 The Hammonds preseat a more left-wing interpretation of the .
motives behind the propertied class' adoption of the Speenhgmland Plan.
They see it as a sinister engine designed with an eye to undermining
working class spirit and independéences the governing class thereby
hoped to check "the demand for higher wages and the danger that. the
labourer might claim a share in the bounding wealth of the timeo."

JiLs and Barbare Hammond, The Village Labourer, 1760-1832, (London,
1913), pp. 169, 173-174. ' T -

This analysis suffers, it seems to me, from the temptation of
hindﬂi@to :

2 C.R. Fay, Life and Labour in the Hinsteenth Century, pp 90-91.

3 See supra, p. 3. The 36th of George III stated that the refusal
of outdoor aid to the poor "has been found to have been and to be incon-
venient and oppressive, inasmuch as it often prevents an industrious -
poor person from receiving such occasional relief as is best suited to
his peculiar case « « <™ Quoted in John J. Clarke, Public Assistance,
(Iaondon, 1934)’ Do 26.



were !mamp_loyed or receiving wages below the amount necessary to purchase
the minimum bread allowance, the entire amount or the difference was
pade up in money by .the parish, depending on tha_ _pric.e_‘ of b:__.-eagl, although
relief was sometimes paid in kind. After the Speenhamland scale was
pulylished, the mgthod, 1? not the actual scale, spread _rapiq_lly__throq@-_
out sou‘!:hen; England as“t‘he pauper host :I.ncreasgd pressure on the monied
classes. The scales seeqed a logical response to the rgpid gp:.jead of_
poverty and provided an infallible means by_ which the _poor could ma:!.nta.in
-fhepselves_iat_ the subsistence le_ve;!. ~- an important oconsideration to the
nation as the need arose for a hea],tﬂy peasantry to provide troops for
the prolonged struggle with Frence. Printed scales, moreover, had the
aura of authority about them,which added to the credibility of the
eysten.] In sddition, definite and vell-known rates of relief were &
deterrent to the caprice of the overseers, vhicy in smgll pgrighea had
doubtless played & part in the distribution of the poor's dole;. _

Vhile 11:' is true that tho. allowance sch_emo was mos.t prevalent _:l.n
the South, there were many instances of re;:l.ef in aid of wages being
practiced in the northern counties, and it appears that only Northumberland
managed to avoid entirely the abuses of the sysi:em_.2 The primary example
in Durham of a supplementary relief program was at Darlington. Rathgr
than a sliding bread scale, however, the authorities here preferred the
use of an established minimum allowance. By 1833, the fixed allowance
amounted to two shillings per week per worker, a like sum for his spouse,
if married, and one shilling and six pence for each ohild; Hence, a

1 Allowances in aid of wages became popularly known as the
"Speenhamlend Act of Parliament,™ although the authorization for their
use had emanated from the bench.

2 8, and B. Webb, The 01d Poor Lew, pp. 180-182.
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single man would have to be earning less than two shillings a week in
order to qualify for parish relief, and with wages "of eighteen or twenty

shillings and upwards" being available to workers in the____tm,l

this
precluded all but the most wretched from applying for relief.

Barnard Castle, too, employed a8 minimum wage guarantee rather
than a fluctuating bread scale. Here the magistrates fixed the minimum
allowance for the laborer and/or able-bodied pauper at two shi;lin@ and
eix pence per week, a similar amount for his spouse, and one shilling
for each child under twelve years olde The impotent poor, the aged and
infirm, receiw_red an allowance of up to three shillings depending on
circunstances;

Once a commitment had been made to support the poor of the community,
it seemed expedient to exact some sort of J.abpr fram the unemployed able-
bodied paupers in order to defray as much as possible the cost_ of tl;eir
maintenance, even though their employment was not strictly requirede
Accordingly, the labor rate and the roundsman system came into use. In
1824, a Parliamentary camittee reported that these.supp].ementary
measures were, in some form or another, -a.lirays found in conjunction with
the allowance :;;ra'l:em.2 The roundsman system was used mainly in thé
agricultural distriots. The paupers were sent round to the farmers who
paid them a portion of their wages, the parish making up the difference
to bring the wages up to the allowance standard. The labor rate offered
the ratepayer the choice of paying a levy to the parish or of employing
paupers at fixed wages, which would then be applied to the parishoner's

rate obligations If the employer chose to pay wages below the fixzed

1 Brtracts, pe 1726

2 M. Blaug, "Fhe Myth of the 0ld Poor Law and the Making of the
New," p. 160¢ : :
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level, the-d:l,fference.hqd o be paid to the parish. This method was
most often used 1n_1:he small parishes. Many parishes ‘!;hat were either
unsble or umwilling to conduct a distributed labor program resorted
instead to a crude labor_ test by requiring work in a parish enterprise,
usually in the gravel pit or on the roads, where thée paupers whiled
awvay the day in order to qualify for reliefs Other parishee required
attendance at a 1_~o:_|.1_ call; sometimes several a day, while others merely
utilized a simple dole by way of the parish pay table. Althou@i_._ .
Dr. Blaug disputes the use of these methods beyond the years :I.mmeéiately
following the Napoleonic Wars,l the 1828 Committee on Relief to the
Able-Bodied found that "in many districts parish employment (varying_'
in its nature) is afforded to able-bodied labourers, during a part of
the year; » « . in some parishes a weekly allowance is made to them
without any employment being given; and ee.odn others, they are put
up to a kind of auction, as servants, to the best bidder, the difference
between the amount paid, and thei:._- sustenance, being paid by the
parish. n2 And this is somewhat borne out by practices in Durham.

John Bailey wrote in 1810 that harvest labor was ™mostly hired every
morning, by a kind of auction in every village, one farmer bid&ing
against another. n3 Barnard éastle required its unemployed paupers to
work in 1':he parish stone quarry, and Darlington set those paupers to

work that were unable to subsist on the minimum allowance granted by the

1 See also J.D. Marshall, The Old Pcor law, p. 14.

2 Roport cn_the Euployment or Belief of Able-Bodied Persons, 1828
pe 141 — :

3 J. Bailey, Agriculture of the County of Durhsm, 1810, p. 319.
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1 he parish of Houghton-le-Skerne, just outside Darlington,

parishe.
regularly used the houserow or roundsman method of distributing-:l.ts
peuper surplus from the end of the French Wars to 1830.2 It should be
pointed out, however, that only about eleven percent of l?urham'é ru:_ﬁl
parishes were utilizing the roundsman or laboz_- ra'ye systgms by 1832;3
This represented a decline sinc'; the second decade of the nineteenth
century, although what is salient, Dr. Blaug's evidence to the contrary
notwithstanding, is that the governing clasée:s assumed and reported

in 1828 that the sundry methods of granting outdoor relief to the able~
bodied pauper, whether employed or not, were in ccmmor use in "many
districts" throughout England.

The use of these artificial employment measures began to increase
the laborers' reliance on the parish as a distributing agency of employ-
ment as well.as occasional relief, which tended to undermine the
workers® independence and ambition. It became widely held that "all
parishoﬁers not able to maintain themselves have a right to employment
by the parish,"4 and the English parochial mechanism staggered under the
weight of the novel obligation of being a sort of employment exchange.
The independent worker was unable to compete with a subsidized pool of
surplus labore. Not only could the farmer employ pauper labor at reduced

wages, but be gave preference to this type of worker, as he was already

1 Extracts, pp. 170-1T1.

2 Parish records, 1830, in N. Sunderland, A History of Darlington,
(Darlington, 1967), p. 863 see infra, pe 14.

3 M. Blaug, "Fe Poor law Report Reexsmined," p. 237e
4

' Beport on the Huployment or Relief of Able-Bodied Persons, 1828,
p. 140¢ .
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contributing to the poor's .subsistence through the rates, and he would
quite naturally be anxious to receive some labor for his expense. I.f
the independént laborer had been prudent and thrifty, having managed to
purchase a cottage and perhaps a cow, he was ;ne]_.:l@.’ble for parisl_:.
relief, and thus the local farmers would be reluctant to hire him. '
Eventually, he would sink into the morass of pauperism, taking his place
on the parish rolls, there to receive the same wage &s the .’gncorrigiples
and idlers. Indolence and imprudence were rewarded at th_e expense of
industry and thrift, and the line between wages and reliof became more
and more obscure. The workers, faced with a situation that held out
few, if any, incentives, became demoralized, and t'_he comnittees that
met to consider the poor laws in the second and third _'decadea of the
century were inundated with testimonials of worker ineffecti_v'eness,
insubordination, and moral collapse. It should be remembered that these
were the views of generally m:lddlel class pereons, who were wont to
minimize labor's productive and moral effectiveness, and perhaps were
anxious to justify the depressed wages they were paying the workezs.
That a climate of discontent and imprudence gathered in the lower
class during this period can scarcely be denied, however. Sociologists
now know that reduced expectations produce reduced levels of performance
and self-respect, but the higher orders of the early nineteenth century
traced the g_rbwing ﬁala:l.sg of worker despair to the operation of the
poor laws, rather than a general depression of t:‘i:aﬁe, industry, and
agriculture. The Select Cammittee on Labourers® Wages of 1824 concluded
that "by far the worst consequence of the s“vstem is the degraéation
of the character of the labouring clas,"l and this view was shared by

S—

Report on labourers® Wages, 1824, p. 404.

1
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near}y all qf the members of_the goveminé class. The notion that the
alléwance system placed a "bouqty on indolence and _y;lce" became so
universal that the moral destruction of the lower orders wrought by the
0ld Poor Law became the chief argument for the adoption _o.f tlfe Poor
law Amendment Aot in 1834 On introducing the Bill, Lord Althorp
observed that "the administration of the Poor;laws had been injurious
in its operation to every one of those classes [landlerd, farmer, |
eaployer]; but, most of all, it had been injurious to the labouring
classes themselves;"l On the local level, first<hand observation tended
to confirm this view, as the authorities consistently found a seemingly
logical connection between moral degradation and low wages, and low
wages and poor law administration. The parish records of Houghton-le-
Skerne indicate that the houserow system was abandoned in 1830 because
1t was "inimical to their [the laborers’®] morals (.hav:l.'ng a tendency to
engender idleness by the small sustenances paid by them to whom they
are sent), [and] revolting to the feelings of a man like and willing
to work and to provide things honest in sight of all ien « « ee®

That indiscriminate and abundapt rel:l_.ef could pervert laboring
class independence and ambition was also attested to by the erosion of
working men's societies in Durhame "Box clubs," or friendly societies,
had become so popular during the latter eighteenth century that by 1803
there were 178 such bodies in the country encompassing 11,556 members,
and nearly every village could boast of at least oﬁs self-help organi=
zation. Honetheless, as the French Wars progressed, the parish :eliéf

1 Lord Althorp in the House of Commons, 17 April 1834; Hansard,
Third Series, m’ PPe 874-875.

2 Parish reeofds, 1830, in N. Sunderland, A History of Darl:l._nggbn,
p. 863 see supra, p. 12.
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mechanisms came increasingly into play, and the number of friendly
societies accordingly declined. 1In 1810 John Bailey lamented that the
“virtuous pride of independence is fast declining, as several . o °
box ¢lubs have been dissolved of late years," and the disso}ution of
a box club at CookPleld provided him with an insight into the reason
whys “The principal reason given for so unjustifiable a transaction,
I was much concerned to hear, was, that they had no ocoasion to contri-
bute any thing towards their own support, as the parieh was obliged to
maintain them; and thq weekly allowa.r_xce that a magistrate would order
them, would be more than what they wquld receive from the society;"l
Hand in hand with the degradation of the working class went the
moral lapse of the higher o:-.-de:'.-s;2 We have a]_.ready mentioned the petty
ocorruption of the parish officeholders, but the encouragement of abuses
was practiced on a more general scale; The ;ta:_mers were glad of a
pauperized labor force whose wagee were partly subsidized by a portion

of the community that received no benefit from such an ananaly.3 Shopf

keepers and tradesmen were anxious that the pauper population be kept in

change for the purchase of their goods; Landlords were pleased to raise
rents on property that the parish leased for the use of its pauper hoat;
And manufacturers were found to be artificially lowering wages in. the
hope that they could saddle the parish with supplementing their labor
costs. Even in counties, such as Durham, that had an inoressing but

1 3. Beiley, Agriculture of the County of Durham, 1810, p. 319

: 2 JoLs .and Barbara Hammond, The Age of the Chartists, (London,
1930),. ps 59¢ :

3 Report on the Poor laws, 1817, p. 7; see infra p. 28.

4 1, Macksy, History of the English Poor law, ITI, pp. 68~69

AT



16

manageable poor problem during the period 1795-18}4, abuses by the
"establishment" renged from the brazen to the pettyé' In the parish
<_>f Hurworth, members of the vestry were apparently involved in "jobs
. of the grossest description." A group of men had "speculated in
purchasing houses to let to the parish, or paug‘ers ?ho have their

rents paid by the pa!_.'iShs"l

and had succeeded in raising the rents at

" the parish's expense. At Washington, the parigh authority, a committee
of vestrymen 'oa]_.led' "The Twelve," engaged in similar but less sub-
stantial corruption. The parish records recount large and expensive
dinners enjoyed, periodically, by the committee at the expense of fellow
parishoners; one entry for 1831 shows a plum pudding costing more than

three poundsi>

Only the colossal increase in the rates throughout
Englax_:d_in the geéond ‘decade of fhe nineteenth century cpnvinoed 8o
many interests that a pool of superfluous labor was deirimental to the
entire community. .' |

A great deal of blame was heaped on the allgoqtion of child
allowances for producing the burdenscome surplus population. Since a
laborer received an increased weekly allowance for each éhild he had to
support, a correlation between this policy and the vast increase in
population during the early nineteenth century was quickly and easily
established in the minds of & gemeration that diligently read Malthus.
It séemed obvious that the surpius popula'l;:loh was encouraged, because
"nen who receive but a small pittance know that they have only to marry,

and that pittance will be augmented in proportion to the mumber of their

1 Extracts, p. 179.

2 Parish records, 1831, in Fredrick Hill, History of Washington
Parish Church, (Newcastle, 1929) pp. 30-31l.
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children. nl Since 1t was manifest that "wherever the practices [‘9!
rates—:ln—aid-;of;aages and child allowancesi] prevail, . « « there is a
_redundancy of labour . . ‘.,"2 contemporaries lost little time in
concluding that the population "excess is in great part to be attributed
to the mal-administration of the poor laws during the latter years of
the late war. n3 They also pointed to another 1nf1uen9e child allowances
hed in piemoting population incresse. Since the relief bill was’
hiéher for laborers with ch;lld:"en, parishoners were more apt to hire
the family man in order to defray the greater cost of his mai.n‘l;e,nance;4
Hence, single men were. at a disadvantage in the labor market and so were
encouraged to marry earlye =

Actually, the evidence on the demographic effect of child allowances
is conflicting. The 1821 census seemed to jJustify Malthusian fears by
revealing that most, but not all, of the Speenhamland counties had under-
gone acute population gioirl:h dm‘iné the previous decade. Eowéver, after
1821 the increase in population in these counties was usually below the
national average for agricultural areas, a fact the 1332 Commission either
ignored or overlooked, and more mporta'ntiy; some of the lowest rates
of igorease just prior to 1832 were found in those areas where child

allowances were in vigorous use;s In any event, the rise in population

1 Report on labourers® Wages, 1824, p. 404.

2 Report on the F.'hglomgv nt or Relief of Able-Bodied Persons,
1828’ Pe 142.< . ' .

3 Report on Labourers' Wages, 1824, p. 405.

4 Beport on the Bnployment or Relief of Able-Bodied Persons,

3 J.D. Marshell, The 0ld Poor lew, p. 42.
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following the Napoleonic Wars was part of la general inorease, regard-
iess of the use of the ailowance_a&gtem; In Durham, a non;Speenhamland
county, the population increased more than 20 percent during the period
1811-21, from 177,625 to 211,900;1 It is, therefore, a r:!.s_k_y business
indeed to attribute the growth of population during this period to the
operation of the poor laws. _ _

All of the four major characteristics of' the Qld Poor law, admin-
istrative diversity, local prerogativ'e,. gebgraph;cgl variat:lbn, and the
allowance system, were especially vulneraple to attacke Although modern
scholars have been at pains to disarm contemporary criticiem of the
system, the fact remains that it did, indeed, engender a substantial
degree of -abuse and mal-sdministration. The ruling classes of this -
period, however, are guilty of extra\_raganoe in their views of the o0ld
relief methode, and as a consequence, the comstruction of a revolu'l;ionary
engine, the Poor law Amendment Act of 183‘4, was designed for_ the specific
purpose of supplanting the four pillars of the Old ,Pdor Iaw with the
notions of an embryonic industrial state. It must be realized th;t in
the final analysis, it was the preésu:res of an economically transformed
society that first revealed the weaknéés_es and then provoked the
destruction - at i-east 'legislat:lirely - of a public assistance system
that had remained untampered with for more -than two hundred yearse

Report | from the Select Committee| on Poor Rate Returns, Be.S.P.
(Microcard), 15 July 1822, V, Appendix C, p. 283; Report | from the :
Select Committee] on Poor Bate Returns, B.S.P. (l;ioroeard » 16 July 1823,
V, Appendi! I D Pe 3
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CHAPTER ONE THE COMING OF THE NEW POOR LAW

I state fearlessly that even our north-country labourers

do not, as 8 whole, perform more than three-fifths.of the

work they might, without detriment to their health. And

the great object should be to encourage them to exert their

- full powers. This cannot be done directly by the legis-

lature, but it should boldly sweep away éverything having

an opposite tendency; all payments for doing nothing —

all interference with the application of wagees — everything

calculated to make them depend upon any perscn but their

immediate employere
-- Joseph little, Select Vestryman
of Stanhope, to John Wilson,
Assistant Commissioner for Durham,
28 January 1833, Extractse. _

Although the Napoleonic Wars csused wide;spread distress in the
industrial areas of England owing to the Continental System and British
retaliation in blockading .P:ance,l the agricultural districts enjoyed
relative prosperitye The war kept the price of grain at a high level,
and capital flowed into land. Waste land was brought into cultivation,
and the demand for labor increased, as did wages. Those individuals
who found their way onto the parish rolls did so under the influence
of economic factors other than the machinations of the allowance systan;
Victims of the enclosure movement and the intrcdustion of machinery into
the spheres of the domestio mduatiies made up the main portion of the
pauper class, although allowances were sparingly made to general farm

laborers during these years in order to combdat winter tmemploymentoz

1 See J.1L. and Barbara Banmond, The Town Labourer, 1760-1832,
(London, 1919), pp. 102=103. -

2 Nationally, the annual poor relief bill at the turn of the century
averaged £3,913,945 (figures for 1801 and 1803). Sidney and Beatrice-
Webb, English Poor Law Historys The last Funired Years, (London, 1929),
II, pe 1037. C . . Co ’

In Durham, poor relief expenditure for 1803 was £54,686. Report
on_the Poor laws, 1817, Appendix A (2B), p. 157 '



Until 1813, the supposed abuses of the Speenhsmland Plan were
not seen, as rural expansion had made the extensive use of parochial
rolief unneoessa,ry;l However, a sensationally pm-oductiye harvest that
. year revealed the over—extension of British a_griculture;. The price of
wheat dropped to 109 shillings and 9 pence per quarter from & high in
1812 of 126 shillings and 6 pencs, and by the end of the war in 1815 the
price had plumeted to 55 shillings and 7 pemse;2 In addition, similé:r:.ly
productive harvests in Ireland and Scotland during this period swelled
England's corn supply, and lands that had been brought under cultivation
‘during the years of scarcity fell back into disuse.3

The termination of hostilities further aggravated the situationo
An already orowded labor market was sugmented by discharged milita.ry
personnel retu:ming 'I:o BEngland to take up Jobs. Castlereagh estimated
that more than 300,000 operatives were added to the growing labor
pool,4 and Engels, writing three decades later, bore vitness to the
long-range. effect of this influxs "the surplus population — hitherto
'latent® — was now 'free.t Lnd 80 wages have fallen and the poor
rates have increased enom;ﬁsly;"s That the large amount of superfluous
labor arising in England at the end of the war was not easily dissipated
is further evidenced by a report in 1819 that "the market for labour is

1 ord Ernle, English Farming, Past and Present, (London, 1922),
Pe 3270
2

: J.Ms Stratton, ggr_icultural Becords, A.De 220-1268, (London,
1969)’ PPe 9 6"970

3 Lord Ernle; Mim, Pe 319. Rural receipts were
diminished by &100,000,000, and famming stock declined in value by fifty
percente

4 JeL. and Barbara Hammond, The Town I.abourer, Pe 1_04;
5 F. Bngels, The Condition of the Working Cless in England, p. 296.
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in many parts of the kingdom at present much overei_;ocked o o .."1' More~
over, the e:be'pped-up introduction of machinery contributed to the problem
by ‘continuin_g to replace the domestic operatives, who were rarely abe
sorbed into the new echeme of mechanization.® At the same time,the
usual outlets for populetidn pPressures were drying up; War-related
industries fell on hard times with the return of peace, and the vast
reduction in goverrment spending following the war seriously affected
all parts of industry, commerce, 'and agri_qultui-e. The &isbanding of
the allied armies destroyed an important market for food, olothing, arms,
and equipment. '.I'.'he potential market in Europe, now open to trade, proved
illusory as two decades of coriflict had left the Continent exhausted
and poor, and although Parlisment reacted to British agricnlture'e new
vulnerability to foreign competition by paseing the Corn laws, their
general effect in raising the price of grain is moet.3 And so a _
shrinking ooneumer market coupled with & bolstered labior supply 'mor-
Quced the inevitable result — wages crashed and unemployment swept
through England. |

An eminatioxi of Houghton—ie—Sheme might serve to illustrate
the means by which a emall Durham parish attempted to cope with the -
acute pr.o'bleme of unemployment during and just after the Napoleonic
Wars. (.It' should be kept.in mind that Houghton was located_ Just outside
increasingly industrial Darlington. The significance of this will become

_ 1 Beport [from the Select Committee] on the Poor Laws, BeS.Ps
.(Miorocards, 30 June 1319, II, p. 256 _

2 See E.P. Thompson, The Maki_gg.of the English Working Class,
(Few York, 1963), p. 248. - T

. 3 W. Hasbach, A History of fhe 1ish Agricultural Worker,
(London, 1920), Pe 179 -
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evident later.) ILike most small parishes in the county, Houghton did
not have a workhouse, so thies method of relief was not a factor in its
administration, and as a result, the parish was forced to rely on out~
door reliefe It should be méntio_n__ed, _howeve_r, that a row of cottages
for the use of the poor had been bui_l‘t?:Ln 1806 with money raised in 1776
for the construction of a schools At the time, it had been hoped that
the poor would let the bouses at a 1oy rate, but the rents had been so
difficult to collect that the parish no longer required payment for
occupancy, and New Houses, as the cottages were called, lapsed into
true poorhousese .

The rates in Houghton, as in the rest of England, had been steaciily
rising since the beginning of‘ the ware In 1776 the poor rate had been
one pence in the pound, and by 1804 it had climbed to six pences Accord~-
ingly, in 1811_.the parish officials requested 5.11 parents with employable
children to £ind work for them outside the paﬂéh. The labor surplus
persisted nonetheless, and the influx of discharged soldiers and the
dowaward turn in tradé at the end of the war campounded further the
parish's employment problems. By the end -of 1815 the parish records show
that "the labouring men of the township are off work,”™ and the parish
authorities strongly suggested that the town's workers settle for waéeS'
~ of one shilling and six pence a day; It was-realized, however, that
even wages on the subsistence level would not induce employers faciﬁg
bankruptoy to hire more laber than they required, so the parish itself
sought to provide jobs, the repair of _th'_ev roads being the principal

employment;-

! §. Sunderland, A Eistory of Darlingtom, p 85e
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As the depression deepensd, the parish officials authorized a
minimum allowance of one shilling and two pence a d_ay for the unénployed
able-bodied worker, and one shilling for his wife and each childe Grain
prices reupa:\.xied depressed, and farmers in the area cut wages to a shilling
a day, which the parish authorities supplemented ?j.th a three pence gra.nt;
The additional penny to be earmed by full labor over that given as a dole
provided 2ittle incentive to find work, so the parish soon found itself
conduéting a labor test _whereby the paupers ve:_.;-e' sent on the rounds, called
houserow. This method of relief persisted in Houghton until 183.().:L By
1834 two decades of chronic unemployment and the support of an allowance
s,_ystém had raised the rates to three shillings in the pound.

Several ancillary-measures were tried during this_period to
* alleviate pressure in Houghton's depressed labor market. In 1817 the
parish poor relief committee began providing handlooms to those pa.upera
who requested them, although these efforts were, in the main, unsuccessful,_
as the mere existence of the ux_:employed pauper vas an indication of the
lack of demand for woven goods_; .'Some attenmpts were made at encouraging
emigration, and as late as 1830 the parish h_ad recourse to this method
of relie\_ring an over-abundant labor forces John Hodgson, a laborer,
wes glven twenty five shillings "to assist him getting into a better
way of subsistence by travelling to a . « « ditrict where work is more
pletx'l:i.ft.l.]_.."'2 On.. the other hand, the parochial officers were insistent on
the irmohility of those wgrkers in jobs that the parish had menaged to

procure for theme . Those men who left parish-;dbtained employment were

1 See su y Do 124
2 N, Sunderland, A History of Darlington, p. 86.



threatened with the House of Correction. But Houghton's problems were
relatively insignificant when compared with those of the agricultural
districts, particularly in the South. |
Reports on the depressed state of English agriculture after 1815
are plentiful. Some considezjation must be given to the disappointment
arising from an exaggerated anticipation of plenty at war's end and the
agrarian interest®s stake in promoting the view of rural éepression in
order to justify the retention of the Corn laws, but the sharp rise in
poor relief expenditure during this period attests to the severity of
agricultural distress.l Although the post-war farmer received higher
prices for his grain than in pre-war days,z he was now faced with
hitherto unknown financial burdens as a result of thé_n_rar. Hational
expenditure had increased five-fold, tithes by 25 percent; a property
tax had been instituted and, as we have seen, the poor rates had reached
astronomical levels; the county rete had increa_sed by 700 percent, and a
highway rate was now frequently l-evied; And since land was saddled
with a considerable part of this public burden, any advantag_e that might
have accrued to the farmer from the long-term grain ﬁr.tce increase was

easily nullified by added expenses.>

1 Annual expenditure reached its highest level under the Old Poor
Law in 1818 at £7,870,801. Sydney and Beatrice Webb, The Last Hundred
Years, II, p. 1038, Durham, too, suffered its greatest expense on the
‘poor in 1818 by spending £101,908. Report on Poor Bate Returns, 1821,
Appendix B, pp. 278=279.

2. ‘The price of wheat averaged about 54 shillings per quarter |
during the period 1790-95. J.M. Stratton, Ag_lcultural Records, pp. 89-91.

3 ", . . the burden [of the rates] has been imposed elmost :
exclusively, on land and houses ¢ ¢« oo Regort on_ the l’oor Laws, 18117,
Pe 6e

The national breakiown of the poor rate for the year ending
25 March 1823 was as followss
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The farmers reacted to falling profits by diséharging their .1ndé-
pendent laborers, while relying on the pauper 1abqr_provi_ded by the
parish, for whiéh they were glready being charged, to fill their labor
needs. "The farmer, finding himself charged. for a greater quantity of
labour than he requires,“ the Committee on ILabourers' Wages obéerved,
"naturally endea;vours to economize, by discharging those labourers of
whom he has the least need, and relying upon the supply furnished by
the parish for work, hitherto performed entirely at his own cost."l In
this way, more and more men were added to the parish rolls already
swollen with the victims of other factors in the economic malaise of the
firet quarter of the nineteenth century.> The parish inoreasingly
became an 1nterﬁ'ediary in the payment of wages, and thus the economic
life of the countryside revolved to a large extent around the local relief
authority, which tended to become & .foea.l i:oint for ér:l.t:lc:lsm of imideﬁtal

Iends — u,602’252

Dwelling Houses — 1,762,950
Mille & Factories — 247,389
Menorial Properties —- 90,908

Report on Poor Bate Returms, 1824, p. 355;.

The breakdown of Durham®s county rate for the year ending
25 March 1823 was as followss

Lands — £67,914

Dwelling Houses — 20,116
Mills & Factories — 6,332
Manorial Properties — 12,537

Ibid, Appendix I (E), p. 383.

1 Baport on labourers' Wages, 1824, p. 463.

2 See N. Gash, "Rural Unemployment, 1815-1834," Economic History
Review, VI, 1 (October 1935), p. 933 A.J. Taylor, “Progress and Poverty
in Britain, 1780-1850s A Reappraisal," History, XLV (1960), pp. 25-26;

and E.P. Thompson, The Making of the English Worm_ Class, p. 224.
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actions and policies in shaping rural distresse The depression was not
easily dissipated, and the pauper population grev until the farmers
regularly looked to the parish as the prj.ncipal supplier_ of cheap labor.
In 1817, a Parliamentary committee recognized and ccmpla:l.ned of this use
of the parish relief meehanism;l And by tﬁ_at year the rural employers
were pleased 'i:o bé able to d:pe.w on a large body of cheap labor in order
to meet the shrinking profits of the grein marketeZ

The availability of the pauperized rural labor market was guaranteed
by the law of settlement in conjunction with the general depre_ss:lon of
agriculture. Although the 35th of Geoz;ge ITI (c.101), passed in 1795,
had abolished removal unless the worker had actually 'beccme chargeable,
the wide~spread use of the sﬁbsidized pa.rochial labor pool hy employers
considerably reduced the opportunities for independe_nt labor, so even a
liberalized settlement law served to discourage working class mobility
during this periode Expenditure involved in litigation regarding removals
increased from 655,191 in 1‘736 to 6287,th 1815.3 By 1832, litigation
and appeals regarding settlement becamg by fag the main work of Quarter
.Sessions,4 vhich is in itself an important indication of the extent of
the post-war depression as regards the mobility and independence of
labor. The precaribusness of the times, too,: ten.ded to discourage the

1 N o o the occupler pays, in the shape of poor rates, what should
be more properly paid in wages." Report on the Poor laws, 1817, p. Te

2 JoL. and Barbara Hammond, The Villa. I.abourer, Pe 174.
3 Report on the Poor laws, 1817, p. 26; JeLe and Barbara Hammond,
The Vill Labourer, pe 179.
In lﬁs there were 41 suits in Durham involving removals, as

campared with 38 in Cumberland, 66 in Northumberland, 153 in Lancashire,
10 in Westmorland, and 33 in the North Riding. Of the 41 sulits brought
by Durham perishes, 10 were denied, 30 confirmed, and 1l diemissed.
Report oh the Poor laws, 1817, Appendix I, pp. 168-169.

4 Giivert Slater, Poverty and the State, (london, 1930), pe 59
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faint-hearted from looking for employment in more d';.stant partse. The

inducement to remain in a parish where one was at least assured of

meagre support remained & strong deterrent to mobility, and several

investigatory bodies of the period found cases 6f a labor shortage in

one parish going unanswered, evern though a neighboring parish was

suffering fraom a labhor glut;_l _
Although the landed ¢lasseés provided the largest portion of the

rates for the support o_f thies stagnant, pauperized labor force, several

factors intervened that emabled them to obtain scme advantage £rom such

a situation. As his rates increased, the farmer was able to induce the

landlord to lower his rent so that he might meet his obligations. Until

1816 landlords had been remiss in appreciating .the extent of the depression

and had steadfastly refused to lower war-inflated rents, which went a

long way in ruining the marginal farmers and adding to the relief rolls.

However, by 1816 this process became so prevalent that economic survival

for f.he landlords recommended a reco@ition of the severity of the '

distress, and henceforth rents began to fall; £9 million was lost on

rent revenue in 1815 alone. As the poor rates increased, the rents

fell, until in many parts of England the occupier was paying as much to

the parish as to the landlordoa-

'I'here is some evidenee that farmers
even preferred high rates, for rent reductions enabled them to transfer
a portion of their labor costs onto the landlords;3 Vhile it is &

commonplace of poor law history that the _allowanoe system, or at least

1 . Hesbach, A History of the Englis Eicunural lorker, p. 1855
Te Mackay, Bistory of the English Poor law, III, pe Tle

2 G.. Slater, Poverty and the State, Pe 86,

3 Extracts, p. 60; JoL. and Barbara Hammond, The Village Labourer,
Pe 167. ' o
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the econom;c situation extant when that method of poor relief was in
frequent use, demoralized labor and reduced productivity by rewarding
equally the good and the bad worker, the 1;:39 farmere compensated for
thies by utilizing a greater amount of pauper labor at wages well below
its ﬁlue, or at no wages at all in those parishes where the rates paid
the entire wage and work on the farmers'! land was merely used as a
labo® teste Finally, since all members-of the rate-paying class were
not employers of labor, the larger farmers were able to accrue to the
full advantage of a subsidized labor pool for whose support they paid
only a part, a system that was “to a certain degree attended with the
injurious effect of taxing those who have no interest in it with a
proportion of the expense."l This anomally continued as long as the
entire comunitj' supported a pauper class from which was drawn the
personnel to £ill labor requirements. In 1824, a Parliamentary committee
again pointed out the inequity that had induced the most powerful
group in England, the landed, to tolerate the extensive use of parochial
relief during the wars with France: "Persons who have no need of
farm-labour are obliged to contribute to the payment of work done for
others."2 |

As we have already mentioned, the tradesmen and renters of cottages,
to0, recouped scme of their outlay on the rates by selling goods to the
paupers or the parish or speculating in property rented by the parish
for the poors Primarily, it was upon tho small farmer that the heaviest
burden of the rates felle The family farmer, who scratched out a living

1 Beport of the lords Committee on the Poor Laws, 1818, De 99
2 g;gort.on labourers® Wages, 1824, p. 404.
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on a few acres, relied entirely oﬁ the labor of his relatives to

provide the slight edge over povertye. The‘avai‘].-ability of a large,
cheap labor market, which he was required to help support, brought him
no advantage, and indeed, its very existence served to narrow his own
mergin of subsistence. Mark Blaug's work notwithsté.nd:lng, it appears
that a fair mumber of emall occupd.é:s, who had managed to eke out a
living during the Napoleonic Wars, was gradually slipping into the quhg-
mire of pauperism follpw:l.ng the agrarian collapse, and once there
increased the pressures on their neighbors who remained in the struggle
for solvency;_ _ )

In Durhem several eons:l_.d‘e:at:]_.ons_ mitigated the severity of the
ﬁostwar agriocultural distresss The county partioipated in the economic
expansion that took place during the later eighteenth century and early '
nineteenth century, while at the same time it developed a diversified
ecoriomy that played a crucial role in providing the county *s agricultural
community with a market during the depression. In the eigitteent‘h
century, Durham established a thriving mining industry. New coal; lead,
and iron mines me opened, and the old mines, such as thosze belonging
to the Bishop in Weardale, the iron mines ercund Winlaton, and the
ancient eoé.l mines of the Palatinate, increased in size and activity.

A grow:l.ng rural pépulation found @t in the mines, and Durham's agricul-
tural lector became prosperous supplying the new marlnet of colliers with
food atuffs. Farming became B0 profitable that efforts were made to
enlarge the,arable land surface of the eo!mty, and 1,400 acres of corn
land were _reclaiulied from Saltholm and Billingham Marsh at the mouth of
the Tees at the turn of the centurye®

! See William Page, The Victoria History of the County of Durham,
(London, 1907), II, p. 241. : ‘
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The inflated prices of the war further encouraged expans:l;on;
Districts that hitherto had been uninhabited were brought under the
ploughy forests were cleared and land fertilized and developede In
both Durham and Northumberland, families such as the Greys, Culleys,
and Collings led the way in reclaiming land for agriculture, and many
districts, such as the valley of the Till in Northumberland, became
p;-oductive areas that before the war had been wilderness';-l

The farm laborers, as well, shared in the economic prosperity of
the region; In 1810, John Bailey reported that "the rise of labour
[wages] is about double within the last 20 years."® At that time, fam
_servan’ts hired by the year were earning £21, and day laborers from two
shillings to two shillings and three pence in the winter and from two
shillings and six pence to three shillings in the summer, their average
annual wage being £36 to £40.3 Ba:llay' 8 claim is borne out by an exsm-
ination of a report by Joseph Granger, who had observed in 1794, :]ust
~ before the French wars, that "annual wages 6f a man servant in husbandry,
naving meat, drink, washing and lodging, are from £10 to £14 « « o™
Day laborers ;armd from one shilling to one -sh:l]._nng and six pence,
and during harvest time two shillings and six pences

The health of Durham®s agrarian "comunity following the war was
maintained by a peculiarity. in its population growth. Ilike the rest
of Bngland, the county recorded considerable increases during the
firet part of the nineteenth century; the population climbed from

1 See Lord Ernle, English Farming, pps 318-319.
2 J. Bailey, Aﬂlcu].ture of the County of Durhg 1810, p. 263.
3 1., p. 262

4 Joseph Granger, Aﬂcultube of the Couhg. _ of Durham, (London,
1794) s Do 44 ' '
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'177,6.25 in 1811 to 211,900 in 1821 and to 253,910 in 1831; The salient
characteristic of this increase, unlike the more unfortunate southern
rural counties, was that it took place entirely in tl_xe industrial
districts of Durham, while the population in the agricultural parishes
remained stable or even declined;l Moreover, the advent of a public
works system in South Durham assisted agp‘.lculture in keeping its feet
when other parts of rural England had few alternate employment
opportunities available. A John Cartwright of No;jt_on parish near
Stockton told John Wilson that ®for scme few years past this parish and
the surrounding neighborhood have been peculiarly circumstanced, ——
large public works have been proceeding, and « « « these public works
(railways, etc.) have employed all o.ur'best labourers, and the
inferior hands, who at other times would have difficulty in finding
employment, « . o are now the only labourers left for common agricnitural

n2 The attraction of the mines and faotories, as well as the

work.
retention of the hinding system in Durham and Northumberland have alo
been cited as factors in the economic health of the northern-most
counties following the ware> Consequently, from 1810 when John Bailey
reported that "the poor rates in the agricultural distriocts of this

county are not high « «» ."4 to John Wilson's report in 1833 that Durham's

1 4. Page, The Victoria History of the County of Durham,.II,
Pe 2443 J. Bailey, Agriculture of the County of Durham, p. 333.

? Extracts, pp. 176-177.
3 See J. Balley and G. Culley, Agriculture of the County of
Northumberland, (Newscastle, 1797), pe 53; W. Hasbach, A History of the

English Argricultural Worker, pp. 87,145,191-192; and M. Blaug, "The
Myth of the Old Poor Law and the Making of the New," pp. 168-170.

4 Jo Bailey, Agrioulture of the County of Durham, 1810, p. 361.
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relief methods were relatively trmble-free,l the much-criticized abuses

of the Speenhamland Plan were rarely found in rural liu.rham;2

In the industrial areas, on the other hand, the popu;ation increase,
flustuations in trade, and the larger size of parishes compounded poor
relief problems. Therefore, it is here that we find the resort to a
myriad of administrative practices and a losing battlé against the
rising rates. The primary feature of Durham's urban poor law administra-
tion as opposed to rural was the use of the ﬁerkhou_se_,. although practices
varied from place to place and the main portion of relief recipients |
remained out of doors. At Durham City, for instance, the par'.i..sh authori-
ties attempted to "discourage the entrance of paupers into the poor
houses, " preferring to administer outdoor re11e£.3

The workhouses arose in the towns as a consequence of the larger
number of paupers, parfieularly of the impotent variety, and the lack
of parochial paternalism as displayed in the rural -areas; The size éf
the towns also allowed the construction and maintenance of these
establishments.d Gilbert's Act and the 36th of Gearge IIT had discouraged

the use of the workhouse as a deterrent, and since the townsh:l]is found

1 Extracts, p. 169.

2 According to a questionnaire circulated by the Royal Commission
of 1832 which was answered by 13 percent of Durham's agricultural
parishes, representing 49 percent of the county®s rural population,
only 3 percent of the parishes were granting allowances in aid of wages,
while 5 percent distributed some sort of allowance based on the number
of children in a family. FNo rural parish was utilizing a formal bread
scales M. Blaug, "The Poor law Report Reexamined,™ p. 237

) 3 B. Mackenzie and M. Ross, View of the County Palatine of Durham,
(Newcastle, 1834), II, p. 403.

4 According to returns made in 1777, Durham had forty-seven work-
houses, and from that date to the introduction of the New Poor Law, no
substantial change in that number occured. J.H. Clepham, An Economic
History of Modern Britain, I, pe 355. C
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that it was cheaper. to grant outdoor reliéf than provide di_sc'iplined
acxzommoda‘l:ion,:l Durham®s workhouses lapsed into depositories of the
truly destituté and heipleae rather than engines of "less eligibility,"
although some stringency in their administration was introduced Just
prior to the passing of the New Poor I[aa_w.2

The worikhouse at Mrnnétbn was erected under the provisions of
the 22nd of George III in what formerly had been the Bishop‘s manor
house. It was administered by an appointed visitor and two.guardians
of' the pooi-. A governor and governess were hired at a weekly salary,
and they actually ran the workhouse. Two overseers were appointed by
the parish; however, their duties were malnly concerneﬁ with levying
the rate. During the Napoleonic Wars, the workhouse inmmates were used
as a supplementary labor force. "Such of the poor in the house as are
‘able to work," Bailey wrote, "are mostly employed in the manutfactories
of the town, such as spinning ﬁills_, weaving, etc."3 The wages earned
by the paupers were turned over to the town clérk, and the money was
then used in defraying the cost of their maintenance. After it was
discovered that this practice interferred with the wages of independent
workers, other occupations were made available to the paupers. In 1835,
for example, the township purchased a farm of twenty-two acres on which
the unemployed able-bodied _paﬁpers, whether workhouse Mates or out-
relief req:l.p:l_exits,- were required to worke .By 1834, Darlington's
4

workhouse contained 60 inmates.:

H’. Page, The Victor:la History of the Coung of Durham, II, Pe 245.
See infra, p. 51.

3 J. Bailey, Agriculture of the County of Durhem, 1810, p. 318;
see also W.H.D. Longstaffe, The History and Antigquities of the Parish of
Darlington, (Darlington, 1854), p. 334'.—3—_—'_

: 4 E. Mackenzie and M. Ross, View of the Gount! Palatine of Durham,
1834’ II’ p. 137.

2




The periodic depression of Barmard Castle®s primary industry, |
carpet weaving, g.-_eatly augmented the poor reliéf burden he_re;l Manu-
facturers eongiste_ntly turned out their employeeswduring ber:l_.oc_ls of _
slack trade, so the parish had a substantial portion of its population
sporadically on the rates. Barmard Castle*s workhouse population provides
an lndication of the extent of the distress. In 1834 there were 65
irmates, as compared with 60 in the much larger town of Darlington, each
costing about two shillings and three pence a week to maintaine® In
desperation, the parish authorities attempted to use pauper labor to
reduce their costs. Three handlocms and a warping-mill were operated at
the workhouse, but this proved unprofitable and probably endangered the
livelihood of those laborers just managing to remain independent.’

In Durhem City the Castle Precincts and College had virtually no
poer to support, and there was no poorhouse in the Forth Bailey districte
However, the City did contain a large mumber of small poorhouses in its
peripheral parishese There were poorhouses at St, Nicholas, St. Giles,
Elvet, and St. Margarets. The number of inmates was small although
varied from parish to parish. In 1834, St. Giles and St. Ficholas had
four and eight inmates respeotively, while Elvet®s workhouse population

1 Ibid., pe. 238. Nonetheless, Durham had been unable to support
domestic textile manufacturing during the eighteenth century like some
of its northern neighbors, which explains the absence in the county of"
a large pauperiged body of domestic operatives. J.H. Clapham, An
Bconomic Hist of Modern Britain, I, pe 364 '

: 2 E. Maokenzie and M. Ross, View of the County Palatine of Durham,
1834, II, p. 238. - ' '

3 Barnard Castle utilized a novel, and perbaps desperate, method
of dealing with the chronic able-bodied pauper. .An arrangement was.
made between the overseer and the applicant, whereby for a certain sum
of money, the latter agreed not to trouble the former for a specified
period of time. .See Extracts, p. 174.
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fluctuated between eight and twenty paupers; St. Margaret's poorhouse
contained a relatively large mumber of immates, about twenty-three, as

a result of its policy of taking in "on c_qntrao_t_" paupers from other
parishes. Crossgate parish contracted out its impotent poor to

St. Margaret's for two shillings and two pence each a week, as did
Brandon, Fra:;mellgate, and Broam at two shillings and six pence. During
the French Wars, Gateshead and Stanhope parishes, too, relied on a
contractor for the care of their impotent poor, although botl‘x parishes
granted outdoor relief to the major portion of their panpers;_

Stockton provides the best example of the mixed relief system
most prevalent in Durham's towns — the granting of outdoor relief to
the bulk of the pauper hc;st- with the secondary use of the _mare-oostly
workhouse for the incorrigibles, orphaned, aged, and infimm. The
town's poor relief machinery was run by a select committee of the
"_mor; respectable inhabitants,™ who reviewed each application for reliefe
This was usually a matter of granting an outdoor allowance as evidenced
by the fact that in 1810 there were only twenty-five to_ thirty imates
in the town's workhouse, while more than two hundred paupers received
some sort of outdoor z-eli.e:f.:l The workhouse mastér received four
sh:l.ilings a week for each immate under his charge, but the paupers on
outrelief were never awarded more than two shillings a week, which
rendered the workhouse a last resort by the parishe The able-bodied
paupers who were sent to the workhouse were required to work, although
the committee was careful not to allow workhouse labor to interfere
with the independent market of the towm. 'I'he_. paupers were set to worl;

in the Elizabethan tradition, opening ocakum, drawing rope yarn, and so

1 See W. Page, The Victoria History of the County of Durham, II,
DPe 245



36

one The return on this labor to the parish rarely exceed_ed i20 Per annume

Idike Stockton, other towns found it cheaper to grant_ou'bdoor relief
than to provide workhouse accommodation. Sunderland, particularly,
supported a large outdoor rel'ief system, although its. workhouse contained
'~ a considerable number of paupers. A poor relief authority consisting of
a visitor #nd two guardians of the poor, having been constituted under
the. 22nd of éeorge III, administered outdoor_ aid to four hundred and
twenty town poor, as well as two hundred and three sesilor poor in 18093
the workhouse population amounted to one hundred and eiéhty six. .'l‘he
total poor relief bill for 1_809 came to 67,058.1 By 1819 the workhouse,
which had been erected in 1740 by imblic subseription, contained three
hundred and fourteen inmates. An attempt ﬁs made to profitably employ
these paupers, but the manifest depression in the tredes in which the
irmates were trained rendered these efforts nugatory. Nonetheless, the
paupers were kept buby at veav-:u_:g, spinning, and teasing oakume.

This large number of paupers arose in Sunderland owing to its
vulnerability to the health of the national economy. The factors that
spared Durham from the worst shocks of the. depression were not engaged
in this town which was so closely linked to the other ports of Englande
The poor rates increased steadily from 1769, .when the assegsment had

been three and one~half pence in the pound, to two shillings and nine

1 J. Bailey, Agriculture of the County of Durham, 1810, p. 320.
Since a large percentage of Sunderland's Prelief burden arose from the
vicissitudes of commerce, the shipping interest was called upon to provide
one-half of the cost of supporting the sailor poor. Under the provisions
of a local Act passed in 1809, all ships registered "to any Person
residing or carrying on any Trade or Business in any of the Parishes of
Sunderland, Bishopwearmouth, and Monkwearmouth" were assessed a poor

rate of a half-penny per ton per month, and the parish officials were
&given authority to raise the rate as high as a penny per ton. See

George Garbutt, View of Sunderland, (Sunderland, 1819), pre 337-338.
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pence in the pound on sto&k in trede and approximately one-third of
rent revenues in 1818. Some contehporaries put this dramatic increase
down to the "small extent of the parish and its camparatively great
population,"i which, of course, stated only a part 6f_the cause that
included the flooding of Sunderland's labor market with discharged naval
personnel, and a downturn in trade ;11 over-fhe country; The deepening
depression drug Sunderland even léﬁer. In 1822 a Parliamenta;y committee
reported that the town was suffering under a "general'dgpwession of the
shipping and coal trade,"2 and thét it had had an espeqially expensive
year in supporting ;ts éoor. The overseer for the pariash told the House
of Commons that in 1821 the femilies of 1,120 sailors were being aided,
as well as 660 additional femilies, totalling 7,120 persons (1,850 were
under the agebof fourteen); all of these persons were receiving relief out
of doors,,coéting the parish in excess o£-£_9,300.3 |
Although Sunderland's rate inciease sqrpassed that of tge averége
Durham parish, the county‘was not entirely imﬁuné to the pressurés that
were raising poor relief expenses throughout England. Béfore.Englaﬁd
entered into long struggle with Ffance, the rates in Durham had been
steady for most of the centuryes Expenditure in 1785 had been £18,478,
but by the midpoint of the war it had risen to more than £51,000.% By
the end of the war and during the years that followed, the rate burden

became'progressively worse, although it did not bear comparison with the

1 1bid., p. 337.

2
(Microcard)

3 Ibid., p. 543.
4 Beport on Poor Rate Returns, 1821, Appendix C, pp. 282-283.
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more hard-hit counties of the South. Below is a list of poor relief

expenditure in County Durbam for this period (all years ending 25 March) :1

1813 £81,752

1814 - 84,826
1815 - 178,726
1816 - 83,714
1817 - 90;770
1816 - 101,908
1819 - 101,184
1820 - 101,755

As we would expect, the rise in the rates oéntered primerily in the
towns. In 1810 John Bailey recorded the tremd toward heavier rates and
more cqnplei relief troubles in the industrial areass "The poor rates
in the large towns, and manufacturing and mining d:l.str:lct_s, are from

28. 6d. to 4s. 6d+ per pound; in the distriots purely agricultural, from
1s. I3d. o 28. 6(1."2 In discussing Barnard Castle two decades later,
Mackenzie and Ross confirmed Bailey"s observation. "Barnard Castle,"
they wrote, "like other manufactuﬁx;g towns, is subject to great flue;
tuations in the amount of its poor-rate, which is generally « « » very
heav_y;"3 . _
The Darlington scale became a sourca'of great public burden during
any slackening of trades The minimum allowance granted by the parish
was ap_plicahle. to the unemployed, and large numbers of men were thromi
on the rates when falling profits prqnpte& employers to discha.rge their
vorkerse This was 'particulariy the case with the weavers, who were "the

class most constantly burthensome to the parieh,"4 as they suffered

1 1bid., Appendix B, pp. 278-279.

2 3. Bailey, Agriculture of the County of Durham, 1810, p. 70.

' 3 BE. Mackenzie and M. Ross, View of the County Palatine of Durham,
1834’ II, Pe 237.

4 Extracts, p. 171.
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under the acute competition of Izish woven linen.

The parish of Hartlepoo]. held lands that had'been donated _‘Iio the
poor by various benefactors over the previous two centuries. The revenue
raised on this land, which amounted to £141 in 1816, was applied to the
cost of maintaining the poore Since the parish relief expenditure for
1815 was £310, the ratepayers were responsible for a poor relief bill
of only i‘.l6§. ﬂowever, townsmen camplained that "parochial relief is
very considerable and the rates are proportionably _[ sic] hig_lg;".l This
sort of reaction was elicited by an inc:;ease in the poor rate, however
small, rather than an actual onerous public burden, for the residents
of Hartlepool, in 1816, could well-remember when the revenue raised on
the parish'®s charity property was sufficient to cover the entire cost
of relief. . |

On the national level, too, a storm of protest was beginning to
arise over the increasing rates during a period of falling profité, and
in the next decade and a half, attitudes were formed regarding the granting
of relief that led directly to the measures of the New Poor law. As we
have already seen, certain considerations allowed the ruling class of
England to profit from a large pool of pauperized laﬁor during the early ‘
years of the centurye Indeed, as the Webbs found, "the policy of the
Allowance System, embodied in the Speenhamland Scale, met with little
oriticism so long as the war lasted; n2 This may be explained as the
acceptance by 'a prosperous class of general inflation and a rise in all

matters of expenditure, as well as proﬁts; Although poor relief costs

1

Sir Cuthbert Sharp, A History of Hartlepool, (Durham, 1816),
e 169 " — _
2 S. and B. Webb, The Old Poor law, p. 182. See also Lord Emle,

English Farming, p. 327; and J.D. Marshall, The Old Poor Law, pe 15,
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increased from £3,750,000 at the beginning of the century (1801) to
£€5,418,846 at war's end (1815),) it vas ™well khom, that in the period
antecedent to 181é, the Expenditure for Other Purposes, inoreased more
rapidly than the Expenditure On account of the Poors"™ The depression
of trade and _agriculture following the war, however, threw many more
men on the rates while at the same time it quenched the landed class®
desires to subsidize & povertyéetriclnened labor fo_rce; Poor relief .
expenditure mounted steadily to a high in 1818 of £7,870,801. |

Also arieing at this time were certain economic and philosophical
notions inimical to the grenting of poor relief. Malthus' widely-read
work on population convinced a gemeration that aid to the poor merely
induced further misery and should theref_ore immediately cease. On this
point,Malthus could not have been clearers

There is one right which man has generally been thought

to possess — & right to subsistence when his labor will

not fairly purchase ite Out laws indeed say that he has

this right « » « [but] we are bound in justice and honor « « «

formally to disdain the right of the poor to supporte3
The increasingly mammonistic nature of English society took its cue from
such eonoapta; A relief scheme that had been largely unguestioned s:i.zice'
the days of Elizabeth now represented an "evil whioh must be necessariiy
inherent in any system which undertakes to provide for the Indigent by
a compulsory céontribution rm the funds accumulated by the industry of

others « « ._."4 A good deal of nostalgia grew up around the fantasy of

1 S, and B. Webb, The Last Hundred Years; II, pp. 1037-1038.
2

3 Bscay on Population (6th edition, 1626), IT, p. 319. Quoted in
Jo He Clapham, An Economic History of Modern Britain, I, p. 349.

4

Report on Poor nate Beturns, 1822, p. 517.

Report on the Poor laws, 1819, p. 251.
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the beneficent results of voluntary charity in the previous century, and
men of wealth consistently decried the destruction of the ties and control
they 'had enjoyed under the practice of the occasional handout: "Parochial
aid, which was formerly received with gratitude and afforded in those
cases alone whére distress arose from bodily infirmity, is now demanded
as a matter of course, and received in many instances without thankfulness. nl

Under the influence of Smith®s law of supply and demand, the princi-
ple of the "just™ wage was being ﬁpplaﬁted by that of the "natural®
wage.z An over-atocked labor .maiket_, of course, adjusted wages in the
direction most advantageous to the higher o_rders-l Nevertheless, the
ruling class became convinced }that in tampering with the machinations of
the "invisible hand,® the poor relief system precipitated the depressed
level of laborers?! wagese In 1819 a Parliamentary committee formally
added the fosteriz.:g of low wages to the grow:lng 1list of indictments against
the granting of relief to the poor. "Iour Committee," they wrote to the
House of Commons, "oonceive that the demend and supply of labour have
in the natural course of things, such a tendency to regulate and balance
each other  « «; whereas the practice now under consideration [relief to
the able-bodied] « « + is calculated to perpetuate evils that would
otherwise be transient . . .."3

‘Another wage principle gained oredence during this period, and it,
t00, undermined the concept of poor reliefs The "wage M" theory
stated that at any given time there was just so muchl capital available to

be dispersed as wages. The punch line was that any relief granted to the

1 ¢. Sharp, A History of Hartlepool, 1816, p. 169.

2 See E.P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class,p. 220.

3 Report on the Poor lsws, 1819, pe 255
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poor was necessarily drawn from this fund, which reduced the remunéra~
tion available for honest labore Hence, it appeared__that the thriftless
and the idle were being rewarded at the expense of the virtuous. And
80, in a soclety replete with self-made men, the ree;pients of aid were
invariably seen as the millstones around the working-class neck, for
Yunless he had the knowledge and hm'anity of Dickens or Meyhew, the
middle~class man saw in every oren palm the evidence qf :_I.dleneas and
deceit. " .

The primary relevance of these attitudes, and the reason they have
been included here, is their appearance in the reports of the Parliamen-
tary committees on the poor laws following the war, and thus thelr
importance in shaping the attitudes of the ruling class. In full Malthu-
sian cry, the 1817 canmittee on the Poor lLaws placed the responsibility
for the alleviation of poverty on the doorstep of the poor. "Fhe labouring
classes," they wrote, "can only be plunged deeper and more hopelessly
into the evils of pauperiem, by the oonstant application of additional
sums of money t0 be distributed by thé poor rate; true .b‘ene_vplence 'and
real charity poiq.t to other means,® which include "patience, labour,
frugality, sobriety and religion,"® This committes, particularly, seems

to have embraced the new pnhciples of the emerging industrial age;3.

1 E.P. Thompson, The Making of the Eiglish Horldg Ciass, Do 266.

Remrt on the Poor laws, 1817, Po 100

3 The following extracts are but a few examples of several
available that reveal the addiotion of the Committee of 1817 to popular
concepts of political economye

"Wage Fund" theorys

*What number of persons can be employed in labour, must depend
- absolutely upon the amount of the funds which alone are applicable to
the maintenance of labour « . . The immediate effect of a compulsory
application of the whole or part of these funde, is to change the
application, not to alter the amount of them.. . . Whoever therefore is
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The thoughts of Smith and Malthus provide a thread which is woven
through the cammittee®s review of poor law abuses and its recommended
remedial measures, me;lsureﬂ reinforced in 1819 by a similar body that

by that date was openly advocating the termination of a centuries—cld
dole by the state to the poors This committee recommended "prqv:lsion
contimuing to be made by law for the infimm and helpless, and the partial
and temporary distress which might occasionally befall even the able and
industrious, being left, as it confidently might, to the aid of volunfa.ry
and discriminating bemevolente  « o™ Even the aid to be granted to
the truly helpless was fraugﬁt with dangers to the comrunity and the
lower orders themselves, the committee found. Without the spectre of
want, the laboring class could easily slip into habits of indolence, and
the committee concluded that vg compulsory provision, for even the help=
lessness of age.and infirmmity, has a tendency to weaken in a degree,

the natursl efforts of men to provide ageinst future 111.%

meintained by the law as a labouring pauper, is maintained only instead
of some other individual who otherwise would have earned by his own
industry, the money bestowed on the paupere" Ibid., P. 17T.

Malthus, Smith, and "Wage Fund" theorys

"By holding out to the labouring classes, that they shall at
all times be provided with adequate employment, they are led to believe
they have nothing to dread while they are willing to labour. The
supply of labour, therefore, which they alone have the power to regulate,
is left constantly to increase, without any reference to the demand, or
to the funds on which it depends.” Ibid., pe 18.

1 Beport on the Poor lews, 1819, p. 257 Since many individuals
were active in both the parochial relief system and private charitable
organizations, this has been tentatively proposed as evidence of a
benevolent disposition toward the poor by these men. However, it was
widely believed at this time that only “woluntary and discriminating
bensvolence™ constituted acceptable and beneficial aid to the poor, and
members of private organizations were perhaps the most vigorous supporters
of this view. Hence, harsh administration of public assistance by persons
connected with charitable endeavors may not be ruled oute

2 Ib1d., ps 255. Their emphasise
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The Select Committee of 1817, in attacking the contemporary English
relief system, was careful to first divorce it fram the provisions of the
43rd of Elizabeth, whioh continued to be regarded as the venerable
touckestone of British charity and wisdom. It was the facility with
which relief was obtained under the allowance system and the advent of
mal-administration that were held responsible for the high rates and
worl:i.né class degradation.l Contemporaries, in their rush to discredit
poer relief, continued to minimise the pert played by economic factors.
The 1817 committee concluded that "independeht of the pressure of any
temporary or accidental circumstances « o o both the mumbers of paupers,
and the amount of mohey levied by aséessment, are progressively
1ncreasing;."2 The committee, therefore, pressed its main attention on
the adminiastrative practices of the system, and from their recomendations
resulted the passing of the Parish Vestry Ast (58 George ITI, c. 69) in
1818 and the Select Vestry Aot (59 George III, c. 12) the next year, the
latter becoming popularly known as Sturges Bourne®s Act after the
chairman of the Comnittee of 1817. - |

These Acts provided for the control of expeénditure by the ra'_be-
payers themselves, who, it was thought, would be the most prudent in
granting relief. If & parish chose, it could constitute a vestry by
election amongst the ratepayers. Each parishoner received one vote for
an assessment of £50 and an additional vote for_ every £25 assessed beyond
that amount, up to a limit of six; Once established, a vestry had the

1 p.P. Aschrott, Phe English Poar Law System; Past &nd Present,

(London, 1902), pe 23, See also, Report of the Lords Committee on the
Poor Laws, 1818, p. 10l. D

2 Report on the Poor laws, 1817, p. 5;
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further option of forming a select vestry, which would be "required to
inquire into and determine upon the proper objects of relief, and the
nature and amount of the relief to be g:i.ven.“1 Select vestries consisted
of from five to twenty persons, not counting the churchwardens and over-
seers who sat as ex-officio members; chosen by and from the vestry and
submitted to the megistrates for formal nomination.

In order to circumvent the abuses apperent in a system of_sporadic,
and sometimes irresponsible,administration, the Vestry Acts provided
that "the vestry may appoint an assistant or assistants, with an adequate
salary,"2 to aid the overseers in raising and dispersing the rate. This
provision had an added appeel in that a salaried assistant overseer would
be more directly under the control of the rateépayers in the yest:y. ‘There
was & very ;mportant qualification in the Acts, however, tﬁat hampered, |
to a certain extent, the parsimonious proclivities of the vestries;
Although it required at least two magistrates to overturn a decision made
by a select vestry, power was "given to one Justice to order relief
*under certain circumstances' to an 'industrious poor person' at his
own hﬂne."3 "Certain circumétances" referred to urgent need, the defin-
ition of which was determined by the magistrate himselfs

The major consequence of the formation of select vestries was the

sharp diminution of relief granted to England®s poor during the twenties.4

1 59 George III, c.12. Quoted in Report on labourers' Wages,
1824, p. 408.

2

3 Report on the Baployment or Relief of Able-Bodied Persons, 1828,
Pe 141. Their emphasise '

Report on the Poor Laws, 1819, pe. 252.

4 N. Gash, "Rural Unemployment, 1815-1834," p. 90y J.L. and

Barbara Hammond, The Village Labourer, ppe 184-185.
The Report of 1817 was widely read and had a considerable
influence in discouraging the distribution of adequate relief, even
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Assistant overseers concerped solely with poor 'relief,'apd pro@ded on
by tax-burdened vestries, :I.ntrodnce’d a severity of adminis?;ntion_that
reduced the body of unemployed to the lowest possible subsistences
Indeed, they represented am acute dimension to a tremd that had been
gaining impetus in England since the collapse of 1813, The Speenham-
land maglstrates had fixed the allowance at the amount required to
purchase a three gallon loaf each week for each pauper, with an addi-
tional one and one-half loaf for each member of his family. Fql'lowing
the war, relief began to be granted at amounts_ lower 'l;han the 1795 stan-
darde In Northamptonshire in 1816, for example, single men received an
allowance of five shillings a week, while marz_-ied men were granted six - ’
ehillings for themselves and their wives. With the quartem loaf costing
eleven and a half pence at this time, these allowances translated into
about a two and a half gallon loaf for the single man and a little -
more than a three gallon loaf for ihe married man and his spouse, the

_ quantity considered the minimum for single laborers in 1795. However,
under the regime of the assistant overseers, relief was reduced even
more drastically, until by 1830 the pauper allowance in Englend aver-
aged only about sixty-five percent of that granted in 1795-1 This
parochial niggardliness was, of course, reflected in the ra.tes; The
expenditure seen in 1818 was never again equalled under the Old Poor

Law, and a few years later a Parliamentary committee was able to

report that "much benefit has been produced by taking advantage of the
provisions of the 59 George III, ce 12, on this subject [the reduction

though most parishes did not fomally adopt the Vestry Aotse. S. and B.
Webd, The last Hm_z_dred Years, I, p. 41.

1 5. and B, Webb, The 014 Poor lay, pp. 182-183.
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of rates]. wl

Poor reliéf expenditure declined in Durham ‘during the period 1820—21
to 2.97,619 as compared with £101,755 for 1819-20. It was generally
felt by the county authorities that the institution of ae}éct v_restr:les
and salaried overseers affected these savings even at a time of economic
stress.> The parish officers at Birtley claimed that "a well conducted
select vestry" had reduced their poor rate over the previous two years
by nearly two-thirds, and similarly, Bedlington reported substantial
Eaﬂngs accruing upon the formation of a select vestry. The parish
authorities at Sedgefield, too, expmessedl certainty that their select
vestry would be able to reduce poor relief expenditure by one-half,
"¢ not dnterferred with by the magistrates.™

Returns for the year 1821-22; again -showed a decrease in Durham's
poor relief costs, and as in the previous year, the cause was assi@e& to
the influence of the growing mnnbe;- of select vestr:les;4 However, the
intervention of the Justices "from a clause in the Act® of 1819 ameliorated
some of the harsher thrift measures, and complaints from Durham's vestries
can be found in House of Commons recordss <the authorities at Sﬁainton

and Streatham camplained that their select vestry "is nearly useless;

1 Report on labourers® Wages, 1824, p. 408.

2 In 1821, Durham had f:l.fty-seven select vestries’ and fifty
assistant overseers, both the highest figures at this tinme for the
northern-most counties. Report on Poor Rate Returns, 1821,_ Appendix B,
ppe 278-279. -

3 Baport on Poor Rite Returns, 1822, Appendixz I (E), p. 543
Sedgefield®s rate at this time wae five shillings in the pound on rack
rentse. .

4 Durham's number of select vestries had risen to seventy-three,
although the number of assistant overseers had declined to forty-foure.

Report on Poor Rate Returns, 1823, Appendix I (B), p. 355
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for the magistrates still arrogate to themselves « o . the power of
ordering what relief they_ehoose to paupers, and quite agginst_ the
opinions and directions of the select' veetry,'“ and the township of
Sedgefield lamented that they were unable to realize a saving for the
year “on account of the magistrates interfering with the select vestrye'

In the perfod 1822-23, the amount of Durhem's expenditure continued
to decline. Select vestries remained the most poniverful force for exacting
thrift in reliev;.l.ng the poor, and it was to them that ocredit was charged
for the poor rate having "been reducéd one~third" at Sedgefield and
Birtley. Moreover, the trade slump was beginning to break, and Durham's
ports again bustled with business. At Stockton the problem of unemploy-
ment and high rates was eased "in consequence of the trade of the town
and port flourishing," | |

The Sturges Bourne Committee ;af 1817 aleo noted the effectiveness
of the workhouse in deferring applicants for relief in the eighteenth
centuz-y.3 Accordingly, they recommended that England's workhouses,
which had fallen into decay and laxity in ad.minietrati-.on since 1796.,
again be utilized in the control of poor relief expendituree The two _
Acts which followed the report, therefore, accorded powers to the vestries
for the construction of workhouses and for their use as a deterrent
measure by way-of strict discipline and administrative methods; And so
in some parts of England, local authorities returned to "the pr:l.r_iciple
of relief of the able~bodied by giving them work" within the confines of a

1 Ivid., Appendix I (E), p. 361.

2 penort [ from the Select Committee] on Poor Bate Returns, B.S.Pe
(M:I,crocardg, 15 June 1824, VI, Appendix I ZFS, P- 357e

3 Report on the Poor Laws, 1817, . 9.
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parochial structurest | |
Workhouse experiments at Southwell and Bingham in Nottinghamshire
during the twenties became celebrated for their alleged effectiveness in
reducing the rates and raising the moral standards of the local laborers,
and they had ™much influence on the framing of the great measure of
1834 . . ..7'2 George Nicholls, the oveérseer responsible for the success
at Southwell and who iate_r was appointed one of three Qomiseioners
under the New Poor law, popularized the use of the workhouse in dealing
vith able-bodied pauperism by publishing a tréct called "Eight Letters
on the Poor laws, by an Overseer.” Like nearly all poor law practices
following the war, his methods consisted of "attending to the interests
of the rate-payers as well as to the relief of the poor.™ "Restraints,”
such as separation of the sexes, 61assifi_cation of inmates, control of
ingress and egress, and a rigorous daily discipline, were imposed in
Southwell®s workhouse, and conseqﬁently, the able-bodied paupers were
"unwilliné to enter the house if they could avoid ity and thus an offer
of admission to the workhouse became, in the hands of the overseers, a
test of astusl want, and & protection of the parish from improper
claimants. " This policy had the effect of reducing Southwell's able~
bodied population in receipt of relief to four persons, whioh,-of coursey
allowed Hicholls to claim oredit for a dramatic reduction in the rates,

although what he had accomplished was, in effect, the abolition of the

1 p.P. Aschrott, The English Poor law System, p. 24 My emphasis.

2 81r George Ficholls, History of the English Poor law, (London,
1898), II, Pe 227.

3 1bid., p. 230.
4 1p1d., p. 231.



parish's poor relief system;l For instance, in the year 1821-22 the
parish spent two pounds ten shillings and six pence in providing employ-
ment for its able-bodied laborers. Although Nicholls denied it, there
wvas same feeling that the rigorous measures practiced at Southwell
merely drove the poor to other districts, instead of reising them from
poverty by inducing the indolent to f£find employmen‘l;.2

Nicholls®' pre-Southwell experience in the rural village of Farndon
is supposed to have impressed upon him the degradgtion wrought by an
indisoriminate dole to the able-bodiede Figures for the years in which
he lived at Farndon, however, indicate that out of a populatioﬁ of four
hundred and fifty-one there was a permanent pauper host, including. both
able-~-bodied and-impotent.-types, of only twenty, with an additional six.
persons being occasionally :l.-e'lzi.evetl;_3 There is also conflicting evidence
as to the incidence of able-bodied pauperism in Southwell during the
twenties. Nicholls claimed that "the circle of pauperism embraced
nearly the whole labouring population.".4 On thé other hand, a modern
echolar has found that there was "nowhére & suggestion of widespread
- pauperism or agricultural stagnation in rural Nottinghamshire between
the very early twenties and 1833 . . cet?

1 JeDs Marshall attributes lowe's apparent success at Bingham to a

county-wide improvement in the rates. See J.D. Marshall, "The Notting-
hamshire Reformers and Their Contribution to.the BNew Poor law," Economic

H:I.storx Review, XIII, 3 (April 1561), p. 389.:

2 See Poulett Sorope in the House of Commons, 26 May 1834, Hansard,
Third Series, XXIII, pp. 1321-1332.

3 JeD. Marshall, "The Hottinghamshire Reformers and Their Contribu-
tion to the New Poor law," pp. 389-390.

4 ¢. Wicholls, History of the English Poor law, IT, pp. 226-229.

5 J.D. Marshall, "The Nottinghamshire Reformers and Their Contribu-
tion to the New Poor Law," p. 385.
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Nicholls* view of the extent of able-bodied pauperiem was shared
by nearly all _t;lanbers of the ruling class. The propozftion of the able-
bodied in the aggregate of th'e ﬁooz_.‘ on the rateg was practically alvays
over-stated by contemp'orar:_les.l Iﬁ fact, even during the worst periods |
of unemployment,most laboring families didn't have recourse to the

parish.? Tt has been estimated that only one~third of relief recipients

were of the able-bodied=-type when the Royal Commission met in 1832.3
Indeed, even & reliable figure on the total number of paupers relieved
was precluded by the misleading practi.ce of éounting éach application
for relief during the entire year, for it was common for some men to
apply for relief several diffe:fent times during a yeare. The lump figure
also. implied a constant burden to the extent of the sum returned, while,
in fact, the number of paupers on the rates fluctuated, being never
more, but most usually less, than the number -i'etu:med; _As the Webbs
| pointed out, "the returns represented not the dumbers simul taneously in
receipt of relief on any one day, but the total nmumbers of different
persons (. . e in some places poss;lbly of the same persons, families, or
households repeatedly applying for relief) during . « « the year.™
Nevertheless, Nicholls' and lowe's influence grew, and vestry zeal
prompted the expansion of the workhouse deterrent. The workhouse at
Bishop Auckland ;ppeam to have been run on the lines of a prison, with

egress being strictly controlled; 'For those peupers who proved unco-

! J.B. Claphem, An Economic History of Modern Britain, I, p. 362.

2 J.D. Marshall, The 014 Poor Lew, pe 37

. 3 S.E. .Finer, The life and Mmes of Sir Edwin Chadwick, (London,
1952), Pe 81.

4 Sidney and Beatrice Webb; The Last Hundred Years, II, pe 1039
See also M. Blaug, "The Myth of the 0Old Poor law and the Mald.ng of the
' New’ Pe 157‘

-
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operative, the master made use of the "truant?s clog." "This was a
log of wood,"™ a local historian wrote, "weigh.';.ng about two stones, with
a short chain attached, having at the other end a clasp which encircled
the ankle « « « This article was kept at the Workhouse, and was used as
a cure for many « « « TUNAWAYS ¢ » ..."1 '

A rigid administration, centered on the use of the workhouse, was
introduced at Stanhope in Durham®s lead-mining district in the early
thirt:!.es by men such as Joseph Icittle, a select ves__i_;ryma.n'who was called
upon to give evidence before the Royal Commission of 1532; It was his
quaint belief that "great harm is done to the labourer by the public
contributions from the rich, and « » . [all] public charities create the
necessity they relieve, but they do not relieve all the necessity they
create. n In accordance with such Vviews, Little and his fellow-vestry-
men resolved on April 6, 1830, that relief in aid of wages was to be
terminated, that the parish would not pay pauper-rents if the claimant had
"any property, cattle, or furniture," and that the workhouse was to be
operated with an eye to providing "full and constant work « « . for all ‘
its immates." Here was the proto-type of the 1834 Poor Law, and here,
too; the authorities recognized that the success of such a scheme was
contingent on the concurrent operation of a workhouse held in terrorem
over the poore "Upon the management of the v_rorkhouse," Little told
Wilson, "must depend our power of acting on ‘l:he_other resolutions [ those

stated above] ." Hence, the seed germinated at Southwell and Bingham

1 Matthew Rithley; History and Character of Bishop Auckland
(Bishop Auckland, 1872), p. 45.

2 Joseph Little to John Wilson, nede, his emphasis. Quoted in
Extracts, p. 180,

3 Littie/Wilson, 28 January 1833. Quoted in ibid., p. 18le
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found fruition even in distant Durhame.

The immediate result of the monled class! administration of poor.
relief during the twenties was the generation_&f deep discontent and
distress in the lower orders. The severity of the situation was somewhat
ameliorated by a steadying of the economy, but by the thirties the return
of agricultural depreesion drove rural pressures to the bursting pointe
Agrarian difficulties reached a climax in 1830-31 when sheep-rot destroyed’
up to two million sheep.1 Wages fell and large numbers of men were dis-
charged to fend for themselves or to enter the pauper class, which, of
course, was now subject to even harsher measures from parish authorities
who were naturally anxious to weather the economic storm.2 The reduction
in parochial relief at a time when such a large portion of the agricultural
laboring class was on the rates led directly to rural insurrections in
1850 and 51.3 BRiots broke out all over southern and eastern England in
protest agalnst inadequate relief, unemployment, and the introduction of
machinery; particularly the threshing machin.es.4 Incredibly, the ruling
class attributed the rural unrest to the discontent and moral debasement
precipitated by the indiseriminate and over—gensrous distr@bution of

parochial relief.5 Confusing effect with cause, they pointed to the

1 J.M. Stratton, Agricultural Records, p. 103.

2 In 1832 there were 2,234 select vestries amd 3,134 assistant
overseers in England. P.F. Aschrott, The English Poor Law System, p. 25
In Durham there were 86 select vestries and assistant overseers
during this period. E. Mackenzie and M. Ross, View of the County Palatine
of Durham, 1834, II, p. LXXXV. -

3 J.L. and Barbara Hemmond, The Villege Labourer, pp. 182-183.
4 See N. Gash, "Rural Unemployment, 1815~1834," ps 93.

5 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The Last Hundred Years, I, ppe 45~46.
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rising rates of the early thirties as a factor in bree@ing irresponsi-
bility in the working class.l The savagery of the Whig revenge serves

to illustrate the seriousness with which the higher orders viewed the
rural disturbances. Ten men were hanged and four hundred transported
for life. The upshot was a clamor throughout the country for an investi-
gation of the entire poor law structure, and the way was now clear for

the constitution of the Royal Commission of 1832.

: 1 Nationally, poor relief expenditure rose from £6,798,889 in
1831 to £7,036,969 in 1832, Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The last Hundred
Years, II, p. 1038. ) CT

--In Durham, the increase was on the order of £4,000, from £82,000
to £86,000s J.H. Clapham, An Economic History of Modern Britain, I,
Pe 3643 E. Mackenzie and M. Ross, View of the County Palatine of Durham,
1834, IT, p. LXXXV. '
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CHAPTER TWO THE NEW POOR LAW

It is now our peinful duty to report, that in the
greater part of the districts which we have been able
to examine, the fund, which the 43rd of Elizabeth
directed to be employed in setting to work children

and persons capable of labour, but using no ' deily tréde,
and in the necessary relief of the impotent, is applied
to purposes opposed to the letter, and still more to
the spirit of the law, and destructive of the morals .
of the most numerous class, and to the welfare of all.

" = Commissioners of Inquiry, Report
" of the Royal Commission, 1334.

i. The Caommission ‘ ‘ _

'fhe return of agricultural distress in 18.30. led, as we have seen,
to an upsurge in the rates and the .sprea.d of rural discontent. The
erroncous impression that the manifested distress had been the ;result- of
the mal-administration of the poor relief system was subsequently con-
fiméd by a report published four years‘ laters .'It was among these gangs
[ of paupers working on parish holdings] s who had _scaroei_l.y any other employ-
ment or amusement than to collect in groups, and talk over their griev-~
ances, that the riots of 1830 appear to have o;igi.nﬁted. nl ‘The serious—-
ness of the insurrections was compounded by an increased relief burden
that dissolved the complacency that had arisen over the steady poor rates
during the twentiese. Althot;gh expenditure was not qui?.g on the same
order as it had been in 1818, contemporari'es pointed out that the price
of bread had fallep by a third during the previous decade, and so the
rresent expenditure on the poor was highly augmented in real tems.2 A

1 Royal Commission, Beport from His Majesty's Commissioners for
Inquiring into the Administration and Practiocal Operation of the Poor
Iﬁ‘s, London,134,po3. .

2 S.E. Finer, The Lifé and Times of Sir Edwin Chadwick, p. 42.
"The fall in the price of wheat since 1317-1515 has been very
considerably greater than the reduction of the Poor Rates." Report on
Poor Rate Returms, 1823, p. 349 '
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comparison with cotton exports also .convinced the ruling class that

poor relief, the most expensive single item in civil administration,

had reached a point whgre it endangered the national health; relief costs
were about £7 million annmually during the early thirties, while cotton
exports amounted to approximately £19 million per annum.]'

A Parlisment elected on the issue of reform did not stop short at
the franchise. In February 18'32, Lord Althorp, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, announced the appoiniment of a Royal Commission to investigate
the operation of the poor 1awé, a matter that had monopolized public
attention since the Report of 1817 and the devastating rates of 1818.2
Chaired by C.J. Blomfield, Bishop of London, the Commission, chosen "with
a total absence of party feeling" according to Lprd Brougham, the Lord

Chancellor, 3

included such familiar names as Sturges Bourne, Nassau Senior,
lately Drummond Professor of Political Economy at Oxford, and Dr. J.B.
Sumner, then Bishop of Chester and later Archbishop of Canterbury. And
in 1833 Edwin Chadwick, who up until that time had been serving in the
capacity of Assistant Commissioner, was added.

On the suggestion of Lord Brougham, the Commission decided to
depend on the first-hand observations of twenty-six appointed Assistant
Commissioners, rather than on the usual practice of calling witnesses
to Westminster, as the best method of gathering information and evidence

for their report. This decision had an important effect on the outcome

1 David Roberts, Victorian Origins of the British Welfare State,
(New Haven, 1960), pe 2.

2 See P.F. Aschrott, The Bnglish Poor Law System, p. 26.

3 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The last Hundred Years, I, p. 48;
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of the Commission's findingse It has been shown by several historians
that the men appointed as Assistant Commissioners had an overwhelming

bent toward Benthamism,t

and in conjunction with the influence of
Chadwick, Walter Coulson, and later Senior at the Commission, the investi-
gation was deflected from the usual path tz;od by its predeoessors;z
Actually, the makeup of the Commission pointed t9 a probable
Malthusian conclusion, i.e., the further curtailment of parish relief by
merely altering, in some way, the pivot of fund distribution. Sturges

Bourne, of course, had been the chairman of the Malthusian Committee of

1 Maurice Bruce, The Coming of the Welfare State, (London, 1965),
pe T8; Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The Last Hundred Years, I, ppe 52~53e

2 Coulson, one of the Royal Commissioners, had been Bentham's
amanuensis, and Chadwick had actually lived in the philosopher's house
Just prior to his death. Ilargely under the influence of Chadwick, Senior
was eventually converted to the view that a radically altered adminis-
trative scheme, rather than a simple reduction in the émount of relief
dispersed, would best serve to solve the problem of pauperism. See
S.E. Finer, The life and Times of Sir Blwin Chadwick, p. 46.

Oliver MacDonagh, "The Nineteenth-Century Revolution in Govern-—
ments a Reappraisal," Historical Journal, I (1958), 52-67; and David
Roberts, "Jeremy Bentham and the Victorian Administrative State,"
Victorian Studies, II (1959), 193-210 argue that Benthamism was not a
crucial factor in the develoiment of such administrative reforms as the
New Poor law, because 1) exigencies of the period rather than philoso-
phical considerations provoked reform, and 2) Benthamite attitudes,
namely laissez-faire, a static view of social regulation, and the
necessity of checks and balances between local and central authorities,
preclude interpretations of Benthamite influence in the shaping of the
great reformed social departments of the nineteenth century.

In reference to the latter point, L.J. Hume, "Jeremy Bentham
and the Mineteenth~Century Revolution in Goveimnment," Historical Journal,
X (1967), 361-375 shows that MacDonagh and Roberts have gravely misread
Bentham, that in his writings there is no commitment to laissez=faire
(p. 372), no suggestion of a static govermmental model (p. 365), and
no aim of looa?jcentzal checks and balances (p. 373)s Regarding the
former proposition, I have clearly shown in Chapter One, I believe, that
"events" rather thah the currency of Benthamite precepts did indeed
compel the reforii of the poor lawse. '

The argument of the Webbs, Finer, and others, which Hume has
shown to be credible, is that "opinion".(or Beanthamism) defined the
theoretiocal outline of the New Poor lawe For instance, several passages
from the Panopticon appear to have béen inserted verbatim into the
Report of 1 34. See m’ Pe 64.
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1817, and both Blomfield and Sumner were commitied to the total abolition
of relief. Senior, as well, had advocated this view in 1831 in his
Letter to Lord Howick on & Le.ggl'!‘rov:lsion for the Irish Poor.t However,
Chadwick was able tq convert the Commission to the "productivity school"™
of economic thought;z Essentially anti-Malthusian, this précept was
rredieated on the belief that the destruction wrought by population
pressures could be indefinitely postponed by increasing the productivity
of each worker. Rates in aid of wages had placed pauper labor in compe=-
tition with independent labor, which, of course, was more productive;

The constant strain on the ambitious and conscientious worker by the
employers® desire to hire the cheapest labor possible drove him onto the
rates and into a demoralizing position that sapped the qualities of his
character that had marked him as a productive worker. The main culprit
in the degradation of the working class, then, was the allowance system
that substituted an idle and disorderly mob subsisting off the rates for
an efficient and well-behaved work force; For it was when the productivity
of the work force was in decline that the Malthusian process was enga.ged;
The great object, therefore; was to force pauper labor back onto the open
market, where the dynamics of competition would induce the workers to
take up agein the virtues of industry and thrift. The Report of 1834
outlined the steps in the conversion of the working classs '"First,

the labourer becomee more steady and diligent; next, the more efficient
labour makes the return to the farmers capital larger, and the consequent

increase of the fund for the employment of labour enables and induces

1 See Cecil Driver, Tory Redical, (New York, 1946), pp. 273-2T4e
2 3.E. Finer, The Life and Times of Sir Edwin Chadwick, pe 44+
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the capitalist o give better wages.™ Here, then, vas the orux of the
New Poor law, not the total ‘suppression of poor relief, _but the forcing
of the able-bodied pauper back onto the campetitive ]_.abor market. The
encompassing principle of the system, less glig.lbi_.lity, and the m_eané of
its attaimment will be discussed in the next section.

During the latter half of 1832, the Assistant Commissioners
managed to visit about three thousand townships and parishes,> and in
the first months of 1833,their voluminous reports began to arrive at
Whitehall Yard where the Commission was meeting. Coupled with the
answers to the town and rural queries that were then being received from
ten percent of England®s parishes, the Commissioners were awash in a sea
of paperworke. As the éabinet was aﬁx‘io‘us for a report, it__was decided.
that the Assistant Commissioners would be invited to submit "extracts .
from the evidence collected by them as they thought most i.nstruo‘_tive.“3
and in March, 1835, the selections were published. The very nature of
the Commission's request invited the Assistant Commissioners to choose
the most flag.-ént and extreme examples of the evidence, evidence that in
any evﬁnt appears to have been collected for the specific purpose of
disparaging the existing relief system; Fo attempt seems to have been
made to ascertain those parts of the poor law that had produced bene-
ficial results; or that had signaled improvements during thg twentiese.

¥With money grented_ by the Treasury, Extracts was widely cix;culated

amongst the influential, and 1t~a'chieved an. immedlate success to the

1 Report of 1834, pe. 239;
2 .

3

See J«D. Marshall, The 0ld .?oor law, D. 17;

Extracts, p. v, my emphasis;
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extent that large numbers of the monied classes purchased their owm
copies. Hence, the opiniqné __oif twenty-eix iﬁd:l.v:lduals of primarily the

same ilk permeadted a public opinion that now clamored even louder for a

\
\

eweeping reform of the systeme It seems that the Assistant Commissioners'
evidence also guided the Commissioners in their deliberations, as it -
has been shown that 'the town and rural queries could not havei been
properly scrutinized, for if they had been, julgements other than those
reached by the Commission would have been necessitated.l Finall,v,_uhen
the Commissioners acquiesced in aﬁoﬁg Chadwick to frame and Senior

to write the Gensral Report that was published in March 1834,° th
practical extension of philosophical redicalism was assurede

ii. ZThe Report

Extracts had been plainly mpﬁ@nﬂisfic, and in it England's
poor relief system had been deftly and imaginatively maligned by assorted
anecdotes, acccunts of corruption, and even stor:les of the eceentriolt:l.es
of individual paroch:lal off:l.eers ’ eomprising what the Webbs called "good
copy." Having thus whetted the public appetite for further revelations,
the Commission published their Report, "the' most extensive, and at the
same time the most comsistent, body of evidence that was ever brought
to bear on a single aub:jeet,"3 embodying principles and recommendations
that were to shape poor law administration well into the twentieth

centurye Indeed, no blue book ever enjoyed greater influence, and in the

1 M, Blaug, “"The Poor law Report Reexamined," ppe 229-245;

2 33dney and Beatrice Webb, The last Fundred Years, I, ppe 56=5Te

R_emt___wx Pe 5o
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sweeping enquiry into the poor laws in 1909, we find dissenters to the
Mprinciples of 1834" still in the minoritye o

Although the rate burden had fallen in 1834 to £6,317,255,1 t
General Report urged an iminegiiate refomaﬁ.oz__i in poor law administration.
The commissi:onsrs declared the amendment of the laws to be "the most
urgent and the most important measure now remaining for the consideration
of Parliament. n2 This urgency arose, it was said, from the denger to the
welfare and property of the rea',lm; Accsding to alamists' statements that
the poor rates were "an evil, in comparison of which the national debt
with all its magnitude of terror, is of little moment, n3 the Report
conveyed the impression that the nation's financial resources were
gravely threetened by the hungry mouths-of the pauper host. "It appears
to us," the Commission stated, "that any parish in which the pressure of
the poor-rates has compelled the abandomment of a sj.ng;l.e farm, is in
imminent danger of undergoing the ruin which 'hes'befallen Choiesbury."4
This was, of course, misleading to say the least. ‘.!.‘he indigent relief
burden fluctuated between Eé and &7 mj.llion, while the eharge on the
national debt totaled £31 million. J.H. Claphem estimates that the
national dividend of England and Wales must have been moré than a quarter
of a million pounds at this time, and that the depressed southern dis—

tricts expended only 3% percent of their income on poor relief. This

1 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The last Hundred Years, II, p. 1038.

Regort of 1834, P 5

3 T. Malthus, Essay, (6th edition, 1826), ‘IT, p. 335+ Quoted in
J.He 01apham, An Economic Hi stor of Modern Britain, I, p. 363

B.egort of 1834, p. 67, my empha.s:.s'. This is a reference to an
account in Extracts of an abandonéd parish, allegedly the victim of
an insupportable poor rate burden.



62

' compares favorably with Guernsey!'s incomg tax_for the relief of the
poor of'3_percen$,_the difference being that the island was prosperous
during this period. .

The Report is clear as to the responsibility for the breakdown
of the relief systeme. Outdoor relief to the able~bodied, which we have
seen to be the least prevalent type of aid administered, provided the
"master evil of the present systémo"l Hence, not the main, but the
entire thrust of the Report was in the investigation and criticism of
outdoor aid to the éble—bodied, and so the Commission's recommendations,
‘and consequently the tenor -of poor law administration for the next
century, dealt exclusi&ely with the suppression of this form of relief.
The crippled, blind, insane, sick, aged, orphaned, helpless, and infirm
received scant consideration by the Report, which found that "even in
places distinguished in general by the most wanton parochial profusion,

the allowances to the aged and infirm are moderate."2

Only a page and a
half are devoted to the problem of relief'to the impotent, while ﬁore
than three hundred pages are concerned with the able-bodied. Indeed,
thé position of the impotent in the Report and hence under the provisions
of the New Poor lLaw was sufficiently amorphous as to allow varying and
sometimes disagreeable treatment of the helpless poor by the machinery
erected in the wake of 1834.

In holding out the possibility of camfort-and sustenance without
the requirement of effort and industry, the granting of ocutdoor relief

to the able-bodied, "which may be concisely designated as: I. Relief

1 Thid., p. 279.

2 Ibide, po 43.
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without Labours - II. The Allowance Systeme = ITI. The Roundsman
Systeme - IVe Parish Employments - Ve The Labour-Rate System,"l afforded .
a "bounty on indolence and vice," the Commission founds Without the
spectre of want, the Report predicted the eventual degradation of the
working class and the collapse of the commonweal. "I 'appears to tﬁe
pauper, " the Commission lamented; "that the Govermment has undertaken to.
repeal, in his favour, the ordinary laws of nature."2 Thus, the lack of
a competitive basis for existence, and the assurance of support, no
matter how meagre, subvérted the qualities in the laborer that created
the common fund upon which depen&ed the well-being of himself and his
fellowse And it was ostensibly upon this th_eme, the harm done to_ the
laboring class themselves, that the principles of 1834 were founded.s

As we have seen, iz_z_ order to re—insti;bute the moral healing powers
of competition, it was thought necessary to force the poor receiving

relief back onto the open labor m_arke'b;4

The Report laid down the
primary principle by which this was 'to be accomplisheds "The first and
most essential of all conditions « « « is, that [ the able-~bcdied
pauper's] situation on the whole shall not be made really or apparently
so elié'ible as the situation of the independent labourer of the lowest

class."5 By rendering the situation of the pauper less appealing than

1 Ibido, ' De 19.

_2 Ibido, Pe 59.

3 e o o the severest sufferers are those for whose benefit the

system is supposed to have been introduced, and to be.perpetrated, the
labourers and their families." Report of 1834, p. 77

4 See supra, p. 58.

5 Report of 1834, p. 228; see also G. Nicolls, History of the
English Poor law, p. 242e .
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thﬁt of the employed laborer, the poor would be reluctant to come on the
pdrish and would thua be more apt {o remain in the rejuvenating waters of
the competitive market. This doctrine was derived, of course, from the
casual assumption that the lower classes were easily corrupted. This

was perhaps a hangover from the Malthusian notion of poverty bging
directly traceabie to the lack of moral restraint in the lqwer orders,
and it appears that the Commission acceded to'the implications' of this
‘Premise in perceiving that if the poor were too camfortabdly relieved,
they would readily accept pauperism over independent labox.

Once the doctrine of "less eliglbility" had been determined upon,
the other provisions recommended by the Report merely served the capacity
of admini-strative apparatus. The Commission recognized that to produce
a climate of less ei_.’g.gib'ility the application of relief would have to
be highly controlleds Following the lead of the apparently successful
experiments at Southwell, Bingham, and other scattered parishes, they
fixéd upon the workhouse as the most expedient method in administering
a policy of less eliglibilitys "The most efficient application of the
principle is usually by means of a wo:r:lcl:;ouse."'2 Clearly, within the
confines of such an establishment, relief could be applied with an
exactitude that would perforce be impossible if relief were to be con-
tinued .out of doors, regardless of the conditions under which it was
distributeds Accordingly,the Commission made its first and most important

reecmhendation, i.e., that "all relief whatever to able-bodied persons

1 Chadwick claimed credit for its formulation throughout his lifee
However, Professor Finer proves convincingly that Chadwick adopted the
principle from Bentham's Panopticone See S.E. Finer, The Life and Timee
of Sir Edwin Chadwick,-pe 75

2 Report of 1834, p. 268.
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or %o their families, otherwise than in well-regulated workhouses o « «
shall be declared unlawful + o oM™

It was realized that care would have to be taken in defining the
proper means of relief administered in the ytorkhouse. Obviou_sly_, to
reduce the level of sustenance and shelter to a degree below that_ of
"the situation of the independent labourer of the lowest class," in
order to artificially create an engine of less eligibility, would effect-
ively be to commit claimants to a poverty of the most wretched sort,y
or even condemn them to death by starvation. Therefor_e, ;l.ess elig:_lbil;l.ty
as administered in the workhouse was perceived as consisting of primarily
psychological deterrents. Adequate food, care, amd shelter were to be
at all times provided, while the Commission relied on the strict dis-
cipline and restraints to be vis:lted‘on the able~bodied as the means by
which the ®indolent and disorderly" were to be induced to remain in the
independent markete> Moreover, the setting to work of the able-bodied
in the workhouse provided a further measure of distastefulness and had
the additional appeal of ap;jaarent conformity with the provisions of the_
43rd of Elizabeth, although it should be mentioned that the Report speci-

1 Ibid., Pe 262, my emphasise The Report is quite unambiguous as
to the able-bodied being incarcerated in a workhouse in order to receive
reliefe On the other hand, in the case of the impotent poor, their
intentions are less lucide The Webbs point out ('l‘he last Hundred Years,
I, p 64) that the continuation of outrelief to the impotent is explicitly
suggested throudzout the Report, but in discussing the proposed work-
house system, the Commissioners appear to have contemplated the eventual
internment of the entire pauper population. "To permit out-door relief
as an exception," they wrote, "would be to permit it as a rule « « 5 and
under provisions directing that the able-bodied shall be relieved only
in the workhouse, but allowing relisf in money to be continued to the
sick, we must be prepared to find allowances continued to many of the
able-bodied, as belonging to the excepted class." Report of 1834, p. 289.

2 Ibid., pe 231.
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fically excluded the use of purposeless employment as a proper policy
of workhouse administration;l

Given the Commission's belief regarding the large degree "in which
the existing pauperism a:r.-iées from fraud, indolence, or improvidence, n2
the repellant nature of the workhouse preciuded the possibility of these
facilities being swamped with applicants; Since the profusion of -
parish relief, it was stated, arose from the support of semi-criminals
feigning poverty,3 only the truly destitute, which made up an insi@i—
ficant portion of the individuals on the rateé, would be willing to accept
the deprivations of the well-reg;la"l:'ed workhouse, or, as it was said,
| submit to the “workhouse test" of poverty; "The express or implied ground
of his [the paupert®s] applimﬁon ié, that he is in danger of perishing
from want,"4" the R;port maintained, and so his acceptance of the "offer
of the house" w’aé proof in itself of his necessitye Hence, relief was
to be denied to M; for the pains of less eligibility, as applied in
the workhouse, "would be a self-acting test of the claim of the appli-
c:'a.m;._"5 '
As the workhouse was to be a means of providing relief for all
manner of poor persbns, it was clear that the stringencies of the less

eligibility principle would have to be carefully confined to the ablé-

1 Ivid., pe 324.

2 Tbide, ppe 277=278e

3 "The tribunal which enforces it [ the prolific distribution of
aid to the able~bodied|] sits, not at the petty sessions, but at the beer
shop; — it compels obedience, not by simmons and distress, but by
violence and conflagratione" Report of 1834, p. 99.

4 Inid., p. 263. '

5 Tbide, pe 264e
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bodied inmates; Since the truly impotent poor ware_uﬂfit for regular
employment, their fbrced inclusion in the competitive labor market
would only serve to reduce them to an abhd;rent cond;tion. Consequently,
an imporfant consideration of the ébplication of less eligibility in
the workhouse revolved around the strict classification of inmates by
sex, age, and ability to worke "Esch class [of immate] , the
Commission pointed out, "might thus receive an_appropriate treatnént;
the 0ld might enjoy their indulgences without torment from the boister—
ous; the children be educated, and the able-bodied subjected to such |
courses of labour and discipline as will repel the indolent and vicious;";
It was also thought to be of fundamental significance that the able-
bodied, particularly, be separated from the other immates, for the
Commission was convinced that pauperism was & state of mind rather than
an effect of econoﬁic vicissitudes or population pressures, and so the
influence of the ™indolent and vicious" was not to be allowed to spread,
especially to the impressionable minds.of the children. Classification
also provided the added bonus of being itself a measure of deterrence
in necessitating the separation of man and wife, and parents and children.
The problem of the proper classification of inmates had been the
bane of previous uses of the workhouse in poor law administration; By
1854 the "generai mixed" workhouses of the eighteenth century had
declined, for the most part, into nothing more than depositories of
squallor, "in which the young are fr;inaq in idleness, ignorance, and
vice; the able-bodied maintained in sluggish sensual indolence; the

aged and more respected exposed to all the misery that is incident to

1 1pid., p. 307
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dwelling in such a society, without government or classification . . ..;"1
More importantly, the camission found that even in those cases where
'good order™ in the workhouse had been maintained by "super:lor maganent,
it had been impossible to prevent "vicious connexions™ fram arising be-
tween the various types of paupers, young and old, chronic_ and trgngient;a
Since it was held that pauperism was contagious, and that indiscriminate
hardships had been visited on the helpless poor in mixed establishments,
the Report was adamant in its condemnation of all workhouse facilities
that attempted to consolidate the various classes o.f paupere under one
roof and one superintendence.3 As England's gvailable workhouse
accammodation amounted to nothing more than widely scat'_ter_ed, usually
small buildings, the Commission recommended the incorporation of parishes
into unions for the purpose of combining workhouse facilit:les; “Al though
a coneiderable proportion of the parishes are without work!}ouées ;“. the
Report noted, "there are « « « few districts in which by com_l?j.net_i
management, and under good regulations, the existing workhouse~room
would not suffice."4 The primary purpose of this proposal, then,

appears to have been the provision for the sepai'ate maintenance of the
varying classes of inmates in the individually designated workhoﬁses of
those parishes comprising the poor law u_nicm;5

Under such a scheme, it was argued, the construction of new work-

1 Ibido’ Pe 53.

2 Ivid., pe 306e
3 1bia., p. 307.
4 1bid., D 313.

5 Ivide, ppe 307, 313-314; see also Sidney and Beatrice Webb,
Bnglish Poor lay Policy, (London, 1963), ppe 9-10.
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houses, -if necessary, could be accomplished with greater facility than
if the parishes, sometimes comprised of no more than a han_dfu:!. of local
farmers, were required to provide their own requisite workhouse in order
to continue relief to the aﬁleebodied;l Furthermore, larger administra-
tive units, the Report pointed out, would encourage more systematic book-
keeping and audit procedures, as each parish would have a direct interest
in seeing that they v'rere éharged an appropriate sum for the maintenance
of its poor.2 The increased area of management would also éuarmtee
the availability of lérger and more ambitious work programs for the
able-bodied, and better provide the means of "appointing and paying
" permanent officers . .,"3 which the Commission saw as an absolute
necessity for the efficient operation of a relief sys‘l:elxn..4

Before going on to discuss the most extraordinary proposal of
the Report, the establishment of a Central Authority, it is necessary
to preface it with an ezamination of the suppositions and considerations
that led the Commission to adopt such a surprising recommendatione ﬁith
the exception of the hazards posed by the continued application of
outdoor aid to the able-bodied, the Report's principal concern was with

the profusion of parochial corruption and ineptitude in the distribution

of relief. Again ignoring the economic factors in precipitating

1 The commissioners had recommended that all outdoor relief to
the able-bodied be declared unlawful two years following the institution

of their proposals. .Report of 1834, pe 297.
2 Ivid., p. 319.
3 Ibid., p. 326.

4 Ibide, pe 283. Among the Commission's scant praise for the 0Old
Poor law was their recognition of the "great public services" performed
by the salaried assistant overseerss " . . . the reports of the Assistant
Commissioners are unanimous as to their genmeral utility.". Report of
1834, p. 105.
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pauperism, the Caommission found the opportunity for and pervasiveness

of self-interest in the poor law system to be the paramount consideration
in provoking southern agricultural distress. "In towns," they reported,
"the allowance system prevails less probably because the manufacturing
capitalists form a small proportion of the rate-payers, and consequently
have less influence in the vestries than the farmers in country places."l
The spectre of "sinister interests" was thus recruited to explain away
Ehg_larid's poverty problem! Although we have seen that the select
vestries had closely controlled the allocation of aid during the twenties,
the Report dismissed them as having been merely the mouthpieces of
a_priori corrupted vestries from which their members were dra.wn;2 In the
way of proving this allegation, the Commission, in typical style, pre-—
sented several examples carefully chosen from the evidence submitted

by the Assistant Commissioners. At Morpeth, for instance, & select
vestry was indicted and conde!;ned by innuendo, rather than by an actual
examination of its administrative methodss "Out of the twenty persons
composing it, one is a brewer, two are brewers® clerks, five are publicans,

3 The Report, none-

two beer-shop keepers, and one a porter-seller;"
theless, was confronted with demonstrating 'I;llm't the rate burden, which
had always been regarded as the lever of parochial parsi;non.v, was not

a sufficient motive for the prudent administration of relief at the
local level. This was accomplished by divorcing "sinister interests"
from a concern for the good of the whole; ". . « although each oreditor

[ratepayer] has an interest in the good management of the estate," the

-

Ibido’ Pe 62.
2

Ibide, po 1156
3 Ibido, Pe 1150
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Commission declared, 'yet, as the particular creditors whp were appointed

assignees had not an interest sufficient to-incite them to exertions

which necessarily interferred with their other and stronger interests,

no estates were ever so extensively ﬁismanaged o .."1 The Report

also assigns indifference and ignorance as obstacles to an adeqnate'

understanding and regard for the “correct principlea"_of parochial

management. In view of the supposedly universal outcry against the

indigent burden as presented in the Report, it is curious indeed that

a volte-face was attempted as a means of proving local ihcompetengy:

"We have seen how slight, in ordinary cases, is the interest of the

majority of the rate-payers in the permanent reduction of rates."2
TheICQmmissioners were firm in rejecting proposals that had been

the hallmark of previous investigations of the poor laws, i.é.; the

strengthening of local prerogative in order to effect savings in relief

expenditure. "What our evidence [shows]," tﬁe Report declared, "is,

that where administration of relief is brought near t§ the door of the

pauper, little a@vantage arises from increased knowledge on the part

of the distributors, and great evil [occurs] from their increased

3

liability to every sort of pernicious influencee.™ As the relief system

was then constituted, it required "the perpetual succession" of more

.than fifteen thousand individuals of firmness and 'integrity to ensure

the preclusion of Madverse interests" and mismanagement, the Commission

pointed out.4 The vast number of parochial officials, apparently working

1 Ibid., p. 286.

2 Tbid., p. 108.
3 1bid., p. 276e
4 Ivid.; pp. 283-284.
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in opposition to thelr best interests, rendered the systematic appli=
cation of the principles embo.d_ied_ in the Commission®s Report h;.gl?ly
unlikelye. Nor could the successful demonstrafion og correct methods
of relief administration in selec;ted parishes be relied upen to promote
a general implementation of policies that were seen to be of eritical
national importance;l Parochial control of aid, moreover, cou.'l.q be
proved to be a major contributory factor in the manifest discontent of
the lower orders, the commissione.;r: maintained;z_ COnsequently? the
Commission was moved to assert what may be one of the moest revolutionary -
statements made by a goverrmental body in the first half of the nine-
teenth centﬁry: "It has been strongly, and we think conclusively, urged,
that all local discretionary power as to relief should be_ withdrawm. n3
Having affized on the necessity of a nationally-administered poor
law policy, the Commission quickly disposed of the idea of éatablishing
indigent relief as a branch of "general government." Following the lead
of the 1817 Cammittee on the Poor Laws, which had rejected a national
administrative scheme because of "the impossibility of devising any
adequate means to check the démands “of the pauper host,4 the 1834

! 1bid., p. 260.

2 "A refusal by a person who is nearly an equal, excites more ani-
mosity than one by a person who is comparatively a stranger and has
greater authoritye.™ Report of 1834, p. 289.

3 1bid., pe 279. | .

Although not a burning issue, some historians consider the Report's
proposals, founded as they are on & return to the use of the workhouse-as-—
a~deterrent method, to be reactionary rather than revolutionary. See
JeL. and Barbara Hammond, The Age of the Chartists, p. 58.

On the other hand, David Roberts argues, I think correctly, that
the administrative reforms forwarded by the Report signify it as a revo-

lutionary documente See Victorian Origins of the British Welfare State,
ppe 40, 109. '

4

[

Report on the Poor Laws, 1817, p. 11e
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Commission belipved that relief to the poor would become fhg plaything
of parties and interests on the national ;evelo Iqsues_would arise to
be resolved by political expediency rather than being foundeﬁ upon
proper rehabilitory policies. In short, the incorporation of the relief
authority into the national govermment would merely alter the adminis-
trative pivot without assuring the complete reformvof the system or the
adoption of the principles advocated by the Reporte

The Commissioners hoped to circumvent the potential abuses of a -
government-controlled relief scheme, while at the same time providing
for the national supervision of poor law pélic;, by modestly proposing
the formation of "a comparatively small and cheap agency, which may
assist the parochial or district officers, wherever their management is
in oconformity to the intention of the legislature; and control them
vherever their management is at variance with it."™ This body, it was
argued, would ensure national uniformity in the administration of
relief, which the Commiésioners;déemed essential "as a means, first, of
reducing the perpetual shifting from parish to parish « . .; secondly,
of preventing the discontents which arise among the paupers maintained
under the less profuse management « « .3 and, thirdly, of bringing the
management, which consists in details more closely within the public
control."2 Moreover, since it was assumed that membership on the pro;
posed central board would be confined to individuals of'the highest
integrity and intelligence, having a thorough knowledge of the "correct

principles™ of poor relief, and being suitably removed from local bias

1 Report of 1834, pp. 296~297, my emphasis.
2 Ibid., p. 280.
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and iﬁterests, the admini#tration of the poor laws would‘proceed on
policies in the furtherance of the welfare of the nation#l The
Gommission'g enthusiasm for the central board was so complete, in fgct,
that by th; time the Report actually recommended its constitution, its
purpose and powers appear to have grown beyond the nmarrow confines of
"the intention of the legislature."

We recommend . . . the appointment of a Central Board

to control the administration of the Poor-laws, with

such assistant Commissioners as may be requisite; and
that the Commissioners be empowered and directed to

frame and enforce regulations for the government of

workhouses, and as to the nature and amount of relief

to be glven and the labour to be exacted in them, and :

that such regulations shall, as far as may be practicable,

be uniform throughout the coun.try.2
In addition, the central board was to be endowed with power to Mcause
any number of parishes which they may think convenient to be incor—
porated « o .;"3 to set minimum qualifications for salaried local
.ofPicials, and to recommend persons for such posts, as well as to remove
any official from same;4 to act as public prosecutor in cases pertgining
to fraud;5 to formulate regulations for the relief of vagrants, ex-
convicts, and children by appr'enticeship;6 and to submit an annual
report to the nation.7 The collection of the rates and the actual

supervision of expenditure, however, were to continue in the hands of

1 1bid., ps 298; see also Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The lest
Hundred Years, I, pe 78e

2 Report of 1834, p. 297, my emphasise
3 Ibid., p. 34
4 M.; Do 329
5 Ibid., pe l3'31;
6 _;m.; pe 336

T Ibia., p. 341.
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"the officers appointed immediatel§ by the rate—payers.“l In effect;
then, a national bureaucratic authority was to be given the prerogative
of revamping an ancient system of local government, by supplanting it
with a series of unique, larger local authorities, whose decisional
maneuverability was. decidedly narrowed bj fiat from London, to which
there was no appeal and whose formnlafion depended 6g neither local
consent nor Parliamentary ratification.2 Althouéh the implications of
such a proposal were not always adequately understood or explicitly

explained,3

the fact that it was passed into lgw, nay, even given
serious consideration, at this time is indication enough of ihe national
fear of anﬁ detérmination to squash the charge of the poor on the
communitye

Once the four great principles of 1834, Less Eligibility, the
. Workhouse Test, Parochial Consolidation, and Central Control, whiqh, the
reader will notice, entirely subverted the major characteristics of the -
0ld Poor Law, had been delineated, the Report passed quickly on to its
remaining recommendations. A reformation of the Laws of Settlement apd'
Bastardy provided the main focal point of the Commissioners' remaining
proposalse In order to prevent fraud and perjury, which had grown up
arouni settlement litigation, and to allow the working class g;eater

mobility, the Report recommended that "settlement by hiring and service,

apprenticeship, purchasing or renting a tenement, -estate, paying rates,

1 Ibid., p. 297.

2 See Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The Last Hundred Years, I, p. 81.

3 See infra, p. 92.
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hl

or serving an office, be abolished.”l However, the Commission was not
persuaded to advocate the discontinuance of the concept entirely, so

the parish was to remain the unit of settlement. In place of the multi-
farious means o6f securing & settlement,-¥he Report recommended the simple
expedient of basing it on birth, and marriage in the case of femalese.
Children were to follow the settlement of their parents until they were
sixteen years of age, and then revert to that of their birth.2 In a ,
similar manner, illégitimate children were to follow their mothers®
settlement until sixteen years old.3 As regards Bastardy, the Copmission
advocated a volte=face in dealing with the mother of the illégitimate
child; The father was no longer to be heid responsible for the support
of the child; that burden now resided with the mother, whom, it was ._
said, God meant to be the restraining influence in sexual relationships;4
The Report added th;t any relief allocated for the bastard child should
be considered relief to the mother.5 The Commissioners ended their
Report with other assorted recommendations, to whit that the purveying

of goods and produce to the relief authority be open to competitive

bidding,6 that authorities be allowed to grant relief in the form of a

7

loan, ' and that expenses for those paupers wishing to emigrate be

1 Report of 1834, p. 342. It was hoped that by reducing the means
of attaining a settlement, parochial authorities would be more apt to
allow the immigration of labor.

2 Report of 1834, p. 343.
3 Ibid., p. 347e

4 Ihid., p. 3510

5 Ibid., pe 7.

6 Ibid., pp. 330-33L.

T Ibid., pp. 336337
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granted from the relief fund.. _

As we shall presently'see, the success of the Report ~ particularly
: %n a Parliamentary sense - was without precedenx; Its glaring defects
-_wefe not perceived by a class that, being conditioned against the
granting of aid to the poor since 1813, was inclingd'tq believe almost
anything about the contemporary indigent relief systeme The COmmiss;oners
themselves seem-tq have been mesmerized by the gimple expedient of
attributing pauperism to the machin#tions of a monetary redistributiqn
program. No account was faken of the fluctuations of trade in fhe
creation'of.unemployment, of the effect of the introduction of machinery
into a manual labor market, of the problems peculiar to asricultuie and
manufacturing, or of the individual circumstances that produce able-
bodied destitution. Instead, the Commissioners sifted and sought out
"ovidence" that conformed to the presuppositions that in the first place
had provided the impetus for the formation of fhe Commission in 1832,2
and consequently, they presented to the nation a lopsided view of Eﬁglish
pauperism, lopsided because they had confined their attention to the
allowance system, which was prevalent only in the South (and this, tob,
is debatable);'to able-bodied pauperism, which probably accounted for no
more'than one-third of the population receiving relief, and to the
remedy of the twin principles of Lesé Eligibility and the Workhouse Test, -
which was clearly called into being in order to deter a phantom able-
bodied hoste

1 1bid., p. 357.

2 For example, the Commissioners scrupulously gathered all
evidence that pointed to the ready absorption of labor and a rise in
wages following the institution of a workhouse deterrent. Report of
183, PDPe 236—2390
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What the 1834 Report did do well was to persuade the higher
orders that a strict administration of indigent relief, which had been
seen as a "premium against social revolution," was in the best interestq
of the poor as well as the riche The Report's fixation with the degrad-
atidﬁ of the poor precipitated by the allowance system appealed_to a
social bias that viewed individual morality és the touchstone of
national well-being. Malthus had provided the correlation between
personal conduct and universal prosperity, although soﬁe historians
are quite incorrect in regarding the abolition of outdoor relief to the
able-bodied as a Malthusian measureol The suppression of out=relief
was predicated on the view that moral rearmament expanded the possi~
bilities of mankind either individually or in the accommodation of a
larger population. Indeed, the Report presupposed and convinced its
readers that poverty was not a natural state of society, that properly
administered a poor relief system-could in itself greatly mitigate
poverty.2

In an age that believed that "all the grand sources « « « of
human suffering are in a great degree, many of them almost entirely,
conquerable by human care and effort,"3 the optimistic prognosis of
the 1834 Report on the Poor Laws was applied in other areas of social

management. Slowly, local functions pertaining to sanitation, educa-

1 For instance, H.L. Beales, "The Néw Poor law," reprinted in
E.}l. Carus-Wilson, Essays in Economic History, III, p. 18l.

2 "From the evidence collected under this Commission, we, are
induced to believe that a compulsory provision for the relief of the
indigent can be generally administered on a sound « « o principles™

Report of 1834, p. 227.

3 John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism, Iiberty, and BRepresentative
Government, (London, 1948), p. 14. '
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tion, and industrial regulation passed into the hands of national
bodies plied by men whose imaginations had been captt_:red by the_
possibility of beneficent social reform by govermmental agencies and
the example of the Poor law Ccmm:i.ss'ion; In fact, the ver;} constitution
of the Commission, being rather a Royal than a Parliamentary body,
remained the proto-type for subsequent investigatory organizations
concerned with the problems of an emerging industrial society.

The shift in temperement from 1617 %o 1834, from Nalthusian to
Benthamite precepts, also provides a hint as to tﬁe content and influence
of the two important reports published in those years. Overwhelmingly
Malthusian, the 1817 Committee on the Poor laws could only advocate
the sharp curtallment of relief, for the overriding premise of their
beliefs was the complete abolition of public.charity, which, of course,
was an inpossible consideration at that time. ‘The 1832 Commission,
being, as we have said, subject to Benthamife inﬂuence,l was, on the
other hand, able to envision and recommend a drastic reform of the
system~proper without relying on the wholly unacceptable panacea of the
entire abolition of relief,? although it wae perceived that a proper
administration of the reformed device would reuit, qui;l:e naturally,
in a situation where poor relief would come to play only a minor part
in national prioritiese ponsequen‘-tly, in the pursuance of po]_.ieie well
within the realm of practicability, given the fmtmt;on of the monied
classes with supporting their less-fortunate fellow-citizens, the

Commission was able to advocate and realize a revolution in poor law

! See supra, pe 57,
2 See C. Driver, Tor Radicéi, Pe 275
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The Commissioners also relied on Benthamite logic to shore up
their recommendations in anticipation of critioism of the potenﬁ.al.
for inhumane treatment engendered in the neat little scheme they advo-
catedes Eaving convinced the public that a continuation of the present
relief system would spell financial and moral ruin, the Commission
employed the facile and weighty argument that some casualties would
have to be accepted in order to maintain the welfare of the whole.
"Relief in a well-i'egulated workhouse would not be a hardship," the
Report c].g:l.med, 's'gnd even if it be, in some rare cases, a hardship,
it appears from the evidence that it is a hardship to which the good of
society requires the applicant to suhnit.'!:-l Indeed, the Commission had
been 80 successful in preparing contemporary opinion with _Eztracté,
and traded so skilfully on the growing reluctance to support the poor,
that it could feel secure in delineating policies that flew directly
in the face of the laissez-faire myth, and in delivering perhaps the
inaugural tatem/ent of a century of social reforms "It may be assumed,
ﬁat e o o the public is warranted in imposing such gonditions on the
individual « « «, a8 are conducive to the benefit either of the indi-
vidual himself, or of the country at large . . ;,”2

iii. The Bill

Hassau Senior and Sturges Bourne opened negotiations with the
Whig Cabinet in March 1339 eupported by the prodigious effect in the

2 Ibta., p. 228,
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country of the Cammission's Rgport; There was reason to believe that
same of the Cabinet members would bé antipgthetic to ‘the Bill_ prepared
by Sénior, founded upon the principles embodied in the Report;l Al though
there were scattered grumblings about specific provisions, the Bill _
passed through a month of Cabinet scrutiny largely unscathed, however;
The Duke of Richmond presented the most consistent and vehement objection
to the Bill in the Cabinet stage. Seconded with varying d.eg.je_es of
conviction by Lords Landsdowne, Ripon, and Melbourne, the Duke's
primary uneasiness arose over the prohibition of outdoor relief to all
able-bodied paupers and the extent of the Central Authority's control
over the proposed local boards of gl:la:r."d:i.ans.2 In reference to the
former point, the Duke argued that such a provision would necessitate
a colossal expense in order to comstruct the requisite workhouses, and
that once erected they would degenerate into penal institutions from
which the pauper would be unable to extricate himself. This sort of
eituation, he maintainec}, would lead to devastating rural insurrectiona;
Accordingly, he advoéated allowing the diffusion of proper principles,
via the Report,_ to take its effept among the pa;ochial authorities
for a self-imposed reformation of the poor law;

Senior was able to answer that the initial expenditure on the
workhouses would be insignificant in comparison to the supposed un—
tenable annual outlay on the indigent, and that in any event, the

numbers of able-bodied poor applying for relief would be considersbly

- 1 Se¢ S.E. Piner, The Iife and Times of Sir Edwin Chadwick,

PPe 96-97e

2 These locally elected bodies were to supervise the day-to-day .
administration of relief in lieu of overseers, magistrates, and vestries,
See infra, p. 124 for a fuller description of their functions.
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reduced by the prospect of less eligibility, and as a consequence, the
existing workhouse accommodation would not have to be greatly augmented.
Moreover, the union of parishes, he pointed out, would ensure the more
efficient utiiization of these facilities. Senior also had at his
disposal accounts of the experiments at Southmpll and‘Bingham as an
answer to the charge that paupers once incarcerat;d yould become perma-
nent fixtures in the workhouse. In those parishes, it wi}l be rqmemberad,
the workhouse populations nearly dwindled away to nothinge. Furthermore,
Senior explained, the Workhouse Test principle depended entirely upon
the free—-exercise of pauper determination in accgpting either inde~
pendent labor or the restraints of the workhouse; Since the abolition
of outrelief confined the authorities to granting aid only in the workh
house, they would quite naturally be anxious to encourage an immate's
return’to a state of independence, which would absolve them from con%inuing
to maintain hime Thus the system was workable only if relief (in a
workhouse) were denied to no -able-bodied person, and if that person
were allowed to return to independence after being deterred by the
unpleasantness of confinemente The universal assumption that the riots
of 1830 had been caused by the abuses of the unreformed poor relief
system also allowed Senior to dispose of the Duke's argument that the
Bill's proposals engendered the seeds of revolt. As for the voluntary
implementation of thé Report's recommendations, Senior declared this

to be wishful thinking. The Report itself had found that sinister
interests précluded the extension of efficient and reformed relief

mechanisms.1 Having satisfactorily answered the main objections to the

1 Beport of 1634, p. 260
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abolition of outdoor aid to the able-bodied, Senior successfully carried
the portions of his Bill that touched on this aspect of the proposed
reformed scheme;_

On the second point of contention, that of the sweeping powers to
be enjoyed by the Central Authority, he was less successful, which is
perhaps understandable given the pehchant for localism still extant
during the first part of the nineteenth century. Consequently, at leasf
two alterations in the Bill were made by the Cabinet that hampered,
indeed, that may have effectiveiy castrated, the vitality of the Poor
law Commission (as the Central Authority was called). The actual
provisions coming under attack in the Cabinet were those relating to
the Commission sitting as a "court of record" with full powers of
indicting for contempt of court, and to the necessity of compliance by
the local Boards with orders from the Cqmmissioh pertaining to the
construction of workhousese The upshot was that the Commisgion was
divested of its status as a court, which reduced its coercive authority
to the laborious channels of writ of mandamus.and King's Benche And
Senior was only just able to disuade Lansdowne anid Alfﬁorp from further
undermining Commission authority by amending the Bill to read thgt
orders for the comstruction of workhouses were subject to ratification
by a majority of the ratepayers. HNonetheless, the Cabinet insisted on
confining the Commission's prerogative in controlling monetary allocation,
80 the Commissioners were limitedlto ordering compulsory expenditure not
excéeding one-tenth the annual rate or fifty poundg for workhouse-im-
provement or construction in the iﬁdividual unionse. OFf course,wwi?h the
consent of the ratepayers, additional expenditure could be ordered.

Another onslaught by Melbourne was more adroitly handled by Seniore



The Home Secretary, under whose jurisdiction the ?oor Law Commission
was to come, complained bitterly that hg would have no control over the
substance of the Commission®s decisions. A compromise-was agreed upon
whereby "“General Oraers“ of the Commission were to be submitted to the
Home Office, and would only come into force after forty days and pro-
viding no objectioﬁ was made either by the Secretary or Parliament.
"Special Orders," those forwarded to only one Union, howéver, were to
be immediately applicable.1 On the other hand, Senior was unable to
induce the Cabinet to accept the establishment of settlement on the basis
of birth only.
We noﬁ pass to the Parliamentary stage of the Bill, for although
resistance in both Houses was surprisingly ;ight, certain criticisms
were raised that were harbingers of things to comee. Moreover; state—
ments were made by the Bill's supporters that facilitated its.passage
through a Parliament thirsty for any measure of reform ofbthe poor
1aws,2 but that indicated either a conscicus attempt to misguide the
members, or a misunderstanding on their own part of the implications
of such a revolutionary proposales Lord Althorp introduced the Bill on
April 17 with a speech of cautious optimism and moderate tone. He .
immediately referred to the influential Report as the basis for his

statements and the need for immediate and complete reform, while at

1 The Special Order, of course, was subsequently used in nearly
all instances by the Commission in order to avoid the quagmire of red—
tape at the Home Office.

2 "There can scarcely have been, during the past hundred years,
a measure of first-class social importance, gravely affecting the
immediate interestes of so large a number of people, that aroused, in
its passage through both Houses of Parliament, so little effective
opposition « . « 28 the Poor Law Amendment Bill." Sidney and Beatrice

Webb, The Last Hundred Years, I, p. 94.
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the same time appealing to the principal bias that had ensured the
Report's reception by the monied classes, the.sanctity of propertys:

"He [Lord Althorp] would now assert, and he would appeal to the facts
detailed in the Report of the Commissioners for the confirmation of what
he stated, that the effect of the Poor-laws tepded directly « « » to

the destruction of all property in the country.ﬁl Perhaps a more
effective foundation for the passage of the Bill coulq not have been
presenteds Althorp, nonetheless? proceeded to exploit, in the manner so
typical of all previous inveétigations and discussions of the poor law,
the alleged deleterious effects of the contemporary relief systemlon
the poor themselves as the second prong in his argument for the overhaul
of the Oid Poor Law.2 Having convinced, in the main, a Parliament
already in effect convinced of the necessitybof reform, Althorp gave

a brief sketch of the provisions of the Bill. Even ;n such an amenable
atmosphere, an ill-omen arose when he arrived at that sgction of the
proposal that dealt with the powers to be invested in the Poor law
Commissione It is recorded that Yhe [Lord Althorp) observed some
honourable Gentlemen seemed to dissent to this portion of the proposi-
tion; he admitted, that by this measure he was asking for extraordiﬁary
discretionary powers, but at the same time he must contend that it would

be utterly impossible to carry on improvement in the present system of

1 Lord Althorp in the House of Commons, 17 April 1834, Hansard,
Third Series, XXIII, p. 877e

2 It is important to note that in all the Parliamentary discussions
on the Bill, not one individual directly challenged the Report's
general indictment of the prevailing relief system; only the remedial
measures came under attack.s Two decades of conditioning by economic
and philosophical teachings and Parliamentary committees, as well as
the 1834 .Report, had virtually compelled the dismantling of the 0O1d
Poor Lawe



Poor-laws into effect without acting upon great discretionary powers."1
Thus, the fear of the pauper host was employed to stifle Parli.amenta.ry
sensitivities regarding local prerogative and goverammental intervention;
however, as we shall see, the views o:_E the man at the parochial level
were sometimes_ not so easily overcomee.

Outside the House of Cémmons, where the bulk of the opposition
to the New Poor law was always to be found, resistance began to coalesce.
The Times which had remained ominocusly silent in the days following
Althorp's introductory speech came to life on April 30 via a disparaging
letter in the advertisement colums from John Walter, member for
Berkshire and proprietor of The Times, and a leading article expressing
"apprehensions™ about the inhumane proposals relating to the workhouses
and the provisions regarding the Poor Law Commission. Walter had been
for some time an opponent of ‘any attempt to cu:rtaj.l outdoor relief,2 and
his letter marked the beginning of a protracted and virulent resistance
by him to the New Poor Law. Setting aside his objections to the Bill,
Thomas Barnes, the editor of The Times, provided the unflagging impetus
behind .'l:hat paper's prolonged and often exaggerated opposition to the
Amendment Act. Barnes was open to the charge of personal vindictiveness
in his campaign against the Act, for he had detested Blomfield since
their Cambridge days, and he distrusted Chadwick and Senior with their
dry-as—-parchment solutions for the ills of so:acsi.ei:;r;3 Although Brougham
and Barnes had been friends and collaborators in the past, at the time

1 Hensard, XXIII, p. 883.

2 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The last Hundred Years, I, pe 95« _
3 S.E. Finer, The Life and Times of Sir Edwin Chadwick, p. 100.

Senior reciprocated by waging a counter—campaign against The Times
in the Chronicle and the Globee.
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of the introduction of the Bill, tensions were mounting between the
two over their differences on Irish COerc;ion. It appears, _however,
that Barnes' opposition sl;rang from a genmuine regard for the poor and
an abhorrent-se of bu.regucratic centralization, two themes tl;at were to
bludgeon Times' readers for the next decade and & balf. His concern
for the poor was early revealed in a letter he sent to I.e Marchant,
Brougham's secretary, the day following Althorpts speech; "In fapt
our principal objection," he said, "is t6 one branch pf the measure -
a very importan_f branch certainly - the refusal of rellief except i_.n_
workhouses: a system in my opinion enormously expensive, degrading to
the honest pauper and ruinous %o fathers of families who will not any
more receive that temporary relief irhich might set them on 'I:hgir feei_;
again without being torn from their wives and children who will all be
pauperized and imprisoned under the new system because the parent '
requires 20 or 30 shillings to set his loom or stocking frame a—going.“l
The Times' opposition, supplemented by that of practically all-
the Tory .and Metropolitan newspapers ,2 began slowly and mounted in
intensity as the B:lil passed ihrough the various stages of becoming law.
Support for the -Bill in the press was so sparse that John Easthope, a
wealthy Whig M.P., was moved to purchase the nearly defunct Morning
Chroizicle f&r the sole purpose of publicly supporting a measure that
was encountering only limited résistanc’e in the lep'slature._ In fact,

the press itself realized early on that with such varied Parliamentary

‘1 Barnes/Le Marchant, 18 April 1834, quoted in Times Company,
The History of The Times, (london, 1935), I, p. 295. My emphasise

"2 D, Boberts, Victorian Origins of the British Welfare State,
Pe 42.



support as the Duke of Wellirngton and Ebel_and Place gnd_Hgme, the
Bill was certain to become an Act, and that the most thét cou1¢ be
hoped for was an amelioration of the harsher remedial measurese Ina
moment of prophetic insight, Barnes admitted the futility of deterring
the measure legislatively. He told Le Marchant that "the Foor law
Bill you will I suppose carrys. but you will never execute it.“; Indeed,
the storm in the press apparently went unnoficed'by Parlisment, for
on May 9 the division on the Seéond Reading indicated that only twenty
members.opposed the Bill in a House of three hundred and forty-four.
Following a motion to go into committee, further élterat;ons
were made in the Bill, one of which proved to be of considerable sig-
nificance later on. Aan amendment‘wés accepted by Althorp that limited
the authority of fhe Commission 0 a.five year period. Of lesser
importande was the allocation of the right to the parish, through an
order issued by two magistrates, of proceeding against-the father of
a bastard in order to indemnify the parish for the maintenance of the
illegitimate childe
On May 26, Pbulett Scrope rose in the House to deliver the most
comprehensive objection to the Bill made during its passage through
Parliament. Since his speech is considefed representative of oppositioq
to the measure, both in and out of Parliament and particularly in
The Times,2 it is perhaps worthwhile to consider the main thrust of his

arguments. He, liké nearly all members of the House, could claim to

! Barnes/Le Marchant, cs 24 April 1834, quoted in Times Campeny,
History of The Times, I, p. 296.

2 . Meckay, History of the English Poor laws, ITI, p. 135.
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have been desirous of reform, having been persuaded to this view by
the compelling case made by the Reporl:,l but the subsequent revelations
of the Bill had presumably grated against his regard for the sanctity
of class interdependence and the ancient imstitutions of England. The
revolutionary proposals of the measure prampted Scropg, like sc many
after him, into a false and extravagant Tory reactions

With all its defects the Poor-law of England was a

noble, a God-like institution, — worthy of the age

(the brightest in our national annals) in which it

originated, — worthy of the great statesmen (Cecil,

Burleigh, Bacon,.and Wolsingham). who enacted it « o o -

For more than two centuries it had been the blessing

and the boast of England - the guarantee of her in-

* ternal tranquility - the security for the lives of

the pgor - and for the property and peace of the

riche ‘

Scrope challenged the 1832 Commission's interpretation of the
43rd of Elizabeth, the "God-like institution." In providing for the
"getting to work" of the able-bodied poor, this Act, he maintained, had
not envisaged the locking away of the pauper. The poor were, in fact,
to have been set to work in their homes in order to increase the common
stoocke He declared the workhouse to be repugnant to a long tradition
of English benevolence and opposed "this violent and experimental
nostrum™ on htmani.tar‘ian, political, and financial groundss

Where were the workhouses into which o put all the

unemployed able-bodied labourers in the kingdom? « o «

Workhouses must be built, therefore. The whole

country must be studded with district workhouses, or
rather work-gaols; « . . the whole country would have

1 Scrope had, in fact, shown enthusiasm when Althorp asked leave
to introduce the Bille

2 Poulett Scrope in the House of Commons, 26 May 1834, Hansard,
Third Series, XXIII, pp. 1321-1322. Thomas Barnes said much thée same
thing in perceiving that the New Poor law would #sow the seeds of
perpetual enmity between the Poor and the Riche" Quoted in History
of The Times, I, p. 293, :



been convulsed and revolutionized! TUhat an expense,

tool . But further — would it be just, would it be
"right, would it be safe, to refuse relief and employ-

ment except in a prisom, to all those able-bodied men,

some of the very best and most industrious workmen of

the kingdom, whose onli fault was, that their families

were very 1large « « oo _

The powers afforded to the proposed Commission, the whipping-
boy of nearly all subsequent criticism of the Amendment Act, provided
Scrope with an easy target, and an argument that stood the best chance
of receiving a sympathetic reception in the House; The rights of
property and localism, as well as the piojected abolition of the
ancient right of the magistrates to order relief for the poor, induced
him, he stated, to "hesitate to invest themlfthe Commissionersﬂ with
the most extraordinary dictatorship.“2 The control of poor relief by
the Commission would amount, it seemed to him, to the virtual abolition
of aid to the poor,3 which would constitute the defamation of "a title
300 years old, as old, as legal,'as fully recognized in Parliament,
as the title of the waalthiesf noble to his estate . » .."4

These sentiments were echoed on July 1 at the time of the Third
Reading by William Cobbett, who had been a persistent opponent of the
Bill since it had been introduced, and who was then waging a pamphlet
offensive in the country against it. Styling it as the "Poor Man's
Robbery Bill," a measure designed to "rob the poor man to enrich the

landowner,"5 Cobbett decried the attempt to abrocate the poor's right

1 Haneard, XXITI, p. 1326.

2 Tbide, pe 1329.
3 Inid., p. 1331
4 Ibid., p. 1332.

5 William Cobbett in the House of Commons, 1 July 1834, Hansard,
Third Series, mv, p. 1051.
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to relief recognized by the state at the time of the Reformation and
the Dissolution of the Monastaries. It was abggrd, he_painta;nqd, ‘o
tamper with the poor's paltry £7 ﬁillion'ﬁhen the nation was paying
£30 million to "usurers" and £8 million to "sinecurigts;" Annual taxa-
tion amounted to £52 m;llion, he pointed out, and laqdlords'_rents had
increased ten-fold since the begimming of the centurye Moreover,
colossal amounts were speat on the army, clergy, and governmental
parasites each yeare

These complaints notwithstanding, the Bi;l passed the_Third
Reading by one hundred and eighty-seven to fifty; It will be noticed,
however, that the opposition had more than doubled since thé Second
Reading on May 9, and this may be an indication of the growing influence
of the press campaign and some belated stirrings in the constituenciese
Even on the day of the division;petitions against the Bill were.arriving
at Parliament.l The towns, especiélly, appear tp have been genters of
this early resistance, probably arising from a recognition of the threat
posed by the Commission to their pierogatives held under local Actg
and incorporationse

There have been 103 petitions with 9;006 signatures against

the Bille. Twenty~five of the largest towns, and ten of the

largest parishes in and near London, had petitioned, not :

against the details, but against the principle of the Bill,"

including Bristol, Birmingham, Leeds, Huddersfield; Halifax,

Gloucester, Exeter, Oxford, Westminster, Wakefield, and

many otherse2 '

It should be empheasized, however, that public opinion actually

1[ "Minutes] Petitions presented « o . By Dr. Lushington, Mr. Vigors,
and Sir Samuel VWhalley; from several Metropolitan Parishes against the
Poor-Law Amendment Bille." Hansard, XXIV, ps 1027.

2 Sir Henry Willoughby in the House of Commons, 1 July 1834,
Hansard, XXIV, p. 1032.
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favored reform at _-this point; or at least feelings .9f ix_zdi;_ffe:_r.:epce
precluded the possibility of large-scale resistance. ' 4nd this indiffer-
ence was fed by statements made in the House of CGnmong that tended to
minimize the true novelty and significance of the Bill. A4s we would

expect, the paramountcy of the Poor lLaw Commission was :Feckoned to be

‘the most distasteful medicine to be applied in a country still only

partly through the trensition stage from a traditional to a modern
society; Consequently, the bulk, nay, the entire bogly of mis-statement
in the House regarding the Bill relates to this aspect of its_provisions.:
Whether or not this was an intentional effort to deceive is moots
however, the fact remains that Hansard rec,ordg ﬁo mincing oi_‘ words
regarding less eligibility and the workhouse_ test, whe:_r:eas__those :!.n
reference to the Commission®s powers are many times problematicale For
instance, Althorp, in his il;ltroductory speech, éncouraged ﬁhe impression
that Parlisment would continue to t_ae the final arbiter in the formula-—
tion of subsequent poor law policye _"It ?Jas o‘pirious," he remarked,

" « o that to legislate successfully on this subject, « « « the House
must act gradually, introduce the improved system into different -
pariﬁes step by step ¢ « « and thus more certainly ir}sure_ its final
success.™ In fact; he went on to explicitly deny the intention of
forming unions throughout England, and even the possibility of the
Commission tampering with well-managed local institutions, by assuring
the House that "when a parish was reelly well regulated, it need not

entertain the slightest apprehension of interference upon the part of

1 Lord Althorp in the House of Commons, 17 April 1834, Hansard,
XXIII, ps 879« My emphasise
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the Commissioners.™ Right up watil the Third Heading, the Bill'e
supporters eont.{nued to allay local fears with assurances o_f moderatg :
and constrained actions by the Poar Law COmmissign; Robert A. Slaney,
member for 'Shrewsbury, for exaz_nple, .in caming out for -the measure,
a;'egued that "the operation of this Bill should [would] be.confj:ned to
partiéul,ar counties, where the Poor=laws had been ba@ly adn;inistered,
and the interests of the labouring classes _neglected."z And Althorp
persisted in mitigating the image of an omnipotent aqd ambifious bureau-
The Times. The Bill, he said, "gﬁvé a discretion to the Commissioners
to dispense relief when any sudden changes mig_'h'i: .make_it necessary to
do 80e This would enable the Bill fo come into effect gradually, and
without da.nge:r:._".3
But this is a small matter in explaining the facility with which
‘such an extraordihary measure passed through the House of Commonse The
Whigs, of course, supported it as a Government proposg.l, their interests
as large landowners and crypto-reformers withstanding. Even the Badicals
had ample grounds for coveting a Bill tﬁat appeared to enervate the
tight grip of the gentry on local mechanisms and that constituted a
-éystem animated by an abhorrence of Bentham's ai-chdviliain, the s_inister
interest. As for laissez~faire, the Poor Iéw Amendment Bill is -nc_rt
the sole example of Badical—sﬁpported legislation that may indicate
that the Invisible Hand was at timeé considergd by the Radicals to 'pe

merely a useful stick with which to bludgeon the privileged classese

1 1bid., p. 897, my emphasise
2 Hensard, XXIV, p. 1044e

3 Ibia., p. 1056,
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The action of the Tories, on ?he othe: hand, ig_lgss_comprehensible gt
first glance. Nevertheless, they, too, had sgf;;cignt reasons_fpr
providing a smooth voyage for the Bill. Eirst of all, thq Bill itself
was couched in rather innocuous terms. It did not apolish_gmsingle
local authority (indeed! it contemplated increasing the pgssibi}it;es

of patronage)} nor was the Commission "to interfere in any individual
case for the purpose of ordering relief."2 The construction of WOork=
houses was to be left virtually to the individual units, and at no time
did anyone of consequence indicate that unions were to bg systematically
formed throughout England. In fact, no specific policy was offered in
the Bill, and although the implication was therg that the Report was to
be the guideline in the formulation of policy, the principlgs of the
Workhouse Test and Less Eligibility did not always violate the sensiti--
vities of a class that had itself readily devised stringent relief
rolicies during the agricultural depressione. Eurthezmore?.thellocal
gentry was the class most heavily burdened by the poor rates and would
'thus be more anxious to welcome an alleviation of relief taxation. In

short, the Tories voted their pocketbooks, mot their hearts.>

Finally,
there are indications that the petty ruling qlass had grown tired of
wrestling with a responsibility that provgd'onerous and singled them
out for the animosity of the lower orders. An.M.?, ?gma;kaq: “?he
Magistrates had at present a most unpleasant and diffiqult ﬁask @o per-
forms and he [Sir Thomas Fremantle], as one, would most willingly throw

from his own shoulders, to those of the Commissiocners, the responsibility

1 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The lLast Hundred Years, I, p. 100.

2 Poor Law Amendment Act, 1834, section 15.

3 See D. Roberts, Victorien Origins of the British Welfare State,
DPe 43¢
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which rested on the Magistrateé in the administretion of the Poozh:_Laws."l
Overlying all these diverse motives? of course, was .fhe gengral reluctance
to continue further aid to a group of individuals, t{ho; it was feared,
representea a natio'nal cancer; as well as the confirmative and vastly
influential assertions of the Report of 1854. '

Similarly, the Bill had a relatively easy time of it when it
went up to the Lords. The Second Reading resul-ted in a seventy—s'iz to
thirteen d:.vision, which found the Marquess of I.onﬂonderry among the
handful of dissenters. When it entered the commi ttee stage, however,
further adjustments were made in its provisionse. _On a motion by the
Duice of Wellington, the Lords amended the right of the pa_rish to proceéd
against the father of an illégitima,i:e child.. The overseers were now
required to sutmit their application for an order of indemnity to
Quarter Sessions, rather than to tio magj.strates.z' Also, in_-order to
circumvent the objections of the more paternalistic Tories, the obliga-
tory provision for the abolition ofs' all outdoor aid to the able~bodied
two years following the enactment of the Bill was dropped. Instga.d,
the Commission was given the right to "regu.late" the type and ex‘ten'l_:
of relief as it saw fit. Although the Lords made forty more altergtions
in the Bill, none were considered to be of particular significance. So
Althorp guided Commons in accepting all the upper house's amend_ment_s, _
and on August 14, 1834, the Poor law Amendment Bill recéive;i His Majesty's
assent; |

The circuitous path that had been trod since 1817 had now arrived

1 "Sir Thomas Fremantle in the House of Ccumnons » 17 April 1834,
Hansard, XXIII, p. 895.

2 See supra, pe88.
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at its nearly inevitable destination. Steady expenditure on the poor
during the twenties had failed to reconcile the nation to maintaining
a large body of its poor, and whem the crunch came, the rulers of the
country barely hesitated in bringing a two-decades-old trend to its
logical cenclusion, from haphagard overseer/magistrate administration
to skinflint collective local action and on t0 a national bureaucracy
b_;‘eathing the fire of philosophical radicaliem. In the spmble of -
econcmic self-interest, precepts cherished and ancient fell before
the axe of expediency, for who can deny that Local Prerogative and
Laissez-Faire were dead letters at Westminster in 18347

ive The Act

The Act signed by the King (4 and 5 Williem IV o, 76) did not
actually specify a poor 1ﬁw policy of any sorte Instead, it provided
for the machinez;y from which policy decisions, presumably anchored upon
the recommendations of the Report of léM, would emanate and by which
they would be carried out at the local levele In a sentence, then,
Parliament had abdicated its powers of guiding the direction of the
largest single branch of civil administration in the country (based on
annual expenditure), and in its own place had substituted an independent
Central Aufhority whose latitude in the formulation of policy was
practically unlimitede _

A detailed discussion of the Act is unnecessary heres however,
before proceeding to & more pointed examination of its actual applica-
tion, perhaps it would be convenient for the reader if a sketch of the
Aot's provisions were included in this chapter; For the sake of brevity,
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the contents are listed in outline form by‘s,ectionsl _

Sections 1 - 14 provid_ed for - the appoin‘hnent'o:_f tl_n-ee Poqr law
Commissioners and without the consent of the Treasury no more than nine
Assistant Commissioners (to be chosen by the Poor Law Commissioners), none
of whom were to sit in Parliament. ‘The Commission was to submit an annual
report to the Secretary of States The authority of the Commission was
limitet_l to five years. .

Sections 15 — 18 provided for the administratip_n and control of
poor relief in England and Waleé by the Poor Law Camnission. The
Commissioners were anpoweredl to decide oh rules, ofders, and regulations
for the management of the poor, and to carry out the Act in all its
aspects. General Orders were not"ll:o come into effect for forty days,
and the Commission was not to interfere in any individual case regarding
relief.2

Sections 19 = 25 provided for the religious freedom of workhouse
inmateé. The Assistant Comissioﬁqrs were to be a‘_llqwed -attepdance at_
the meetings of the local authorities, but without the right of voting.
The Commission was to control the erection, alteration, and administration
~ of workhouses, but they could not order the expenditure of more than
£50 or one-tenth of one year's rates for the purchase, hire, erection,
alteration, or enlargement of workhouses without the conseﬁt of a

majority of the ratepayers or the union guardians.

1 Synopses of the Act may be found in G. Nicholls, History of
the English Poor law, II, pp. 272-281; T. Mackay, History of the English
Poor law, III, pp. 146~151; P.F. Aschrott, The English Poor law System,
PPe 3T-443 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The Last Hundred Years, I, pp. 100-
101; and by the same authors, English Poor Law Policy, pp. 11-20.

2 See supra, Pe 94.



98

Sections 26 - 37 provided for iight of the Commission to formm
unions at their discretion, while each parish was to be ?harged for the
cost of relieving its own poor. Payment to the common fund was to be
Based on the proportion of each par?sh's annual rate. Thg Qommiss;on
could dissolve or alter any union.with.the consent of fwo—thirds of the
guardians. The guardians with the consent of the Commissioners could
declare the union to be the.unit of settlement and/or rat;ng; Tvo
Justices could order outdoor relief to éged and infirm paupers, provided
they were entirely unable to worke _

Sections 38 ~ 41 dealt with the election of the BoarGS'of.gnardians
of the unions, the number to be fixed by fhe @ommission in each case, '
yut each parish was to have at least one guérdian.' The ratepayers were
to have one vote if rated under £200§ two votes if between £200 and
£400; and three voteslif over 6406. The Commission was to set the
minimum rating qualification for a gﬁardianship; but it was not to
exneed £40 a year. Justices could sit as ex-—officio members on the
boarde.

‘ Sections 42 - 51 provided for the control of the workhouses and
parish officials by the CQmmission.' Justices could freely inspect
workhouse facilities. The Camnission could order the establishment of
salaried posts for the relief of the poor, fixing qualifications, duties,
and remunération. The Commission could removeé any sala;ied person,
including a workhouse master.' The éommission was to establish the
.guidelines for all contracts made by the guardians, an@ any entered

into not conforming to the standards were void. The overseers were to
account to the guardians for all exﬁenditure made on behalf of the poore

Sections 52 — 60 dealt with the relief of theé poor. The Commission
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could regulate the type and extent of re:!.iéf___to the able=bodied pauper
and his family. Departures from the regulations, as in the oase of
exireme emergency, had to be reported to the Commission within fifteen
deyse Only guardians or select vestries were to be allowed to grant
relief. The overseers could give relief only in the fa.ce of urgent
necessity, and then only in kind. Justices t_sould grant relief in
emergencies when it had been refused by an overseer, and order medical
aid in the event of sudden and acute illness. Aid granted to children
under sixteen was to be considered as relief allocated to their'parents.
The Commission oould order that relief accorded to any person over
twenty-one be granted in the form of a loa.n;

Sections 61 - 68 dealt with the apprenticeship of children, the
means of raising monay to finance the emigration of paupers, and the
repeal of lettlement by hiring and sexrvice..

Sections 69 — 76 dealt with the alteration of the Bastardy lLaws
and the rights of the relief authority in seeking ac¢tlion against the
putative father, which we have already discussed j.n'a previous section.l

Sections T8 - 90 dealt with miseellaneous provisions regarding
penalties for confliot of ;I.nteresf, the issuance of orders of removal,
the Commission's right to examine the accounts of any trust or charity
estate applicable to the relief of the pooi', stamp duty and postage,
and the service of sumons.

Sections 91 -~ 104 provided for penalties for the introduction of
‘alooholic beverage into the workhouse and the misireating of pauper
inmates, as well as for the "infringement" of orders of the Commission

1 See supra, Ppe95.
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and in the case of 'l;he overseers, of guardians or ;jt_.lstices;
Sections 105 - 109 dealt with the machinery by which the legal
validity of the Commission's orders and regulations could be testede
On August 23, 1834, ten days following the enactment of the Bill,
Te Frankland Lewis, J.G. Shaw-Lefevre, and George Nicholls were sworn
in as Poor law Commissioners. On the same day, they appointed _
Edwin Chadwick as Secretary to 'b_h'e Conmission and hgld their first

meeting, proceeding to convert theory into practicee



101

CHAPTER THRER DURHAM: _FRELUDE

Our chief object was to impress upon the parish officers
generally, that the legislature had not exonérated theam
from the performance of their duties; that they were

8till to continue to administer the existing laws for

the relief of the Poar « « o[ and]the gensral trans= -
aotion of parochial business should be contirnmed (With
strioct attention to economy) in the accustamed course, _ _
until we should be enabled to take specific measures
thereone

' == Poor law Commissionors, -
' First Annual Report, 1835._

The Poor law Commissioners spent their first montl;__s_ in 9fﬁc,e
gathering dgta regarding the various methods of relief .enp_loyed through-
out England. Durham®s overseers received long questionnaires as to the
actual relief pmoedures thén operative in their respective parishea;
~ Their responses indioﬁ'ted that a widely-differing and wmsystematic
approach to relief was characteristic of the region, which no doubt
helped to persuade the Commissionérs that no part of England could oclaim
a right to exemption from the new law; Nonoetheless, the soufhern
comties, as expected, presented the most critical picture of the old
.8ystem, with their heavy use of the now disreputable rates-in-aid-of-
wages method and their high incidense 6f pauperiem and labor problemss
And 1t was here that the Commissioners chose to begin their worke

_In order to actually implement the provisions of the new law, the
Commission relied on a staff of Assistant Commissioners whose first
members wore appointed in the Autumn of 1834, By Christmss, mine of
these men were in the southern counties preparing reports on 1ooa.1
conditions and relief administration. This cadre soon were shown to be
the linchpin of the entire poor law system. Their conduct and methods

ocould have a direct bearing on the reception accorded the new Act in
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the districts, and in their rble as 1ntame§igrigs, 'Ehay ccmld__éf:egtively
control, to a large extent, the adnﬂ.gistration of the 1aw at__tha local
level. Unlike Chadwick, the Commissionsrs were not extrems ideblogues,
and they fully appreciated the view that they sometimes would have to
alter the shape of their administration in deferensce to local exigencies
and peouliarities. Consequently, they were particularly dependent upon
the opinions of the m on the aoene. They reoorded ea.rly on their
roliance on the Assistant Commissioners, which for at least the firet
few years remained -mha.kna "e « « we have not as yet folf ourselves
called upon » » « to reverse the main mMﬁm of any of our
Aseistant Commseioners.™ This is not to say that the Poor Lew Cammissioners
were pulled hither and dither by men of contrasting opinions, which would |
‘have resulted in the same potpourri of administrative prectices that had
existed under the 0ld Poor lew. In fact, thocmissioners had taken
care to select men partioulsrly amenable to their views on proper poor
law admin:istrat_iqn; "Ihe considerations which mainly influenced our
choice [Of Assistant ccmiasioners], .they said, "were the possession of
sound practical knowledge and e_zperienoe of the subjeot matter of .this
commiseion o . .."? Hence, the local adn.tn:ls-tration__of the FNew Poor law
8s direoted by the Assistant Commissioners differed in degres rather than
kind. o |

The firet major sot of the Poor lew Comnissioners was to instruct
their assistants to form unions of parishes :I.n the southern counties, and
their energies during the firet year were taken up "almost eznlusively®

1 [Poor law Comnﬂ.asionors] Pirst Annual Rep rt [of the Poor lew

Ibid., pe 120
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with this colossal task. The salient feature emerging from the whole-
sale unification of parishes in the South was the Commissioners® ,deten:-
mination to extend their suthority to even the best-regulated parishes,
in d:l_.ﬁqt eontradiction to Althorp's earlier assuranou;l !hq had found
no resson, they maintained, "o omit the bestimansged parish fros a waicn,
on account of its mamﬁf,'heine_rmﬂvely guperior to that of any
parishes remsining under the old systene® In enly three instences did
they place single parishes under the control of boards of guardisns,
although a loophole in the law allowed some local incorporations and
- Glbert's Unions to retain their fomier administrative cqnfislmit;ms;
ml.o the Commissioners claimed that the revelations of the A,sgistgnf ‘
Comissioners® reports from the fleld jrodded them into these sotivities,
they revealed their determination, in their first ammal report, to oarry
similar methods to the North where no.hsistant Commissioner had as yet
trods "We see nothing 1n the present situaf.i_on of the uavisited comties
vhich will be 1ikely o induce us to deviate materially from the.ocourse
of proceedings we have hitherto au!.e»p'l;eﬂ;".3 .

¥hile the Commiseion was busy in the South, Durham and the other
northern counties merely plodded on. in the old ws- The paroohial
officers in Durham wore left so nueh to their om dev:lees, in fact, that
as late as 1836 the authorities were still uncertain as to their obliga-
tions under the now Act, In that year a Staindrop voam wote to the
Commissioners "o request informaticn as to how far the Poor Law Act is
binding upon ue, (not having been yef organised upon the new system) o « o

1 See _.E.v p. 92.
2 pirat Annnal Report, 1835, Pe 23.
_Mn _PO. 650 |



As circumstances now exist, we seem neither under tp.e eb;l.ige_t:!.ene of the
new system, nor under the 0ld Jurisaiotion of the magistrates.™ The
remarkable feature of the Poor Lew eemd.eeion'e correepondenee w:lth
Durham's pe.reeh:l.al officers dnring the years 1834 %0 1836, ho'ever, is its
scarcity. The e_oun_ty-_'e 280_pariehee_,_de. not seem to have felt a need to
rely upon the Commission for advice in running their ouneffeire. Thile
soattered querie‘e. may be found here and there in the reeerds‘ foi- -the'e
Jears, it is eertain that Durham®s relief eyetem cent:l.med to be. adm:l.n-
istered as in prev:lone yoars, untampered wvith by Scnereet Keuse. l‘hi.e,
of course, was at the _commie,sionere." pleaeur‘e! for tl;eir other duties.
frecluded them fram interfering, and their letters show a marked disin-
clination to be drawn into the dasbto-dey management of relief in Durham.
'!hqy told an assistant overseer of - the townehip of S\mderlmd, in anewer
to several of his queet:l.one, that "they [the Poor law cmiee:lenere] will
not expreee an opnlnien as to the deteiled nmgement ed.’ the Parish exoept
upon the Report of one of their assistant Commissioners « « «u™

It would not be eo_z-rect s however, to e,_ay that the c@ss:lon_ere
entirely neglected those parishes not coming d:lreotl.v under their
attentien. Certain answers were mede to peroch:lel queriee ’ pertieulerly

theee touching upon the principles of relief and the eerreet application
of funde ’ a.nd the comiee.ton oonetantly attempted to 1n:E1uenee nerthern
adninietrative practices by "suggeetions' made 1n their circular 1ettere.
The crux of these euggeet:le_ns ws sirict eeon_enx in ?h’,,disf#b‘,.‘?"‘,‘.’? of

T,

outdoor relief and attention to the proper management of verl;hoyseeé

1 Jomn nea.n/l’eer Law Conmissioners (hereafter referred %o as P.Iuc.),
21 April 1836, Ministry of Health Papere hereafter reforred to as M.B.)
12/3313 (Teesdale).

2 r.z..c./n.x. Taylor, 24 Narch 1836, u.n.12/3268 (Sunder].and).
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including classification of immates, where these formed a pert of relief
gdninist:ation; On ths whole, homgr;» the Commissioners were content

to allow the northern parishes to exercise thelr own disoretion, reminding
them at the same time that the new lew did not relieve them of their
responsibilitiess In one of the cmissioners'v ﬁ.rﬁt communications,

the Dnrham authoriﬂ.es were told that "boards of guard:l.a.us, salect
vestries, and other distriot or paroohial offiom e o o 8re to continna
to administer the existing laws for the relief of the poor t_:f the pa.:_.'ish
or place for whioh they acty and thﬂt, subject tp ;l:he provisions of the
Poor law Amendment Aot, the genefal transaotion of parochial business )
should « « « be continued in the accustomed course unt:u ~the rules, orders,
and regulations which the Commissioners are authortso_c_l_ to make shall have
been duly prepared and proamlgated. )

The reaotion of the propertied clasges of mn'ham to this 1:|.mited.
interference, indeed, to the Poor Law Amendment Aot 1tself, 13 diffioult
to gauge during these Mplmntation years. 'me state of the evidence,
soattered and varied, reduoos historical Judgament to eﬂuoated guesswork.
We have already mntioped the parochial reluctance to consult the
Commission. Sir Willism Chaytol, for instance, a Member of Parliament and
staunsh supporter of the New Poor lew, told Chadwick that if the law vas
" to be implemented in Durham, t'he, Gommissioners themselves would "have to
do 119, as they oould expect 11ttle voluntary adoption of its provisions.’
On the other hand, the conservative Durham Mv_{ex_-tise' » one of the main
organs of opposition in the county, lamented that the petitions against

. 1 P.L.C. Circular Letter, 4 Beptember 1834, Pirst Anqus) Beport,
. 1835’ APP. A’ Io. 1’ p. 61.

2 s1r Wlliem Chaytol/Biwin chadtr.lok, 16 September 1834, n.n,’,~12/2928
(Auckland).
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the Bill that 1% had called for were "uot more mumercus."

County newspapers px'ovide the only reeord of -dissent ageinst the
Aet during the period 1834 to 1836, and this opposition generally
represented clear-cut political alignments, the 'I'ery periodieals opposing
and the Whig Jourmle, such as the Durham Ghroniele, supporting the
measure. 'l'he Advertiser trotted out all of the well-worn objections to
the Act, the eros,ion of local prerogative, the berba:,i*p of the workhouse
system, and the inoreased charges to be expected on the public fmmig,2 |
while the Ch:_ronicle flogged its opponent with a yell;fhmqu copy of
the Report of 1_834; Just how far the conservative papers were prepared
to go in exploiting the political possibilities of resistance to the New
Poor law was revealed in an Advertisg_g editorial that declared inereasing
péuperism and the Aet to be the result of "the contraction of the cun*enoy,
and the demoralizing free-‘h.'ado syetan."3 '

Despite the epparent failure of the right—ving press to foment any
substantial manifestations of revulsion against the Few Poor Law and
the Gomissieners'_.preceedings in the South, pockets of maesinees ré=-
garding the new ler did exist, although these feelinge usually took the
form of oconcern over the parochial position in the ‘new sohane, rather
than a rejeotion of the "prineiples of 1834. chayton_told Chadwick
that "the ides prevails much in the County that when towns are joined
to others that they will have to pay equel expenses for the workliouse. . ;."4

1 Durhsm Advertiser, 30 May 1834
2 See ibid., 25 April 1834,

3 Ibid., 27 Jume 1834.

4 8y W114sn Chayton/B. Chadwick, 25 September 1834, M.H.12/2928
(Auckland)e This, in fact, did seem to trouble parishes with light relief
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However, there is also some evidence to suggest thatﬁurha_m"s ‘parochial
suthorities d1d not expect o be brought under the control of London and
formed into unions, despite the Gomﬁ.e_sion_'s art_::l_._t:ﬁ;y and pervasive
progress in the South.l his in itself may ascount for the lack of
response to the Advc_a:rtiséi-";s ‘appeal for res:l,st_nce-i

On the other hand, the official records :I.ngl#.c.a_te a more enthusiastic .
response to the New Poor Law, although great caution should be ex&c_ise_a
in assessing the weight of this e_v_riﬂence'; The Commission's records are
more 1ikely to contain testimonials then protests, and it may be argued
that no eimilar depository is extant to exhibit contrasting viewse: What
is certain is that maﬁ.y ;ndividua,ls, pa'rticnlarl.y'fhoge of secure social
position, weloamed the law and sssured the Coumissioners of their supporte
A county magistrate told 't;eu that an always potential source of trouble
for the new Aot, the bench, stood behind its provisionss I am happy to
say that the Maglstretes in the County of Durhsm seem anxious to afford
every opportunity for the full develomment of '.the_ good intended by the
act." That other figure of local stature, Sir William Chaytol, also

obligationse Agricultural parishes, particularly, feared that unification
with manufacturing areas would result in increased rates. Appadently,
they did not realise that each parish in a union paid a proportional part
of expenses according to their pauper burden: See Neasham Township
Petition/P.L.C., 28 January 1835, u.n.12/2989 (Darli.ngton).

1 See R.E. Williamson, Rector of Hmorth/!.luc., 3. January 1835,
M.H.12/2989 (Darlington); and R. Lockey, Vestry clerk/r.x..c., 6 Ootober
1834, M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield).

2 The main exception, of course, would be the "Letters to the Editor®
columns in looal newspapers. But here again, opposition is not to be .
found. The Advertiser, the journal most likely to print derogatory lettexs
of this sort, is empty of such correspondence; this feature of the newspaper
was concerned almost entirely with'the "Churoh in danger®. question during
these yearss '

L reubum_/_r.l.._c., 17 October 1634, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)e
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offered Yo "gi-ve. every assistance in my power" in establishing the

Commissioners' prerogative in southem_nurham;l

Some local ratepayers,
too, were oanéht up in the initial ‘eznitment over the possibility of
progressive and efficient poor law administration. In forming the
Sedgefield Union, Sir Joh!; ialsham2 claimed he was yielding to "the very
strongly expressed wishes of parties « « o who Joined in petitioning, in
every way plausible, « « . for the establishment of a Sedgefield Unione. "3
Even the controversial workhouse ss;stm foxmd‘its advocates in the county.
Again on establishing a local union, Walsham remarl;ed that a previous
strike by the pitmen had induced the ratepa;m "to appreciate fully the
great advantages 1ncid_enta1 to a well-organised s_nyatem, vhich would
enable them t§ meet and deal vitﬁ any sudden pressure on thg poor ra.tgs."‘
The rector of Hurworth told the Commissioners that "the poor of Hurworth
are generally well managed, but a workhouse is greafly wanted to put a
stop to our being bullied by outlying paupers + « «o™ And the township

1 8ir willien Chayton/E. Chadwick, 16 September 1834, M.H.12/2928
(Auckland)e .

2 See 1nm, Ps 109,

3 8ir John Walsham/P.L.Co, 31 December 1836, M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield).

The Commissioners were fond of ascribing any opposition to the New Poor
Law as the selfishness of interested parties. See, for instance, First
Annual Report, 1835, pe 62. This, however, was a two—edged sword, as
shoim in the case of the several Sedgefield petitions for a unions -
"Lockey and Ecles," Walsham told the Commissioners some years later, "were
e o o the principal parties in putting up a petitioan for me to form a
Union at Sedgefield, of which Union Lockey proposed to be Clerk and Ecles
relioving officer « « « To tell the honest truth I do not believe either
party is good for muche® J. Walsham/P.L.C., 18 August 1838, M.H.12/3188
(Sedgefield). o ' - :

_ Ecles for some years was, in fact, relieving officer of the Union.

4 3. Valsham/P.L.Ce, 3 December 1836, M.E.12/2928 (Auckland).

5 B,H. Wllianson/P.L.Ce, 3 January 1835, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).
This letter was accompanied by a parish petition stating that the rate-
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of Heashan declared that its "men of property" were prepared to erect a
workhouse at their expense when called for.]' o o
 The evidence at hand indicates the presence in Durham of a vague
but amenable attitude toward the New Poor law, or rather a gensral lack
of interest, wiioh_pcobably represents a correct picture of the tenor of
county opinion in the years before the implementation of the Act. of
course, this situation is altered somewhat following the arrival of the
Assistant Commissioner and the fmation of unions; after 1837 a more
discernible, even if negligible, opposition to the new measure is to

be found in Durhame?

It may be that more complete rgcords for the years
following 1837, that is, those of the new adq;inist:ative structure itself,
gve a distorted emphasis to pqs‘_t-:lnplment_aﬁgz_:_agitatiqn, _H_ewever, we
may safely assume that actual interference in local affairs would be more
likely to provoks reaction then the activities of an unfamiliar Commission
Plying an obscure law in the distant southern counties. Those individuals
in Durham prone to d:!.sagpeement w:l.‘l;p the_prov:i.si_.pns of the Act may logically
have taken Althorp at his word and fallen in with those who thought Durham's
low relief rates would discoursge the Commissioners from meddling with
the county's affairs. Not many Durhamites can be expected to have read

the annuallreports of the Commissione | | ]

On 23 fovmber 1835, Sir John Walsham, Bart., was appointed an
Assistant Conmissionsr. Bis selection was to have particular importance

pa.verslwere “"desirous of attaining thé nature dnd extent of accommodation
which would be desirable im a workhouse for the pose of effectually
putting the new Poor Laws into exscution in [the parishe”

1 geashanm Township Potition/PeL.C., 28 Jamuary 1835, M.H.12/2989
(Darlington).

Se‘e infra, pe 202.
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for Durham in that a year later he was g:lven___nsp’onsibility for the
establishment and supervision of the unions in the northern-most district
of England, comprising Northumberland, Cumberland, Westmorland, Durham,
and the North Riding. His assured sccial position and his marriage, which
gave hin valusble contacts in Durham and Northumberland society, rendered
him an excellent choice to undertake the édmin:l.str‘atioh of a system that
by 1837 was encountering difficulties in the otber northern districts,
most notably Yorkshire and I@noash:i.;-e;l A-man who had been received by
William IV at Windeor, where the king told him that the New Poor Law was
"one of the greatest'_ measures that has eveg-passod the legislature, n2 need
not have had fears of being overaugd by tha__lo_cgl status of any member of
the boards under his supervision, and in the n:l.neteeﬁth_ ‘century gocial
position could play a scmetimes decis:ﬁe role in the administration of
the poor laus;3'. 3 |

Walsham was on good terms with his superiors at Sonorset House,
especially with Lefe_vre‘to whom. he was directly rogpons_ible, and ha.was _
left muoh on his own in directing the course of administration in Durham.
The Commissioners oerfainly defez;r'er._ll to his opinion in all doubtful cases,
and a typical notation on a plece .of hig correspondence readss "Follow

the course suggested by Sir J. Walsham ..o .."4 Consequently, éeat

1 See Norman MoCord, "The Implanentation of the 1834 Poor law
Amendment Act on Pyneside," International Review of Social History, XIV
(1969) s pp. 94-95 for a discussion of Walsham's social :I.mportance and the
mplicat:l.ons of his ma.rr:lage.

moted in D. Roberts, Victorian Oriw of the'Br:I.-tish Welfare
State, p. 303. ' . i

3 See infra, p. 252 ; also N. MoCord "Phe Goverment of Tyneside,
1800-1850,-' 'I‘ransactions of the Royal Histor‘.loa]. Soohsz, X (1970), Pe 13.

4 Quoted 1n ibid., p. 14 ILdke Dr. McCord, I have been unable to.
£ind a single 1nstanoe where the Comnissioners decided on aotion in con-
travention to that suggested by Walshame
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significance for the future of Durham's poor law administrat:l.on was
attached to his individual opinions a.nd personnlity. _

Walehan 1s perhaps best described as a flexible moderate totally
imbued with the poor law propaganda of the preceding decades That he
eubsoribed to Chadwickian formlse there can be mo doubt. He certainly
preferred the consistent policies of Chadvick to the sametimes wishy-
vashy and wrong-headed notions of the Commissioners. In 1836, just before
bggl.nning his work in Durham, he told Chadwick thgt he was eager to hear
his opinions 6n pr;:pqr ad:g:ln:l_.smtion but not those "from the gentlemen
down below [ the Poor Law Camnissioners] o +o*l But unlike Chadwick,
~ he was not willing to take ‘:lge_ologv “to extr_emes; The next few years
.found him oonsistently beading to the exigencies of Durham's local con-
ditions and attitudes, and he became & persistent ehampign-'of_the exoeption—-
to-the-rule hard case. He was alweys fully aware that the principles
delineated in the Report of 1834 were particularly prome to over-zealous
application, and he took care to ensure the protection of the helpless in
the event of unsympathetic local regimes. This admixture of ideology and
restraint is perhaps -best il—lnstra-ted in one of his first ciroular letters
sent.to the clerks of Durham_"s unions, both established and prospeet’iv’e;_
"% is essential,” he told them, "that your Board - remembering that they
are the Guardians of the Rate<Payers as well as of the Poor - should also
Temember, that the possession of a well regulated Workhouse, however small,
and however cheaply built or asquired, is the keystone of a well regulated
system of Parochial Management o « . but your Board must not f£all into
the common error of supposing that I wiesh all the Poor to be indiscrim-

1. Waleham/E. Chadwick, 28 June 1836, Chadwick Papers, quoted in
D. Roberts, Victorian Mn_s of ;g British Welfare State, pe 239
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inately hurxied into the Workhouse, merely because there is a HprMo."-l

Walsham's moderate tone and conciliatory attitudes emabled him to
disarn many potential enemies of the New Poor Law during its first years
of operation in Durham, and his presence mu,st_be Seen a3 & decisive factor
in the trouble-free implementation of the Aste Minor loosl luninaries
were flattered by his attention and apparent interest, and he soon became
the quickly-looked=to arbiter in all menner of disputes. In 1841 both
Mes in a row, uh.ioh oould have cost them their positions, independently
requested his presence at the inquest so that "“the ends of_ substanﬁﬂ_
justice will be thereby greatly promotede™ He received his ultimate
acoolade as a conciliator in the early forties. When Charles Motit,
Ass:_l.stant_ Commissioner for lancashire, caused a n_at:lonal and Parl:l.amgnta,.ry
uproar with his severely dispareging reports on the Keighley and Bolton
!Inione, it was ¥Walsham whom Sir James Graham, the Home Seoretary, chose
%0 hurry to lancashire to make another report and assist in calming down
the local relief authoritieso3 .

In 1842 Walsham left the North to take up the supervil:l.on of a new
district oonsisting of Norfoll_:, Suffolk, Gambridggshire! Hgntingionshire,
most of Bssex, and parts of Hertfordshire and Bedfordshires? This

1 J. Walshem/all Boards of Guardisns, 26 December 1836, Guardians!
Correspondence, 33/63. his emphasisy

2§, Gamey, Nedical Officar/J. Walshan, 3 December 1841, n.n.az/zgza
(Auckland)s see 2lso R. Joplin, Relieving Officer/J. Walsham, 4 December
1841’ Hoﬂ. 12/2928 (Auckland) N

'3 See D. Boberts, Victorian Origins of the British Welfare State,

p. 222, Actually, Walsham's subsequent report was nearly as oritical as
Mott's, but he wisely confined himself to judgements on the existing
oonditions and not on the personal motives of the guardians as Mott had
donee

4 See E. Chadwick/J. Walsham, 19 Pebruary 1842, Gasiiiais’ Mimztes
(hereafter referred to as G.M.), 15 March 1842, U/SS/3, p. 60e
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immediately elicited a response of regret from Durham's guardians, and
high-flown testimonials and fond-farewells sdorn nmearly all of their
minute books, which indicates that, at least among the actual administre—
tors of the podr law, Walsham held a position of gopqlar:l'lw in the county,
even after half a decade of supervision that sometimes saw conflicts
between him and the boardse The length and enthusiasm of the letters
sent to him on his new appointment leave 1ittle doubt as to the sincerity .
of his correspondentse Reflecting the gensral temor of feeling,
Richard Shortridge, chairman of the South Shields Union, told him that he
felt convinced that “we 6@# expect to £ind a successor to you with whom
ve can go on more cordlslly or more satiafectorily than we have dome with |
yourself."l Of course, there were exceptions, and some particularly in-
dependent or troublesome unions passed quiolﬂ.y over his transfer or merely
neglected to note it in their mimxtes.z' _

A1 this, however, was in the futures In '1é§6,tne Commiesioners
vere still occupied with their activities in the South, where their
progress was remarkably ccmplete and generally without major mcident?-
By the end of the year, their work was nearly finished in the pauperized

1, Shoz"h.'idge/J. Walsham, T Harch 1842, G, 15 March 1842,

u/s/:s, pe 6l

2 Por instance, the Chester-le-Street Board failed to register
his departure, and the Sunderland Board merely expressed their "regret
at loosing his Valuable Services." G.M., 4 March 1842, (Sunderla.nd),
n’ Po. 2350

3 In the first year of operations, there were some disturbances
in East Kent, Bastbourne, Ampthill, and Chesham, Buoks., which the
Commiasioners ascrided to the deleterious influence of local shop~"
keepers incensed over the substitution of relief in kind for that in
moneys See First Annual Report, 1835, pp. 62«63. The second year saw
riots, characteriged by attempts to fire workhouses, at Bishop's
Stortford, Saffron Walden, South Molton and Okehempton, Devonshire, and
Heckingham,. Suﬁolk. See Second Annual Report, 1836, p. 4. '
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districts; and their attention swmmg to the unvisdted coﬁni_iies; In the
Autumn, 8ir John Valshem was sent north to County Durham to take up the
task that had been entrusted to hims
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CHAPTER FOUR DURHAMs THE FIBRST YEARS

To make the tremsition . . « more easy, a distant
day has usually been fixed for the peremptory
operation of the rules, leaving an interval for
their gradual enforcement, according to the
discretion of the Guardianse

— Poor Law Commissioners, .
First Annual Report, 1835.

i. The Implenentatiog

In July of 1837, the Commissioners amounced that in the preceding
Winter their Assistant Commissioner for the northern district hed combined
Durhem®s 280 parishes, representing a population of 253,910 (1831), into

1 The implementation of the Act had followed what had

14 poor law unionse
become a classic patterne In October and November of 1836, Walsham,
after oarefully reviewing the parochial answers to the Commissioners®
queries of the previous two years, was engaged in gathering :I.nfoz"xnation
on Durham's relief mechanisms; economic characteristics, the disposition
of the propertied c¢lasses, and so one These factors were used‘ in the
formulation of his recommendations for the mekeup and extent of the
proposed unions. By December, the Commissioners had approved his plans
without making a single alteration, and he was advised to proceed with
the actusl formation of Durham's unioms.

His first step usually was to call a meeting of all interested
parties in the major center of each proposed union, Here he explained
the provisions of the Poor law Aot and the principles upon which relief
was to be administered in the area. Individuals were encouraged to ask

questions, and he used this opportunity to great advantage, correcting

1 $hird Annual Report, 1837, pe 2.
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nisi.nfomt;on and nisapprel_;emsions and reassuring his lisfeger_a_ that-
the Commission had their interests at heart. Pollowing tl;ese prelim-
inaries, a Tabular Pom of Date issued by the Conmissioners was read,
setting dom the foma.t:l.on date of the union, its aroa,-paroohial con-
figuration, assessment, as wvell as admj.nistrative details, such es the
number and property quelification of the guardiens, the date and’ method of
their election, and the date of the first mesting of the board. In this
way, Walsham goved through the county with remarkable speed, beginning
with the establiskment of the South Shields Union on 10 December 1836 and
fintshing with thet of the Stookton Union on 22 Pelruary 1837s

The primary oriterion for the formation of a union was a market
town. Walsham selected a town center for each of his unions and then
constructed & group of parishes around this focal point, taking care
that no parish in the union was more than 10 miles distant from tl_ﬂ.s
center;l The administrative nucleus of each of Durham's unions, then,
was in the main the town to which the inhabitants vere.—aceustaned to
resorte Thus, the Darlington Union was compr:l.ed of 41 parishe around
"the important and flourishing « « , market town of Darlington”, and the |
Auckland Unmion consisted of 33 parishes focused on Bishop Auckland, "one
of the petty sesesional and polling places of the Southern .Div:lsion[t_:f
Durbenm] « o «o"? This procedure led Walsham into a Mt of iconoclaem,
that s, he found 1t necessary to combine with the Stockton and Teesdale
Unions a large mmber of North Riding parishese” This in itself is ome

1 See Pirst Anmual Report, 1835, p. 19

2
Jo Walsham/PeL.Ce, 16 January 1837, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)s
Jde Valshm/?fluco, 3 Mal’lb‘r 1836, lloE.1272928 (Auckland)o

3 Thizd Annual Report, 1837, Appe C, Ho. 9, Ppe 244~245
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of the many exsmples gf ﬁe Poor law Qm;ssion"s disdain fgr ancient
practices and precedent when they hindered the ;ﬁioient administration
of a relief mog.',an; _ _ ) . )

What di¢Piculties Walsham found during these initial stages of
inmplementation took an entirely different form to the typre of opposition
encountered by such Assistant Commissioners as Alfred Power in the more
heavily industrialiszed counties of Yorkshire and Lgncashire; 'I'he ricture
that emerges in Durham is ons of local c_l_._!.spntes over the_ makeup of unions,
rather than a question of whether or not to ;llw their formation. As
early as 1835, the Commission's recards indicate a :mnning controversy
between the townships of Neashem and Eurworth in the parish of Hurworth
as to the propriety of Jjoining them together in a union;l At a meeting to
consider the formation of a Gateshead Union, Walsham wae inundated with
protests ooncerning his tentative decision to include Whickham, Winlaton,
and Ryton with Gateshesd and Heworth in the Union. W.H. Brockett, &
local figure of considersble influence who mansged Gateshead's affairs
in conjunction with the leading mamufacturers, wes intent on the town's
having its own umion like its neighbor Newcastlee> His sentiments were
echoed by the group from the outlying areas, who were anxious to avoid
becoming mere satgllit_es of the larger town. However, Walsham thought
it “seriously undesirable that Guardians of the same glique should have
the sole control of a Union,™ and Whickham, Winlaton, a;d BRyton were

1 See Hoasham Township Petdtion/P.L.C., 28 June 1835; M.H.12/2989
(Darlington)s Both townships were eventually included in the Darlington

"~ Unione

2 See N. McCord; "The Implementation of the 1834 Poor lew Amendment
Act on Tyneside," p. 97; and by the same author, "The Govermnment of
ws’.ﬂe, 1800—1850,' po 20.
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1 on the other hand,

inoluded in the finalized plans for the Unions
local pressure of a different sort was more successful in influencing
him. As we have seen, the town of Sedgeﬁ.eld- i-epeatedly pet:lt:loped to
be made the center of a poor law union. In deSlaring its formation,
Walsham ftold the Cammissioners ihat he felt "less satisfaction in advising
the -erection of a Sedgefield Union, than I did g#en in subtmitting the
Easington Union. The ciroumstances of both di'strj_.ets are, however, so
peculiar from the total absence of able—~bodied pauperism, on the one hand,
and the great and progressive advance of population on the othe_r e oo
[ that] I deem it most desirable and best calculated to secure the harmon-
ious and efficient working of your regulations, to[ accede to the inhabi-
tants® request ]« «» «o" He leaves little doubt 1n attrib\;ﬁn_g the
formation of this Union to popular opinion by having assured the
Commissioners that he looked forward to the time when "the Sedgefield
Union will memorialise to be dissolved, with a view to the fresh distrie
bution of its Townships between the Durham, Auckland, and _Stocktm
Unions."2 o
Walsham's progress was immeasurably facilitated by the economic
conditions prevailing in Durham at the time of the implementation. The
mixed economy of the county enabled it to avold for some years th_e
dopression that was beginning to appear in Yorkshire and lencashire in
1837 and that rendered the formation of unions in these counties a

matter for the constabulary and dragoons, rather than Assistant Poor law

1 J. Walshan/P.L.Ce, 18 November 1836, M.H.12/3068 (Gateshead).
His emphasise '

2 J. Walsham/P.L.Cs, 31 December 1836, N.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield)e
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Commissioners.’ Same indications of the malaise may be detected in the
manufacturing economy of scnthern-nost Durham, 'but even here the general

economic outlook was encouragingoz

Walsham reported narli.ngton's
population rapidly increasing but still able to find "plentifnl and -
remuneratory employment, from the mixed mining, manufacturing and agr:l;'
cultural character of the :ln.at:.-icrl;;":3 In the county's northern indusirial
centers, similar coriditions wore to be found;_ walshém described the
distriets around Gateshead as "opulent and flourish:l_.ng"" and Sunderla.:_n_i'e
enployment possibilities as Mmultifarious - in ship-building - in mamu-
faoturing salt, glass, earthenware, ropes,; « «  clothes, and chain
cables = but especially in the coal trade there is abundance of demand

 for labour.™ Indesd, the entire Forthern Division was free from serious
recessions throughout the later 1830'5.6 Although the protectionist
Durham Advertiser was constantly lamentin.g gbout the fallen state of
agrioulture,7 this sector c_oz_lt.';.'nued to display a viftually ngn-ex!.stent

pauper probleme The rates remained low in the rural parishes, and the

. 1 See Rhodes Boyson, "Fhe New l’oor law in North-East Ianoaslﬂ.re,
1834-71," Transactions of the Lancashire and Cheshire Antiguarian Socie
LXX (1960), pp. 35~363 and M.BE. Rose, "The Anti-Poor law.Movement in the
North of England," Northern mstog, I (1966), ppe 70~91e

21 1837, Henry Pease and Co. of Darlington turned down an offer
of seven workhouse children from the South Shields Union. ™in consequerice -
of the depression of trade in their factories « « <o G.M., 25 April 1837,
U/SS/1; aleo Henry Pease and Co./Board of Guardians, 22 April 1837,
Guardians® Correspondence, U/SS/63, pe 66

3

J. Walsham/P.L.C., 16 January 1837, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)s
4 3. Walsham/P.L.Cs, 18 Hovember 1836, M.H.12/3068 (Gateshsad):
3 3. Waleham/P.L.C.y oo 16 October 1636, u.n.12/3268 ( Sunderland).

6 N. MoCord, "The Implementation of the 1834 Poor law Amendment
Act on l‘ynoside, Pe 93¢

T 8ee, for instance, Durham Advertiser, 17 Ootober 1834+
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- vestry olerk of Sedgeﬂeld wag reporting a county-wide phencmenon when
he told the Commissioners that the roundsmen system and other such

palliatives had been long in decline in his area;]'

'_Ibe chief objection
of the taj_l:epayers of agriqultural Neasham in being joined to industrial
Hurwvorth in & union wes that considerable industrial wiemployment "never
oan happen in a township like ours where enployment can be found for
every able bodied person;"z Finally, in summarizing the e;__:tal_re economy
of his distr:l.c_t, Walsham drew & pioture 9f general prosperitys

[The minimal rate burded] marks, of course, distinctly

that freedom from the evile of pauperism which this

part of England has happily enjoyed; of able~bodied

pauperism theré are but occasional traces -~ few &nd

far between - to be detected « « «; mines and manis

factures, agriculture and commerce afford throughout

ny district, éach vocation in its degree, constant,

increasing, and excellently paid employment for all

denominations of thé working classese The labour

market is nowhere overetocked.} )

ldke all significant activities of the Poor law Commission,
the unification of Durham®s parishes and the introduction of the Act
r'equired' Justification. '.l'he Commissioners were addicted to clarifying
all of their decisions by elabdrately contrived arglments;- Their arnual
reports were more than records of the Commission's progress; they were
mainly unabashed apologies for all actions taken by them during the
preceding yeare The Gmissj_.on"s short tenure of five years and -y
recognition of the potentially dangerous enemies arrayed against the New
Poor law may have prompted them into this procedure, or perhaps the

Commission's utilitarian heritage prescribed the neceesity of 1911-:- '

! See B. lookey/P.LuC., 6 October 1834, M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield).

2 Neasham Township Petition/P.L.C., 28 June 1835, M.H.12/2989
(Darlington). : -

33 W_a]l.shan/P..In._Q.', 22 January 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teasdale).
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reasoned and docmen_fed action. In the case of D&hnm, th_:—_l_e necessity
was doubly apparent. The county ,had_. an exoeptionally low incidence of
pauperism, and the local authoritiee had been making considereble progreee
in reduci.ng expenditure following the relatively high rates of 1833—1834,
even before the arr:l.val of lialeham. The county expenditure for the
relief of the poor for the paroch:l.al year 1834 stood at 679,399; :l.t
_dropped to £72,197 in 1835, and by 1836 it hgd fa.llen %_665,391, ‘which
repfe_ae_nted a decrease of nearly 20 percent im two yea.rs. This re-
duction, of c.o_ers_e,. ﬁae_ partly owing to the same economic prosperitly
thet__ellowed Walsham to accomplish the formation of unions without diffi-
ct;lty,_ but this did not alter the need for an "excuse" for the Commissioners
to begin meddling with Durham's percchial affairse

The groundwork for the implementation of the Act in Durham was
laid in their first annual report, where the extension of the union
system to all parts of England was arguede The primary justification
for tampering with even the best-managed parishlre_vo‘lved around the un~-
1likelihood of the parochial struett&e voluntarily adopting the principles
4dntended by the }egislature, 1.00 tl;ose of the Report of 18_54, and the
mposeibility“of small units directﬁg economical relief administration
free from the taint of local interest, patronage, and <=c>::-:.'l:|p'|=:l.cm;2 After
Walsham arrived in Durham, more specific reasons were gathered and in
scme cases publishede No doubt theee same pleas for interference were
also presented to the local ratepayers who attended his pre-implementation
meetings. | |

! Second Annual Report, 1836, Appe D, No. 1, ppe 562-563e

2 See Pirst Annual Beport, 1835, pp. 6, 9, 16<17.
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_ The county?®s _ioq'sely administered and un-uniform relief system
provided the first avenue of atfack, which in itself would have been
sufficient grounds to the efficiency-conscious Commissioners for taking
up the burden of directing Durham's relief systegm; wa:llsham_*_tol'd them
that in Northumberland and. Durham "looser or more unsystematic management
than what lately prevailed wherever there were no eelect vestries, it
would be diffioult %o conoeive.”™ Even when he foun local institutions
g‘overned“v:lth tolerable e,ffic:lency, an attempt was eometimes made to
dleoredit these efforts and explain awey their permanencys Although
he found the Sunderland workhouse "well managed," he declared it to be
the result of a fear of cholera rathez; than a desire for correct work-
house administretione’ - | o

As far as the poor were conce_:_me_d., Walsham empl!.o.yed.an a:l.-_@mggf
that had a special appeal :|._n ths nineteenth century - the use of the
relief system as a moral restorative. Although Durham‘s relief system
could boast of & low expenditure rate, could it, he asksd, be reliéd
upon to compel ﬂle lower olasses to assimilate lessons of morglitjr? '-He
declared that there was much "stiil to be done, pecuniary savings _
apart, towards encouraging the industrious to [embrece] . . . habits of
self-reliance « « » and to eschew that moral pest' of beor;shopsy-ihere
their large surplus earnings are 'too commonly swallowed up, towards
checking the frequency of Bastardy « . +, and towards _br:l.ng.ng back the
childreh to that eonseiopsnes_s of what they owe their Parents wheam old

C '.1 J. Walsham/P.L.C., 22 June 1837, Third Annual Report, 1837,
Pe 30¢

2 ", « « the cholera first made its appearance in England in the
-Sunderland Workhouse  « o and to this application this workhouse owes
ite present improved condition.. « ¢o™ Jo Walsham/P.L.c., ce 16 October
1836, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).



123

and in poverty . . .."1 There can be little doubt that he was sincere
in this view of the purpose of carrying the commies;loners' authority

to Durhame He was always apt to see relief in moral tqmé. But even
here there were strictly practical reasons for engaging in this sort

of crusade, i.es, the fulfillment of the hope. presented by the Report
of 1834 - the eventual suppression of pauperism in Englands ", . . al-
though « « » very little reduction is immediately to be anticipated
from the establishment of ‘the [ South Shields] Union, I look forward
with much confidence to the period when, under your guidance, the future
Boards of Guardians will have guarded against the replacing the present
paupers as they die off from age, by another generation, aged and infirm
as their predecessors though they may be.-"2 In the end, however, he
was forced to resort to the hypothetical situation in order to fully
justify his claime of the inadequacy of Durham's relief system. "Had
a serious strike," he supposed, "or a diminieh:i.ng trade, induced the
Pitmen, or the Keelmen, or the Leaéminers_ to throw themselves on their
respective parishes, had ,a' continued falling off in the prices of corn
in this corn county, tempted the farmers to tamper with the poor rates
as an aid of wages « « oy had any such 1njtn'10ué, tho' by no means
impossible, events occurred in these distriocts, they [ the parochial °
authorities] might have been suddenly overwhelmed with a torrent of

pauperi which they possessed no power to resist.".3 By these assorted

1. Walshem/PeLeCe, 22 Januai-y 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdale).

2 J. Walsham/P.L.Ce, 30 November 1836, M.H.12/3201 (South Shields).
Quoted in N. McCord, "The Implementation of the 1834 Poor law Amendment
Act on Tyneside,™ pe 95¢

3 J. Welsham/P.L.Ce, 22 Jamuary 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Peesdale).
See Fourth Annusl Report, 1838, p. 51 for a letter from Walsham
setting down all of the above points, printed by the Commissioners in an



arguments, then, Durham was added to the southern counties caming

under the operation of the new lawe It should be noted, however, that
the Commissioners were not obligated in any way to provide excuses for
the application of their authoﬁ"lw, but they were no fools; the lesson

of the effectiveness of Extracts (1833) in precipitating the dismantling
of the 01d Poor Law had been well leamd;

ii. The Hierarchy

Once the Durham unions had been declared, it was necessary to
elect their administrators, the boards of guardians, Bach parish,
depending on its average annual rate, elected a specific 'mmber of
guardians to its union®s board, each' having at least one representative.
In the unions canpil.-iseé of mmerous parishes, such as Stockton, Teesdale,
and Darlington, this neceesitated large and unwieldy boards,> while the

2 The large town

smaller unions had correspondingly smaller boards.
unions, such as South Shields, Gateshead, and Sunderland, with complex _
and heavier pauper burdens, were fortunate in having more_compact bhoards,
3 Any rate-

payer whose rates werée paid up could nominate a guard:l.an; Each nominee

owing to the limited mumber of their parochial camponentse

wvas listed on a voting paper which was delivered to the hon_les of_the
ratepayers, who were allowed a day or two to decide on their par;.sh

representative(s). The papers were then collected and the results

attempt to exonerate their efforts in extending their directorship to
the northern countiese

1 Stocktons 54 guardians; Teesdales 52; and Darlingtons 50

2 Weardales 16 guardianms; Lanchesters 21; Easingtons 22; amd
Sedgefields 24.

3 South Shieldss 25 guardians; Gatesheads 303 and Sunderlands 34.
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puhliéhed; In prescribing this method of vot,ing, the Commissioners
hoped ‘to involve the entire ratepaying community in the election of the
boards, and it had the additional bom_xs' of being relatively free fram
the possibility of cométi.ons-_ that could be got up at public polls by
opponents of the Nu'l?oor Iga'; _

In all of the new unions, Walsham personally oonducted the gleetion
of the first boards, which only sat until 25 March 1637, that being the |
-end of the parochial year, the administrative and ﬁ.ac_al calendar Te-
luctantly adopted b,y the com.tssioners._ The;eafter, thq annual election
of the boards was left in the hands of the overseers until 1840, In
that year, the Commissioners made another qf their periodic attupt_s_ to
undermine the parochial basis of relief administration by treansferring
this responsibility to the union clerks. As the Commiseion was always
wont to do with all administrative alterations, this procedure was
introduced in Durham by careful stages over a period o.;‘? two yem; For
example, while the election of the South Shields Board was first conducted
by its élerk in March of 1840, the Ghester—le-ﬁtreet clerk was éot
entrusted with this duty until 1841.1 By that year, the Commissioners
were ablé to report that practically all unions in England were operating
under the new procedure.> The clerks, of course, had to be reimbureed
for their time and troubdle, 80 what hitherto had been a parochial expense
.nov became & union oharge._' Sinoé the voting procedure had to be _
conducted only in -th;me parishes whei-a-spats on the board were contested,
this charge was inveriably minimal, amouniting to 1ittle more than a few

1 G, ‘3 March 184_,6; v/3s/2; c.u;_; 22 Jamuary 1841, U/CS/1.

2 Seventn Annual Report, 1841, p. 25
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pounda;]' However, in the g‘r."éat town unions, with their large numbers
of ratepayers, even a contest in one parish could require a good deal
of time and expense. After the 1840 election of the South Shields
Board, the Guardians complained that "this alteratiqg [of the voting
procedure] was quite uncalled for the former mode never having been
_eanplained of and being besides unattended witb._expense_ whilst at 1_:he
last Electién for this Union the feé_s' e o o .a'mount?d.to_ 'z_xea.rly_ 650."-2
Although the entire ratepaying community participated in the
election of guardians, eligibility to sit on a board was more closely
confinede The Commissioners prescribed propert; qizalif_ica'uons for the
office of guardian, which precluded the lower elements from making
_relief decisions and guaranteed property;holding boards. 'I'He voting
qualifications varied fm- union to union but were usually se"t at from
£15 to £25. In s'e parts of the county, this represented & bar to all
but the most well-to-do men; many parishes had not been re-assessed fo.i'
many yeare, and the increasing value of town property and general infla~-
tion, therefore, had not been taken into accouz.xf. Thus, one of the most
powerful men in Gateshead, W.H. Brockett, encountered difficulties in
securing his position on the Board in consequence of his home having

‘3

been rated at £20 many years earliers~ As would be expected, the some-

1 See, for example, GM., 25 april 1844, u/cs/1, P. 298.

2 House of Commons Petition, G.M., 11 Hay 1841, U/SS/3, pe 10.

3 See Jo Welsham/P.L.C., 10 September 1838, M:H.12/3068 (Cateshesd)s
The Gateshead property qualification was £25 at this time. Several
years later, complaints about the exclusiveness of the Gateshead Board
induced Walsham to get the qualification lowered to £15, which immediately
more than doubled the number of inhabitants eligible to sit as Guardianse
See J. walsham/r.x..c., 16 Februa:'y 1844, M.H.12/3068.
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times narrowllimits of elig:lb:l._l:;ty al}pwod_ the t_:ommnity_lminariee more
easily to assume cén‘l_:rol of relief ad'ministra_tion.'. In fact, the arrival
of the Néw_l’ooz: Llaw in Durham generally marked tlze inclns:lon, for the )
first time, of the influential classes in a relief mechaniem that hitherto
had been dominated by the emall, and scmetimes petty-minded, local rate-
paye_r; In describing the Board .of thé Tynemouth !ngon in Northumberland, )
Walsham might have be,eﬁ referring 'I:o ineny of the Durhem unions, espec;ially
those centered on the large townss "Phe Guardians elected are, without
exception, the most influential _perséna in their respective par‘:l.shes;".l
Althougﬁ the occupat;lons of tha guardians provide only a hint as
to the “respectibility" of _thé men who ::an._mrham-'s. relief system, one
ccmmon thread may be detected among them. - they w;re all elg-;supporting;
W:_ith the exception of the Board of the Durham Unic_m, vhich met.on _Satux_'days,
_boﬁrd meetings normally took place in the week, neoe_ssitatigg a certain
amount of occupational independence. JAmong the Guardians of the South
Shields Unién for the year 1841-1842 were eight farmers, "three ship
owners, and two ship builders, drapers, merchants, agents, and "gentle-
men", respectiv_ely.,. as well -as .a --rope maker, gardener, cordwainer, and
,bfem.z A more ﬁpressive aroup of indiv:ldué.ls was nominated by three
ratepayers of the Darlington parish for the election of 1839: five
"gentlemen," two spirit me@ts and innkeepers, resﬁeetively, and a

draper, farmer, and iimber me:.rcha_xrl;i?'-s The clergy, too, appear to have

1 3. Walsham/P.L.C., 7 October 1836, M.H.12/9156, quoted in
N. McCord, “The Implementation of the 1834 Poor Law Amendment Aot on
Tyneside,® pe 9T+ See also by the same author, "Gateshead Politics in
the Age of Reform," Northern History, IV (19695,- pPe 171,

2 ¢.M., n.d., U/SS/3, forvard. |
3 B. Wilson/P.L.Ce, 3 April 1839, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)s A

larger mumber of inhabitants (110) was nominated for this election, but
only the above three ratepayers were paid upe
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taken an interest in the aiministretion of Telief, and not surprisingly
they gravitated to positions of responsibility on the boards.l The
local impertance of the boards was :_Eﬁrther enha.r_tced' by the inclusion of
magiem'tes as ex-officio guar«i:l.ans. '. It was from this group of members
that nearly every board, correctly r_éeogniz:lng scoial _Precedent,

selected its chairman, even where the chairman consistenily ‘neglected to
attend board mee'l::l.ngse2 On the othe:e ha.nd, the vice-;chaimanship appears
to have been reserved for elected g\mrdia.ns, although eme un:lons pre=

ferred that all board officers be ex=officio nembers.3

There wasy .
however, a marked tendency for the i‘nﬁterest of e:g.-ofﬂeie guardien's to
quickly wane, which rendered the cheirmanship of most unions en honorary
poei.tion, with the real work being carried on by the vice;chaiman. The .
most notable exceptions to this general rule were Andrew White, M.P. .
(Sunderland), Richard Shortridge (South Shields), and the Bev. n.c. Liddell
(Easi.ngton) s Who eerved their boards for many years and played important
parts in providing a eloak. of reepeetibility for the New Poer Law in the
countye | ' | |
| The non-remunerative feature of being a guardian tended to curtail
enthusiasm 'fo.r serving on the boards, and most union returns were

remarkable for the consistency with which the same names appeared on the
board listse. This phenomenon was not ‘peculiar to Durham, for in the
majority of England's parishes, the. election of guaz'diane was not eontested.4

1 The Ghairmen of the Houghton-le-Spring, Teesdale, and Weardale
Unions were ministers, and the vice-chairmanships of the Auckland and -
Basington Unions were held by elergymen. See Third Annual Remrt, 18317,
App. c, No. 2, pp. 201202,

2 See GuM.,.3 April 1838, U/Bs/1, De 73.

3 See, for instance, GeMe, 27 June 1837, U/l!h/l, e 2; and Board
of Guardians/P.L.Ce, 27 Fobruary 1837, M.n.12/3313 (Peesdale).

4 Seventh Annual Report, 1841,,: Pe 26.
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Exceptions were constantly to be found, of course. In the 1841 elections,
for example, both Durham and Houghton-le-Spring Unions had competitions
in some of their perishes.’ Interest could flustuate from year to year
as welle Following the 1841 eleot_ign in Darlington, Walsham told the
Commissioners that it had been "sharply c:onteste(l,".2 while the next

year found the Union olerk complaining that "there are fourteen Town-
ships in the Union without Guardians on account of their neglecting to
nominate. "'?' Further evidence of the lack of competition for places on
the boards may be found in the problems many uzions encountered in
getting the ratepayers to nominate representatives. Houghton-le-Spring
Union, especially, seems to have had great diffioulty in £inding willing
guardians.4
South Shields, Sunderland, Basington, and Chsstezh;e-Street s the

In unions where few problems of this sort arose, such as

occasional negligence of the ratepayers in nominating guardians could be
circumvented by the board merely appointing the member of the previous
year to the vacancy, or by other such circumspect methods.5 Indeed, in
some cases the electoral process became so confused and inefficlent that
the Commissioners receive_d several letters of complaint about election

procedures in the county.6

1 Gilesgate, St. Nicholas, Crossgate, Elvet and Framwellgate, and
Houghton and Painshaw, respectivelye G.M., 27 March 1841, U/Du/1, p. 2773
G.M., 5 April 1841, U/Ho/1, p. 185. o

2 3. Walsham/P.L.Ce, c. 30 May 1841, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).

3 L. Robinson/P.L.Ce, 26 April 1842, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).

4 See, for instance, G.M., 8 April 1838,_0/30/1_, Pe 59

5 See G.M., 30 March 1843, U/C3/1, p. 210. |

. 6 "I apprehend there is socarce I may almost say not one Guardian
in the Darlington Poor Law Union electéed according to the directioms of

the Act of Parliament « ¢ ¢o® Sir William Ohayton/P.L.c., 13 May 1842,
M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)e ‘
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Fot only_were. the. boards composed of the_ same ipdividuals‘ year
after year, but small greu_ps of guardians tended to dominate .poer’relief
in Durham. Nearly all the boards had attendance problems, and only &
limited number of men consistently turned out for meetings. Even the
large and important unions of .South’Sixielda- and Sunderland were hampered
by dwindling attendance over the years, and some unions had a persistent
problem in gathering & quorum (3) -for each meeting. As early as 1838,
the Darlington Board was running into difficulties of this kinde In
petitioning the coﬁmis_sio_ne_rs to sanction fortnightly, instead of weekly
mestings, the Cuardiens admitted that they had had "scme difficulty in
procuring the attendance of three Guardians . » .:._";" And tl"xre_e years
later, the clerk of the same Union eoﬁplained that_"there are 50 Guardians
and six Ex Officic. Twelve of the Guardians work the whole Union o o o'
This is not to imply that selective keot_s of men conspired to tu:m relief
administration te their own advanta.ge; Ir_:deed, these groups of conscien-
tious guardians displayed all the individuality and sundry shades of
opinion that were to be found on the more heaviiy attended boards, and
in the final analysis, it was their interest and efforts that allowed the
New Poor Law to be administered with a fair degree of efficiencye

Although a1l important decisions were made by the gusrdians as a
whole, a good deal -of work .we_nt on in board cgmmitteee,. st_zch_as' finance, -
workhouse, visiting, and so one Ad hoc cemnittees,. constituted from
time to time %o consider special problems, further divided the work load.

1 Board of Guardians/P.L.Cey 9 July 1838, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)e

Easington, in partieular, had a.ttendance probleme.

2 L. Bobinson/P.L.C., 25 May 1841, M.B.12/2989 (:Darlington)o
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Actual prodedure at all l_’oard meetings followed a strict regimen estab-
J.ished by the C_!ommissioners, and even the‘ qlmeri of _the ¢clerks in .
the union ﬁinute books display a curiot_ls unifomity;; In fact, the
minutes recorded for the first meetings of all the boar_d_s were obviously
copied froh_a prescribed foin; the variables being inserted _where
appropriate; 41l the boards adopted virtually identical byh;-laws as
- supplie@ by Walsham, and even relief tickets, medical orders, query
sheets, and the 1ike, conformed to Commission stenderds. Of course,
Somerset House could only hope_' to establish_'me‘_b_arest of outlines_, and
within the broad limits of the paclkaged p;ooedural patiern, boards
could, and did, exercise their discretion;' During the first months of
operation, particularly, the guardians were allowed to continus MS-
toring relief as in previous years, but it was hoped that they would
gradually mc;ve toward the application of the Commissioners® rules so
that the "peremptory oﬁerati.on" of the regulations later wt;uld cause as
1ittle dislocation and disturbence as possibles

Among the guardians® first functions was to appoint the subordinates
that ran the daily administration of relief in the unions. Of course,
these appointnegt wvere subject to the sq.nction of the Commissioners,
but this rarely caused any probleme Bach board required a clerk to
supervise its procedural affairse Besides keeping the minutes, notifyj.-ng'
the -guardians of meetings, and generally administering the business of
the boards, the clerks were the Commissioners® direct representatives
among the guardians in that all conéspondenee circulated through their
hands, and the Commission's imstructions and regulations were customarily

1 pirst Annual Report, 1835, p. 28
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addressed to.them, sometimes accompanied by extensive letters of explan-
gt:lon from Ghadvick; Hence, the cmnissioners_ relied upon this group of
men to assure the correct 1nterpret§tion of the._';r rales and to report
 any deviations or misunderstandingse The importance of the union
clerk 1s clearly demonstrated by the fact that the refusal of the
Huddersfield Guardlians to appoint one rende:_.-ed mposgible for some tj_.me

the implementation of the Act in that U‘n.ion;l

The clerks were many times
solicitors or professional acéou_x;tants and, with the exception of _
Basington's first clerk, were literste and well-sducated mens Their
salaries ;aried from place ?o place but .ganerau; reﬂeqted. the size
and importance of the union. Thus, the clerks of the Sunderland amd
South Shields Unions received £100 and &80 a year, while their counter-
‘parts at Sedgefield and Easington were paid only £40 and éo,_mspe;tivea.y.?
However, since the clerkships were only part~time- positions, this remun-
eration represented supplementary income. ‘

As far as the paupers were c-once:!.'ned, the most important official
in any union was the relieving officer. Idke the clerk, he was aﬁpo_iniea
byl the guardians. Each unioi was divided into relieving districts, in
charge of which was placed an officer. It was his duty to distribute
relief to the poor as directed by the guardians, which delivered into
his hands one of the primaiy responsibilities of the overseers wader the
01d Poor lLawe The size ;f veaéh union not only dgte;m:l.ned the salaries
of the relleving officers, but also their mimber. Hhile the smaller

: 1 See R." Boyson, "The New Poo:l.- law in North-East Lancashire,
1834-71,'? ppe 35=36. > '

2 Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 20 December 1836, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland);
G.Ms, 13 December 1836, U/SS/1; Board of Guardians/P.L.Cs, 9 Pebruary 1837,
M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield)s GeM., 27 January 1837, U/Ea/l, p. 2¢
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gnions, such as Easington and Sedgefield, relied on one district, the
large town unions requirgd more extensive relief _structure; and, there-
fore, more relieving officers.l ._A-g_ood deal of diversity in their wages
existed aoross the county; two of Sunderland's three relieving officers
" were paid £100 per amum, while their eountei'parts in the Houghtion-le—
Spring, Basington, and Teesdale Unions received only £50.° Generally
speaking, they were better paid than the clerks, but as the com_gissioners
stipulated that they were to devote all their time o their duties,’ this
position attracted men of lesser abilitiese .Al.nong their ranks may be
found the bankrupt baker, the unsuccessful farmer, the self-educated
operative, and most important of all, the former assistant overseer of
the O1d Poor Law, who found his way into the new structure through this
off:i.c:e;4 ‘

Following the selection of the relieving officers, the guardians -
quickly moved to éiveat the overseers of tﬁeir control of relief; In

1 Gateshead had four relisving districts. There were three in the
Sunderland and Teesdale Unions, necessitated in' the latter on account of
its great east-west length. The Auckland Union, too, began its history
with three districts but later switched to two, the usual number of
districts in Durham®s unionse _

2 Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 20 December 1836, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland);
GeM., 31 January 1837, U/Ho/1, p. 5; G.Mo, 27 Jan 1837, U/Ba/1,.p. 2;
Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 27 February 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdaleso The
salaries of the relieving officers often differed from district to
district within the same union.

3 Article 7, General Order — Duties of Officers, 21 April 1842,
Eighth Annual Report, 1842, App. 4, No. 8, p. 153.

4 one Registration Act of 1837 (for births, marriages, and deaths) = -
was entrusted to the Poor Law Commission for administration. Consequerntly,
in most unions the clerk was appointed superintendent reglistrar, with the
relieving officers acting as his deputiese In this way, both officials” .
were able to realize additional incame. In some unions, however, indivi-
duals other than the relieving officers were allowed to assume the positions
of deputy registrars. See, for example, G.M., 22 May 1841, U/Du/1, p. 282,
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the Houghton-le;sm Union, the Board notified the overseers that the
two-_ reI_Liev:l.ng officers would "supersede them“_.:ln the 'Dut_ies of rel:l.ev_i-ng
the outdoor paupers . . ;."1 Once the _digtibutor} responsibilities

were assumed by the. relieving officers, it became necessary for the
gusrdians to begin actually interviewing applicants and making relief
decisionse The Commissioners specifically charged each board with
immediately reviewing a:ll relief rec;ménts with an eye to becaming
familiar with the type of pauper receiving relief in the union and to
ensure that only the truly destitute had been and were receiving a:'!.d';

In neerly every union this procedure was followed. In the Easington and
South Shields Unions, the paupers were requ:!re_d to subm.ti_; 40 a perscnal
inspection by the Guardisms at meetings convened for this purpose,_z_ while
most boards confined thanselvﬁs to a review of the overseers' relief
bookse In some unions, however, such as Durham, no attempt éeqns to have
been made to adjudicate on the paupers® eligibility for relief, and the
Houghton-le-Spring Board was content to leave the matter in the hands of
ite newly-appointed relieving officers; It appears from these first
exercises in guardian discretion that few, if any, al'_terajt:l.ons were made
in regard to relief as administered by the overseers 1n. pre-implementation
years. The failure of the boards to significantly revise the relief lists
indicates that either the parish officers had virtually conformed to the
earlier "suggestions" of the Commissioners, or the gmrdi_ax_m were revea}ipg _
a predilection ?I.n favor of traditional relief d:l.sh‘:lbution;

More permanent arrangements for the review of outdoor paupers had

- e, 1 February 1837, U/Ho/l, p. 63 see also G.lﬁ., 28 January
1837, U/Du/1, p. 8

2 G.M., 2 February 1837, u/m/1, Pe 53 .u., 20 December 1836, U/ss/1.
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to be devised following the initisl examinations of the overseers' relief
books. In the maller unions, of course, the boards had no difficulty
in 1nt_erview:l_.ng each applicant for aid, although there.:l,s__gomg evit_ience
that the guardiens rel:led-l__xeavily on '[:he advicg of the relievj.ng gfﬁcm;
rather than on personal 1nterv:lewé with the paupers, in making relief
decisions. The boards of the large town unions, with their heavier rate
burdens, tended to be more conscientious in controlling aide The

South Shields Board formed & stan_ding'.committee to investigate all

relief eases,]' and it is ciear that ;l:he relievigg officers were function—
aries of this commlttee, carrying oﬁt__an ite orders. In an attempt to
inorease the efficiency of the process, amother committes wes constituted
later to share the respons:l_.bili-ty;a | The Sunderland Board, too, relied on
this method of reviews Here, district ooqmitteés were ostablished for
each one of the three relieving dis‘l:l.'icts; The Guardians of the pu';l.sl;es
in each relieving district composed the membership of thé gorresponding
commi tteee Althou@. the committees were required to sutmit reports at
every Board meeting, their decisions were rarely amended; Paupers could,
however, appeal to the Guardians as a whole any decision made by a
district cmitteq. ﬂhen a widow complained that her relief had been
stopped, the Board ordered the relieving officer to "make immediate _
enquiries into her Circumstances and 'repor'l: thereon at the Meeting of the
Board next week and « « o in the meantime « . . pay her five sh:i.ll:l.ngs;"_3

1 GeMay 3 January 1‘831, U/ SS/ 1.
2 .M., 12 September 1837, U/SS/1.

3 ¢.M., 15 May 1840, Sunderland, I, po 261. Since tlere was no
mention of this case at subsequent meetings, it may be assumed that her
relief was continuede
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In the event of irreccncilable disagreement a.ri_s;_lzng between the Board and
one of its district committees, ﬁalaham was called in to 'settle ‘the
dipute;l . . _
For the most part, the boards or '!;l_x__e :;elj.egi'ng ofﬁ.eers_, in cases
vhere the guardians were negligent, assumed nearly total contro._'l_of
relief right from the :I.mplementation of the Aot in Durham. In soms
unions, however, the overseers reta:l.ned a fair amount of freedan in
-distributing ;-el:lef... The Durham Board appears to have been lackadaisical
in guarding its prerogaﬂ#g; the overseers oc_casibngny granted money
aid to ﬁm_xp_ers and were reimbursed by theIGuardians;z_- A more acute e;_ample
of the failure of a board to supersede the ,Iov_ergeers_in granting relief
was to be found in the Essington Union. Here, fhe overseers continued to
allocate aid unchecked by the B@d; The Guardians even seem to have
preferred the ministrations of the overseers, for the relief fhey distri-
buted was Union-conﬁolled fund. The parish officers granted money to
the paupers and then spplied for and received compensation from the
Guardians; there is no instance reccrded in the_nimite_s where reimburse~-
ment was denied. Consequently, a large ﬁort:lon of the relieving offj.cer';l_
weekiy relief return consisted of p@ymex_its made to the overseers, ra‘l;her-
than directly to the outdoor paupers. In addition, besides managing
the extent and amount of rélief gra;ntegi by themselves, the parochial _
authorities successfully intervened in the administrative decisions of

the Board. They applied for increases, reductions, suspensions, and

! See G.M., 5 Pebruary 1841, Sunderland, II, p. 19,
2 See, for instance, GuM., 20 May 1837, U/Du/1, p. 42.
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mvariab]__.y the Guardians cqmpli_ed with their :equestq;l ‘I‘he influence
of the overseers even induced the Guardians to disregard the most basic

of the Commissioners* tene'_l:s';2

of even'g;'eater_s;gngioggée was the
tendency of ~the overl;eers to retain ;_I'fhe'_superintendex_we of whole cata~
gor:I.GS_of rel:_l.ef administration, some of them considered by the Comi,qu.oners
to be of cardinal importances For example, a year after the Union had

been formed,the overseer of’ Easing‘l;o_n was 're:l.mbursed_z-} shiillings and 7
pence “paid [by him] towards the lodging and relief of Vagrants for the

last quarter « o oo™ But even in this Union, time tended to erode |

. Parochial power, especially as Durhain entered 'the economically unsettled
years of the fort:i_.es; IBy late 1859 'lfew notations of parooh:l.al applica—_ .
tions for compemnsation are to bé found, and in 1841 the Guardians rggolved
that "in future, they will not allow any charges paid by Overseers to )
Vagrants, excepting those caused by 'siclmess_- or accigent."‘_‘. An econamic
situation that induced a similar tightening of administration in all the
unions, finally provoked the most acquiescent Board in 'I_;he county into .
accepting the methods of Somerset Héizse in prefgrence to those of the 61(1
parochial struoture.s :

Given the nature of poverty, w:l.th its fickle and capricious temper-

1 "The Overseer of Haswell applied to have the Relief of Mary
Fisher stoped [ sic] , orderede” G.M., 14 November 1837, U/Ea/1, p. 46.

2 wrhe Overseer of Easington applies to be reimbursed the sum of
2/ given to Richard Reed a pauper belonging to that Township to assist
in clening [ sic] his house, ordered e « oe" GoM., 23 January 1838,
U/Ea/1, ps 596 :

3 G.M., 26 December 1837, U/Es/1, . 56,
7 See infra, p.239.
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ament, it was clear that the boards of guardians could not, with proper
regard for the effective alleviation of distress, reta_in all authozity
over the distribution of outrelief. The case of urgent necessity argued
against a system whereln all discretionary powers resided with a weekly-
convened bodye Conmsequently, the Commissioners actually provided for,
in the event of specific contingencies, the delegation of certain of the
guardians' responsibilities to the relieving officers, but not, it must
be noted, to the overseers. Although always_subject to the individual
flexibility and judgement of the relieving officer, the New Poor Law
scheme always took into acocount the possibility of unforseen and urgent
hardship. The outlines of Commission poliocy on the assumption of
guardianship prerogative by other ofﬁ.ciﬁls wae laid down in a Chedwick
- letter of 1837 |

If any ﬁerson state that he have no food, and that he is

destitute, or otherwise express or signify that he is in

danger of perishing unless relief be givem to him, then

any officer charged with the administration of relief is

bound, unless he have presented to him scme facts or

reasonable evidence to rebut such statement, to give

relief to such destitute person « « .ol
Any continuation of such emergency relief, however, was éubject to review
by the boarde

Under the previous system, of course, the magistrates had held and
applied authority in the apprdpriation of aide The reduction of their
role in relief distribution was one of the main arguments - employed
particularly by those of a conservative bent - against the new system.
As we have seen, there was a reasonably plausible basis for the belief

that the bench had a propensity to protect the destitute against the

g, Chadwick/Commissioners of Police, 6 September 1837, Fourth
Annual Report, 1838, App. A, Ho. 2, ppe 154=155. My emphasise
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rapacity of penny;pd.nching vgs&ies. In gharaeterj.sﬁ.c rapture over
_earlier times, th_e Durham Adve;-tis__e: decried the exit of the magistrates
from relief administrations "Fomerly the poor sufferer had a recourse
to which he could fly in the hour of need; & refuge fram the sharp
pinching teeth of hunger and poverty, in fhe magisterial bgnch__; Let this
be restoreds 1let the magistracy again became the protectors of the

Poor < .;"1 In point of fact, the magistrates did con‘l_:g.-nue to en;jo:(_
certain powers that extended into the area of administration oustomarily
reserved for the guardians. For inétanpe, they wsere empowered to deoiee :
that any Haged person" unable to work should not be confined to a work-
house in order to receive aid.a' Of course, the question of the amount
and quality of ralj.e_f to be granted the pauper was expressly r_egerved
for the guardians to decide. Thié privilege, however, was rarely
employed by the Durham bench whose members seem to have_deferregl fran
handing down relief decisions, which signals a new development in the
county's poor law history. 4As late as 1841, Rowntree, the clerk of the
Gatesh;ad Board, told the Commissioners that since the formation of the
Union, no orders for outdoor relief had Bem made l_ay any nag:l.strate.3
This absence of interference from a body of men who hitherto had been
prone to closely scrutinizing the dispensation of aid must be seen as a
significant piece of evidence in supporting the contention that the New
Poor law found ready allies in Durham, or at least that the county's

3 Durham Advertiser, 23 September 1835,

Second Annual Regort, 1836, p. 8.
3 Bowntres/P.L.C., 8 Hoveuber 1841, M.H.12/3068 (Gateshead).
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bench had few quarrels with the manner in wh;lcl; the boarde - as cmpgred
with the select vestries - apportioned relief to the poo:_._-;_‘ Of course,
the inclusion of the magistrates as ex-gff:l_.ciq l_gembe_z:s on the boards
proved to be a master—stroke and may ha.ve. deterred them from criticizing
a system of which they were a parte '

1ii. OQutdoor Relief

Among the first resolutions of all boar«_is was that of establishing
the ﬁtemls and procedure for the payment of outdoor rel:lef.l ';'h'e.
distribution of aid was usualiy ona weekly basis, with the relieving
officera travelling to the various pay statioﬁs in the unions on specific
days;' In some of the smaller districts, only one station was m_a:lnta._i.x_;ed;
In South Shields, fo.r instance, the paupers received their ueekly_ pay-’
ments from an éfﬁce in the Union's workhouse, which must have lent &
disheértening air lto the prooeediﬁgs;a In order to avoid confusion,
Walsham requested the boards to print up handbills informing the paupers
of the location of the stations, the times at which the} would be manned,

3 In most

and to whom they should appiy in the event of emergenc:l.es;

cases the guardians complied, and there is no account on record of the

distribution system itself breaking down, excepting always, of course,

on those occasions when the officers responsible for its operation failed

in their duties. _
Until workhouses could be comstructed or altered, the Commissioners

were forced to rely on carefully admin:lstaréd 6u1adoer'aid as the means of

1 S¢e G.M., 18 January 1837, U/Du/1, pe Se

2 G.M., 25 September 1838, U/SS/2.

3 See G.M., 1 January 1838, UfHo/1, p. 48+
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applying proper relief principles and realizing the egoncmieg fhat were
expected of them. In order to accomplish this, they instructed all
boards of guardians to snbstitt;ite a port';loﬁ of their re:_l.:i.g_f in money
for relief in kind. This decision may have sprung from the curreat
belief that paupers were generally irresponsible, much given to die-
posing pf their relief mo-ney in the _bee:_r shops; The camni_ss:loners
appear to have been rein;__forced in this yiew by events in the southera
counties during the first year of operations there. They ascribed :I;he_
minor disturbances encountered in the area to "the rule which requires
that one-half of the relief should be in bread or other necessities.™
Ostensibly, however, the replacing of money aid for that of kind was &
policy pursued for the purpose of acclimatizing the poor to more vigorously
and closely managed relief so that the subsequent application of the work-
house test "™would not involve a sudden or violent tremsition from the

usual practices in the parishes united;"z

In any event, chﬁdwick_'s
enthusiasm for the scheme was obsessional, and Walsham, too, considered
it to be of paramount importance. In a long instmct;onél letter sent
to each Durham union at its incep‘bj.on; he underlined the necessity of
conforming to the Commiissioners® directives in this regards ". « o your
' Board should always bear in mind that to substitute Belief in kind for
money payments « « « is a primary principle of good administration,

universally recognized. ud Therefore, the course of the a&ninistratioi

1 Piret Annual Report 1835, Pe 62

2 Thid., pe 28

3. Waleh;/ ali- boards of guardians,.26 December 1836, Guardians®
Correspondence, U/S5/63, pe 9, his emphasisy
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of this policy in Durhem is a ready indicator of _the_.conmi_ssign'_s_
influence and determination to ply their leadership in the countye

In the first months following their formation, nearly all the
boards began to enforce the cgmissioners' wishes respecting relief in
kind. The Durham Guardians st their second meeting resolved that "a
Portion of the Relief given to the Outdoor Poor, be in Bread « « eo™
The South Shields Guardians were even more explioits % o o all pa.upers
receiving above 1/- relief per week be paid 6d. in kind and above 1/6
per week to the amount of as near one fqurth in kind as pos:lble o o :."2
Aad 80 it went as each wnion was formeds The normal method of supplying
the bread was on & contractual basis, the local bakers being imvited to
submit tenders. The lowest bids were always dccepteq, although the
guardians invariably insisted on inspecting samples of the produot; It
appears that the boards followed a prescribgd foq; issued by the ]
Commissionexrs in ordering bread “of the ;nest Hpeat Me;'il, to be made up
in six 2énn.v lLoaves weighing four pounds each « « .."3

The zeal with which the boards allocated the contracted bread
vaﬂed enormouslye In the Houghtdn—l_e-Spring Union relief in k:I.nd
represented an insignificant portion of weekly ontrelie_f,__while the
Sunderlend relieving officers distributed an average of 750 six penny
- loaves & week for several years. South Shields, too, relied heavily on
reliof in kind, and even sme of the smaller unions, such as Durham, for

a time utilized large quantities of bread as relief _pa,ynents; On the

1 ¢.N., 18 January 1637, U/Da/1, pe 9

2 g, 24 January 1837, U/S%/1.

3 .M., 4 Pebruary 1837, U/Du/1, pe 9o For identical wording,
see G.M., T Februery 1837, U/Ho/1, p. 6e
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other hand; the Ghastqslﬂmgt;: Guardians barely ‘qoncgrqed themselves
with this aspect‘of aid, and the Basington Board never even went through
the motions of calling for te_x_:de:l"'s';. They P:g_:eferred'to rely on the old
practi.ce of doling éut clothes, -s;lImes, coals, and 80 on as the need
arose, and their records are repléf_e with notations of such grants over
several years, which, ironically, left them one of the most extensive
distributors of relief in kind in the county several years efter the
other wnions had reverted to money payments. There is mo discernible
pattern in these variocus local pz{act‘ic'es. After their initial efforts
o induce the boards to distribute relief in kind, the Coumissioners
sppear to have left the matter to the predilection of the guardians.
And in the absence of strong gu:.dance from Lond_p_n, the problems connected
with rynning programs of relief in kind from the start began to turn
Durham®s boards in other directions. )

'l'he principal difficulty arose over the problem of ensuring that
the oontractors fulfilled their obligations. Sjupplying bread at a price
as low aa wes practicable and_ recpgnizing that his produoct was sy.bject
only to the scrutiny of the s"i_]__.ené'_t, and usually helpless, bedy of poor,
the contractor was c's'ogstantly tempted to debese the é,ua]_.i_ty of his bread.
Nearly all the unions carr&ing‘ orli bread progi-aans had to grapple with
bak&s supplying products of poor quality or insufficient weight'a' These
pz-oblems-‘ regularly necessitated the guardians'campromising policye ‘'Mr.
Ward the Relieving Officer for St. Nicholas District," the Durbam clerk
noted, Mstated that Part of the Bread supplied last‘__lfelek e + o had been
m:ade of unsound Floﬁ, that he therefore returned it and relieved the -

&

| 1 See, for example, G.M., 14 Harch 1837, U/Ho/l, Do 10; s,
4 July 1837, U/ss/1.
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Poor with money;“:.l' In the South Shields Union in the same year; an
"extraordinary meeting" of the Board was called on acoount of "the
greatest part of the Logtes suppl.’!'.ed this morning I_ay the contractor
[a Charles Brown], being of such inferior Quality « « «3" the relieving
officers were therefore ordered to "pay the Paupers their relief in
money this Week, in lieu of Bread."®

Such difficulties coup:_l_.ed with guu_-dia.n 1ndiff_ez_~ence spellet_l. the_
ond of the Commissionere® outrelief policy in Durham. Scme boards did
noi: even attempt to propérly test the gffec'_ts of aid in kind; only a
month after calling for tenders, the Houghtén—le-ﬁpring' Guardians re-
solved that "the poor in future t,be] relieved altogether with Honey . «. et
Three months later the Durham Board virtually ceased to appropriate relief
in kind, although some effort was made to appeir to co_z_zfom to the
Commissioners® regulations;4 The larger unions of Sunderland and South
Shields, howes.rer, continued with the experiment for several years, but
by 1840 they too had had enough. In that year the South Shields Board
decided; in coﬁsequence of transport problems, to relieve the pocr of
the rural distriots only in money, but aid in kind to all paupers fell
off drematically thereafter.” Two months earlier the Sunderlamd
Guardians had told Walsham that “the distribution of Loaves a.s. relief

1 g, 18 March 1837, U/Du/1, p. 21

" 2 g.M., 29 September 1837, U/88/1.

3 6.M., 21 March 1837, UfHo/1, pe 12. _

4 wpesolved, « . « That Out Relief be given in Money, in all dases
where BRelief in Kind is not required by the Rules and goylationsiof the
Poor law Oomissionez_.'s ¢ o oo G'.M.,»lo June 1837, U/ 1, p. 47.

5 G.M., 13 October 1840, U/SS/2e
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in Kind to the « « « poor has not been foum} to answer the purpose
expected and nght therefore to be diecohtinuet_l,." and he had accordi_ngly
consented to the cessation of this sort of aid.} Tius, by 1840 at the
latest, Walsham, as well, had come to realizg__ the pointlessness of
pursuing this policy. The previous three yeare had seen .' the continual
erosion of a “un'iversélly recognized" principle of relief, and the
Coamissioners® mild attempts to encourage Durham®s boards to implement
it ended in failures? | o

As far as the act_ual amownt of aid granted to egcl_x outfioor pauper
was concerned, there :I.s reason to bel:l.e_,ve that the in‘hoduoﬁon of the
Act in Durham made virtually no cha.nge.3 In the South Shielt_is ﬁnion,
most alloiments amounted to only one or two shillings a weeke In one
caseja widow with seven children was receiving four shillings, while in
others,unemployed workers were ai.'lorwed only a. six penny }paf each per
woeke} The Guardians of this Union also displayed a peculiar tendency
to refuse relief of any sort, sdiietimes only a pair of shoes, to old

people (60-80 years old) o2 There is no apparent explanation for this

1 6.M., 14 August 1840, Sunderland, I, p. 329.

2 m discussing the New Poor law in lancashire, Rhodes Boyson
remarks that less relief in kind was dispersed under the new system than
had been apportioned by the parochial authoritiess R. Boyson, "The New
Poor law in North-BEast Lancashire, 1834-71," p. 41.

. After 1840, this assessment holds good for County Durham as
welle . .

3 For a contrary opinion in reference to the Gateshead and South
.Shields Unions only, see N. McCord, "The Govermment of Tyneside, 1800-
law’ p. 210

4 See G.M., 15 August 1837, U/SS/l.

5 See, for instance, GeM., 2 October 1838, U/ss/l.

/
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phenomenon, but it may be that the Board therg‘by_hoped to force the

employed children of aged paupers to st-zpport' tl.:e_:l.r'parents.tl

Even in
the smaller, more paternalistic unions, the level of aid remained fairly
constant throughout the thirties. In the Basington Union, the success
of the overseers in influencing the early years of administration under
~the Act guaranteed the continuation of former ;'eli_ef.allo!ances; Here,
it appears that the common procedure was 10 allow two shillj.ngs per week
to the singie pauper and three shillings to married couples; additional
ald for children varied from case to case.z As nearly as can be _t_i_eter-
mined, these levels of outdoor ald were representative of those allocated
in most of Durham's unionse

This county-wide preference for the small allowanc_e was reinforced
by the prevalent view of the workhouse being an ovgrly—exbensive mode of
relief. After Walsham had successfully persuaded the Darlington Board
to increase the insufficient relief of two elderly ladies, a Guardian
protested to the Commissioners that this violated what l_nust have been,
at least for him, a rule ofl thumb, i.e., the outdoor allowance was not
to exceed the cost of indoor maintenance. I beg leave to ask you," he
complained to the Commissioners, "if the Guardians have powers to grant

paupers outdoor relief more than we can keep them for in the house « . ..-"3

1 The reader will recall that in Walsham®s view this was one of the
foremost objectives of poor law administration. See supra, pe 122,

2 See G.M., 18 April 1837, U/Ea/l, Pe 156

3 James Raw/P.L.Ce, 22 December 1837, M.H.12/2989 (narlington).
This frame.of mind had had a long run among the county's poor
law administrators. . In describing the relief procedures under.the 0ld
- Poor law, the Sedgefield vestry clerk told the Commissioners in 1834 that
"wo [the vestry] never give relief out of the Poor House to « « « Men
or Women to the Amount they would cost weekly in the Poor House, the
genoral allowance being 2/- weekly to one Single person, when Man and
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After some years, the cathpl:loity ‘of this 1_!190;1 and the _Palt;'y sums being
dispenged _by‘Dur'hax_n's boards beg‘ame apparent to §gn}9ragt go_t_ase;_ _Walsham
wae told to carefully examine the outdoor g.llowéncgs granted by the

guardians under his supervision, in order to determine
whether this mode of rellef is not resorted to by the

Guardians under & false notion of economy s . ¢, and ~
whether applicants are not sometimes induced t6 accept
inadequate relief, by the offer of the alternativé of

the workhouse. The cases in which the smallest weekly
sums are given are those in which this is most likely

to have ocoured.l

The steady poor rate expenditure dﬁn‘.ng the first few years after 18'3'.{
in Durham, despite the imposition of more complex and expep.sj_.ve admin-
istrative machinery on the county 'Sy the New ?oor Iaw? gtteets both to
the health of the local economy and the persistence of the boards in

| distributing aid at pre—implementation levels.2

It should be pointed out, however, that the bulk of Durham?'s

Wife without family 3/- veekly and Widows with families af'e allowed 1/6
weekly for edch child « « +o" R. Lockey/P. L.c., 6 October 1834, M.H.12/
3188 (Sedgefield). -

©  Notice how these pre—~implementation reliéf allowances compare
with those of the Easington Union under the supervision of the Board of
Guardianse

1 P.1.C./J. Walshem, Bede, Seve'zith Annual Beport, 1841, p. 58

2 See Fourth Annual Report, 1838, p. 52.
County expenditure on relief was as follows (all years ending
25 March)s

1834 - 579'9399
1835 - £72,197
1836 Lo 6655392
1837 - £60,594
1838 - £61,369
1839 - £67;490
1840 -~ £67,331

Seventh Annual Report, 1841, pp. 16-17.
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paupers, that is, the aged and infim, did not require the large amounts
of aid needed by able-bodied workers with large f_am:ll:l.es; Al though
ngsha;n was constantly on the alert for 1na.dequate relief appropu:_.ji_.ate"d

to the bona fide d_estitute, there’ are surp?isingl;--fet examples among

the evidence of problems and pompiaints ﬁﬂsing over the 1n§tsz.’!.ciency of
aid given during the first years of operation in the county. Moreover,

the guardians® attachment to preﬁous administrative practices increased
the number of .those paupers receiving aid than would otherwise havg_ _bee:_:
eligible under the strict application of the regulations of the Commission,
which mitigated scmewhat ﬁe effeété of low relief allowances. "It is

a subject of general complaint with owr Assistant Commissioners," the
Commissioners lamented after several years of experience, "that under .
the local discretionary powéra o o o considerable abuses are still ma.in—
tained: <that inferior rorkmen,_ or persons only slightly disabled, are
allowed such relief as could only be given, according to law or any sound
principle of administration, to persons in a state of complete desti~
tution."' This charge was brought closer to home by a Joha Foster, who
claimed, in a letter to ﬁe Times, that "the contentnent and comfort of
the middle and lower classes of the Borough [ Sunderland] + « o a.riée £rom
the »morai courage and Christian Feeling of the Guardians acting on their
own responsibility and in defiance of the orders of the Poor law
t)c:'mn:l.ssioners."2 Even after a decade of fhe application of the Canmissioners®
rule in the county, Robert Carr, _e_:_:-officio member of the Gateshead -
Board, told the Select Committes on Settlement and Poor Removal (1847)

P:lfth Annual Regort, 1839, P 15.

2 wno Pimes, 2 Pebruary 1841, quoted in J. Walsham/Board of G:ardims,
7 Pebruary 1841, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland)e The Guardians denied the
accusation, and Walsham declared himself satisfied.
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that Durham's guardiens could and did engage in the granting of illegsl
relief and fhat Scmerset House "knew nothing of 5.1_;."1 In addition, he
probably correctly attributed these qev:la‘tidn from Commission regulations
to a “reluotance 'bo_apply 'l_;he workhouse test,_frofm- apprehension, I
believe, of raising the establisiment ohargea;"z. '

The payment of rents by the relief suthorities under the 0ld Poor
Law had been fiercely attacked by the Report of 1834, and from the in-
ception of their authority, the cmis-sibne:l.-s strictly proi}i_rbited any
continuation o_f. suoh praotices. Although it appears that only the B
Easington Union had the effrontery or ingenuousness to openly consider

the direct payment of 'rents,3

' tl_ie'b'oards could merely increase the pauper's
weekly allowance to enable him to meet this obligatioh; Indéed, many of _
the more substantial grants allowed by the boards probably were made to
cover this contingencye The Webbs claim that the Commissioners were

slow to recognize that the paupers were free to apply ordinary outrelief
to rents, but there is evidenoce ayailable that indicates that Somerset
House always comprehended the impossiblility of éontrolling__ this particular
application of relief and wefe_ even willing, in times of distress, to
encoﬁrage increased. allowénées for this pm'pose;4 During a local trede
slump in Darlingfon in 1837, which saw many unemployed able-bodied

workers thrown on the rates, Lefevre sent a long instructional letter

2 Ibid., po 320.

3 See G.M., 18 Pebruary 1840, U/Ea/1, pe 152
4 s. ena B. Webb, Englich Poor lay Policy, p- 25
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to the Guardians that indicated his willingness to clrcumvent this
major "principle of 1834 "The « . o Rule which forbids Belief to be
given specifically as rent or -'_towa.'rds__ _rent will not prevent the Gdns.
from giving st_léh relief as they nay th:l.nk adequate to the necessities
of the pauper.'?.l _ |

Of greater rel@ée to Dnrham, perhaps_only becauge there are
more specific examples of this type of devj.ati.o# aveilable, was the
Commissioners® directive against the grenting of aid for the purpose of
furthering thé occupational endeaiors of the :um.gent;z When the
Darlington Guardians applied for.pémiasion to loan a local bgshe‘hnaker
two pounds, which would have enabled him to purchase materials to carzy
on his trade, they were told that they *have no power to give ﬁaterialé_ ‘
for work or stock in trade or tools or other aids in any ones [ sic] occupa~
tion by way of relie_f."3 The most flagrant disregard for this rule was
to be found in the South Shields Union, where, as we have said, the
weekly allowances were miniﬁal. Here, unlike the well-ma.naged_apd
generally acquiescent Darlington Board, the Guardians did not seek.
Cammission sanction for such grants of aid, for certainly it wou:_l'.d'_hp.ve'
been withheld. In 1837 the Board ordered onme of its relieving officers
and the overseers of Whitburn to "exercise their discretion as to paying
John Wright £2 to assist in defraying bis expenses in going to Germany

1 Lefevre/Board of Guardians, 16 May 1837, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)e
Curiocusly, the general tone 6f this letter was of a get-tough nature. I
is surprising, therefore, that he should have advocated the ciréumvention
of a "principle" that had loomed so large in the Report of 1834.

See S. and B. Webb, ylish Poor law Poligx, Pe 25¢
3 P.1.C./Board of Guardiane, 21 December 1841, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).
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with Ebfges,"l and three years later another pauper was allowed two
poun@s po_purchase a horse, whici was necessary for pip tg_continua in
his trade;z Whlsham, displaying ehéracteristlc flyxibility,_may even
haye disregarded these occasional lapses of lisclpline, for the Guardians
gave an applicant, in his-prBSence, two shillings and six pence to
travel to BEdinburgh to seek work.3 _ _

Other assorted examples of illegal relief may be found here and
there in thg minute books of Durham's upions!.butuit would be incorrect
to suppose that this type of relief—uas granted on a large scale or that
a concerted effort was being made by the guardians to disregard the
Commissioners* supremacye In fact, the nature of_pauperism in the county
precluded any full-scale attempts to grant illegal out@oor gid, even
1f the guardians had wished to do s0.? ILike the Report of 1834, the
Commissioners' principal concern was with able—bodied pauperism,_and_its
virtual absence in Durham during the period 1837-40 forestalled the
poesibility of the guardians wanﬂéring-too far off the procedural pathe.

In urging the Commissioners to sanction .fortnightly instead of weekly

1 M., 31 January 1837, U/SS/1,

2 g., 7 January 1840, U/S8/2.

3 See G.M., 29 August 1837, U/SS/1.

' The Conimissioners themselves encouraged the migration of laborers
for the purpose of relieving labor gluts, but tliése operations were
conducted under the auspices of a special agency. London was not prepared
to allow.individual boards to grant funds for such purposes without its
sanctione ¢

4 Perhaps 1% should be noted here that diring thess first years of
operation, outrelief to the able-bodied was not yet epécifically prohib-
ited, although at least half was to be in kind, and ‘work on a inion holding
was required. All regulations under this héeading were témporary, only "to
be sanctioned as a palliative for a time, and until adequate and efficient
workhouse accommodation shall be provided." Second Annual Re ort, Pe 45¢
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meetiz_xgé of the Sedgefield Boarc_l, ﬁalsham cited "the absence of all
pressure of [ableﬁbodigﬁ] applications,"l and he was certain that the
stability of expenditure in the three years following the implementation
of the Act in Durham was the_resglt of a de_c:r._'easing charge of the able-
bodied poor on the cmm:l:ty;z In their sixth annual report, the__ _

Commi ssioners held up the Sunderland Union as an example of a superla'!:ively
managed union, braggihg that "only 6 able;bodied paupers -re'ceived oute
relief in the Quarter ending March 25, 1639."-5_’ The total lack of able-
bodied males in health receiving relief in the county was gonv‘:l.nc:l_.ngly___
driven home to Walsham and the Cammissioners early in 1839. In that year,
the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order’ was issued to the large and impor-
tant Union of South Shields; at the same time the Commissioners wished

to know the mumber of those presently receiving outdoor aid whko would no
longer qualify under the new order. The Guardians' subsequent report is
ﬁ revealing as it is extraordinary. Those removeci from the outdoor
relief 1ist were as followss in South Shields, eleven able-bodied

widows and two mothers of illégitimate children; in Hedworth, Monkton and
Jarrow, six able-bodj.ed_vidous; in Westoe, eleven able-=bodied widows; and
"there were none liable to be strucﬁ off the Iist in Harton, Whitburn and
licldo:_:l.“5 Hence, out of a pauper population of nearly two thousand; only

1 3. Weleham/P.L.C., 7 August 1837, M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield).

2 J. Walshem/Bosrd of Guardians, 9 August 1840, M.H.12/2989 (narungton)._

3 Sixth Annual Beport, 1840, p- 29.

4 mnis directive prohibited outdoor relief of any kind to certain
catagories of paupers that the Commissioners felt should be subjeocted to
the workhouse test, most notably the able-bodied. See infra, p. 229.

5 G.M., 8 January 1839, U/Ss/2.
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thirty persons were receiving outrelief whom the Commissioners would have
considered improper recipientqql

Widows, in fact, appear to have been the largest group of poor in
Durham that the Commissioners might have- considered the most objection-
able of the county’s outrelief claimantss This was especially true in
the port towns. In explaining to Chadwick the presence of seventy able-
bodied females on the 1834 parish list of South Shields, an assistant
overseer tc;ld him that they were "nmearly all Widows; and for the most
part Caususl [sic] Poor, » » » this ever is the case in maritime districts
from accidents of Death etc., happening at sea « «. .."2 On the other
hand, when able-bodied males did find themselves in need of aid, it was
nomally through misfortune. When a male under 60 years of .age was
fournd on the relief lists, it nearly #lwa.vs involved accident or disea__se,
and ococasionally large groups of workers had to be supported if a malady
became endemic. In 1838, for example, South Shields was supporting

3

several men in consequence of their being "ill of Typhus."™ It may not

be argued, either, that the Commissioners® directorship héd induced the

1 A year and a half edrlier, the Guardians had informed H.?. Idddell,
M.P., that the Union had supported 1,897 paupers during the quarter ending
25 September 1837. Of these there were 253 males, 826 femdles, and 818
children. Unlike the southern counties, then, unemployed males did not
figure prominently on the relief rolls. In the above Union, males of all
types made up far less than 20% of the pauper populations G.Ms, 7 November
1837, U/ss/1.

A similar percentage of able-bodied paupers was maintained on a
county level throughout the periods In 1840, 4,294 able-=bodied poor out
of a total pauper population of 18,520 were receiving aid of some kind.
Eiﬂth Annuval Regort, 1&2’ App. E, No. 1, DPp. 610’ 6140

2 . Wilson/E. Chadwick, 3 November 1834, M.H.12/3201 (South Shields).
His emphasise : :

3 ¢.M., 30 January 1838, U/SS/1.
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boards to dispense with aid to the able-bodied. The healthy local
economy and the retrenchment of ‘I:he' twenties had all but blotted out
able-bodied pauperism prior to 18'3'7. ‘

Since the county's relief problems principally involved the aged
and infirm, with tﬁe aick coming on the rates as the need arcse, the
Commissioners® relationship with Durham boards decidedly differed from
that found in the southern counties. In reference to the bulk of paupers
found in the county, that is, the aged, infirm, and sick, Somerset House
showed little 1nclination to control relief given to this type of
applicant.l And so, this explains the relatively independent nature of -
most of Durham's boards and the willingness oi_’ !_falsham az_:d fpe_ (_Jamnissioners

to allow them a great deal of autonomy in controlling ou'lu'el:lef;‘
ive The Horkhouses

On the discharge of workhouse policy, the Durham_guardiana could
not expect similar acquiescenoe from the Coomissioners. Following '_the.
fomation of all unions, their "chief attention" was always directed to
the introduction of the workhouse system.z For the carry_-:l.ng out of such
a program they had an admirable instrument in Walsham, who, as we have
seen, was fully committed to the concept, deeming it the "keystone" of
all proper relief administration. Under his guidapce; thé county_ boards
proved remarkably 'haileable in regard to the erection and alteration of
'workhouses, and after a year of unceasing efforts, Walshgm reported to
the Commissioners that "in no districts confined to my superintendence,

1 Indeed, the Webbs positively state that in these cases "the policy
of the Central Authority was to leave the local authorities tho same :
absolutely unfettered discretion with regard to the grant of outdoor relief
that they had before possessed.™ S. and B. Webb, English Poor law Policy,
ppe 47, 51.

2 See First Anmial Report, 1835, p. 6e



155

whether in the North or in the South of Eagland, have I encountered less
opposition on the subject of Workhouse arrangements than from the clear-
sighted and excellently disposed guardians of the Norfhem Division of
the County of Durham.™

This attitude on the part of. the guard-:_lans may be attributed to the
tolerably well-developed workhouse system already existing in the county
before Walsham's arr.lval. Durham *s workhouses had been sufficiently
distributed throughout the county so that each union, with the exveption
of BEasington, could boast of at least one establishment within its
boundaries. The unions centered on the larger towns many times contained
several workhouses, and Durham, of all the countieg -und_er Walsham®s super=
intendence, could claim the most nimerous pre-existing workhouse facili-
ties. In the Sunderland Union, especially, there were several establish-;
mentss

The Workhouse accommodation of this Union is far more

extensive than that of any other part of my present _

district. There is an old but airy, spacious, but well

managed Workhouse in Sunderland capable of containing

more than 200 inmates. At Bishopwearmouth a new and

excellent [sic] built Workhouse has béer very recently

erected . . . capable likewise of containing with

attention more than 200 inmates. At Monkwearmouth there

is another well-conducted House. And thefe are two in

three parishes in the Union, in addition to the three
specified aboves?

1 Jde Walsham/P.L.c., 6 December 183711103012/3268 (Sunderla.nd). In -
this group he lists the Unions of Gateshead, Chester—-le-Street, Lanchester,
Durham, Basington, Houghton-=le-Spring, Sunderland, and South Shields.

This is a curious statement in that, as we shall see, the Gateshead
and Houghton-le-Spring Unions were a source of trouble in preparing work-
house arrangements, and the Easingion Union never had a workhouse for the
period of this papere. It is true that most of the new establishments were
built in the above Unions, but from my examination of the records, I should
say Walsham was more successful in his efforts in the Southern Division.

2. Walsham/P.L.Cs, 0o 16 October 1836, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).
There were also at least four workhouses in each of the Durham,
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In addition, the careful sdministration of relief in the twentles and
tl_le emerging popularity of the workhouse_as a relief i'.natru_n_:gnt had_
encouraged the diligent employment of advanced workhouse adm:lz_;istra-:-
t:l..w're_techni_ques in several of the county's parishese There is a Work-
house and House of Industry in and belonging to the Town of Darlington,"
Walsham reported, ". .. « [that] is without exception the best as regards
its capabilities, arrengements, and govermment, that it hes ever fallen
my lot to inspect « « « It Wil require scai'cely any alterations . . .."1
Neither the theory nor the use of a workhouse system, therefore, was
qovel to the sundry classes of Durham, and the e:_:gmple and in;‘lugx;ee of
the major towns in both the Northern and Southern Divisions of the
county assured a relatively peaceful reception for the workhouse ideae

 Walsham wes able, without any apparent difficulty, to induce
every board at their first meeting to appoint special committees to
'_'consider what steps it may be mp_s_t desirable to take towazﬂ_s.adapt_:l,ng
the existing Workhouse Accommodation, or towards otherwise providing
Iclass:l.-fied Workhouse Accommodation for the Paupers of this Union . o ooh?
His insistence upon the‘foma.t'ion of these committees and the lack of

any substantial opposition among the guardians allowed him to report to

South Shields, and Gateshead Unionse The facilities in the Auckland
Union were typicals here, there were two workhouses "easily convertible,"
80 accommodation was "readily provided." Je Walsham/P.L._ Ce, 3 December
1836, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland)e '

1 J. Walsham/P.L.Ce, 16 Jamuary 1837, M.H.12/2989 ‘(Darlington).
In the way of a postscript, he addeds "In fact the whole system of
parochial administration in the Town of Darlington is admirablee” N

2 GeM., 12 January 1837, U/:Du/l, Pe 3. Walsham's influence is
obvious here in that identical notations may be found in the minute books
of every union. -
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the cmniss:l.ongrs only a few months after his arrival in Durham that
he had "cammittees of every Board of Guardians now engaged in making
plans for the furtherance of this all-important subject [ the workhouée
system] . » ..“1 For the most part, the reports of these committees
were encouraging. It was found that the existing accommodation would
be sufficient, if certain renovations were made. Eventually, the con-
struction of new workhouses was required only in the Durham, South
Shields, Teesdale, and Gateshead Ulf:!«.ons;2 As the old workhouses were
built to hold only the numbers of applicants 1ikeiy to arise within
the confines of a parish rather than a union, lack of space commonly
dictated the necessity of raising a.new building. The architect
employed by the South Shields committee told the Guardiams that the
workhouses at their disposal could:; not "be made to accommodate 150
Paupers and Class tﬁem in such a manner as the Commissioners of the
New Poor Law would require « « e " on inspecting the four establish-
ments available to the Durham Guardians (Elvet, Framwellgate and
Crosegate, St. Nicholas, and Gilesgate), their cammittee noted that "in
order to carry into Effect the Intention of the Legislature, it « « »
[would] be most desirable to purchase a Piece of Ground . . . for the
Erection of a Workhouse with classified Accommodation o . ot

1 J. Walsham/P.L.C., 22 January 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdale).

2 See Fifth Annual Report, 1839, App. D, No. 4, pp. 184-189.

3 J. Green/Board of Guardians, 17 January 1837, Guardians! Corre-
spondence, U/SS/63, p. 22. See also G.M., 27 December 1836, U/8S/l.

4 g.M., 2 Febiuary 1837, U/Iu/1, p. 1l. :

The need for the proper classification of immates appears to have
been readily accepted by Durham's boards. The Houghton-le-Spring '
Guardians, too, decided on converting their workhouse in order to provide
facilities for classification. G.M., 26 June 1837, U/Ho/1, p. 28. The
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Only in the Gateshesd, Houghton-le-Spring, and Easington Unions
did Welsham encounter difficulties. It was not until the middle of
1839 -that he was able to induce the. Gateshead Board to proceed with
the arrangementé- for their workhouse, and 1840 found it still under

! Houghton-le-Spring, as well, had to wait until the

construotion.
next decade for the improvements to be completed on its workhouse. The
first problems arose over "the Jealousies between Km_zghtox} and Hetton"
as to wvhich of the Union's workhouses was to be renovated.? After some
preliminary modi—ficationé were made, the Guardians decided tha_t any

3

further expenses on this account were uncalled for, ‘ but by 1840 it

appears that Walsham had persuaded them to expend another £500 on

:l-mpu.‘ovements.4

PBasington's limited population and financial Tesources

rendered "the expense of building and k:eep:l.hg up a workhouse. undesir;
able . . .o%) Therefore, throughout the period of this paper, the
Guardians were compelled to resort to the use of facilities in the

Houghton=le-Spring Union. Unlike Gateshead and Houghton-le-Spring,

¢hairman of the Teesdale Union told the Commissicnerss "I perfectly

agree with your observations on the necessity of separati married -

couples." Archdescon Headlam/P.L.C., 22 June 1837, M.H.12 331 Teesdale)e
See 1nfra-, Do 168, '

1 Sixth Annual Re rt’ 1840’ Appo E, No. 3’ Pe 4260

2, Walsham/F.LeCe , 6 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).

3 @M., 17 June 1839, U/Eo/i, pe 111.

In the previous year, the Guardians had t61ld the Commissioners
. that the Board "consider a Workhouse upon the plan recommended by the
Asgistant Cammissioner Sir John Walsham Bt. unnecessary and that they
wish to be relieved from the necessity of altering the present Work-
house." G.M., 7 May 1838, U/Ho/l, DDe 62—63.

4 Siztn Annual Report, 1840, App. E, Fo. 3, pe 4270
5 J. Walsham/P.L.Ce, 6 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).
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however, Easington was quite amenable to the notion of building a work-
hc_mse; In 1839 the fear of over—crowding in the Union establishment
convinced the Houghton Guardians to decline to accept any fuﬁher )
consigmments of Basington pa'upers;l The upsho*lf was that the Easington
Board decided_ "unanimously" to proceed with the comstruction of their
own worl:house;a' The plan was abandoned, however, when the Hoqghton
Guardians decided to resoind their earlier decision and accept inmates
from Basington at the rate of three shillings per head per week.3
- Béfore any board was pefmitted to advertise for tenders for the
erection or modification of their workhouse, they were required to
forward &ll plans and proposals to Scmerset House, where they were
minutely reviewed by a staff especially assembled for the task. After
submitting one proposal, the workhouse committee of South Shields Union
| received a letter from the Commissioners request_ing "y detailed speci-
fication of the Works, and the amount of the Estimated Cost of Building
the same, before they [the Commissioneis] could confirm the Pl.ans."4__ And
the Board later received an itemized liét of the deficiencies in their
plan and procedures to follow in rectifying them.5 The Commissioners
were dependent, nonetheless, on the good-will and cooperation of the -
guardians, for Walsham could not hope to personally supervise the

1 G.M., 17 June 1839, U/Ho/1, p. 111.
? GeM., 15 October 1839, U/h/l, pe 140.
3 GcMo, 10 February 1840, U/HO/].’ Pe 1370

4 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 27 February 1837, G.M., 7 March
1837, u/ss/1.

5 7. Walshem/Board of Guardians, 23 March 1837, Guardians®
Correspondence, U/SS/63, p. 53¢
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building or conversion of thirteen workhousess The records, in fact,
show that at least one board att'empted 'i;o avo;ld '_the comj.ssione;'s'_
exacting requirements for workhouse comstruction. The Houghton-le-
Spring overseers attended a meeting of the Board in 1839 to complain
that the workhouse alferations then under way did not c_:onfom to
Commission standards and thgt thé Guardians had falsely certified to
the Commissioners that they did so.]' However, the use even todg.y of
many of these buildings (mostly as hospita{l.s) attests not only to the
care and attention given to the details of construction by the
Commissioners, but also to the conscientious application of their regu;
lations by the boardse. |

Walsham's exertions achieved fruition in the middle of 1838 when
the new workhouses at Durham and South Shields opened for use. By ‘l:hat
date, nearly all workhouse arrangements in the county had been exocuted,
and certainly as Durham entered the forties, only the workhouses at
Gateshead and Houghton-le-Spring remained incqmpiete. The building
costs of these establishments had been fairly substantial for an ares
with an insigizifica__nt pauper problem. The Gateshead Guardians eventually
spent £4,200 on their workhouse, while the costs in the other_ three
unions requiring new buildings hovered around the &‘.‘2,500 mark;z

Modification expenditures, _o:é course, varied with the extent of
the improvements required by the Commissionersy Chester-le-Street Union
expended only £92, Darlington £280, and Sedgefield £260. The Sunderland
Guai'dians, on the other hand, laid out £2,000 for renovations after

purchasing the Bishopwearmouth workhouse for £2,100. A similar

1 g.M., 25 Pebruary 1839, U/Ho/1, p. 92

2 Durhems £2,550; Teesdales £3,000; South Shieldes £2,506.
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necessity of buying a workhouse from a constitueni township or parish
and performing modifications thereon also arose at Auckland and
Iaancheste:_.-;l 'In order to finance duch large undertakings, the Exchequer
had made funde available for loan to the poor law unions, f!owever, by
the years the Act was being :lnt;:-oduced in ‘_the Qounty, this fund was
nearly exhausted, and with the exception of the Durham Union, Durham®s
boards financed their workhouses through the Royal Assurance Exnha.nga:,
as recommended by the commix;s.':.oners;2 | _ _

These high building costs precluded the possibility of the boards*
conforming to one of the principal recomnendaﬁoﬁs of the Report of 1834.
The Commission of Inquiry had repeafedly attacked "general zpixed ‘worke
houses® and reported in favor of a m@ber bf; cigssified workhouses
within each union. Indeed, the consolidation of several parochial work-
houses under one authority bhad provided the mﬁn. Justification for the
uniﬁ.cation-of_parishes.3 But the workhous; committee in évery union
advocated the erection or conversion of a single union gtmotﬁi-e; | The
Commissioners, too, contrary to their supposed gdora‘uon of the
"principles of 1834," encouraged each board to confine its attention to

the administration of a common union worl&quse;4 However, it appears

1 Total costss £1,200 and £1,330, respectively.
2 E. Chadwick/Board of Guardians, 29 March 1837, Guardians'
Correspondence, U/SS/63, p. 56« :

The Unions requiring only small amounts of money, such as Chester-
le=Street, Darlington, and Sedgefield, handled these matters internmally.
The Houghton-le-Spring Board, for instance, borrowed £500 from the towm-
ship of Houghton. G.Me, 17 June 1839, U/Ho/1, p. 1ll.

3 See supra, pe 68.

- 4 See Pirst Annusl Repert, 1835, pe 15; and Fifth Annual Beport,
1839, pe. 290 = :
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that there were many guardians who preferred the separate maintenance of
impotent irmates as per the Report of 1834. ‘During the formulation of
workhouse arrangements for the Stméerland tiniori, Thanas Reed, vice—chairman
of the Board, told Walsham that he and a group of Guardians had had "some
trouble to get the Board to sanction the idea that Bishopwearmouth Work-
house should be the Bole Workhouse for the Union « s «o™ FNonetheless,
Walsham®s efforts and the weighty argument of expense smothered most
d:lssent.on this pointe Only in the Teesdale Union did Walsham advocate
a contrary policy. The 'g:eat east-yeast length of this Union induced him
to insist on the maintenance of workhouses at both Barnard Castle and
Middleton to ensure a close-at-hand establishment for all parts of the
Un:l.on.2 But the problem of transportation, :l.nspeqtion, and administra-
tion quickly compelled a resort to the 'm:lied workhouse schemes "The
Guardians,® the auditor of the Union informed the Commissioners, "have
e ¢ o NOW discoutin'ued the use of the Middleton house as it was found a
great additional trouble and expensee.™ Jn3

The adoption of single union establishments left many workhouses
vacant but still under the effective control of the overseers. Fearing
that these buildings would be used by the paroohial authorities as
unregulated supplementary refuges for the poor, the Commissicners hastily

launched a campaign to dispose of these premises to private :Lndividuals.4

1 Mhomas Reed/7. Walsham, 10 June 1837, u.n.12/3268 (Sunderland),
his emphasise
In forwarding Reed®s letter to London, Walsham made a rather
revealing comments "This letter [ Reed's] from the V. Chairman of the
Sunderland Union will show you that I have « . » accomplished ny
object of concentration, in respect to W. Houses, in this ¢« « « Union."
J. Walsham/Lefevre, 13 June 1837, m.n.1z/3268 (Sunaerland).

2 J. Walshem/PeLeC., 22 Jenuary 1837, u.n.12/3313 ('.l'eesdale).
3 ¥, Gibeon/P.L.C., 29 July 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdsle).

4 See Seventh Annual Report, 1841, p. 34
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Throughout 1838 and 1839, Durham's boards were selling workhouses by
private treaty or at public auot:i.on', and the proceeds were being applied
to debts incurred by tﬂe erection and renovation of the union workhouses
or invested 11_'1 fpublic funds." Since these buildings .lent themselves
most readily to use aé factqrie.s,_ a great many of them were sold to
manq:tacturers. In some areas, however, the local parishoners were anxious
to avoid the taint of indust:iali in their communities and inserted
stipulations in the contracts that disallowed the .-utilization of these
workhouses for manufacturing purposes. This hindered, of course, their
sale, and some Unions had difficulty in finding buyers for the abandoned

1

buildingse” Nonetheless, by 1843 the Commissioners reported that "much

of this kind of property has been disposed of since the passing of the
Poor Law Amendment Act « « oo"

Durhan's location adjacent to the troublesome counties of York-
shire and Lancashire inspired Walshem to concentrete his attention on
the proper administration of the workhouses here, in order to combat the
extravagant charges being made against the system by such northern
lminaries as Castler, Stepﬁens, and Bull, As a consequence, more than
any of the counties under his supervision, Durhem®s importance stood
forth, Sunderland, in particular, attracted his interest. "The
Sunderland Union,f' he toid the Commissioners, "is one of the most impor-
tant in England. On the perfect conduct of its new workhouse in every

detall, everything depends . . ..."3 Only a few months in the county

1 See, for example, G.M., 30 March 1839, Sunderland, I, p. 42.

2 Minth Annual Report, 1843, r. 28.

3 7. Walsham/P.i.C., 24 May 1838, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland)e
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had convinced him that the circumstances of paupgrj.m in the area
required a special brand of -wrld:o'use adminis'bz_-ativé policye It was
manifest thp;t the poor of Durham were not the impudent an:l vioioqs able~
bodied louts who had figured so praminently in the Report of 1834. Even
while the boards were making their workhouse plans, Walshan_l was busy
attempting to persuade london that local conditiong nacessitategi a some=-
what revised epproach to the management of workhouses.

"It must « » « be borne in mind," he advised, "that

these paupers [those in the workhouse] will almost

invariably consist of the aged:and infirm, and I would
therefore venture to submit that, considering the

peculiar circumstances of the North of England, you
should, in the first instances, refrain from pressing

for a more extended separation of inmates than that

of the sexesy « « + and that in all other respects

the Establishments be conducted with « «  such modified

indulgences as may not be inconsistently or imprudently

admitted in the workhouse treatmént of the old and the

helpless."l
The significance of this advice is all the more obvious when it is
remembered that the Commiseioners regularly fell in with his views, and
80 these early impressions were crucial in shaping the tone of his and
the Commissioners® line on workhouse administration in Durhame.

The workhouse regulations they issued in subsequent years found
ready acceptance in the county. Nearly all the boards appear to have
been willing ostensibly to accede to the sundry orders of the Commission,
although, as we shall see, they were selective in the application of
certain asspects of these directives. The Commissioners allowed the admin-
istration of the local workhouses to continue in the hands of the

guardians, who invariably carried on in the manner of previous years, in

1 J. Walsham/P.L.C., 22 January 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdale). My
emphasise ' -



165

some cases even "contraoting ocut" the indoor poor,l until all of the

required workhouse improvements had been ccuxple‘l:ed,2

whereupon adminis-
trative rules for the workhouses were :lssue,d; Upon receiving these
orders, most boards immediately declared their intention of conforming

to ‘them,s

proceeding to appoint a master_and matron to institute the
proper procedures in the union uorkhouse; The Darlington Guardians even
wrote to the Commissioners specifically to request that their workhouse
regulations be forwarded to the Union at the earliest possible date.?
In order to ensure the correct application of the Commissioners®
rules and, more importantly, to "examine' the House and the condition éf
the paupers,™ each board was ordered to form a visiting committee to
inspect the union ﬁorl:house at regular interval-s. Most boards accepted
the need for such a body, although the Durham Guardians negatived a
motion to constitute one, "considering that every Member is at Liberty
to visit the House whenever he may think proper. no There is ample
evidence ava:ll-_able s however,; that.shows that in some unions even after
the formal organization of these committees, the system of guardian
inspection quickly broke down, leaving the masters and matrons in un-
hindered control of the management of the workhouses; The Easington

Guardians, shuffling their few workhouse burdens off into the Houghton-

1 See, for instance, G.M., 6 May 1837, U/Du/1, p. 38

° In the Gateshead and Houghton~le-Spring Unions, this meant
that former workhouse administrative practices were still in use well
into the fortiese

3 See G.M., 25 August 1838, U/Du/1, p. 137;.G.M., 25 September 1838,
u/ss/2.

4 Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 14 November 1838, M.H.12/2989 (Derlington)e:

5 G.M., 27 April 1839, U/Du/1, p. 184. HNote the date of this
minutee This indicates that eight months had elapsed from the receipt
of the Commissioners® workhouse regulation before the Board even began
to consider the establishment of a visiting committees
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le-Spring facilities, made no arrangements for the supervision of _their
paupers while there, but instead relied on the Houghton Guardians to
provide for the proper administration of the union workhouse. But
their confidence appears to have been misplaced, for I can find no
mention in the records of a ﬁdting cammitiee or an inspection of the
workhouse by the Houghton Guardians;l In the chest_e:r-le-s_treet Union,
t00, no reference is made to workhouse surveilla-nce; After compelling
the Durham Cusrdians to reverse their earlier decision in regard to the
appointment of a visiting committee, the Commissioners sent them a
communication "relative to the Visiting Committee not entering their
Reports in the Book kept for such purpose,"? which may indicate that
periodic inspectigns were not being conducted; The Sunderland Union,

as well, had trouble maintaining adequate vigilance of its workhouse,
but in contrast _to some of the other unions facing a similar problem,
repeated attempts were made by this Board to formulate a satisfactory
inspection policy. In 1840 fifteen Guardians were added to the visiting
committee in consequence of the "thin attendance 9f the Gentlemen named
in the aforesaid Committee « . et Contirnmed negligence prodded the
Guardians into further actions the entire Board was declai:ed to consti- |
tute the visiting committee, which was split into three groups, each
section being assigned a week of duty in r.otation;4 Theredfter, matters

1 The Board did appoint a workhouse committee, but it seems that
its main function was to determine the cost and feasibility of workhouse
alterations. This view of its purpose is made even more plausible.by
the fact that later it was incorporated into the finance committees GeMe,
6 April 1840, U/Ho/1, p. 145.

2 G.M.’ 4 saptember 1847’ U/DG/Z, Pe 140. )
3 G.M., 6 November 1840, Sunderland, I, pe. 370;
4 .M., 8 April 1841, Sunderland, II, p. 63e
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seem to have improv‘ed', but a year later the Board evidently felt the
need for a more comprehezisive inspection program. It was resolved thats

the [Visiting] Committee shall be at liberty to Visit

the House on any.Day, and at any hour of the day they

may think proper. And that whenever two or more of the

Committee are present it shall be campetent for them to

Visit the day room of the inmates unaccompanied by the

Governor or Matron. And that any Guardian shall be at

liberty to Visit the house when he thinks proper but on

such occasions he shall be accompanied by the Governorel
Though many other examples of indifference on the part of the guardians
may be cited, it appears nevertheless that the great majority were
concerned at the very least with protecting their substantial investments,
i.e., the workhouses themselves, and accordingly that union visiting
conmi ttees were generally active bodies. More significantly, their member—
ship was normally compriéed of those men who had a qpecia_l interest in
the condition of the workhouse poor and who, in many instances, were
sympathetic with their plighte2

The fundamental principle of workhouse oper_at:l.on revolved around
the classification of the immates so that the various types might receive
the appropriate regi.men; The responsibility for carrying this policy
out was invested in the guardianss "To each class shall be assigned by
the boards of guardians that apartment or separate building_ which may be
best fitted for the reception of such class, and in which they shall

3

respectively remain, without communication « « ««™ The abandonment of

1 GuM., 1 &pril 1842, Sunderland, II, p. 255
2 See infra, Do 206. |

3 First Annual Report, 1835, App. A, No. 9, ps 97 The inmates
were to be classed as followss (1) aged or infirm men; (2) able-bodied
males over thirteen; (3) boys between seven and thirteen; (4) aged or
infirm women; (5) able-bodied females over thirteen; (6) girls between
seven and thirteen; and (7) children under sevene

& These classes were slightly altered by general orders in 1842 and
1847. : .
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the individually classified parochial workhouse scheme increased pressure

on the Commissioners to pursue a strong policy of internal segregation,

and so this aspect of workhouse administration was careful:_l.y supervised

by Walsham. As we have seen, the construction of new and the modification

of old workhouses appear to have been undertaken foz_- the express purpose

of providing facilities wherein classification could be implemented,l and

Walsham persistently urged the visiting committees to direct their special

attention to this aspect of administ;-a_tion. As nearly as can be determined,

the regulations touching the segregation of the_ workhox_ae_e poor were ad-

hered to by Durham's boards. While it may be true that they failed in

achieving an enct:itude that would_ have pleased the tl_leorists, Walsham's

influence and the cooperation, on the whole, of the guardians ensured -

that classification was at least Med out by age and, more importantly,

by sex, which necessitated the separation of married couples;2 T.R. Torbock,

medical officer, was only referring to the Sunderland Union when he told

Walsham that "strict attention is paid to this important point '[-classifi-

cation] ," but he might have been speaking of most of the unions in the

countyo3
With regard to the sick, the first regulations on classification

enilnating from Somerset House madé no mention of this catagory of inmate;

Indeed, it was not envisaged that the sick should be admitted to the work-

1 See supra, pe 157.

2 See infra, p. 206

The boards seem to have shown a disinclination to separate aged
. couples, and they must, therefore, be noted as exceptions to this genera-
lizatione

3 p.R. Torbock/J. Walsham, 5 January 1842, G.M., 7 January 1842,
Sunderland, II, pe 207.
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house at all, but relieved at hom,e;1 'l'h_e impracticality of total__
sutmission to suck a policy in Durhem, wi.'_th-:l.ts high proportion of poor
being in this group, so_ozi became qanifést; Responding to local exigen—
cles, Walehan began a campaign, with the blessings of London, to induse
the boards to add sick wards to their.irorldzouses;_ In the larger unions,
such as Sunderland and South Shields, this invo]:\'red the erection of
"hospitals" comnected to the workhouses.> By the middle of the forties,
the Commission had been largely successful in persuading the boards,
during a period of considerable econamioc upheaval, to provide facilities
for the sick, either in the workhouse itself or in adjéining buildings,
wvhich more and more over the years came to dominate workhouse adminis—
tration.3- | _ _
Beside the classification system, the dietaries of the "starvation
bastiles" drew the most severe criticism fram the enemies of the New
Poor lLawe "The conv':i.ctéd felon's weekly alldwance at the Millbank
Penitentiary « « «4" a Tory papa-r-eried_g "is scmewhat more than twice as
much as that of an able-bodied pauper in a Union workhouse, against whom
no crime but poverty has been alleg'ed;",4 Moreover, the dietar_y policy
of the Commissioners, as eventually devised, provided legitimate grounds
for a national outery, for it appéared that the odious concept of less
eligibility was being applied in an area not contemplated by the Report

of 1834; In a circular letter, all unions were informed that "on no

1s. and B. Webb, English Poor Law Policy, pe 63

2 See G:M., 25 S'eptanb‘eﬁ 1840, Sunderland, I, p. 349; G.M.,
20 August 1839, U/SS/2.

3 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 21 March 1842, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland).

4 Motwopolitan Conservative Journal, 25 December 1840, quoted in
G.R. Wythen Baxter, The Book of the Bastiles, (London, 18415, P 466,
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account must thle dietary of the workhouge_ be superior or equal to the
ordinary mode of subsistence of thoe labouring classes of the neighbour—
_hood."]' Assming, in characteristic fashion, jlj.hat_the able-bodied
indigent were the culprits of the piece and the most pressing of pauper
problems, the Commissioners erected '_I:hei:." dietary policy solely on the
basis of feédi,ng this type of 1nﬁate; The boarde were allowed the choice
of one of six dletaries, after which a special order was issued to .
"pender its observance 1mperative."2 A desire for uniformity prompted
the Commissioners into directing that the dietaries prescribed for the
able-bodied, those designed with less eliglibility in mind, were to apply
to all classes of inmates, except where the medical officer might issue
a u:;ijbten order for an alternative diet for individual cases of sick-
ness.3

The dietaries selected by fhe Durham boards were substantially
similar, although quantities varied here and theres The Darlington
Guardians, for example, appear to have chosen the dietary w:lth.the least
4

amount of meat allowances. In fact, most of the boards emulated one

1 P.LiC. Cizoulsr Letter, 2.4, Second Annusl Bsport, 1836, Appe A,
No. 7, Pe 3e
The reader will recall that less eligibility, as envisaged by
the Commission of Inquiry, entailed "psychological" deterrents and did -
_not extend to shelter and sustenance. Anyone familiar with the food
consumption of the working classes during these years will realize that
the Commissioners' directive was harsh in the extreme.

2 Tbide, pe 64e
The titles of the. tables reads "No. l. = Dietary for Able-Bodied
Men and Women o « o Noo 2. = Genéral Dietary for the Able-Bodied « « «
FNo. 3¢ = Dietary for Able-Bodied Paupers « « « Noe. 4. = Dietary for Able-
Bodied Paupers of Both Sexes . . ¢ No. 5¢ - Dietary for Able-=Bodied Men
and Women « « o No. 6+ = Dietary for Able-~Bodied Paupers « « «o"

3'S. and B. Webb, English Poor law Policy, pp 67=68e

4 See Board of Guardiens/P.L.C., 15 July 1837, M.H.12/2989 (Derlington)s
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another in their choices, thus establishing a fairly uniform dietary
policy in the county.l The Durham Union's table being typical, it
may be worthwhile to set it out here so that an idea of the levels of
nutrition we are referring to may be better understood:
1) Breakfasts (Everyday) 1 pint oatmeal, 4 pint milk, 1 pint
coffee, and 8 ounces bread.
2) Dinners (Saturday) 1 pint rice, and 8 ounces breads;
(Sunday) 14 ounces suet pudding; (Monday and Thursday)
6 ounces beef, 12 ounces potatoes, 4 ounces bread, and
% pint broth; é'l‘uesday and Friday$ 8 ounces bread, and
1 pint broth; (Wednesday) 1 pint soup, 4 oundes bread, and
12 ounces potatoes. ' K
3) Suppers (Everyday) 1 pint milk, and 1 pint teas2
What is absolutely certain about the Commission®s dietary policy
is that it was largely ignored by the Durham aufchorities during the
first years of operation. The quantities and, indeed, the kinds of
food printed on the official tables bore no resemblance to the fare being
distributed regularly in the county's workhousese The contracts for
supplying the workhouses with provisions in all the unions encompassed
items not listed on the dietary tables, such as butter, cheese, sugar,

and so0 on; In the South Shields Uhion, the Board habitually ordered beer

1 See G.M., 8 April 1839, U/Ho/1, p. 101.

2 G.M., n.d., U/Du/2, frontpiece.

The reader will notice that the dietaries were more generous
than the pronouncements of the Commission might lead one to believe,
the Webbs considering them "ample for health." S. and B. Webb,
English Poor law Policy, pe TO.

Dre McCord has also noted that the diets authorized by the
tables may have been superior to those of the independent workers
outsides N. McCord, “The Implementation of the 1834 Poor law Amendment
Act on Tyneside," P 100,

Nevertheless, the prescribed quantities of food may not by any
stretching of the point be considered more than extremely spartan, and
it rankled the opponents of the New Poor law that a conscious effort
should be made to preclude a fully adequate diet.
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for the inmates .-1

In the Durham Unibn, two irmates were punished for
"refractory conduct" by being put on bread and water for 24 hours, with
"all Butter, Cheese, « « « [and] Sugar ¢ .  withheld during that
Period. n2 In the Sunderland Union., t00, which was always closely super-
vised by Walsham owing to its importance, there were indicati_ons that
the Commissioners' dietary policy was a dead letter. Facing increasing
costs during the i’orties, the Guardians gravely noted "the serious
difference in the €ost of maintaining the irmates of the Workhouse as
compared with what it would cost if the established dietary was ob-

n3

served. In fact, Walsham appears to have been somewhat sympathetic
with these digressions. He clearly indicated his dissension from pre-
vailing policy when he told the Coumissioners that it was proper to
"supply the ablebodied immate of a workhouse (not merely with sufficient,
but) with superior food clothing fuel and lodging . . e And there is
an instance where the South Shields Guardians examined their beer
accounts in his presence, which-:l.-_s significant in that they must have
felt sufficiently assured that he would not l;e moved to interfere with

their dietary practices, even though they were obviously i.llega.l;5 More-

1 1t was resolved that "Archibald Mitchelson have the contract
for supplying the Workhouse with small beer at 3/6 per Half Barrel."
G.M., 21 March 1837, U/Ss/1.

The Union accounts indicate tha'l: the workhouse received two
half barrels every week, and in 1838 one firkin of ale was added to the
weekly orders Gou., 30 October 1838, U/SS/2.

2 G.M., 21 May 1842, U/Du/l, pe 322, These items, of course, did
not appear on the Union table.

3 6., 9 October 1840, Sunderland, 1, pe 359 |

4 ;. Walsham/P.L.C., 5 September 1841, M.H.1-2/9002, ny emphais;
Quoted in N. McCord, "The Implementation of the 1834 Poor lew Amendment
Act on Tyneside," p. 100.

5 G.M., 18 September 1839, U/SS/2.
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over, the workhouse paupers in nearly al]_. the unions were "regaled"™ with
roast beef, plum pudding, ale, and tobacco every Christmas and on such
special occasions as Victoriats coronation and marriage;l The -
Cammissioners had expressly forbidden such feasts unless they were pro-

vided by private persons,2

but the guardians many times appear to have '
supplied these dinners with union fun@s s and they could not have done
80 without Welsham's implicit consente’ __ _

¥hile in the workhouse, the paupers were required to _confom to a
strict daily regimen which was taken up mainly with meals and occupations
of all sorts. The female, aged, end certain of the infim irmates were
enployed in household work or other similer light tasks such as knitting*
The lack of any substantial number of able-bodied immates during the late
thirties dispensed with the need for large-scale heavy work pu'.-ograms;5

Héwever, with the forties came an influx of the unemployed poor, so the

1 See, for instance, G.M., 19 December 1837, U/SS/I; GeM., 12 June
1838, U/SS/1; and G.M., 7 Pebruary 1840, U/SS/2, respectively.

% 8. and B. Webb, English Poor Lew Policy, pe 69

3 Bach board hed hired a union auditor at an annual wege of about
£5 or £10. Every quarter he was required to conduct an audit according
to the procedures laid down by London. Later, unions were joined into
audit districts, the most efficient auditor.of the union components
appointed to the office of district auditore See Eleventh Annual Report,
1845, pp. 18-19e j - -

The results of the quarterly audits were always sent first to
Walsham, who reviewed them, made recommendations, and then forwarded
them to London.

4 See E. Hunter/Board of Guardians, n.d., Guardians® Correfpon-
dence, U/S8/63, p. 65. In the South Shields workhouse, the paupers were
knitting with brightly colored yarn, and this may indicate that the
Guardians were attempting to produce marketable goods, which would have
been in direct ocontravention to Commission regulationse

2 In the Sunderland and South Shields workhouses, the paupers that
were able were sometimes utilized in street cleaning chores, -even though
outside employment wae prohibited by the Commission. See G.M., 29 November
1839, Sunderland, I, ppe 178~179; G.M., 19 December 1837, U/SS/1.
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useless and toilsome occupations of stone breaking and oakum picking
began to be adopted by the boards, and more stringent daily work
schedules were inmduced;l .

The few able=bodied poor to be found in the workbouses in the
thirties were often used as servants or assistants to the workhouse
masterse Over the years this practice sometimes developed in ways
directly opposed to the regulations of the Commission. In order to
discourage the pauper from remaining in the worl:house, the Commissioners
had directed that no labor whatsoever undertaken by an inmate was to be

remunerated, 2

but some of Durham's workhouses seem to have Segome estab-
lishments for the paid employmeﬁ of the poor. The South Shields minute
book is filled with notations of imafes receiving weekly and quarterly
wages for specific tasks, which tended t0 undermine the deterrent aspect

of the workhouae.3

In the Sunderland Workhouse alone, no fewer than
fourteen inmmates were receiving weekly wages for such duties as making
shoes, nursing, and "Washing Boys."4 In this particular case, however,

the matter came to the attention of Somerset House, and the Board was

1 See Bighth Annual Report; 1842, pe 163 GeM., 27 February 1841,
U/Du/1; p. 2705 GeM., 9 July 1839, U/SS/2; G.M., 26 February 1841,
Sunderland, II, p. 35; Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce, 1 January 1844,
M.H.12/2990 (Darlington).

2 S. and B. Webb, English Poor Law Policy, Ds 75

3 A few examples must suffices

An immate was ordered to be paid five shillings a quarter "for
working at the Garden and assisting the Master of the Workhouse in the
general management thereof." G.M., 13 October 1840, U/SS/2.

It was ordered that "the sum of Ten shillings per quarter be
paid to Dorothy Blacket for extra trouble and work in assisting the
Matron in the duties of the House." G.M., 13 October 1840, U/SS/2.

It was ordered that one shilling per week "be allowed to the
persons employed in the Workhouse as attendants on the sick paupers, for
their extra trouble and the unpleasantness of the duty of their office.”
GeM., 27 April 1841, U/SS/3, pp. 6~Te

4 G.M., 14 January 1842, Sunderland, II, pp. 210-21l.
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told that "the Commissioners stro_ngly. object to the continuancé of the
system of paying paupers for work done in the Workhouse, which seems
to have prevailed in the Sunderland Unione. wl Thereafter, the practice
in this union was effectively curtailet_l, although in South Shields it
continued undetected for several years.

Since it was the central objgct of thg workhouse 40 repel appli-
cants, the Commissioners always attempted to maintain thg right of the
inmate to leave the wo;kpouse after giving proper notice. "Any pauper
may quit the workhouse," they established, "upon giving three hours*

previous notice of his wish to do 80 « « .."2

In the Easington and-
Houghton-le~-Spring Unions, however, this order was not strictly conformed
to. Here, the peculiar circumstances of the'yorkhouse arrangements
encouraged the Guardians of these Unions to estab;ish policies that tended
to render the Easington immates virtual prisoners. Since the Easington
Guardians were faced with the expense and trouble of tramsporting their
workhouse poor to Houghton—l_e—Spring, it appears that often their per—
mission was required for an immate of this Union to be released by the
Houghton authorities.3 Evidentally, this permission was given readily,
for in later years the Houghton Board felt a need to limit the BEasington
Guardians' prerogative in this regard, and in so doing, increased the
difficulties of the paupers in extricating themselves from the workhousee
In 1846, they resolved that "no [Easington] pauper will be received

from 'I:'heir Union for a shorter period than one Week and that Whenever

1 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 30 March 1842, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).

2 Workhouse Regulations, First Annual Report, 1835, App. 4,
Noe 9y Pe 99 The time requirement was dropped in subsequent orderse.

3 See GuM., 1 February 1842, U/Ba/1, p. 230.
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Xhey wish to remove any of their paupers a Weeks Notice must be
glven « » .;"J' Nonetheless, :1"I: Seems olea_r that‘_in most of Durham's
unions, the immates of workhouses were not deterred in any way from
gaining their own release. )

Religion played the most important part in defining the extent
of the immates® contact with the outside world, althougl_l temporary
leaves of absex'.zce from the workhouse were commonly granted by Durham's
boards.2 From the very inception of the Comm:lseioners_' directorship,
attempts were made by the critics of_ the New qur law to persuade them
to relax their rule that prohibited immates from being allowed out of
the workhouse, exoept on discharge, even for the purpose of attending
places of worship on Sumlays;3 But the Commissioners consistently pro-
claimed themselves satisfied that the appointment of chaplains to the
workhouses ensured that the inmates were receiving adeguate religious

4 ymile the controversy raged over this point, some of

instruction.
Durham's boards were busily allowing the immates to leave the workhouses .

on Sundayse The South Shields Guardians noted that "the Paupers are

1 6., 5 Jamary 1846, U/Ho/1, p. 351, my emphasise

2 See, for instance, G.M., 13 August 1842, U/Du/1, p. 333.
3 Second Annusl Beport, 1836, pe Se

4 Although the appointment of a workhouse chaplain was obligatory,
I have been unable to find many instances where & Durham board appointed
one (the Durham Union is an exception)s In some cases the Guardians
positively refused to hire a minister for this ofﬁce. See GeM.,
25 September 1838, U/SS/2.

The local clergymen, on the other hand, were usually quite
prepared to perform this function without paye In fact, a rash of
disputes arose as to which sect was going to establish sway in the
various workhouses. See E. Edmunds/Board of Guardians, 15 January 1845,
GeM., 16 January 1845, U/CS/1, p. 351.
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allowed to go to their respective places of Worship twice ard some times
thrice every Sundaye. nl Walshem was encouragigg this drift away from

the strict application of the Commissioners' order when he decided that
the children in the Sunderland wérkhouse mi;drt be permitted to attend
outside se:r.'vi.ces.2 In fact, the Board had pmeviouslg-r been allowing

the children to attend outside Sunday worship, apparently without his
knowledge.3 A year and a half later, the Sunderland Board decided uni-
laterally to extend the privilege to all the workhouse inmates,when it
was resolved that "such of the adult paupers in the House as are
desirous of going to a place of Wérship on a Sunday Evening, have
permission to0 40 80 ¢ .."4 A month later, london capitulateds on

5 February 1842, a general order was issued to the Auckland, Durham,
Gateshead, Houghton-le-Spring, Sedgefield, South Shields, Sunderland,
and ﬁeardale Unions authorizing workhouse paupers to be accompanied by
the master or other union official to Sunday serv:lces;5 Clearly, in the

face of local non-cooperation, Somerset House could not hope to enforce

1 g.., 2 Aprid 1839, U/SS/2.
2 J. Walsham/Board of Guardians, 26 September 1839, M.H.12/3268

(Sunderland). :
: It seems that he took this decision in order to avoid a mounting
controversy as to which sect was to be allowed dominance in the Union
workt)lbuse. See J. Walsham/Lefevre, 11 October 1839, M.H.12/3268 (Sunder-
land ®

3 G.M., 2 August 1839, Sunderland, I, p. 117e
4 G.M., 7 Jenusry 1842, Sunderland, II, p. 208

5 Ninth Annual Report, 1843, App. By No. 2, ppe 377-378
Most unions took advantage of this slackening of the rules.:

See Board of Guardians/P.L.Ci, 14 July 1842, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland)e.
In the Durham Union, in fact, the Guardians were driven by excessive
zeal to prescribe punishments for those paupers who did not attend
Church services. G.M., 18 May 1844, U/Du/1, p. 408. The Commissioners,
of course, refused to sanetion this practice, so the Board reluctantly
dropped the ideae
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a policy that grated against that grain of hyper-morelity found in the
nineteenth centurye. o

Since the fear of high workhouse expenditure prodded some boards
into allocating low outrelief allowances, the workhouse being seen as

an expensive last res-ort,l .1n the administratiox_: of relief the workhouse

| played only a small part. In 1839, the Commissioners complained that
"four-fifths of the money now e_xpendea as relief is still out-door
relief,"2 but in Durbam it -was probably even_more; In 1840, the county's
workhouse population only amounted 'td' 1,188 out of 18,520 persons |
receiving relief;3 In'deed, the workhouses in the county were incapable

of accommodating really substantig__l numbers of poor, which reinforced

the guardians® predilection to find other means of relieving the indigent.4

1 11 some cases, the boards only admitted certain persons under the
assurance that relatives would cover the cost of their maintenance. See
G.M., 4 January 1839, Sunderland, I, p. 3; G.M., 14 February 1837, U/SS/1.

2 Figth Annual Report, 1839, p. 13

3 Bighth Annual Beport, 1842, App. E, No. 1, p. 610,

4 The capacities of nine of Durham's thirteen union workhouses
totaled only 1,3913

Sunderland - 2_70
Gateshead: - 260
South Shields - 205
Teesdale - 200
Darlington - 140
Auckland - 66
Sedgefield - 50

Lanchester - 40

I have gleaned these figures from many different sourcese They
must not be considered definitive, as conversions were constantly under—
way. 1 have been unable to compile comparable figures for the Stockton,
Weardale, Houghton=le-Spring, and Chester-le-Street Unions.

In any event, the capacity of the county's workhouses would not
have been sufficient to accommodate the paupers of the South Shields
Union alone, who numbered around 2,000 during the thirtiese
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Such a disposition, of course, influenced the mamer in which the
workhouses were employed by the bqards.’ The wiliingness of the able-
bodied poor to accept pittances for outrelief, ratl;e‘: -than face incar-
ceration, encoui-ageﬁ the guardians to’ dispenge with the -notion of using
the workhouse as a "test. nl And so the able~bodied iz_xmate bec;a._me' the
exception rather than the rule in Durham's workhousese In 1840 only
226 out of the 1,188 persons interned were classed as _a.ble-bod:l.edo2
There are further indicatic.ms', other than tﬁe sometimes unreliable

figures of the Poor Law Commission, that the able-~bodied made up a

relatively insignificant proportiion of the inmates in the county's work-

housese The .Pa.rliamentary' Return on Workhouse Offex_nces in 1843 fevealed
a startlingly low level of inmate x;lisbehavior; During the period 1836~
1842, only 19 paupers were i'emove'ci from county workhouses to penal insti-
tutions. This compares with 45 for Northumberland, 18 for Westmorland,

56 for Cumberland, and 41 for the Forth Riding; in all of England only
Butland returned a lesser figure (7)e> As would be expected, the offences
occurred primarily in the town unionss Sunderland, Darlington, Durham,
and Teesdale recorded two each, and South Shields and Stookton both Te-
 turned ones? In the face of such extraordinerily low figufes, it is

probably safe to conclude that Durham's workhouses did not contain large

1 See C.M., 3o March 1839, Sunderland, I, o 4o.

Ej.gth Annual Remrt’ 1842, App. E, No.. 2’ ppo 610, 6140

This proportion may have been even lower in the first two years
under the Act, as the economic difficulties beginning in 1839 tehded to .
increase the percentage of the able-bodied in the.pauper populatione
See in.fra, DPe 219.

- M&w Parliamentary l’apera, 1843, X,
Ppe 344-346.

4 Ivid., p. 347,
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numbers of the type of pauper capable of perpetrating the sort of
offence punishable by imprisonment, the able-bodieds

In the absence of a cqnscientiously pursued policy of.utilizing
the workhouses as detgmnt-—féctors,. these establishments soon evolved
into refuges for the impotent poc;r in the hands of the 'guardians. While
the workhouse was still used from time to time as a threat, or as a
means of inducing voluntary _mml,z the cp:ief portion of workhouse
traffic consisted of those cases .that required special care or were
wholly dependent upon the union, such as orphaned or abandoned children,
widows or "loosé women® with several children, and the very old and
infirm.3 The presence of this latter group had induced Walsham to
encourage the erection of .the sick wards;4 The feluctance of the boards
to admit any paupers but the helpless into the workhouses is illustrated
by the lack of family groups in some of the establishments of the
Southern Division. In the Sedgefield Union the_re were only three married
persons (not couples) in the workhouse in May of 1843.5 Similarly, in

the large Union of Darlington there were only eleven couples.6 Walsham

1 The transgressions involved disorderly conduct, drunkeness,
refusal to work, and other minor infractions. In three cases, however,
the charges were desertion, theft, and assault. Ib:ld., P 363

2 See G.M., 18 August 1840, U/Ea/1, pe. 169, GeM., 8 December 1840,

U/m/1, p.. 182,

3 The Basington Guardians, particularly, confined their workhouse
orders to the impotent poore The Houghion-le-Spring Board called several
times for the Guardians to send an able~bodied pauper to the workhouse
to look after the Easington aged and sick inmatese See G.M., 5 January
1846, U/Ho/1, p. 351.

4 See supra, p.169.
5 Questionnaire, 13 May 1843, M.n.12/3188 (Sedgefield).
6 Questionnaire, 10 May 1843, M.H.12/2990 (Darlington).
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had immediately recognized after.his arrival in Durham that the bulk

of the workhouse immates would be of the impotent variety, and in the
next few years, no boards of guardians implemented policies that invali-
dated his earlier observation.

Inevitably, when discussing workhouses, one is drawn into an
examination of the treatment of the inmates therein. Perhaps no single
aspect of the New Poor lLaw has attracted so much attention and, indeed,
eriticism. Certainly the basis for their existence, the application of
the less eligibility principle, is abhorrent in modern eyes and was, in
fact, similarly deprecated by scme contemporariese. It seems clear that
in those unions where the workhousé was seen as a "test," the life of
the immates was unenviablej however, during the thirties (and it should
be made clear that here we are referring only to the period 1837-1839)
this aspect of workhouse administration was singularly abseat in Durham;
Nonetheless, the very nature of these establishments, and the regime
under which they were conducted, rendered them prome to harsh administra-
tion. PFor instance, the opening of the new workhouges in the county
found the Commissioners advising the purch;se of mattresses filled with
coconut fibre in order to save money, and most unions followed this
recommendation.l In the months before the erection of the new workhouses
or the campletion of alterations, the paupers were often herded into
make-shift establishments, and a great deal of ovércrowding occurred,
which the Commissioners were powa#less to stop.2 Many times these condi-

tions led to the spread of disease, which the guardians would sometimes

1 See Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 26 June 1838, M.H.12/3268
(Sunderland). :

2 Bighth Annual Beport, 1842, pe 13.
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combat with the most cruel of palliatlvess in 1837 the South Shields -
Board, after oreating conditions of overcrowding in the old estab11shment,
‘resolved that "during the continuance of ths_quyus Fevgr in the Worke
house, Mr. Hunter the Governor be directed, not to allow any of the
Paupers to come out of the House ; . ;4"1 Further abuses were encouraged
by the propensity of the boards to leave the punishment of inmates solely
in the hands of the masterse In a typical report, a visiting committee
ordered that in the case of two girls guilty of misconduct "the Master
do put them on Bread and Water at his discretlon.“2
On the other hand, the basically benevolent temper of Durham's
boards was illustrated by their failure to apply the more stringent
workhouse directives of the Gammissioners; Wé have seen_that_in the
areas of deterrence, diet, employment, and fregdom of egress the guardians
were sometimes unwilling to alter their preconceptions of humane admin-
istration at the insistence of Loﬁdon;_ Moreover, Walsham cast his influ-
ence on the side of benevolent and enlightenedAadminist;ation, always
making provisign for the fact that little need existed iﬁ Durhem for a
system of workhouses held in terrorem over the POOTe He may have been
the only individual connected with the Commission who cqnsidered that of-
all the objects of the workhouse "the first[ was ] to afford an Asylum
for the Aged and Infirm . » .."3 Wbrkhopse-inspection continued through-
out to be his primary duty, and the small mmber of union establishments
in the county permitted him to keep a careful surveillance of their admin-

istration. Nearly all his reports on the workhouses indicated that the

1 G.M., 24 October 1837, U/SS/1.

2 .M., 4 July 1837, U/SS/1.

3 J. Walsham/all boards of guardians, 26 December 1836, Guardians'
Correspondence, U/SS/63, p. 9.
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| imates were clean, well-fed, properly clothed, and generally well-

1 and he was not a man apt to wink at the abuse of the poor.

. treated,
While other Assistant Commissioners were attempting to limit workhouse
admissions in the economic upheavals of the forties in order to ensure
that filled establishments would not preclude their use as tools of
deterrence, Walsham was similarly busy but for the purpose of avoiding
"the reception of such a number of immates -ir_x any workhouse as [ would
be] prejudicial to their healthe n2 Upder his supervision a large array
of structural improvements were made in the workhouses, the foremost of
them being for the purpose of providing proper ventilation, inoreased
living space, and better care of the sicke It is to the credit of the
boards that his reccmmendations were nearly always implemented, even in
periods of soaring administrative costs; |

When seen against the misery and degradation of working class
life, the comparatively humane administration of the workhousee in Durham
during the thirties beccmes more apparent. The overcrowding of the early
years does not bear comparison with the wretchedness found in the homes.
of independent laborers; Walsham told the Commissioners that "eight
persons constitute a not uncommon average of the inhabitants of a single
TOOM o .."3 Certainly, no workhouse in the county could match the

scene of horror' described to Walsham by Nesbit, the Stockton relieving

1 We sheiild bear in mind that these were relative conceptse In
1840, for example, the Sunderland Union visiting committee recommended that
"the Boiler Grates and pipes with the Bathing Apparatus in the Union Work-
house « « » be taken away as they are not used nor likely to bee ¢ ¢o"
GeMe, 13 March 1840, Sunderland, I, p. 236.

2 J. Walsham/all boards of guardians, 23 December 1841, G.M.,.
7 January 1842, Sunderland, II, De 205.

3 J. Walsham/P.L.C., 16 April 1840, Beport on the Sanitary Condition
of the Labouring Population, Parliamentary Papers, 1322, XXVI, p. 411.
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officers
Four months ago I went into a room « « .3 the room was
very dirty; it was 9 feet broad by 15 feet long and
contained four beds, in which slept two men, four women,
and thirteen children. I found in one of the beds two
children, very ill of scarlet fever; in another, a child
i1l of the measles; in another, a child that had died of
the measles the day before; and in the fourth, a woman
and infant born two days before; and the only space between
the four beds was occupied by a tinker hard at work.l

Ve Medical Belief

After only a few years of experience in administering the poor laws
of England, it began to become elear $o the Commissioners that the problem
of destitution was not a straight~forward matter of "indolence and vice"
as the Report of 1834 had impliede In some of the counties, éuch as
Durham, it became increasingly spparent that the bulk of the poor were
rather victims of circumstances beyond their contfol, the foremost of
which was ill-health. | Just prior to the ope_ning of the new Durham worke
houses in 1838, Southwood Smith, special Assistant Commissioner for '
medical affairs, pointed out to the Commissioners tha_,t "there are evils
[in this case disease]. s , more general and powerful in their opera-
tion, which can be avoided by no prudence, and removed by_ no exertion,
on the part of the poore"> The Select Committee that met in that year
to investigate the opération of the laws under the Cammission devoted e
good deal of its time to the subject of adequate medical ;'elief, and from

that point, this aspect of administration received the distinctive atten—

1 J. Walshem/P.L.C., 15 May 1840, ibid., p. 418.

-2 Southwood Smith/P.L.C., May 1838, Fourth Annusl Report, Appe 4,
No. 1, Pe 130, - ’
Chadwick, especially, was beginning to realize the important
part played by disease in the.creation of poverty, and public sanitation
was to become his life's worke
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tion of Somerset House;l The Committee had made it clear that the

nation expected the Commission to produce beneficial financial results

as well as adequate relief for the poor, and subsequently this remained

the basis for all efforts in this area.s "In general," the Commissioners

told the Home Secretary, "all epidemics and all infectious diseases are

attended with charges, immediate and ﬁltimate, on the poor rates.“2

Walsham, too, shared his superiors' enthusiasm for developing adequate

prévisions for medical relief, per;eiving the benefits likely to accrue

to the community as a whole from a healthy Working'glasqa In the Sanita-

tion Report of 1842, Chadwick included his observation that "labourers

who « « o[are;] healthy [are more industrious and independent also « . et
The particular characteristics of the Durham economy underlined

the need for the extension of efficient medical relief into the county.

The large number of mining operations and the.relatively early develop-

ment of the railways in the area increased the possibilities of industrial

accidents, and some unions appear to have been plagued with applicants

of this typee The Chester;le-Street Guardians reported to the Commissioners

that "this is a district peculiarly liable to such accidents [fractured

1imbs ] from the number of collieries in and railways traversing it, anq

o o [in] nine cases out of ten, accidqnts of the above description have

the effect of pauperizing the sufferers."4 The continuing prosperity of

1 See P.LeC. Circular Letter, 12 March 1842, Eighth Annual Beport,
1842, APPO A’ FNo. 6, Pe 1380

2 P.L.C./Lord John Bussell, 14 May 1838, Fourth Annual Report,
1838 Appo A, No. 1’ Pe 940

3 J. Walsham/P.L.C., 15 May 1840, Report on the Sanitary Condition
of the Labouring Population, 1842, p. 429.

4 Board 6f Guardians/P.L.C., 3 March 1843, G.M., 16 March 1843,
u/cs/1, p. 202
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the late thirties, while the more industrial counties were be_ginning to
eiperience a slackening of trade, also brought ‘further medical problemsS.
Although the influx did not reach critical proportions unti]_.lthe forties,
the level of vagrancy in the county began to rise after 1837. Travelling
north to seek work in the mines or on the railways, the unemployed ex-
panded the ranks of a group of poor always prone 40 the spread of disease;
"A medical gentleman told me in Stockton this morning," Fowler, the
¢hairmman of the Stockton Union, informed Walsham, "that in the common
1odging-houseé where travelling va:gt-anfs are frequently attacked with fever,
etce, and in many cases die, ihe beds are the very next night occupied

by fresh inmates, who, of course, are infécteﬁ with the same disorder."1
Moreover, Durham's contact with the Continent and other parts of England
through its sea 'i:rade lrendefed it vulnerable to epidemicse Typhus and
cholera; always noted in the reco;ﬂs of the co@ty'a um’.ons, had easy
access through the great ports of Newcasfle‘ and Sut-u_ierland; the devasta~
ting cholera epidemic of v18-31 had entered England by way of the latter |
"I:own;‘2 |

Unlike the workhouse system, Durham's medical arrangements prior
to the introduction of the New Poor law weﬁ‘e‘ haphazard and incompletee
On first reviewing the county, Walsham fou_nd-that his work was cut out
for hims "I f£ind very few pre-existing [ medicall contracts. In large
towns, the poor are generally attended and supplied with medicines from

a dispensary to which the parish pays a yearly subscription of no great

1 Jde Walsha.m/P.L.C., 15 May-1840, Réport on the Sanitary Condition
of the labouring Population, 1842, p. 78, B

2 See J. Walsham/P.LeCe, 15 May 1840, ibid., p. 423.
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amount."]' In the rurel areas, matters were even more rudimentary. Here
it was customary for the individual practitioner to give his service on
the cuff, hoping to be paid when the pauper returned to employment.’ |
Not surprisingly, Walsham's initial efforts tq impo_se a more systematic
approach to medical relief met with some resistance. The Easington
Board refused to considexr the matté_r and tabled for six months a motion
to appoint medical officers.® The Durhem Guardians even suggested alter-
nate plé,ns more amenable to their views on the proper priority to be.
given medical reliefe When confronted with orders to appoint medical
officers, they wrote to Walsham "to ascertain whether the Commissioners
w:l._ll allow each Township in the Union to engage and pay their own Medical
Officer « « .."4 But Walsham remained umieterred, and eventually all
the boards were ﬁﬂuced to take up a relief responsibility wholly unknown
in the county. |

'._Por the purposes of administration, each union was divided into
medical districts, in charge of which was placed an officer who was
responsible for all the sick poor caming within his d:l.s'l;_z::l.c:'l;.5 His
assistance was required by medical orders issued by the guardiané and
relieving officers, or in the event of emergencies, the overseers; he
ocould, of course, administer relief on his own recognizance. In the

first years, the Commissioners préscribed no more than that the districts

1. Walsham/P.L.C., 22 January 1637, M.H..12/.3313 (Teesdale).
2 Einth Anmual Report, 1843, p. 16,
3 G.M., 16 May 1837, U/Ea/1, pe 20,
4 G.M.; 8 April 1837, U/Du/1, p. 29,

3 It is important to note that sometimes a medical officer was
- charged with more than one districte
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"should be of moderate sizé, 80 far as circumstances would permit .« » .."1
And the most common p_ro.cedure appears to have begn the aq.'option of the
relieving districts for the purpose of fixing boundaries. In subsequent
years, some of the unions found that these areas were too_ large for the
officers to effectively administer, and alterations were made in the
district configurations. Both the Durham agd_Eough‘_ton—le—Spring Boards
increased the number of their units from two to four, and the- South
Shielde Guardians eventually settled on three districts instead of two
as the best means of ensuring adequate care of the sick.2 On the other
hand, several unions from the introduction o:, provisions for medical
relief detemined on more extensive coverage.3 'fhe Dar}.ington Board
decided on four medical districts (two relieving districts), and the
Easington Guardians finally accepted proposals for three (one relieving
district) .4 . The uncommon length of the Teesdale Union again dictated an
unusual policy, as it had done in the case of dual-workhouses; in this
Union there were no less than seven medical districts.'5

The novelty of medical relief in Durham precipitated a problem that

1 Seventh Anmual Report, 1841, p. T« The quote is in reference to
policy from 1335 to 1840,

2 See G.M., 17 March 1838, U/Du/1, p. 104; G.M., 12 March 1838,
U/Ho/1, pp. 54=55; GeMe, 5 March 1839, U/SS/2.
The Durham Board later reverted to two medical districts.

G.M., 16 March 1839, U/Du/1, p. 175

3 It seems that the Auckland Union was the only example of a union
with fewer medical districts than those for relieving purposes. The:
numbers were two and three, respectively. Board of Guardians/P.L.C.,

3 April 1837, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland).

4 Board of Guardians/P.LiC., 28 April 1838, M.H.12/2989 (Derlington);
G.M., 12 December 1837, U/Ba/1, pe 52¢ .

5 Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce, 26 March 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdale).



189

was to mar the relationship between the .iocal authorities and the -
Commission for at least a decade, that is, the proper payment of the
ofﬁcers.l The extremely low rates r_equired t0 run the previous system
of medical relief had accustcmed the.inhabitants to regarding this sort
of expenditure as incidental, and any attempt to increase it was consis-

tently met with res:l.s'lzarice.2

"The medical relief under the former manage-
ment of my district," Walsham recalled in later years, "constituted so
insignificant a feature among the disbursement . . . that at the outset
neither the Guardians nor the Assistant Commissioners had any comprehen-
sible data furnished by the experience of the past upon which to calculate
the future remuneration of medical oi‘f:'.cg:t's;"-3 During these first years,
consequently, the Commissioners were content to let competitive bidding
among the applicants fix the price of services, rather than aitempting

to impose prescribed salary scales on the guardians.4 However, only a
handful of Durham's boards undertook to establish salary levels by

tender, and in subsequent years even these boards joined the others in
peremptorily fixing the remuneration.’

The salaries arrived at by the boards varied greatly from union

to union, but they all had one thing in common -~ they were low, or at

1 See infra, pe 246,

2 See J. Walsham/P.L.c., 22 January 1837, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdale).
3 Je Walsham/P.L.Ce, in Beport on the Further Amendment of the

Poor law, App. B, No. 6, III, p. 195; Ninth Annusl Report, 1&-13, Pe 1Te
4 See First Annual Report, 1835, pe 53¢

3 See GuMe,.17 March 1838, U/Du/1, p. 104; G.M., 12 March 1838,
U/Ho/1, ppe 54~55.
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least the Commissioners thought 56.1 Although tpe pox_mlous unions, such
as Sunderland, South Shields, Gateshead, and Darl:lngton,_ experded more
than £100 each annually on medical wages, the smaller unions advertized

for medical officers at salaries around the £20 nuarl:';2

In addition to
these wages, it was common to al:!.ow twelve shillinge Per case for

paupers on s.uspénded orders, i.e., non-resident paupers receiving relief
(%o be reimbursed by the parish of their_ settlemgnt). However, some
unions, in an effort to inexpensively increase medical remuneration,
provided for a pound per case for _non-resident padpers, but the Commissioners
quickly halt_ed these obvious attempts to saddle othei- unions with onerous
medical fees.3 'i‘owa'rds the close of the decade, the Commissioners ordered
the cessation of extra payments for the care of non-resident paupers al=
together, as it had béen interfering with the effective administration

of relief. The South Shields Guardians were told at the beginning of

1839 by Walsham that henceforth the medical officers were to give their

1 When the Auckland Guardians set the salary of their medical .
officer at £52, the Commissioners commented that "the sum to be granted -
viz. £52 - is an inadequate remuneration for the performance of the duties .
which must of necessity devolve on the medical ‘officers of the said Union."
P.L.Co/Board of Guardians, 19 April 1838, M.H.12/2928 (Darlington).

The reader will notice below that £52 represented, in Durham, a
fairly substantial salary for a Union the size of Auckland. But the
Commissioners, during these years of delicate negotiations over workhouse
arrangements, were loath to assert a stronger line in this area, and the
above correspondence is oné of only a few examples I have been able to
uncover of a Commission attempt to interfere with the wage of a medical
officer in the thirties. We shall see later.that the forties found
Somerset House more unbending in this matter. '

2 The aggregate annual medical expenditure of the Teesdale Union
was £120, but this amount was divided up amongst seven districts. Only
the Basington Guardians adopted the "per case" method of remuneration
favored by the Commissioners. See First Annual Report, 1835, pe 53.

3 See G.M., 1 May 1838, U/ss/1; G.M., 17 April 1838, U/Ea/1, p. 52.
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attention to "all sick paupers resident within the I!.i.mits of their
respective Districts . .. (without any refegégce to their places of
Settlement) « « « [and they] shall not be entitled to claim in addition
to their Salary or remuneration, any extra salary or remuneration wha'b-
soever."l '

As the Commissioners had feared, the low salaries fixed by the
boards began to compromise the quality of medical aid in the county.?
Some unions were unable to find practitioners willing to take on indeter—
minate duties for such low levels of paye The Gateshead Board, on at
least one occasion, had to appoint a medical officer living some miles
outside his district, in consequence of his applic_:ation for ployment‘

having been the only one received;:s

The Durham Guardians were only
successful in finding officers for two of their four districts, whj.ch

may have precipitated their return to a two-district configuration.4 In
Houghton-le-Spring, two medical districts were gveg over to the careée of
one officer after active attempts to solicit the interest of local practi-

tioners had failed;5 And in other unions where single men were responsible

- 1 3, Walsham/Board of Guardians, 18 March 1839, G.M., 19 March
1839, U/ss/2. :

2 For a discussion of the extent and quality of this type of relief,
see infra, p. 287.

3 Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce, c. April 1840, M.H.12/3068 (Gateshead).
4 GOMO’ 17 March 1838’ U/DIJ/]., Do 104

5 G.M., 4 April 1838, U/Ho/1, p. 58e :

During 1837, the Union had béen divided into two districts, with
medical officers' salaries at £40 and £20. There had been no difficulties
in £illing the positions. In 1838, however, four districts were estab-
lished, with salaries of £15 in two and £10 in the other two, and it was
at this time that the Board found they were unable to attract the interest
of local medical mene '
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for more than one district, simila;- problems may have been encountered
by the boa_rd.l '

In this tenor, the Commissioners? med.’.Lcal arrangements limped
through the remaining years of the thirtiese It is clear that the new
system provided for more extensive coverage and efficiency than previous
practices. The workhouses, for one thing, now had the regular services
of medical men;2 But the shod'dinegs of administration invited the special

attention of London in later years.
vi. The Parochial Authorities

Althoug_h the officials of the Old Poor Law had come under a scathing
attack in the shape of the Report of 1534, the Amendment Act had left
considerable power in their hands, and under the New Poor law the activi-
ties of the parochial authorities continued to be of importance in the
administration of relief. The difficulty with which the Board of Guardians
of the Easington Union wrested the control of aid from the overseers is
a case in pointe Perhaps the most important prerogative still exerc:}sed
by the local officers was the assessment and qollection of the rates. The
implications of this authority were capable of such extension that if the
overseers had been so inclined, they (_:ould have used it to subvert the
entire operation of the Act in Durham. Early in 1837, K. Taylor, Walsham's
secretary, told the South Shields Guardians that "the Poor law Commissioners

would be unwilling to take or recommend any compulsoiy measures against

1 See, for example, P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 23 June 1840,
M.H.12/2928 (Auckland).

2 The medical officer charged with the distriot in which the union
workhouse was located generally assumed responsibility for the care of
the inmates. Invariably, he was better paid than his fellow officers.
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Parish Officers who collected and duly applied « + « vqluntary

Rates « » .."1 Thus, under the cover of collgcting "voluptgry“ rates,

the overseers could have set up alternate machinery controiled by

themselves. It is significant that the above letter was marked "private."
The Amendment Act had made it clear that rate collection would

continue to reside with the overseers, and in subsequent years the

Commissioners consistently abided by this. provision, declining to inter-

fere, in most instances, with rating procedures. During a jurisdictional

ﬁispute between'a Sunderland overseer and a collector (a union official),

the latter officer was informed by.London that "the overseers are alone

responsible for the insertion of persons and property in the Rate ‘nook.-"'2

With the local petty-ratepayer in unfettered control, then, this aspect

of administration began to break dowﬁ. The most prevglent abuse found

in the records invdlves.the incomplete rating of property, which deposited

the relief burden on only a limited percentage of the ratepayers, and

which in turn led to discontent and bitternass_abogt the system and the

charge of the poor on the community;3 In a typical case, the Clerk of

1 K. meylor/Board of Guardians, 29 March 1837, Guardians' Corre-
spondence U/SS/63, p. 57. My emphasise

2 P.L.C./W. Galley, 7 March 1840, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland)e
Appointed by the guardians with the sanction of the Commissioners,
the rate collectors assumed another of the three leading responsibilities
of the overseers under the old system (the guardians and the relieving
officers had already superceded them in two others, the allocation and
distribution of relief)e These officials were full-time employees, who
were paid at a specified percentage of the rates they were able to collecte.
Collectors were most cammonly appointed in the large parishes, where
assistant overseers had normally been employed, but many of the county's
smaller parishes, anxious to be rid of onerous parochial duties, clamored
for and received permission to hire these officialse

3 See K. Taylor/Board of Guardians, 17 May 1837, Guardians®
Correspondence, U/SS/63, p. T2
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the Highway Board‘ wrote to the Sunderland Guardians to complain of the
poor rate, "in which a very large po:;tion of 'l_:he rateable property in
the Township [ Bishopwearmouth ] is totally omitted . « . out of the él
houses in Woodbine Street only 12 are rated and [there] is much reason
to believe that other Streets are similarly oircumstanced."l As these
practices tended to discredit the entire relief system, the guardians,
unlike the Commissioners, showed less willingness to allow the overseers
unconfined supremacy over rating, and with no apparent resistance from
local officers, some boards proceeded to revise the parish rate books.'
The South Shields Guardians, for e;ample, formed a committee "to super—
intend the revision of the Poor Rate Book for the Township of Westoe,
and to cause the whole of the property unrated to be valued and entered
into the next Assessment.“2
.' The failure of the overseers to correctly assess parochial property.
does not appear to have emanated from an active attempt gt self-aggrand-
isement, as the Commission of Inquiry had claimed to be the case in all
such matterse Rather the keynote seems to have been apathy and a desire
to avoid the multifarious problemé in collectin;'any tax. After the
Sunderland Guardians had noted, in 1840, that the new rate neglected to

1 R.A. Davison,/Board of Guardians, 11 April 1839, G.M., 12 April
1839, Sunderland, I, p. 51; see also G.M., 23 May 1837, U/SS/1l.

2 GM., 5 Jamuary 1841, U/SS/2.
It is important to point out that the guardians had no statutory
authority to interfere in this way, and only the acquiescence of the
overseers allowed them to carry out these policles. In fact, it was
generally recognized that many of the rate books were hopelessly out of
date, and some parishes requested thé boards to intervene. These joint
efforts customarily took place under the Parochial Assessment Act, which
authorized parishes to draw on relief funds the necessary expenses for
the re-rating of property. During the late thirties, the Commissioners
carried on a brisk correspondence with Durham®s parishes, approving the
application of funds for this purpose.
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include certain ships registered in the Union, the overseers mérely
stated that "they were ready and willing to amend the Rate by inserting
therein such Ships and Houses as were omitted » . .."1 They knew full
well, of course, .that the actual collection of the rate would prove to
be virtually impossible. A local magistrate in 1859 had refused a
warrant against a ship owner in default of rates, and his colleagues had
immediately declared themselves no longer liable to taxation for poor
relief. And there were subsequent indications that the overseers, indeed,
were unable fo coﬁe up with the full assessments "From peculiar Circum-
stances occasioned in a gi!ea_t measure by objections being made by the
Shipownérs to pay a rate on their shipping, considerable difficulty has
been felt particularly by the Cverseers of Bishopv_rearﬁ:outh in Collecting
the rates . « ..“2 The intricate problems of rating stock in trede also
deterred the parochial authorities hfrom levying a complete assessment.

A relieving officer in the South Shields Union told Chadwick that "there
is not a single parish in Northumberland, and but three in the county of
Durham, assess stock in trade." Moreover, the law that compelled the
rating.of occupiérs, rather than landlords, rendered 'wholé blocks of
tenements exempt from the cess in that they were occupied By a highly

translent population.4' However, the determination of the guardians to

1 6.M., 10 January 1840, Sunderland, I, p. 199
2 Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 25 April 1840, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).

3n, Wilson/Be Chadwick, 20 March 1840, Sixth Annual Report, 1841,
Appo A’ No. 8’ Pp. 113"’114.

4 See South Shielda Petition/ﬂouse of Commons, GeM., 21 Navber
1837, U/ss/1.
This was not the sole problem arising from this mode of assessment.
The exemption of sub-standard dwellings from the rates did not always re-
lieve the occcupier, as it was designed to do, from heavy housing costse
Thomas Reed, vice-chairman of the Sunderland Union, told Walsham that "in
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establish a consistent and equitable levy began to reap results by the
mid-forties. Although problems continued to exist, in general temms
it could be said that Durham during these years achieved the most even—
handed rating system known in the county since_the time of Elizabeth.
This is not to imply that guardian antl_ overseer worked together in
unrelieved harmony. In fact, without exception every board in the
county was confronted continually with difficulties in inducing the
parish officers to turn over funds for the administration of relief at
union levele This is one of the few really consistent themes coursing
through the poor law records. The Sunderland Board reported to the
Commissioners that they had "been engaged in constant squabbles with the
Overseers on this very matter [the transference of funds to the union

1 And similarly,

treasurer], almost ever since the Union was formed « « «."
the major Union in the Southern Division, Darlington, recorded problems
of this sort. "The Magistrates," the Union clerk told Walsham, "have
summoned fourteen Townshipe for non paymént of an Order made upon them
for their contribution towards union Expenditure . . .."2 In some unions,
overseer intransigence threatened to disrupt the fuﬁcfion:l.ng of adminis-
tration altogethers After a long h—istory of difficulties with the over-
seers, the Chester-le-Street Guardians lamented that their "next cheques

would probably be dishonoured in consequence of the Union account being

the great majority of cases [of exemption] « . « the parish funds go
into the pocket of the landlord, in the shape of an increased rent, which

he receives and often claims on the und. of such exemption."
Je Walsham/P.L.c., 15 May lﬁO, Report on the Sanitary Condition of the
Labouring Population, 1842, p. 437. His emphasise

1 Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 16 November 1840, M.H.12/3268
(Sunderland).

2 L. Robinson/J. Walshem, 28 February 1842, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington)e
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largely overdrawn. nl _

The most common method employ'ed by the guardians in exactifxg pay-
ment from the overseers was usually in the fom of court orders. Again
and again the parochial author:lti‘eé found themselves facgd with warrants
from justices, who, many times, were members of the boards filing com-
Plaints. The readiness of the guerdians 1:9 use these.coercive tactica
varied from pla-ce. to placé, but these bo;rds who bhoped to rely merely on
" persuasion soon found themselves in financial difficulties. After
repeated requests for pa.yment_s», the Sunderland Bogrd in 1840 reluctantly
took their local officials to court, as they were more than £1,800 in
' arreare.2 The Houghton-le—Spi-ing Guardians, on the other hand, displayed
a less concil;lato:w attitude. Only a few months after the formation of
the Union, thé Board was handing out fines to thése overseers tardy in
coming up with the required funds.> Noziétheless, this mode must have
proved ineffective, for a few years later the Guardians were resorting
to the bench for the necessary leverage.4

This remissness on the part of the parochial authorities does not
appear to have been sprung from a negative response to the New Poor Law.
Again, incompetence and indifference seeﬁ to have characterized overseer

activities (or lack thereof) in these years. In 1839, only three years

1 a.M., 4 Pebruary 1841, U/CS/1, p. 44.

After the treasurer resigned in protest, the Board adopted a
get—-tough stances it was resolved that Yany further neglect in this
particular will not be passed over but that the Board are determined to
use their powers to ensure more punctuality in payments to the Treasurer
than has been heretofore observed." Ibid., p. 44.

2

3 See G.M., 28 March 1837, U/Ho/1, p. 14

GeM., 13 November 1840, Sunderland, I, p. 373¢

4 See G.M., 28 June 1841, U/Ho/1, p. 195.
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after the introduction of the Act into Durham, the Sunderlapd Guardians
told the Conmissioners that the overseers "from some ceuse or other
evinced an apathy and ceased to take the same interest in parochial
affairs they were accustomed to under the old syatem;"l Similar
éomplaints may be found in all the union records. In 18}8, the Sedgefield
Guardians reported that the overseers were "indebted to the Treasurer

of the Union in a considerable sum, not having collected a rate for many
months past."2 And six months later the same Board was unable to forward
a complete audit to Somerset House, because several "parochial officers"
had neglected to attend a meeting called for the examination of the Union

acccunts.3

The economic dislocation of the forties, furthermore, rein-
forced this disinclination to perform what at the best of times were
distasteful duties, and these years saw a steep rise in the number of
overseers brought before the benche. With the exception of the Easington
and Gateshead Unions,4 then, the years following the implementation
revealed a penchant for the parochial authorities to disengage themselves
from most facets of relief administration and marﬁed the beginning of ‘the
progressive decay of the o0ld parish offices.

In addition to the collection of the rates, the overseers coﬂtinned

t0 exercise absolute control over the removal of umnsettled poore In

1 Board of Guardianq/P.L.C., 21 June 1839, G.M., 24 June 1839,
Sunderland, X, pe 94+

2 Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce, 1 June 1838, M.E.12/3188 (Sedgefield).
3 Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 1 March 1839, M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield).

4 The Gateshead overseers throughout 1838 stirred up a good deal of
trouble for the New Poor lLaw in that area. A controversy broke out over
the validity of a guardian electione Spewing anti-poor law sentiment,
the overseers gathered around them a group of dissenters, which tended
to increase for a time the importance of the parochial offices in this i
Unione. See J. Walsham/P.L.C., 10 September 1838, M.H.12/3068 (Gateshead).



199
rotaining the parish as the unit of settlement, the Ameqdment Act pro-
vided for the paramountcy of the local off;ces. _ "The Guardians," the
South Shields Board was warned just after its formation, “c;nnot decide
questions .of settlement « » « nor can they.prevent the Overseers fran'
litigating questions of this ns‘.ture."l And, in fact, their prerogatives
in this regard extendéd even _further; During a row over who should
govern the means of the conveyance ar_ld lodging of _removal cases, Wa_lsham
told the Darlington Guardians that "there could be no doubt thgt this
important piece of patronage restéd in the Churchwardens and Overseers,
who alone were expected to » . » take all ° oo steps connected w:l.'l:h
orders of removai."‘2 More significantly, this was the one area in which _
the overseers continued to pursue more active policies than the guardianse.
In 1847, Ralph Carr, ex-officio member of the Gateshead Board, told 2
Parlismentary committee that "'Board,,s [ rather than overseers] are, so far

3 His testimony is borne

as I have seen, always indisposed to remove."
out by the extremely high removal rate found in the BEasington Union
during the years that the parochial authorities exerted considerable

influence over its administration;

1 K. Taylor/Board of Guardians, 29 March 1837, Guardians®' Corre-
spondence, U/S5/63, p. 57«

This did not mean that the Guardians could not order the removal
of unsettled poor themselves, but they were dependent upon the coopera-
tion of the overseers in carrying out the orders ". . . the Poor Law
Amendment Act [appears] to vest in those Officers [the overseers) the
discretion of applying for orders of removal . . . [but] they [the board
of guardians ] cannot in the present state of the law make any order on
the Overseers which will have the effect of subjecting the latter to
penalties in case of its being disobeyeds" P.L.C./Board of Guardians,
22 December 1841, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington). ' :

2 J. Walsham/P.L.Ce, co 15 December 1841, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).
His emphasise ' -

3 Pirst Report on Settlement and Poor Removal, 1847, p. 319
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Although one gf the proud boasts of the Poor. law Commission was
the declining rate of removals follow;ng upon the im_:eption of their
directorship, eve;-al factors force us to re-assess these cla;i.ms.l
Occupying the middle ground (financially speaking) between ratepayer and
board, the overseers were relatively free to control _limited amougts
of expenditure, and their enthusiasm in pursuing_the removgl of chargeable
poor may have proved to be the object of attraction for any wayward
funds.? Certainly the unreliability of the quarterly audit would not
have precluded the overseers from pursuing extensive removals without
the knowledge of the boards, particularly as Somerse_t House was__relucta.nt
to interfere with the right of the parochial officials to do so.3 In
'any event, aﬁ,y comparison of litigation charges after 1838 (with those
before) is doomed to inaccuracy, for following that year the cost of
removals and travel expenses were separated from the sum _returned for

litigation and included with those under the heading of "miscellaneous

expenses."4 But more importantly, the scrutiny of a Commission in london

1 The Commissioners. judged the general removal rate on the basis
of union litigation expenditures In Durham, the records for the first
decade of Commission authority show a decrease from £5,245 spent in 1834

to £1,479 in 1844. Seventh Annual Report, 1841, Appe F, pp. 542-543;
Eleventh Annual Re .ort, 1@5, App. C; No. 1, pp. 256-25T.

2 The overseers were notorious for keeping shoddy and inaccurate
financial recordst ". . « with the exception of the Relieving Officers,
they [the books] have been from the commencement [of the Darlington Union]
kept in an extremely unsatisfactory state « « «o" T.C. Maynard, Auditor/ '
P.L.Ce, 8 June 1838, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).

3 Just one of the many examples available may be cited as to the
rudimentary nature of auditing proceduress the Commissioners were quite
miffed with the auditor of the Sunderland Union after they discovered
that the collector of rates of Bishopwearmouth had been embezzling large
sums of money for several years. P-.LC./R. Smart, November 1839, M.H.lz/
3268 (Sunderland). ' '

-~

4 See Ninth Annual Report, 1843, p. 34e
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provided the necessary motive for the overseers to undertake clandestine
practicess Illegal removals, and the subsequent need tq conceal expendi-
ture connected with them, became rife in Durham in the years following
the imposition of the Commissioners! rule. The county's transgressions
in this regard figured prominently in a circular letter issued by Chadwick
in 1839:

The Poor Law Commissioners have had undér their consideration

a report transmitted by their Assistant Commissioner, Sir

John Walsham, from which it appears that, in several of the

Unions under his superintendence, there lately occurred

frequent instances in which certain of the parish officers

of these Unions have resorted to the very reprehensible

course of bribing or otherwise inducing casual paupers

(who from sickness or other accidental causes have appeared

likely to become burthensome) to quit the parish in which,

the chargeability has arisen, for some other place « « <o i

‘Despite the published figures of the Commission, there are indica-
tions that Durham's overseers may lhave maintained a level of removal
activity remarkably similar to that of pre~New Poor law days; this especially
holds true for the forties when economic pressures encouraged a more

vigorous policy. -‘What is certain is that the Commissioners! boasts in

this respect must be regarded with care.2 Perhaps they were right, but

1 P.lL.Cs Circular Letter, 13'February 1839, Fifth Annual Report,
1839, App. A, Noe Ty Do 86, . -

2 It is only fair to mention that my assessment also is vulnerable
to attacke In the face of an extremely large number of non-resident
paupers in Durham (Third Annual Report, 1837, p. 30), the Coamissioners
pursued a policy of attempting to break down the old habite of removing
unsettled poore They managed to persuade most guardians to distribute’
relief to this type of pauper with the proviso that they would be reim-
bursed by the unions of settlement. later, the Commissioners even.appear
to have induced the boards to bury all paupers dying within their unions,
regardless of settlement. We have already seen that similar policles
were introduced in respect to medical relief.

Many boards, however, found difficulty in controlling the relief
granted by other boards to their paupers resident elsewhere (See, for '
example, G.M., 26 December 1837, U/Ea/1, p. 53.). And more significantly,
a great deal of fraud and bfoken agreements was generated by the system.
(See G. Broom, Clerk/J. Walsham, n.d., M.H.12/3313 (Teesdale); and Board
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they could not have founded their conclusions on any__bases of validity.
The truth will only be known when the first historian enters §.nto the__

tedious task of examining both the union and parish records of the county.

vii. gmsition

It was not entirely characteristic of Durham's response - t0 the o
New Poor Law that .one of its best knowm critics wa; the North Durhem M.P.,
HeTe 1iddell. Although he was not the only important county personality
opposed 1o the implementation of the new law,l he must _gerta:'mly be con—-
sidered the most prominent Durham member of that knot of indi_\_riduals who
devoted many years of their careers to the repeal of the Act in Parliament
and the generation of opposition in the country; In 1841 his name figured
with those of Oastler, Fielden, Stephens, Bull, Disraeli, Stanhope, and
the Bishop of Exeter in the long list of subscribers to the most famous
indic'&nént of the New Poor law ever written, The Book of the Ba.s1::i;lels.v2
He provided the focal point for the various groups discontent with‘ the
workings of the law in Durham, but 'i:he fact that he was unable to rally a
sustained opposition must be seen as an indication of the lack of deep-

seated discontent with the Act in the r.:o::ur.rl:y.3 Nonetheies, his indivi-

of Guardians/J. Walsham, 11 December 1839, M.H.12/2928 [Auckland] )
Consequently, this policy probably only hindered the removal of paupers
of those unions with which the union of chargeability was on particularly
good terms. Removal continued to be the surest means of disposing of non-
resident pauper burdense. :

1 It should be remembered that the Marquess of Londonderry was
among the handful of men who opposed the Bill when it came up to the
Lords. Indeed, Liddell was his "man" in the Commons.

2 G.R.W. Baxter, The Book of the Bastiles, 1841, frontpiece.

3 His prominance was reflected in the local press, and the row that
ensued over his aétivities was not always without humors "We [the Durham
Chronicle ] are credibly informed « . « that it is the intention of Sir
Robert Peel, whenever he may re—enter Downing Street, to appoint Mr. liddell
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dual efforts did influence what local opposition there was, and Walsham
was ever-ready to refuté charges emanating from his comersl In
November of 1837, liddell gave a speech in the House of Commons attacking
the principles of the Amendment Act, particularly_the workhouse systeme
In it charges were made that Walsham later was able to prove were largely
unfounded,2 but the speech had the immediate effect of stirring up problems
for him that he had not encountered sinpe his arrival in Durhame. According
to T« Reed, vice-chairman of the Sﬁnderlﬁnd Union, the speech "acted upon
the Town like an electric shock; the subject spread like Wildfire . . .."3
And a growing hostility vis-a-vis the workhouse system threatened for a
time to undo the progressltﬁat ﬁhlsham had made during the preceding year;
he told London that liddell®s speech had "created the greatest excitement
and hostility [to the workhouse system] in that part of the North of
England where he réesided."

‘Notwithstanding Iiddell's total commitment to the repeal of the

to the situation of a Gentleman Usher at Court, with the prospect of
advancement to the post of Governor of the Royal Nursery - a trust which
his known ability for frightening 0ld woméen and children, evidenced by
his well-known Tales of the Ogres [reference to an anti-poor law speech
given in the House of Commons in 1837] s Published under the protection of
Parliamentary privilege last year, would, in Sir Robert's opinion, amply
qualify him to £ill." Durham Chronicle, 12 October 1838.

1 It is interesting, nay, surprising, that Liddell was able to gather
material for his attacks on the system from the guardians themselves,
presumably without Walsham's knowledges In 1837, at least two boards
answered questionnaires sent to them by Liddell on the administration of"
relief in their unions. See G.M., 20 November 1837, U/Ho/1l, p. 44; G.lM.,

7 November 1837, U/SS/1. :

: 2 See T.C. Maynard, Coroner/J. Walsham, 4 December 1837, M.H.12/
3268 (Sunderland)e.

3 1. Reed/J. Walsham, 3 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland)s
.4 J. Welsham/P.L.C., 6 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland)e
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New ?oor Lav, the realities of Durham politics and thg‘general tenor of
county opinion_eventual;y drove him back to moderation. Indeed, the |
Durham strain of anti-poor law agitation was never as virulent as that of
Lancashire and Yorkshire, even among those individuels, like Liddell, who
were ready to consort with the extremists; By December of 1837 we find
him assuring Walsham that h;s speech was mis-reported and that he was
certain relief in Durham was a@m;n;stered with a generous bande From
his‘investigétions, he told Walsham, he had found that "the same Quantum
of outdoor relief wes continued under the New as under the O0ld Lai and
v .. to the best of my belief thelgractice of the New law was humanely
and discreetly carried into effect."l He had been forced to adopt a
similarly problematical stante in his election compaign six months earlier,
and fhe'Durham.Adyg:tisér was moved'to defend him against charges of
"equivocation.“z. A similar need for such tactics in the county was
experienced by Lord Harry Vane during his campaign as a Vhig candidate
for the South Durham seat in 1841.;.A member of the party responsible for
the passage of the Act, Vane had to make some concessions to the "anti"
element in the county. In an election address he conceded that a review

3

of the harsher provisions of the law was in order.~ His opponent,

a1, 1iddell/J. Walsham, 4 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).
His emphasise This 1s yet another example of the evidence available to
support the contention that the boards continued to distribute aid as the

authorities had done in previous yearse

2 wHe was wishful to repesl the objectionable clauses, but would
preserve those parts of the Bill which were goode."™ Durham Advertiser,
30 June 1837

. 3 D/St. "Address of Lord Barry Vane to the Electors of Barnard
Castle," 21 June 1841, cited in P.J. Hardcastle, Free Trade, the Corn -

Laws, and Elections in County Durham 1841-52, unpubllshed B.A. thesis,
(Durham, 1970), p. 28
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James Farrer, was, on the other hand, conducting a less conciliatory
campaign. Following Vane into Barnard Castle, he told a public meeting
that he stood bitterly opposed te the "despotic authority exercised by
the Somerset House Commissioners, who are nearly as absolute as three
ld.ngs."l Vane was returned.a Finally, the truly innoeuous character of
Durham-style Parliamentary resistance is underlined by a small item found
in the soeial columns of the Durhem Advertiser; it was noted that at a
formal dinner to celebrate the return of Liddell to Parliament, “‘l;he
Reve HeG. Liddell had thanked -thoee electors who voted for his nephew. "3
At this time, the Rev. H.G. Liddell was the vice-chairman of the Easington
Union. Amid such gentle oppositioe, Walsham was able to continue with
his plans for the workhouse arranget_nents;

As the passage of time showed that Parliamentary resistance, in
any event, was unlikely to hinder the administration of the new law,
the epicenter of opposition drifted more and mo;:-e into popular channelse
The growing disillusionment with Parliamentary action was shown in the
sharp dropping off of petitions against the New Poor Law being sent to

Westminster during the late thirtiess? In Yorkshire and Lancashire, this

1 p/st. "address of James Farter to the Electors of Barnard Castle,"
23 June 1841, cited in ibid., pe 29"

2 The necessity of Vane's compromising his party's position must
indicate that there were several individuals about apt-to regard the
"principles of 1834" as oyerly-severe. The fact remains, however, that
‘the’ campromise~candidate won, which probably réflected the ambivdlent
feelings of most electorse A proper analysis is complicated by the fact
that the New Poor Law was not the central issue of the 1841 electione
. Hardcastle attributes Farrer's defeat to a lack of connections.
3 Durham Advertiser, 8 September 1837.

4 1n 1837, 279 such petitions had been received by Parliament. A
paltry 87 petitions, representing only 6,526 signatures, were received in
1840. G.R.W. Baxter, The Book of the Bastiles, 1841, pp. 557-558.
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meant for a time the fusion of certain middle class _elemen'l_:s with the
mob, which rendered. the Act virtually inoperative there for at least

fifteen years.l

But in Durham no such_concerted action occurged, popular
agitation here being rather a seri_es of localized_ respc’n_mes to specific

or supposed abuses. The absence of ideology in fh_e. "movement" is best
illustrated by the lack of response inu the county to certain grievances
that became the fundamental issues in opposition elsewhere. 'l‘he separation
of families in the workhouses under the Commissioneis' regulations for
strict classification hﬁd been made use of by th__q principal opponents of
the New Poor law from the start,2 and this appeal was nearly always
guaranteed to elicit a reaction. Durhaxﬁ's unions were especially vulner—
able to these attacks, as workhouse classification was generally implemented
and the local press did not spare any efforté in 1ambastiz_t_g the provision
"which enables the Commissioners to intercept even the interchange of
domestic affections, to separate husband and wife, father and childe. "'._5
However, there are indications that this tenet of anti<poor law agitation
never made much headway in the cc_;unty. In 1839, ra‘l:he:_' than consider a
mbtion. requiring Guardian approval of any separation of families in the
Union workhouse, the Sunderland Board decided to allow the matter to

rest, for no camplaints had been made to them by the inmates or the public

4

regarding classificatione’ Even tl,_;e pressures of a trade slump could not

1
P 350

2 See Second Annual Report, 1836, Pe 5e
3

BR. Boyson, "The New Poor law in North-East Lancashire, 1834-T1,"

Durham Advertiser, 8 August 1834.

4 g.M., 19 July 1839, Sunderland, T, pp. 108-110.

The motion appears to have been the action of two members of the
visiting committee who considered interference with the "sacred relations
of life" beyond the authority of Somerset Housee -GoM., 12 July 1839,
Sunderland’ I’ De 1046
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always be-relied.upon_to produce manifestations of diécontent with the
systeme Following a local recession in Darlington in 1837, which saw
four hundred weavers thrown out of work, Walsham reported to the
Commissioners that "nothing can be better than the disposition of the
Guardians; the town was as quiet as a country village . . .."1 The
dearth of organized protest is further highlighted by the singular absence
of reports in the local papers of the kind of activities found in the
larger counties to the south. Iﬁdeed, it appears that not one large
anti-poor law meeting took place in Durham during the years 1837 to 1840,
the period of greatest reaction to the Commissioners? leadershipoa_

Having said all this, it_rem;ins to be.pointed-out that without
doubt isolated pockets of resistance did exist in the county, gnd in sqme-
cases, ;eading members of the cqmmﬁnity swung their weight against the’
new lawe In boasting of the reduction of relief expenditure in the
Easington Union, the Durham Chronicle mentioned that this "success" had
been contrary to the predictions of "highly influential parties who
strenuously opposed the fqrmation of-the Uhion."3 And as élsewhere, the
tales associated with the treatment of the paupers in the workhouses could
reach extravagant proportions. 15'1841 Walsham, almost wearily, told the
Commissioners that he had had "more than once to demonstrate the untruth-

fulness in cases where even the Poor law Correspondents of the Times

1 J. Walsham/P.L.C., 27 May 1837, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).

2 The Durham Chronicle would not have passed up an opportunity to
assail a gathering of opponents of the Acte The Durham Advertiser,
especially, would have been certain to record any significant proteste.

The editor was addicted to providing colossal spreads for any public
manifestation denoting agreement with his sentiments; Peelts installation
as Rector of Glasgow University claimed at least half of the edition of
the week followinge Instead, the editor was forced to confine himself to
printing extracts of protest meetings 1lifted from papers in other parts of
the countrye.

3 Durham Chronicle, 18 May 1838,
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dared not ventpre to affirm that the administration of some given Union -
was marked by inefficiency or inhumanit&."l These stories, of course,
affected the disposition of the working classes, who, not surprisingly,
Walsham found to be generally resentful of the machinery a-building in
1837. "There has been," he complained, "e « » a feeling of distrust and
dislike fomented among the.working classes, against the Poor Law, by
the rabid notions of moral in&endiaries .« o .."2 However, many more _
factors than the aetivities of "moral incendiaries" cont:ibuted to the
. spread of disdontent with the new scheme in Durhame.

The laborers alﬁays harbored suspicions that the New Poor law was
a vast middle class conepiracy to drive down wages by forcing them to
rely more fully on the employers in order to avoid thg rigors of the
workhouse system. These opinions were reinforced by the Commission's
attempts to encourage and facilitate the migration of pauperized'fafm

3

laborers to the industrial northe Although these effor@s centered

largely on Lancashire, other Commission pallidtives in Durham teéended to
point to a wider collusion with the.local manufacturers. The industfialist
J.B., Pease was a pramineﬁt member of the Darlington Board, and under the
auspices of the poor law system, female children from workhouses all over
the county were sent to him "for the purpése of being educated in an
Establishment kept by him at Birkenhead « ¢ «¢" Of course, many of these
youngsters later found théir way into his factories at Darlington, and

over the years a considerdble amount of resentment about these practices

1 3. Walshau/P.L.C., 9 Pebruary 1841, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).

2 7. VWalsham/P.L.C., 6 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).

3 See P.L.C. Circular Letter to Manufacturers, 2 March 1835, First
Annual Report, App. 4, No. T, p. 303 and Second Annual Report, 1836, p. 17




accumulated in the area. W.T.H. Hawley, who replaced Walsham in 1842,
told Somerset Hpuse tpat "many statements have lately appeared in the
public prints prejudicial to the proceedings of this man [ Pease] s and so0
much suspicion is naturally excited as to his motives for obtaining
possession of female orphan paupers '. . .."1 In a more indirect manner,
the repreﬁensible actions of vothe:.;s, many times_those of the parochial
officials, were attributed to the Ccmmissioners. In conducting an investi-
gation into a charge made by liddell that London had ordered the termina-
tion of relief to 200 bastard children in the Sunderland Union, Walsham
found that the decision had been taken by the select vestry prior to

the formation of the Un:l.on.2 In a similar vein, the New Poor law was used
to shield the parsimony of the ratepayers in the Auckland Union, which
drove at least oﬁe influential iﬁhabitanf into the arms of the opposition.
In 1842 the Commissioners received a distressiné letter from the vicar

of Merringtons "There has been from time immemorial an annual distri-
bution among the poor in this p_arish. of certain monies arising from
ancient charitable bequests « . « [last Christmas] six pounds . . « was
handed over by them [the churchwardens] to the overseers of the several
townships in the parish to assist the pdor's rate collection in such town-
ships; and this proceeding has been adopted, as I have been given to

understand, by your direotione u3 The situation was somewhat exacerbated,

1 y.r.5, Hawley/PeleCey 5 November 1842, .H.12/2989 (Darlingl;on)

e J. Walsham/H.T. liddell, 7 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).

3 John Tyson/P.L.Ce, 26 January 1842, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland).

The Commissioners lamely answered that they were ™ot aware of
their having given any directions on the subject of the distribution of
any money derived from this « « o Charity in the Parish. P.L.C./J' « Tyson,
5 Pebruary 1842, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland). ‘

Of course, the many transgressions of the union officials, too,
caused periodic disgust with the systems "His [ the relieving officer's]
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moreover, by the willingness of even the supporters'of the new measure
to exploit the discord engendered by;its operation for the purpose of
achieving wider political objectives; The Durham Chronic;e went so far
as to predict, and advocate, thg union of the Anti-Poor law agitation,
which it opposed, with the Anti-Corn law movement, which it staunchly
supporteds
- [Let] a period of suffering arrive — let the price of

bread be what it is now, fram 8d. to 9d. the quartern

loaf = and then let the Poor-law be enforced. What

would be the comsequence? Probably such a resolute and

powerful demand for the repeal of the Bread-tax, as

would destroy the monopoly-of that "interest" . . .« [For]

the cause of it [high bread prices] , will become familiar

to the masses, when the Poor-~law shall have thrown them '

upon their own resources in times of scarcity of work and

dearness of foodel

Despite'the presence of these sundry features, they did not provide
sufficient motivation (as we have saia) for full-scale popular attempts
to disrupt the administration of relief in the county.2 The pfincipal
reason for this probably resided in the characteristics of Durham societye

It may be argued that a highly-developed industrial economy, like that

Drunkeness has now become Matter of Observation to the Public and is
operating to the discredit of the Board of Guardians, and tends to bring
the new Poor law here into Contempt." Board of Guardisns/P.L.C.,

30 January 1838, M.H.12/3313 (Teesdale)e.

1 purhem Ghronicle, 5 January 1838, their emphasis. Here, the .
greatest champion of the New Poor law in the county implies exactly what
its opponents were busily trying to prove to the populous, i.e., that
the working of the law could produce dire distress among the working
classese.

2 This is not to say that the Durham relief system came through the
upheavals of 1837-40 unscathed. The activities of the opponents of the
Act in other parts of England directly affected the administration of aid
in the county. "The chief obstacles to my progress, as your Assistant
Commissioner in Northumberland and Durham," Walsham informed ILondon in
1837, " . . have issued not so much from unwillingness to build or alter
workhouses, « « « 85 from the uncertainty which these guardians were
" compelled to feel respecting the permanency of [ the Poor law Commission]
« o eo" J. Walshem/P.L.Cs, 6 December 1837, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).
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found in Yorkshire and Lancashire, was required for ‘the necessary combin-
ation of class-foﬁes and the urgency with which the united interests
fought the Commissioners® authority.l The Short-time Committees of the
10-Hour Movement provided the framework of organization for the poor lay
‘agitation in the industrial counties, and Castler, the chief architect of
both movements, always regarded the two as inseparably li.nkued'.2 In Durham,
on the other hand, no such cobesive basis existed, and here the develop~
ment of an industrial economy lagged far behind that of -its southern
neighbors. As James Caird remarked in the early fiftiess "Unlike
Lancashire and the West Riding, the coal fields of Durham have not led to
the establislment of a great manufacw.ring population, the coal being
wrought principally for export to London, and to the east coast and con-
tinental ports.™ Isolated and sharing relatively few common interests,
the working population of Durham was never able to achieve a requisite
impetus for administrative dimption, and 80 examples of this l;l.nd of
resistance must be sought elsewhere. Finally, during the crucial years
of the late thirties, the mixed Durham economy was able to support the
potential trouble-makers, i.e., the workers, in contrast to Lancashire
and the West Riding. But the gaunt fingers of depression could not be
held at bay indefinitely, and in the forties hard timee arrived in Durham
and with it came a new style of relief administration ominously remin-

iscent of that of the early twenties.

1 The manufacturers had an interest in promoting liberal outrelief
in order to maintain their work force in times of depression. R. Boyson,
"Phe New Poor law in North-East Lancashire, 1834-T1," p. 35.

_2 C. Driver, Tory Radical, pp. 334-335.
3 7. Caird, English Agrioulture in 1850-51, p. 33l.
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CHAPTER FIVE DURHAMs CRISIS AND REACTION

The true cause of alarm to Ultras and t0 all other
agricul turalists is not the reduction of prices from
a good season, or even from the Tariff, but it is
from the increase of the Poor Bate « « oo
—- §ir Robert Peel to Charles Arbuthnot,
30 October 1842, N. Gash,
Reaction and Reconstruction in

E_ngl:l.sh Polit:lcs, 15}&1352. :
Although Durham®s more :l.ndustrial southern neid;bors had been

suffering periodic trade slumps throughout the late 1830's, the county's
economy was continuing to show signs of health as ‘the forties approaohed.
A remarkable expansion in the industrial sector provided an increasing
demand for labor, which enabled the local work.tng class to maintain a
relative independence. Sometime in early 1839, Walsham attributed the
lack of distress among the laborers to "the demand for constant and
varied employment at high wages « » o+ [and] the almost unchecked progress
of public and private works . . .;"'1 The distress of the operatives in
lancashire and the West Riding had been exacerbated by the high cost of
provisions resulting from poor harvests during the period 1837-1839,
From 48 shillings and 6 pence per quarter in 1836, the cost of wheat had
steadily climbed to 70 shillings and 8 pence in 1839. In Durham, however,
this price revolution seems to bave created little dislocation. The
high wages afforded by the county's industrial development campensated
for increased food costs, and unlike some areas, the poor )_:arveste of
these years did not greatly affect agr:l.cultural mpl_oyment; "ihilet

1. Walshan/P.LeCe, neds, Pifth Anmmal Beport, 1639, ppe 9=10.

2 J.M. Stratton, Ecultural Records, ppe 1 04-;105. This was the
highest price since 1821,
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the change of prices,™ Walsham rema.rked, "'has .produced mucl_; less distress,
or at any rate much fewer demands for réiie_f in the district under my
superintendence than might hnve been an'l:ic:lpated,-- such change has had
aleo little or no influence here on wages and employmente'

#hile the industrial counties were plagued with only ﬂuctuat:\.ng
conditions, Durham might hope to avold the more aonte twists and mrns of
a vacillating eéonomw, but when the bottom fell out of the eatire northern
market during the early forties, the situation was altered. Early in
1842, the Poor Law Commission 1nfonmed the nation what it already kneir -
the so—called "hungry fortin" were underﬁys "In the manufacturing _
distriocts « « « the distr¢ss of the operatives has been severe and exten=
sive « ..".2 And a yearflater the refrain rang the sames " oo during
the parochial year . « . severe and extensive distress prevailed in the
manufacturing distriots « « .;"3 Durha.n, 91’ course, was dragged doym with
the other counties. The industrial centers of the Northern Division
followed Stockport, Huddersfield, and the rest mto momentary stagnation,
and large numbers of mén were throwm into nnenployment. In the town of
Newcastle, where prevalling qondiuonn ‘always affected North Durham®s
labor market, 1842 found staggering mmbers of men out of works "I'l__u_.'ee
fourths of the mechanics and labourers are out of employment; and the
demand for labour is less than at a.ny preceding period since the
[Newoastle] Un.ton's formation 1n 1836 oo .."4 In South Shield.s, the

1 J. Walshem/P.L.C., n.d., Fifth Annual Beport, 1839, p. 9e

2 Eighth Annual Report, 1842, p. 7;
3 Ninth Annual Report, 1843, p. 1e. : _
4 J. Walsham/PeL.Co, oo Pebruary 1842, M.H.12/3068 (Gateshead)e
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Guardians noted that the large mumber of unemployed men in the Union
were "ohiefly Carpenters amd Iabourers at the Factories . .."1 And
throughout 1842 and 1843, public meetings of unemployed workers were held
in Sunderland and South Shields to demand adequate relief or_jpbs.-z
Unfortmtely, Durham was made to pay for its late entry into depression
by a late recovery. A year after Lancashire and Yorks!n.re were beginning
to find their feet, Northumberland and Durham were stil!. in the grip _
of unemp,loyment; After rejoicing over the d:l:mimt:lon of union e:_rpenditure
for the year of 1844, the Commissioners pointed out that a handful of
counties continued to labor under an increasing mtev burden; "The
principal of these," they remarked, 'fére lincolnshire, Shropshire, Durham
and Northumberland. The increase of expenditure in the two latter counties
wvas owing to the state of employment among the colliers . . .;"3 None-
theless, by 1845 the worat was over;4 i

- In the agricultural areas of 'l:he county, similar distress prevailed.
Somietimes this was a direct result of the industrial depression in that -~
several centers, such as Barnard Caa_tle » Darlington, and Bishop Auckland,
enployed weevers who lived in the surrounding rurel districts.’ In
| 1835, for example, the ratepayers of Burworth told the Commissioners

1 G.Mey 15 August 1843, U/88/3, pe 136.

. 2 3eg GM., 27 May 1842, Sunderland, I, p. 285; and G.M., 18 July
1843, U/ss/3, p. 132.

3 Bloventh Anmual Beport, 1845, pe 3« '
The year 1844 was marked by pitmen's strikes which campounded
problems in the coal industrye See infra, p. 232
4 See #Bsd., p. 12

5 Report on the Sanitary Condi tion of the Ia.bour.lng Population,
1842, Pe 20¢
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that although their parish was primarily agricul turel, “'a 'very consider-
able proportion of the population s « o oansists of hand-loam weavers
and th_eir families, who work for the manufacturers of the neighbouring
town of Darlington . .;"1 More importantly, however, the diminishing
demend for produce and the unstable labor market, precipitated by condi-
tions in the industrial sector, affected in a most direct way the salu-
" brity of the rural economye. Unmpioyment in the town almost certainly
meant unemployment in the countrys ®It . . . appears that the welfare
of the agricultural labourer 15; mére than that of any class in the
camunity, dependént on the continued progress of our manufacturing and
mercantile industry; n2

Fotwithstanding the industrial factor, problems indigenous to local
agriculture itself assisted in provoking rural depression. ‘Throughout
the thirties, it had become more difficult for the small farmer to survive.
Bents on small holdings had skyrocketed, while those cha.rged the large
ocoupiers had declined. In 1838, the overseers of Barton,.near Derlingtor,
reported that "the great Farme are now and for same Yrs. past reduced
about 25 per cent below the B.ent formerly paid, not so the smallex
Occupiers, who hold enclosures at more than twice the Sum per ace paid
by the larger Occupiers . ..“3 Resembling the debacle of 1813414,
although on a much less eritloal_sdaie,. 8lipping wheat prices begiming
in 1840 in conjunction with these inflated rents was sufficient to hinder

! Hurworth Parish Petition/P.L.Ce, 3 January 1837, M.H.12/2989
(Darlington).

3 Barton Overseere/P.I..c., 30 May 1838, ¥.H.12/2969 (narmgton).
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sgricultural develoment.® But the resl core of agricultural difficulties
in the early forties was jto be found in the cha;_:gh_:g nature of Durham
societye The expanding 1ndﬁ§t1;ia1 enterprises in the county had been
diverting capital away from land for several decades, and the rural devel-
opnent that had been characoteristic of thg ei@teenth_ ger;tu;:y gave way to
torpor and sutmissiveness in the nineteenth§ "The return fram capital
invested in working coal,® James Cﬁrd noted in 1852,' "ﬂpg been so -chh
more remunerative than land, that improvements on the latter have been
comparativély neglected [since Arthur Young's days ], and the k111 and
enterprise so abundantly lavished below ground form a very marked contrast
with the absence of those qualities and the evident defect of capital
everywhere too conspicuous on its gurfaces"> The oamparative decline
of land is clearly denonstra'\ted bty a review of the poor :ate_assesment;
In 1826, land was taxed at a rate 38 per cent .hidaer- than all c_:_the:t'
property combined; by 1841, the gap had narrowed to 4 per cant;3
Overlying all of these economic problems was the colossal growth
of the county's population. In 1841, the population exceeded '324,000 ’
and during the next decade it rose by 27 ‘per cent, with one exception the
highest rate of increase in n;:gland'f Aé in preceding years, a large

: 1 Prices s1id from 70 shillings and 8 pence per quarter in 1839 to
50 shillings and 1 pence in 1843. J.M. Stratton, Agriculturel Records,
- ppe 105-106. | E
This reduction may be attributed in part to abundant harvests,
but as in 1813-14, a depressed consumer market drove the price below a -
point warranted by thé inoreased supply. See Ninth Annual Report, 1843,
Pe 2e : . '

2 5. Caird, English Agriculhive in 1850-51, pp. 331-332.

3 Hleventh Annual Beport, 1845, p. 1l.

4 3. Caird, English Agriculture in 1850-51, p. 330e
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percentage of this upsurge ﬁook plaoe_ in the industrial areas, th_q ex—
panding coal and rellway enterprises having attracted workers from the

depressed southern eoonomy.l

But in contrast to earl;ler years, the popu-
_lat:lon advance was creeping into Durham's countryside. It had been_one
thing {0 maintain a rﬁral society free fran pauperism in a climate of
stable population, but it was now quite another in the face of a popu:l.aa-_
tion growth of such dimens:lone; The situation was compounded by the
failure of the agrarian interest to develop concurrently with the altered
societal situations Referring to a decsdes' old trend, James Caird
remarked in 1852'that Durham's small :\.nland-_farmers "have made no endeavor
to improve their farms . . ..; have done nothing to enlarge_the field of
employment for an increasing population of labourers, nor oontﬁbuted any
greater produce to the extended requirements of the cogntry; ‘_'2 _
These economic and demographic pressures were, of course, reflected
in the administretion of poor relief. After 1840, the rete burden began
to Tesemble that found in the county following the French Ware. In a
typical minute, the Board of the Sunderland Union noted in 1843 that
"in consequence of the distressed state of the labouring population in
the Town during the last Two Years, the amount levied for the maintenance
of the poor has been great beyond all precedent + « .."3 Indeed, if we

acoept the Commissioners observation that "the expenditure of the poor's

1 3. Walshem/P.L.C., 15 May 1840, Report on’ the Sanitary Condition -
of the Labouring Fopulation, 1842, ppe 4Z042T; G- —5 34 JulJEyEI:EZZ, /Es/1,
De 252§ We n_iau! mﬁr._x..c., 26 December 1843, M.H.12/2990 (Darlington).
2 J. Caird, Bnglish Agriculture in 1850-51, p. 334.

3 Board of Guardians/Lords of the Treasury, ne.d., G.Me, 23 April
1843, Sunderland, III, p. 115.
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rate . « o[may] be taken generally as affording some approximation to
an index of » « « amounts of de.sti,tution_, nl then it appears that desti-
tution was on the increase in Durham during the first half of the forties;

Bipenditure for these years was as :E'ollowss2 o .
Year For Belief of the Poor  Total Union Expenditure
1840 £67,331 € 72,461
1841 £66,639 . £ 92,937
1842 £71,101 £ 95,491
1843 £79,143 £105,408
1845 - £T2,129 - £ 99,745

Only seven counties (three in Wales and four in the industrial north)
recorded a higher rate of augmentation than Durbam for overall union ex-
penditure for the year 1842-.'-43.3 And at the half-year mark for the )
period 1843-44, only two counties (Shropshire and Rutiand) were laboring
under heavier i—ncreases.4 _
Begarding the number of poor relieved, as well, the early forties

were burdensome years. In 1844.,_'the Commissioners stated that "the
number of paupers relieved both in and out of the workhouse has incréased
annually, and by a tolerably rapid rate of progress since 1840. no In

Durham, the mmber of paupers receiving aid increased by a half during

1 Eleventh Annual Report, 1845, p; 11';_'-'

-2 All statistics used in this chapter havé béen gleaned from the
appropriate annual reports, unless otherwise notede
The decrease in relief expenditure for the year 1840-41 will
be explained later. .See infra, pe 224.

3 Tenth Annual Report, 1844, p. 56

4 1h1d., p. 1.
5 Ibide, pe 4o
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the period 1840 to 1843st

Year : Paupers
1840 - 18,520
1841 19,046
1842 | 24;529 ~
1843 27,591
1844 26,611
1845 21,092

The Easington Union, where up until 1844 the Guardians mede a practice
of recording quarterly indigent figures, exemplified the growth of
poverty in an area of mixed economic characteristics. In a period of
only four years, the incidence of pauperism doubled; The figures below
represent the number of poor receiving aid during the quarter ending

25 September (pidked at random) for the years designateds
Year ‘Pau@g
1837 256
1840 269
1841 353
1842 202
1843 508
1844 523

In absolute terms, however, Durham's difficulties could not bear
comparison with the severity of depres:l.on' in lLanoashire and the West
Riding. Mining, particularly, continued to birgeon, albeit at a slower

1 The percentage'of able~bodied poor was progressing at an even
more rapid rate. From 1840 to 1843 the number of able-bodied paupers
more than doubleds:

Year Able-Bodied Paupers

1840 4,294

1841 4,620

1842 8,035

1843 9,612

1844 8,563

184_5 5,698 _

2 The 1844 figure actually represents the return for the quarter

ending 25 March, the last period for which figures were recorded in the
mintese
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pace, despite occasional unemployl_:_nent problems'.‘ Se_veral__investigations
of the local laboring classes during this pez:iod noted the ;'elative
prosperity of the pitmen in camparison to the othgr workers;]" For

this reason, the county remained an attraction for the depressed laborers
to the south, and Durham®s 1ndigen§ua pauper problem was more and more
augmented by an 1ncreasiﬁg influx of unemployed workers in search of
Jobse In any event, distress throughout England set the unemployed on
the roads, regardless of the possibility of finding an alleviation for
their destitution, as it had done since the breakup of feuda_lism. b &
has been often assumed and publicly stated," the Commissioners reported in
1844," that vagrancy has materially increased, and that the number of
'applicants for relief of this class is far more numerous than it formerly
WEB o o ooMP Notwithstanding this observati-on, it is clear that London
had no idea as to the extent of the problem, especially as it touched on
Durhame. In their tenth annual report, the Gommiss:l_.opers held up Durham as
an example of how proper relief techniques could keep vagrancy within
manageable limits, stating that in the period 1 January 1845 to 1 January

3 However,

1844 only 263 vagrants were relieved by the county®s unionse
| a random selection of minute book notations will démonstrate that
vagrancy const:l.tut_ed a far graver and burdenscme relief proble:p. In
February of 1845, the Durham Guardians resclved that "the Sum of

£5~T-6 be paid for the maintenance of 592 casual Paupers during the

1 See Beport on the Sanitary Condition of the Lebouring Population
1842, p. 421; and Report on Settlement and l’ogr Removal , 1&7, De 315

2 Ponth Annual Report, 1844, p. 14e

3 Ibid., p. 16.
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Past Month (Excavators who had come in Searoh of Work).™ Although
n§t striotly within the period referred to by the _commisaioners; a
knowledge of the huge number of vagrants relisved in the Sunderland
Union alone dur:i.ng the few months prior to 1843-44 should suffice to
show the degree to which the Cammissioners underestimated the incidence -
of vagrancys ", , . by far the greatest proportion of the Vagrants or
Trampers apply to the relieving officer of Bpweamouth' for relief « +» «
for the quarter ending 25 December last [1842] 4,128 Vagrants or Casual
poor were relieved in Bpweamou‘l:h; n2

Caught in an economic crunch, the ratepayers began to feel the
effects of the growing pres’sure of the poer; In a minute typic#l of
these years, the Sunderland Guardia.ns noted that "owing to the same
depression of trade which has produced distress among the labouring
population, the ratepayers £ind it inoreasingly difficult to pay the

poor rates."-3

In many unions, the parishes, as we have seen, were
unable to come up with the necessary funds for the relief of the indi-

gente In 1843, for example, the Easington Board stated that the town-

1 G.M., 11 Pebruary 1843, U/Du/1, p. 352.

Later in the same year a similar notation is to be founds -
“"Cheque signed for £1-4=6 for the Maintenance of 98 casual out Paupers
during the last FPortnighte" Ge.M., 23 September 1843, U/m/l, Pe 379
Notice the small amount of relief allocated.

2 G.M., 24 Pebruary 1843, Sunderland, III, pps 55-56. There is
no mention in this minute that the number of vagrants was decreasing; in
faot, the figures for the quarter of 25 December 1842 were used to show
that the Union was being inundated with thies type of paupers

The inability of the Commissioners to appreciate the situation
may have arisen from the faot that the relief accorded vagrants was of
such a transitory nature that their mmber was .not usually included in
the pauper returns noted earlier in this paper. See supra, p. 219

3 Board of Guardians/Lords of the Treasury, ned., 23 April 1843,
Sunderland, III, p. 115¢
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ships of Thornley and Wingate as a result of "'tlhe great and unexpected
increase of Outdoor Relief had became greatly in debt to the Union . . .."1
Fearing the consequences for the New Poor law, Walsham incr_easingly

took an interest in the amount of expenditure in the 1.11:::10::5;-2 "I have

for some weeks past,"™ he told the Sunderlax_zd Board at the beginning

of 1842, when the worst had yet %o come, "indeed I might eay months,
observed with much concern the very great increase which has taken

place in the expenditure on the Poor of the Sunderland Union . . .."3

The Guardians were also moved to consider cheese-paring policies by the
mood and actions of their constituentse -In 1841, a Guardian resigned

in protest over local ratepayers having assumed the management of relief
in his areas ". . . the Ratépayers have taken the Office upon them— _
selves by sending Mr. Hutchison [the relieving officer] an order to dis=
continue the payment of same of the Paupers contrary to the rules of

the Board."4 And the Guardians were visited several times by deputations‘
of outraged ratepayers complaining of the heavy taxes for the poor.5
Respdnding to these pressures, the Board passed a motion, by a vote
of 21 to 6, which could not have made their intentions clearer; it
was resolved that ™n consequence of the depressed state of Trade it

et
is expedient at present:\to add any increase of expense upon the Rate

1 g.M., 6 June 1843, u/m/I, Pe 2894

2 After 1839, the Poor law Commission's continued existence
depended on an annual renewal vote in Parliament.

3 J. Welsham/P.L.C., 26 January 1842, G.M., 268 Jenuary 1842,
Sunderland, IX, p. 218.

4 W. Scott/Board of Guardians, 21 July 1841, G.u., 23 July 1841,
Sunderland, II, p. 126¢

9 See, for instance, G.M., 17 Pebruary 1843, Sunderland, III, De 440
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payers of the Borougx."]' For can it be said that this was an isolated
reaction to the increasing charge of the poor on the community; bpard
after board passed similar resolutions, either to pla__cate their con-
stituents, or to suggest an altered view of relief administration.
Facing an earlier rise in pauperism in 1839, the South Shields Board
had pre-figured the Sunderland Guardians by noting that "they conceive
from the inoreased, and increasing amount of outlay, there appears to

be a necessity for strict attention to economy. n2

The upshqt of tl_ﬂ.s-
clamor was the appointment of a considerable number of assistant over;-
seers in parishes throughout the county under the authority of 59 George
III, c.12, which was still ia farces

The presence of assistant overseers in the relief méohanism and
the frame of mind that saw the paupers as a threat to the well=being
of ratepayers suffering through a ruﬁou éeprge_s:l_.o_n could not have_.
failed to affect the extent and quality of aid dispersed to the poors
The figures for the years 1840 and 1841 are especially salient as
regards the fiscal policy of Durham®s unions in a period of increasing

pauperisme The returns for these years were as followss

For the year ending 25 March 1840s

1 GuM., 29 April 1842, Sunderland, II, p. 272.

2 G.M., 9 July 1839, U/Ss/2.

3 See Board of Guardiams/P.L.C., 21 October 1837; M.H.12/3313
2‘1‘eesdale ; Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 13 October 1839, M.H.12/2928
Auckland); G.M., 28 June 1841, U/Ho/1l, p. 195; G.M., 11 October 1842,
W/Ea/1, p. 263.

Under the Amendment Act, the Commissioners had the power to
rescind the appointments of assistant overseerss however, they appeared
to have disapproved of this practioce only in the very small parishes.



Union

Auckland _

Chester—le-Street
arlington

Durham

Easington:

Gateshead

Houghton-le-Spring

lanchester

Sedgefield

South Shields

Stockton

Sunderland

Teesdale

Weardale

For the year ending 25 March 1841s

Belief of Poor Iitigation Total Union Expenditure
£ 2,964

Union

Auckland .
Chester-le-Street
Darlington
Durham

Easington
Gateshead
Houghton-le-Spring
Lanchester
Sedgefield

South Shields
Stockton
Sunderland
Teesdale

Weardale

£ 3,155

4,967

£ 48
104

£ 0
15
6
33
11
82
44
36
6
20

3

420
110

90
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Relief of Poor lLitigation Total Union Expenditure
z:lncludiné other cata~-

gories not shown here)

£ 4,207
6,168
6,681
5,221
1,841
9,037
4,776
2,951
2,363
1,177
6,921
16,974
14507
4,469

£ 4,618
6,678
79523
5,458
2,129

10,141
4,962
3,279
2,506
8,142
7,853

16,790
7,172
4,530

These figures reveal that although pauperism was advancing, the amount of

relief appropriated to the poor was actually diminishing. This, of

course, must be seen in general terms as evidence of a probable deteriore

ation in the quality of life of Durham®s poor, precipitated by ofﬁq:la.l

reluctance to meet rising numbers of the indigent with similarly in-

creasing aide Only three unions, Sunderland, South Shielgls, and

Gateshead, show an increase in expenditure on the poor for thgse years,

and this probably was accounted for by the fact that the greatest rise

in pauperism ocourred in these Unions.

The second conclusion to be
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gleaned from these comparative figures is that the aid granted to the
paupers was the area of expense that suffered the initial and most
drastic economy measures when the authorities ho_péd to combat _rising ex~-
penditure. While the funds allb_oated to 'I;he poor were decreasing, the
overall union ocosts, which included law charges, re,gistrat:!.on_ fees, re-
assessment costs, the county rate, and so on, showed an inorease; _Thus,
we find the relief machinery costing more and more to run, while the
fundamental objective of its existence, the distribution of aid to the
poor, appears to have. been curta:lled; )
It is true that the year 1840-41 was atypical in respect to relief
expenditure declining in absolute terms, but on a per-capita baaj_.s, a
similar reduction in aid may be detected throughout the early forties.
According to Commission returns, between 1840 and 1843 the pauper popu-
lation in Durham rose from 18,520 to 27,591, which represented an
increase of 50 per cente It should be noted that the actual increase was
probably higher in that the large number of vagrants receiving aid was not
normally inclided in the Commission retms;l Nonetheless, the actual
expenditure for the relief of the poor in these years only rose from
t67,$31 to £79,143, a rate of increase well below 20 per cent. The situ-
ation was somewhat exacerbated by the fact that a greater proportion of
the indigent population was now made up of the able-bodieq, a group
customarily requiring larger, not smaller, amounts of relief than the

aged and infirm.2

1 366 supra, p. 221.

2 The sick, of course, required more extensive care and medicines,
but this came under the responsibility of medical relief and did not
necessarily involve large outrelief allowances as suche
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More specific examples of this d—im:l.n_u'!:ion _of aid may be fot__:gd in
the Basington and Houghton-le-Spring Unions. Throughout 1841, the
outdoor relief bill remained steady in Basington. The weekly cost for
the entire Union averaged about £40 1# the first half of 1841 and approx-;-
imately £39 for the second half of the same year; Bowever, during this
period, the mumber of poor being relieved had increased by & third.

The Union minutes :I.n_dicate” that .30.3: paupers received aid during the
quarter ending 25 March 1841, while 404 were reliéved dur:l._ng the' quarter
of 25 December.’ 1In the Houghton-le-Spring Union, the weekly outrelief
figures for the year 1845 would lead an investigator to agsume that
pauperism was declining here, or at least remaining steadye. Throughout
the year, the relieving officer of the Hettoz} district dis_tributed about
£55 & week in aid, while the Houghton relieving officer allocated

" approximafely £45 weekly. However, toward the end of the year, a notation
appears in the mimute book that strongly suggests that the Guardians were
engaged in an eccnomy drive at the expense of the poor; in November of
1845, the Newbottle medical officer requested & rise in salary "“on
account of Increased Pauperism in his District. n2

Despite these local efforts to keep relief costs at a minimum,
the Commissioners decided that rising expenditure was the result of a
disregard for the principles laid down in the Report of 18'34._ Iike
their predecessors, they seem to have been unable to relinquish the
myth that a humanely administered relief system bred pauperism. "With
respect to the increase of expenditure which has occurred since 1837,"

1o, 13 April 1841, U/Ba/1, p. 198; GeM., 18 January 1842,

U/Ea/1, p. 229.

2 G.M., 24 ovember 1845, U/Ho/1, D 347e
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'!:hey_ cqncluded,_ deep in the throes of an eqogomié' ilépgéé_sffgn_,_ "we fea:_'.'
that it is partly attributable to an increasing laxity with respect to
the relief of the able-~bodled + .."1 The eéomic sitt_zati_on_ _d;ld no‘!:
persw_ide London to mitigate the harsher aspect of_ some gf jthei,r dir_ec-
tives; On the contrary, confusing effect with cause, the di_.gtress_ :I.n
the North prompted them into calling for"more stringen@ confom_d.ty with
correct relief principles. They recorded early on their intention of
pursuing stricter policies in response to economic depreseion in their
third annual report, in which they claimed that “on no occasion is a
strict adherence to principle more necessary than on any failure of
employment in s manufacturing district."® They showed that this vas
no empty phrase during a trade slump in Darlington in 1857. With four
hundred weavers out of work, Lefevre warned the Board that in times of
diestress and unemployment "there will always arise a great many fraudu-
lent claims under the expectation that « « « [ the Guardians'] sympathies
[will be] moz;e strongly excited « « . it is extremely :lmp_ori;ant [ there-
fore] that [the Board] should be fully impressed with the necessity
of adhering to sound principle . . .."3

In accordance with these views, the Commission began issuing the
Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order to Durham's unions. It is significant
that South Shields was the first Union to receive the order in 1838.%

In South Shields, relief difficulties appear to have peaked earlier than

1 Bighth Annusl Report, 1842, p. 4e
2 Mhird Annuel Beport, 1837, p. 6. ) _
3 Lefevre/soard of Guardians, 16 May 1837, M.E.12/2989 (Derlington).

4 .M., 11 December 1838, U/SS/2. The order did not come into
effect until 25 March 1839. See supra, p. 152.
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in other parts of the countye The reasder may recall that in 1837,
1,897 paupers had been relieved during the quarter ending 25 Septenber.l
Less than two years 1ate§ this figure had risen to 2,924 for the quarter
ending 25 Maroh 1839.° In any event, during the mext two years, mearly |
every union in the county received the order, most of them in late 1840.3
However, as of 11 February 1841, the four Unions of Gateshead, Sunderland,
Easington, and Houghton-le~Spring had not received instructions to
implement the directive and were carrying on under previous regulaﬁons.4
Six months later, the Houghton-le-Spring Union was issued the order,
leaving the other three Unions unaffected by the administrative altera~-
tions.5 _
The immunity of these Unions from the directive may be attributed
to two reasons. First, the workhouse arrangements in the Gateshead,
Houghton~le-Spring, and Easington Unions were incomplete at the time
the Prohibitory Order was being issuede Although mosgd unicns throughout
England had received the regulation by thé Spring of 1841, the Commissioners
hoped "to issue the order to scme of [those] Uaions, having a suffioient
workhouse, to which it hes not yet been issued" during the following

suEmer mozrl;hs;6 Under this criterion, it meani:, of course, that

Easington could never be brought under the operation of the regulation,

1 G.M., 7 November 1837, U/SS/I;

? 6uM., 9 July 1839, U/ss/2.

3 Seventh Annual Bepert, 1841, e 1.

4 G.B.W. Baxter, The Book of the Bastiies, 16841, p. 564

5 G.M., 18 October 1841, U/Ho/1, p. 206.

6 Seventh Anmual Report, 16841, p. 7o My emphasise
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but the completion of the workhouse renovations in Houghton saw the
direotive immediately issued to that Union. Secondly, in the case of
Sunderland and Gateshead, the critical aspect of t_he depres_sion became
so apparent once the forties were underway that the Comm__i_.asgl.oners Sseem
to have been deterred from actually implementing the ”pﬂnc:lp).es of
184" in these Unions, notwlthstanding their esrlier pronouncementse
When the Sunderland Guardians were informed that the Commissioners were
considering the issuance of the order to their Union, they answered that
"t is at present impraciable [sic] to it carry [eic] into effest in
this un.’n.on,2 and no more about it was heard from Scmerset House. By
the time the new workhouse was completed in Gateshead, unemployment had
gotten such a grip on the area that Hawley recognized that it would be
impossible to implement the order, and in July 1842 he managed to _
persuade the Commissioners to delay issuing the outrelief restrietions;'?'

The regulation as issued to the sundry unions stated that "ever:_r
able-bodied perser, male or female, requiring relief from any perish of
said Union shall be relieved wholly in the workhouse of the said Union,
together with such of the family of every such able-bodied person as nay
be resident with him or her, and may not be in employment . .."4

1 After 1840, the Commission revealed a definite disinclination .
to tamper with adminietration in the large northern industrial centers.
Three years of constant tummoil in the North had convinced them that
to do 80 would be foolhardye Xt is perhaps sighificant that Gateshead
had been the scene of considerable resistance, in the form of overseer
intransigence, and Sunderland the main objeot of Liddell*s criticisms,
vwhich tended to foment discontent in that Union. See supra, pe. 203.

2 6.M., 13 Fovember 1840, Sunderland, I, p. 373

3y, McCord, "The Implementation of the 1834 Poor law Amendment
Act on Tyneside," p. 103.

4 Amended Prohibitory Order, Seventh Annual Report, 1841, App. Ay
Hoe 1, De 99 T ' )
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However, the order also included an extensive list of exceptionss
l. In the case of sudden and urgent neede
2¢ In the event of sickness or infirmity. .
3¢ Por the purpose of defraying funeral expensese
4. During the first six months of widowhoode.
5¢ In the case of widows with at least one legitimate child.
6¢ In the event the bread-winner was in gaol.

Te -The §amilies of men in Her Ma;)esty's service (sailor, soldier,
etc.

Thus, ‘the primary group of paupers affected by the 'regulation was the
unemployed industrial and agricultural laborers just then beginning to
rely on the rates for supporte For the first time, London was directly
ordering the workhouses to be utilized as "tests" of destitution;]'
Confronted with declining profits and rising costs, the middle=-
class-conirolled boards no longer displayed a reluctance o resort fo
the workhouses as engines of deterrence. From 1840 to 1843 the ininate
population of the county workhouses nearly doubled; this was a much

greater rate of increase than the general rise in pauperisms

- Yeax Indoor Outdoor
1840 1,188 17,332
1841 ,454 17,592
1842 1,866 22,663
1843 2,229 25,362
1844 2,181 24,430
1845 1,426 19,666

More importantly, this increase was ccmposed of the able~bodied more than

1 An important corollary to the Prohibitory Order was the provision
that allowed the guardians to grant outdoor aid to an able~bodied
pauper, provided the Commissioners were informed within 15 days and they
gave their sanction to a continuance of such relief.

In their eighth annual report, they affirmed that they had "never
hesitated to permit or establish exceptions where the peculiarities of
the district required a deviation from the prevalent system.®" BEighth
Annual Report, 1842, p. 22 Indeed, Durham's unique plaée in Commission
policy was carried over into the forties, for I have been unable to
locate one instance in the records where the Commissioners refused to
sanction an exception to the Prohibitory Order. Its application in
Durham, therefore, was left to the predilection of local boards.
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any other group of indigent. While the general workhouse population
wae growing at a rate of 100 per cent during the period 1840 to 1843,

the mumber of able~bodied immates was increasing at 380 per cents?
Year Able=bodied Immates
1840 226
1841 336
1842 601
1843 872
1844 865
1845 411

Whereas the -§ble-bod:led had constituted less than 20 per oept of the
workhouse population in 1840, they made up about 40 per cent of those
interned three years laters

This increase, however, should be kept in perspective. Even at
the high-water mark of 1843, the indéor poor still made up less than
10 per cent of all paupers receiving aid. The greatly.acéeler;nted rate
of workhouse admissions did not always imply that a resort to the work-
house was necessary for the boards to conform to the Prohibitory Order.
In 1842, Hawley reported that in the Sedgefield Union "there are only
29 Immates - the House being capable of holding 50 « » « [but] the pro-
hibitory order is strictly carried out, though a deficiency of employ-
ment is alléged to exist « » .."2 There are many indications that the
boards, composed of those men most likely to be financially hurt by
depression, simply did not disperse relief to the able-bodied unless ab-
solutely compelled to do so by the vast weight of numbers, as found in

1 The entire able~-bodied pauper population, on the other hand, was
advancing at a rate of 100 per cent during theseé years. See supra, p. 219.
It is significant that half of the 10 workhouse offencés requiring
the imprisomment of their perpetrators, during the years 1836 to 1842,
occurred in 1842. See supra, P. 179

2 4.7.H. Bawley/P.L.C., 2 July 1842, M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield).
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the Gateshead, South Shields, and Sunderland Unions, or that the unem=
Ployed workers were too proud or frigh_tened o:_f_.’ ente:_r._-ing the workl;ousea
to apply for relief.t During the 1837 slump in Darlington, Walsham told
the Commissioners that "the Guardians have so dealt with the claimes made
upon them that no very material increase has been made in the number of
applicants, « « . notwithstanding that thrée to four hundred weavers
have been thrown out of worke n2 & more serious example of the failure
of the system to allocate relief during times of great hardship was to
be found in the Houghton-le-Spring Union. The following account is the
evidence given by Ralph Elliot, an underviewer at the collieries of the
Marquess of Londonderry in the towns of Pensher (Penshaw), Bainton, and
Piddington, before the committee investigating the state of the miners,
in reference to a pitmen's strike beginning in April of 1844:

They remained out 22 weeks. They supported themselves

by pawning and selling their clothes, furniture, etc.,

and by breaking up their benefit boxzes. HMany of them

80 much reduced themselves by low living, that they.were

good for nothing for weeks after they started again.

The "strike" was very bad for their families - most

demoralizing. There were 10 families collected in

one large room at one of the public houses, all huddled

together (after they were turmed out of their cottages);
and the shopkeepers let others have out-houses, etc.;

11 appears that London was aware of the temptation offered the
boards of refusing to relieve the able-bodied altogether. In 1841, the
Commissioners told Walsham to be on the lookout for cases in which aid
had been denied. 'You should ascertain," they said, “whether the Guardians
ever absolutely refuse relief; amd if so you will do well to inquire into
the reasons for this course of proceeding." P.L.C./J. Walsham, nede,
Seventh Anmual Bemrt, 1841, Pe 570

During the cotton famine of 1842, Cooke Taylor réported that
"nearly all the distressed operatives whom I met north of Manchester  « »
had a thorough horror of being forced to receive parish relief."  Quoted

in E.P. Thompson, The Making of the E_ngl:.sh Worngg Glass, Pe 423.

2. Walsham/P.L.Ce, 27 May 1837, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington). He
added, rather naively I think, that even though very little aid was
distributed "no serious distress [was] permitted o o oo"
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and they have not reeovered_yet e . ..]_' - ] )
A review of the Union records during these months indicates that out-
relief 1ncreas;ed only very slightly, whilg the'weekly workhouse return
‘shows about & 50 per cent increase in activity;z .

In South Shields, the sheer volume of une_mployed wgrl;ars precluded
a resort to the workhouse in all cases of able—bodied applications;
Here, as in the Speenhamland counties under the Old Poor Law, it was
found necessary to implement outdoor work programs szf the able—-bodied,
although these years did not see & return to the allm_ranoe system as

3

such.” In 1841, the Board, confronted with a quickly-filling workhouse,

1 Report on the State of the Population in the Minig'nisu'icts,
Parliamentary Papers, 1846, XXIV, p. 397.
2 224 collective days for the last week of December 1843 (G.M.,
8 January 1844, U/Ho/l, p. 286);.313 collective days for the last week
of May 1843 (G.M., 10 June 1844, U/Ho/1, p. 299); and back agein to 238
collective days for the second week 60f November 1844 (G.M., 25 November
1844, U/Ho/1, p. 311). .These periods were chosen at randcme "
With approximately 5,000 men on strike, this increase does not
account for even 10 per cent of the numbers involvede The salient point
here is that the Guardians were willing to offer aid only in the workhouse
and that the bulk of the workers preferred to go without aid altogether, -
or barring that, the Guardians simply refused to grant any sort of relief.
While it is true that the relief system was not erected for the
aid of strikers and the support of working class movements, Commission
regulations directed that destitution must be relieved, regardless of
its origin. See supra, p. 138,

3 It should be noted, however, that the prevaleice of distress did
tempt at least one board to return to a limited rates-in-aid-of-wages
scheme. In 1842, the Darlington Guardians applied to the Commission to
sanction a supplementary grant to a worker's salary, "the Workhouse
[being] nearly full « « «." They pointed out that if the man "be taken
fram his present employ and brought into the Workhouse . . « his place
at the Factory would be immediately supplied so that there would be no
probability of his resuming his former Employment." Board of Guardia.ns/
P.L.Cey 14 January 1842, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington). Their emphasis. The
Commissioners refused to samction such a procedure.

This request may indicate that wages in Darlington®s factories
were being cut at this time and that the Board was conscientiously
carrying out the Prohibitory Ordere
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decided to alter somewhat the Prohibitory Order as it touched on the
relief to be given able~bodied seamen. It was resolved that

on application being made by any able-bodied Seaman
for parochial Relief, in consequence of their being
unable to obtain work, . . « this Board adopt the
following course vizs

Single persons, or married men without
Families be relieved in the Workhousee

.Able~bodied men, married and with Family,
be provided with work out of the House and paid
at the Rate of One shilling per day.l

Fecing similar problems in the Gateshead and Sunderland Unions,
where the Prohibitory Order was not in force, as well as in the Easington
Union, the Commissioners were compelled to devise a new means of relieving
the increased numbers of able-bodied, and the solution they fixed upon
was that unilaterally employed by the South Shields Union in 1841 -
outdoor labor. In the annual report of 1842, the Commissioners amnounced
the returm of a former relief practice to Walsham's districts

‘'The Poor Law Amendment Act contemplates relief in the .
workhouse as the appropriate relief for the able-bodiede
But « « « it confors on them [the Cammissioners] the
power of imposing other conditions of rélief where that
condition is inapplicable « « ¢« The most obvious and
generally applicable condition of this sort is the
exaction of labour in return for relief, without the
reception of the persons relieved into the workhouse . . «
[In] the Unions to which the prohibitory order
has not been issued, or in which the workhouse becomes
full, we have prepared an order embodying the regula-
tions necessary for imposing an out~door labour test, which
we have issued as a general rule to five Umions, situated 2
in Northumberland, Cumberland, Durham, and Yorkshire o ¢ ee

A year later, the provisions of the Outdoor lLabour Test Order were

1 G.M., 27 April 1841, U/S3/3, p. T

Bighth Annual Report, 1842, pp. 20-21. i

This general regulation applied to Sunderland and BEasingtoh. A
special order, embodying the same directive, was issued to the Gateshead
Union a few months later, after Hawley had convinced the Commissioners
that the area's employmeat problems were t00 critical for the extension
of the Prohibitory Order to the Union. See Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce,
15 November 1842, M.H.12/3068 (Gateshead); also supra, pe 229

2
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exjtended to two other Durham Unions that ostgnsibly_were administering
relief under the direction of the Ogtdoor Relief Prohibitory Order,
South Shields and Stockton. In their ninth annual report, the
Commissioners stated that they had taken this act:lon_ because the weight
of rising pauperism in t};ese Unions had forced them in the previous year
"to sanction large exceptions to its provisions [the ;Prohibi_tory Order] .“1
In resorting to out&oor labor programs, the COm;niss:I_._o_ners were
attempting to find an alternate method of relief to the workhouse that
would conform as nearly as possible to the "ﬁz‘inciples of 18}4. " Clea:_-ly,
all outdoor labor as prescribed under the order, which norx_nally included
stone breaking or work on the roads, was seen as & "test"™ in the same
sense as the w_orkhousé. "The main object of préscribing a task of work
to be performed in exchange fo:é relief out of the uorkhog_se," the
Compiissioners established in 1845, "s to supply a ‘test of the reality
of destitution on the paz;t of the applicant, aﬁ thereb; to afford him
an inducement to seek for independent enmlo.ymetrl:;"2 Therefore, the_ order
prescribed the most onerous of work, and remunerate_d it at wages.below

3

those found in independent employment.~ Unless specifically exempted,

every able~bodied pauper not in the workhouse was to ,i)e relieved under

- 1 ¥inth Annual Begort, 1843, App. B, No. 3, p. 381. See also
GoMo, 20 July 1l 43, u/s. 3, Pe 133.

Thus, by the middle of 1843, nine of Durham's unions were
subject to the Prohibitory Order, three were administered under the
Labour Test Order, and two were operating under a combination of bothe

2 Winth Annual Repert, 1843, p. 361.
Some might find it ironic that the existence of unemployment and
destitution would have to be "proved" by an instrument only instituted
because of the existence of such conditions. :

3 In the words of Chadwick, the relief authorities were to be "the
hardest taskmaster, and the worst paymaster, that the idle and dissolute
can apply to." Quoted in J.L. and Barbara Hammond, The Ag of the
Chartiets, p. T7.
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its direction, with at least half of the aid given 'to be in kKkind, and
no pauper whatsoever was to be allowed_to supplement independent wages
by part-time work on union enterprises;l After paying these cursory
gestures toward the Report of 1834, the Cammissioners found themselves
confronted with an impasse ~ the extent of re;l.:lef to be granted men
with families. The problem led the Commission into an interesting
positions

A single man, or a man with a wife and one child, ought

not to receive as much [pay for outdoor labor] as a man

with a wife and eight children « ¢« « It may, indeed, be

objected to this plan, that it involves a return to the

"scale system™ « « +3 viz. of making up wages according ' ¢

to a certain scale, dependent on the numbers of the family.

But all relief must be determined according to

the numbers of a family; because the largest ought to

receive adequate support, and a single person ought not

to receive more than is sufficient for his maintenancee. _
Hence, faced a half century later with substantially the same dilemma as
the Speenhemland magistrates, the Poor Law Commissioners for England
and Wales were campelled to resort 4o virtually the same solution.'3 _

The reaction of the boards to the Labour Test Order may be charac-
teriged in one word - negative. The implanentatj.on of the order necessi-
tated the appointment of at least one salaried official to cversee the
pauper laborers, and during a period of rising costs, such a proposal was
bound to be ill-received. When the Basington Guardians received the
directive, they replied with what can only be described as an untn_;ths

", « « it ie the opinion of this Board, that from the unfrequency of

1 General Out-door Labour-Test Order, 13 April 1842, Eighth Anmal
Report, App. 4, No. 11, pp. 175-176.

2 P.L.Co Minute, 31 October 1842, Hinth Annus) Beport, 1843,
Appo B, No. 3, Pe 383.

3 The primary emebtion, of course, was that the Commissioners
did not sanction wage supplementatione
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application from .any able~bodied male paupers in this Union; it is
inexbedient [ sic] to appoint a Supt. with & Salary « . .."™ And London
was never able to induce this Board to take the necessary -_st_epa to
-implement the regulation. Although the Sunderland Guardians were directed
to set up the machinery for the operation of the order in May 1842,
.nearly a year had passed before they reluctantly appointed a labor st_xp'er-
:lntendent.2 The South Shields Boaird, on the other hand, conformed to .
the directive upon ites receipt by hiring an overseer of outdoor laboz-,3
but only two months under its provisions convinced them that the added
cost of administering such a program was not warranted by the savings ]
realized from its use as a deterrent, and the superintendent was relea,aed;4
The alternate practice adopted in the Easington Union was merely
to carry on distributing insufficient aid to the able-bodied when the
degree of destitution had reached such & point as to compel them to do
soe In the other Unions, the failure of the Boards to set up relief
machinery to aid the able~bodied persuaded other authorltieg to take
up the responsibility of conducting work programs, which brought back
many of the abuses found under the 0ld Poor Lawe Up until April 1843
in the Sunderland Union, extensive labor programs were being conducted _
by the constituent parishes, although in 1842 a group of Guardians vainly
attempted to get the Board to appoint their own officer to supervise

“the Able bodied Men at Work who are paid by the parish and Townships

1c.m., 21 June 1842, U/Ba/1, p. 249

2 6.M., 13 Aprid 1843, Sunderland, III, p. 101.
3 G.M., 20 July 1843, U/SS/3, p. 134

4 GM., 26 September 1843, /ss/3, pe 14l
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in- the Union."l In other unions, the higt}way rate was employed as a
means of relieving the destitute. In 1845, the Commissioners complained
that "there is no periodical re_turh of the highway rate; a rate_wl;lich is
liable to great abuse, and is, we fear, in not a few parishes cogyertgd
into a subsidiary poor's rate for the relief of able-bodied labourers."
That this charge was applicable to County Durham was revealed two years
later in the testimony of Ralph Carr, e;_n-qfﬁ.oio member of the Gateshead
Board and magistrate of North Durham, given before the Cammittee on
Settlement and Poor Removal (1847).

Under the new [poor] law [he statedj we found that « « o

the expenditure on the highways was extravagant, and that

very many who were got rid of as spplicants under the

poor-rate were merely transferred to the list of the

surveyor of the highways; that he employed them at little

more than half the wages of the county; that they dawdled

away the time in a gangs that they mended the roads very -

badly, and displaced a great deal of valuable free labour,

and were themselves very much demorelizede3
Thus, during the years of economic adversity, we find the guardians
extremely reluctant to distribute aid of any sort to the unemployed
able~bodied workers, and their failure to provide proper facilities_for

their relief induced extra-legal bodies to assume former relief practices

1 G.M.’ 3 June 1842, Sunﬂerland, II’ Pe 289.

2 Eleventh Annual Report, 1845, p. 12.

3 Report on Settlement and Poor Removal, 1847, p. 320« My emphasis.

Apparently this mode of relief was utilized in the Sunderland
Union alsos  "Robert Clarke lately in the Workhouse but discharged
applied to be readmitted on account of being unable to procure any
Employment and having no home Resolved that he be referred to Mr. Cox
Surveyor of Highways who will give him Employment in breald.ng Stones."
G.M., 20 m 1&2’ SIInderland, II, Pe 281.

This further supports the proposition that pauperism in Durham
was increasing at an even faster rate than indicated by the Commission
returns.
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in order to co;nbat the destitution among the laboring classes.

Both the increasing number.of able-bodied workhouse inmates and
the economic depression prompted some of the boards to -institu'!;e revised
establishment procedures, and the Durham records :!:eveal the_altered
dispositions of many guardians during the forties. The 1nduc_ement to
g.pply the rigors of less eligibi.li:ty in the workhouses had never been
lacking from the direction of london, and the deprivations arising in
the northern counties did not deter the vehemence of the official pro-
nouncements emanating fiom Somerset House. "Warmth of temper and passion-
ate conduct," the Canmissioners warned the guardians in 1841, “generally
betray a cohsciousness of want of firmness. The discipline of a work-
house is .to be maintained by an undeviating adherence to rules, aqd a
steadiness which defies provocation . . .."1 As we hgye seen, however,
notwithsta_.nding this type of vicious statement, the_COmmissiopers and
Walsham were normally prepared to dllow the boards to administer the
workhouses with a slack hand during the thirties, but the difference in
the forties was that the boards themselves were ready to take seriously
for the first time the pronouncements habitually made by the Commissioners.
After 1840, a marked increase in subscriptions to Commission publications,
such as official circulars, annual reports, and the "Poor law Unions and
Parish Officers Gazette," were made by the boards.2 "l‘he Sunderland
Guardians, for instance, began to show a new interesf. in the efficient

and proper methods of administering workhouses, and visits were made by

1 P.L.Ce Circular Letter, January 1841, Seventh Annual Report,
1841, Appo A, HNo. 3, Pe 1220

2 See, for example, G.M., 18 Pebrusry 1840, U/SS/2; G.M., 29
September 1842, U/C3/1, p. 165; G.M., 3 October 1842, U/Ho/1l, p. 244;
G.M., 29 April 1844, U/Ho/l, p. 296. '
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them to the establishments in the Hexham and Newcastle Unions to deter-
mine what policies "might be worthy of imitation in this Um.on."l

The result of such proceedings was inevitable - the ideology of
workhouse-deterrence began to gain a footholc_l in the county. Even while
Walsham was declaring the first object of the establishments to be a
refuge for the helples,2 sape guardians, who hitherto had sympathized
with such views, were adopting "principles of 1834." In the South
Shields Union, where, the reader will recall, a rise in pauper'isn_l occurred
in the late thirties, an increased expenditure of only £275 for maintenance
of the workhouse poor for the year 1859 elicited resolutions of unusual
severity for a Union that had shown itself to be particularly humane in
the administration of its wofkhousee The report of a committee c_onvene'd
to investigate the increased cost was accepted unanimously by the Board.
In it, the committee pointed out that the workhouse, un@er the Amendment
Act, "is intended as a_test of the necessities of the applicants for
relief, and not as an asylum where the irmates may live better than the

independent Labourers in their own Eouses."3

The committee, therefore,_
urged a strict attention to workhouse economy, and in & manner reminis-
cent of the Report of 1834, anchored this proposal on the ostensible
reason of providing for the moral re-~armament of the lower orderss "The
Committee are aware that this is a subject on which the sympathies of
Guardians are likely to be enlisted, in favor [sic] of the poor, but if

the wholesome principles of the new act be departed from, it will be in

1 G.M., 5 March 1841, Sunderland, II, p. 38

Letters were also sent to the Guardians of the Berwick and
Carlisle Unions requesting information on workhouse procedures.

2 SuE 3 De 182.
3 G.M., 9 July 1839, U/SS/2. Their emphasise
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vain to expect any improvement in the Industrious classes, in prudence,
forethought, and independence, and increased House room will soon again
be required. nl Thereafter, no more notations of Christmas dirners for

the inmates appear in the records, and the beer and ale hitherto ordered
for the workhouse diminished in quantity and eventually disappeared

from the Union accounts altogether. Similar alterations in the Sunderland
dietary appeared during these years. In August 1840, the Gusrdians

2 and two months later a new dietary

replaced soup on the table with rice,
policy was adopteds resolved that "the Dietary Table be strictly adhered
to on and from this Day Weel:."--3 And in order to get the economy drive
off to a good start, it was unanimously resolved that the milk contractor
%will in future supply the Union Workhouse with 01d Milk [ instead of
freshl . . ..."4 As we have already noted, the forties saw the applica-
tion of deterrent-style occupations in workhoqées all over the oounty.5
Stone breaking became a popular means of employing male inmates, and ae
for the females, the lighter chores of household work and knitting gave
way to oakum picking. In'the matter of egress, as well, more str.’!.ngent
policies appear to have l;een implemented by the boards; In the §outh
Shields Union, for example, an establishment modification order 1n_tha
minute book tells volumess ordered that "the North, South and East Outer

Walls [of the workhouse] be reised Three Feet, and that the whole of the

1 Ibid., no page number.

2 g.M., 28 August 1840, Sunderland, 1;_p. 338,
3 GuM., 16 October 1640, Sunderland, I, p. 359.
4 M.; De 355.

3 Supra, pp. 173-1T4e
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Walls be covered at the Top with Glass."]' .

The workhouses came into play in the administration of relief in
the forties in an even more significant way than indicated by the inmate
returns shown eariier,2 that is, they were utilized as the means of
allocating aid to the mass of vagrants streaming north. In many unions,
the firet reaotion to this influx had been to deny their right to relief,
except within the lj.mits of strictly defined ccmrl:i.'bions;3 After the
parish of Bishopwearmouth had been inundated with vagrants in late 1839,
the Sunderland Board resolved that "the Relieving Officers should in the
future relieve no able bodied persom of that desoription [i.e., vagrant]
unless they have reason to believe they are in great destitution or
unless they have an order from a Magi.sl::ra‘l:e;"4 The Commissioners,
however, evinced such a determination to see that vagrants were properly
relieved that they delineated policies in this regard that ran counter
to all the “"oorrect principles” of relief administretion and a social

s

1 6.M., 10 October 1843, U/SS/3, p. 144+

In the Sunderland Union, it was resolved that "the Workhouse -
rules with respect to allowing the Immates temporary leave to go out of
the Houseé be Striotly Enforcede" G.M., 11 November 1842, Sunderla.nd,
II, p. 37

It should be mentioned that Walsham, and later Hawley, contimed
to closely supervise workhouse administration and that this ensured that
the inmates were treated with reasonable care. The prineipal problem in
these years was seeing that the boards conformed to the workhouse capaclity
standardse The guardians, it seemed, had a penchant for allowing the
establishments to become overcrowded, and many times the Commissioners
were forced to order boards to release immates with outrelief allowances.
See, for example, P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 9 March 1843, Sunderland,

IOII, pp. 70-Tl.

? supra, p. 230.

3 Under Commission regulations, the denial of relief to anyjone,
unless it could be proved conclusively that the applicant was not in
need of aid, was unlawful. This regulation was introduced to avoid the
obvious pitfalls of allowing relieving officers to exercise thelr discre-
tion as to whom should or should not be relieved. See supra, p. 138,

4 .M., 17 January 1840, Sunderland, I, pp. 206~20T.
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prejudice that had persecuted the wandering unemployed worker for cen—
turies. In reference to this type of pauper, the Gm:lss:loners_ stated
in 1842 that their "constant endeavour will be . . . mot to withhold
relief from the really destitute, whatever may be the_ risk of imposture
and the trouble of management; '5]? A comment made in their tenth annual
report reveals the probable basis for what really must be seen as a new
departure in the history of vagrancys

Contingencies of thie kind [sickness and destitution

occurring while in search of work] can nevef be avoided,

and unless we are prepared to renew the fetters which

bound a workman to the spot on which he was settled -

unless we are prepared to hinder his taking his labour

to the best market, and exercising those rights which

are usually thought an essential part of personal

freedom, we must make up owr minds to expect such ‘2

contingencies, and to provide for them accordingly.~
Thus, while the advent of large-ecale vagrancy contradicted the
Coammission's earlier beliefs that labor surplus was an untenable concept,
it was recognized as being an essential part of a :t_‘ree labor market, ‘I:he
bed-rock and elemental objective of Less Eligibility and the Workhouse
'I'es"t.3 The vagrants, then, were manifestly attempting to alleviate their
distress via comspicuous efforts to seek employment rather than relying
on the rates. Consequently, a Commission imbued with the notions of
jaolitical economy brought to bear on recalcitrant local officials all
their authority to persuade them to meet the exigency with novel and

extensive relief methods. The success of the Commissioners? effo:_'ts is

attested to by the addition in the forties of vagrant wards to the work-

1 Bighth Annua) Report, 1842, p. 26.
2 penth Annual Report, 1844, p. 15.
3 See supre, pe59.
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bouses of all the major town unions, such as Sunderland, Gateshead,
South Shields, Durham, Darlington, and so one. _.

The principal difficulty that hounded the poor law officers in
reference to administering workhouse aid to the vagrants, centered
on the necessity of maintaining a modicum of deterrence so that the
workhouses would not evolve into mere soup kitchense In 1841 the
Darlington Board informed the Cammissioners that "the Guardians [wish]
to detain able bodied Vagrants during working Hours on the Day following
the Day of their admission for « « « Six Hours « « « such power of
detention would tend to lessen the abuse of Workhouse Relief by Vagrants
under the present lLaw. ol The Commissioners! reply is not reco_rded, but
in any event, the difficulty of enforcing and supervising such a regula-
tion soon moved the Board in other directions. By 1844 we find them
reporting to London thats "The Guardians have made no regulations for
the Work to be performed by casual Poor Wayfarers and Vagrant_s;"a In
the South Shields Union may be found the best examples of the petty
attempts made by the local authorities to deter vagranoy applicants,
given the impossibility of conducting cheap and effective work programse. '
In 1841 the Guardians ordered the workhouse comnittee "to procure Benches,
instead of Beds for these Wards [ for vagrants - there were two] o3 The
inevitable soup-kitchen aspect of this type of aid mustvhave eventually

surfaced, for two years later the Board again was endeavoring to curb a

1 Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce, 1 March 1841, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).

2 Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce, 1 January 1844, M.H.12/2990
(Darlington).

3 G.M., 26 October 1841, U/SS/3, p. 38.
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resort to the Union for assistance; it was resolved that “"the paupers

in the Vagrant wards be charged at the Eate of One Penny per Mesl o « oo™
Notwithstanding these home-grown practices, “the workhouses were gxten- '
sively employed to relieve the hameless poor during these times of
distress, and the Commissioners® enlightened vagrancy policies induced
most boards, however reluctantly, to accept the responsibility of
aiding an army in search of work. "We firmly believe," the Commissioners
were moved to brag inm 1842, "that at no time ﬁs a starving wanderer

80 certain of being relieved as at the present moment."® And what is
significant is that their boast was substantially true.

Just at the time the increaséd pauper burden signalled the need
for a higher standard of relief administreation, several factors arose
that tended to exert pressure in a contrary direotion: Cne of the
pivotal problems of conducting a relief system- was _a,ttraoting and
retaining able men to staff the mechanism in the salaried postss> The
most critical of these positions, of course, were those of relieving
officer, medical officer, and workhouse master in that they :lnvolvpd
direct contaét with the poore Incompetence or abuse in any one of
these offices could have the most dire effects oﬁ the helpless poor,
who were entirely dependent upon tizese officials for the necessities
of lifee Recognizing ﬁis, the Commissioners sought to improve the

1 6.M., 14 Maron 1843, U/8S/3, p. 118.

The severity of this directive is all the more apparent when
it is remembered that the outrelief being granted by the Board would
barely have covered the cost of a week's meals under such an order.

2 Bighth Annual Beport, 1842, p. 24.

3 ¥. McCord, "The Implementation of the 1834 Poor Law Amendment
Aot on Tyneside," p. 98.



246

performance of the officers by two meanss first, by encouraging
adequate salary levels, and sec_ond, by inv_estiga_ti.ng a_nd dismissing
inefficient or inhumane ofﬁc:l.als.'l In botﬁ theﬁe policies, how_ever,
they were only partially successful as a consequence of local efforts
to thwart the effectiveness of the proceedingse _

We have already seen how insufficient medical officer salaries
precipitated inefficacy in the administration of medical relief in the
late thirt:l.es.2 And the slump of the forties produced an even sironger
_:l'mmle in the guardians to keep these salaries at a low lew_rel. In
1843, the Commissioners commented that they had recently found "a
prevalent disposition to reduce their [the medical officer's] salaries,
in common with those of the other Union officers « « « 'I'he'parts of the
country to lwhich we particularly refer are the northern counties and
cormrall."3 The Union records for these years are replete with requasts.
from either Somerset House or the Assistant Commissioner to raise the wages
of the practitioners, and equally prevalent are the boards' refusals to
4

do so.  The situation was compounded by the grov:!.ng numbers of_paupers

to be attended to, and many officers were inoreasingly advez's_e to
' 5

carrying on unless the remuneration for their duties were increasede.

1 Seventh Annual Report, 1%1, Pe_23¢ A

2 Supra, pe 191.

3 Ninth Annual Report, 1843, p. 14. later Durham was specifically
cited as an examplee

4 See, for instance, G.M., 15 April 1842, Sunderland, II, p. 261;
G.M., 28 Pebruary 1843, U/SS/3, p. 1163 G.M., 24 March 1843, Sunderland, -
III, p. 813 G.M., 6 April 1844, U/Du/l, p. 403; G.M., 3 July 1845, U/cs/1,
pe 397.

5 See TuR. Torbock/J. Walshem, 8 Januery 1841, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland).
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Disputes oi’ this sort were not confined merely to the. med:l.cal_
officers; guardian pa:r_;simouy exteng_ied ‘l_;o the salaries of all the union
officials. As a Commission minute recordeds -

The Poor law Commissioners have recently received

several proposals fram Boards of Guardians for

reducing the salaries of the paid officers of the

Unions, particularly of the master and matron, and

the clerk to the Guardians « . « it cdnnot be doubted

that a system of reducing them below their existing -

rates would tend to prevent the Unions from obtaining

good officers.l )

Undeterred by such considerations, nearly every board fought a bitter _
delaying action against Commission attempts to encourage raised salaries.
In 1841, the clerk of the Darlington Board told London that a handful

of Guardians normally administered the Union, "exoept when there is a
Proposal for an increase of Salary to any of the Officers when we

muster about fifty Guardians who Vote on the question and then leave

the Board Room and the Business of the Day to be transacted by others."
In the Durham Union, especially, a body of opinion opposgd any increases
whatsoever. After several years of bickering with the Commissioners
over official remmeration, the Board resolved that "no Inc:_:ease of
Salary be given to any Officer of this Union until such _Qfﬁ.ce be

declared vacant « . .."3 This was too much for the 69missioners, who,

under the law, had authority to fix remuneration at win.4 Following

1 P.L.C. Mimite, 31 October 1840, Seventh Annual Beport, 1841,
App. A, No. 4’ Pe 123.

2 1. Robinson/P.L.Cs, 25 May 1841, M.H.12/2989 (Da.rlington).

3 .M., 3 October 1846, U/D/2, p. 88

4 This is another example of the great restraint shown by the
Commission in dealing with Durham's boards. By law, it was not necessary

for Somerset House to procure the permission of the guardians to raise
official salaries..
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a protracted and sharp ex:changq of correspondence, _ the Board received

a letter, dated 6 November 1847, from.the Commissioners, "stating their
Intention to proceed against the Guardians in the Court of Queen's

Bench during the present Term by Mandamus, toc enforce Obedience to their
Order of 21 November 1846, for increasing the Clerk®s Salary o o .."1-
Facing possible legal retaliation, the resistance oi; the Guardians
collapsed, and the clerk received his rise, but only after "9 Guardians
declined voting and 2 had 1eft the Roome"?

Besides the obvious fact that low salaries encouraged offiz_:ia-l
incompetence, peculation, and misuse of the poor, they also delivered
into the hands of the officers willing to work at reduced wages a degree
of power over the boards that in some cases rendered them 1mmu1_:e to
retribution for the mistreatment of the indigent. Insufficient remuner-
ation mean'l.: difﬁcul'!:ies in finding appligants for these positions, with
the corcllary that fallure to do so required added inducements, that is,
inoreased salariese The aversion of the boards to part with their
officers is best illustrated in an extraordinary letter sent to the
Commissioners by the Sedgefield Guardians in 1843 ‘

[On 20 October 18438 a complaint was made by a female pauper

against Mr. Slater [the medical officer] , and in consequence

the Vice Chairman reprimanded him « « Mr., Slater [ thereupon]
stated « « o his intention to resign his office. The

1 .M., 13 November 1847, U/Du/2, p. 152. The clerk's request -
for a rise had prompted the original defiant motion and the subsequent
controversys

This is the only example I have been able to uncover of the

Commission proceeding legally against a local authority. BNotice, however,
that a year had passed before Somerset House was sufficiently provoked
to proceed in this manner. Their reluctance to become involved in legal
squabbles may explain their tolerance of guardian refusals to raise salaries.

2 G.M., 11 December 1847, U/Du/2, p. 156e
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Guardians then « « « passed & resolution to the

offect, that the complaint was unfounded and untrue

and that the pauper making the complaint was a person

of bad character and unworthy of credite.l |
A similar example of a petty official exerting a remarkable influence
over a Board (at the expense of the poor) may be found in the Easington
Union in the same yeare It is worth including here the entire relevant
minutes N

‘The Board having decided that E. Rain for Thwartes of

Shotton has established her case to be correct, in which

she claims the sum of 4/~ which she says he [the relieving

officer] hes not paid to here He is therefore ordered now

" to pay her the same. The Relieving Officer having declined
the immediate payment, but having pranised to consider

the matter.2 _

These difficul‘tigs might have been rendered somewhat nugatory, if
London had been able to perfect a pervasive and efficient means of
investigating local transgressions, but here again, certain factors inter-
vened that deflected the full impact of Commission policy.> The
activities of the opponents of the New Poor Law had, if anything, dis-
couraged the system from reactiné to abuses. The enormous :.nmber. of
extravagant charges made in the late thirties may have blunted the
r'esolve of the authorities to seek out real misconduct, and_ we find
important county organs unabashedly advocating a policy of see-no- '
evils "The exposure of their [O'co@r, Stephens, and Liddell] senseless
and unprincipled fabrications will . « « serve to put the well-

1 Board of Guardisne/?. L.c., 23 November 1843, M.H.12/3188
(Sedgeﬁ.eld).

2 .M., 19 December 1843, U/Ea/l, Pe 307. _
3 It may be worth reminding the reader that the dismissal of cruel

and inept officials was the second method by which the Commissioners
hoped to improve the standard of relief administration.
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intentioned portion of the community on their guard ageinst tales of
BOTTOr « o oo™ The deference of the poor; too, \:I.ncreased the diffi-
culties of exposing victix__ni:satior:\. After a &mﬂerlgnd _;:_oroner's Jury
had found that an infant héd perished bec_-:s.use her mother had nét been
able "to supply the said Infant with sufficient nourish_ment from her
own want of the Common necessaries of life, "2 Chadwick charged the
Board with keeping in view "the real state of their [the pauper‘s] wants,
and not to trust to the mere fact of their not applying for relf;ef more
frequently, especially when there is sickness of any kind existing in
a family."3 A similar hesitation of the poor to complain, unless
provoked by severe suffering, was discovered by the Sunderland visiting
comnittee on an inspection tour in 1839; their report noted that "the
ground floor of the Union Worl'éhouse is in a very wet and damp state « . «
although when questioned on that subject they all [the immates] declared
that they felt not the least inconvenience frem the damp nor were they
aware of any injurious effect it had on their health;54 Unquestionably,
many cases of mistreatment remained undected merely because the poor
were disinclined or afraid to expose them. _ _

The vast area of the northern district precluded any hope of the
Assistant Commissioner ferreting out all official transgressions; clearly,

the responsibility for emsuring the correct behavior of subordinate

1 Durham Chronicle, 27 April 1839.

2 G.M. ,19 August 1842, Sunderland, II’ Pe 3340 )

3 E. Chadwick/Board of Guardians, 28 September 1842, G.M., 30
September 1842, Smderla.nd, II, p. 356¢

4 g.M., 26 April 1839, Sunderland, I, pp. 60-61.
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officials rested on the shoulders of the guard:!.ans.l However, thg
records indicate, in general terms, that the guardians me_not alwvays
particularly careful in investigating charges of migconduct;z In :_|.840
the Sunderland Guardians received several complaints from the inhabitants
of Ford regarding neglect of duty by the medical ofﬁ.c_erkof the Bishop-
wearmouth District, whereupon the Board requested_ a written explanation
fram the officer. The subsequent reply did not amswer the specifications
and was phrased in such géneral terms (the charge was "destitute of
truth"; he had "strictly attended at all times to the [medical] Orders';
he had never received "a personal complaint®; and so on) as to render it
virtually useless as a defence. Nonetheless, no further action was

takeno'3

The Chester-~le-Street medical officer was charged with
"insufficient attention™ to a sick female pauper by two ratepayers in
the same year,4 but the Guardians emngrated him, for he "has since his
appointment given every satisfaction to this Board . .."5 When the
Hetton medical officer of the Houghton-le~Spring Union was charged with
similar neglect in 1839, the Guardians' requested a written explanation

from him; however, no other notations whatsoever concerning the matter

appear in subsequent minutes.6

1 The Commissioners actually named the northern district as one -
of two examples of the great extent of territory sometimes entrusted to
an Assistant Commissionere Seventh Annual Report, 1841, pe. 55

2 The exception to this generalization was cases involving the
misapplication or disappearance of union funds.

4 G.M., 10 December 1840, U/CS/1, pe 33.

5 G.M., 24 December 1840, U/CS/1, p. 37. They declared the
pauper's mother to be at faulte

6 G.M., 20 May 1839, U/Ho/1, p. 106.
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Several possible reasons present themselves to e_xplain_the boards*
indisposition to proceed against their salaried subordinates; _We have
already noted that insufficient remuneration may have _lgeeh a factor. 'Ig
some cases a consciousness of the social position of the officers vis-a-
vis the poor may have induced some boards to simply accept the word of
the charged officer as sufficient evidence against the claims of a
pauper. Even Walsham was, on occasion, subject to the restrictions of
social precedents On investigating "a few of the many Gomplaints“l against
the medical officer of the Auckland Union, a practitioner of considerable
local influence, Walsham found that "there was certainly some inattention
formerly displayed [ by the medical officer], but « « « the Board of
Guardians had already made enquiry, and delivered an opinion exculpatory
of Mr. Canney [ the medical officer] « « «+" The matter was further _
complicated by the intervention of- an individual of even greater import-
ances "o . o« I have just been honoured [by a letter f£ran] the Bishop
of Durham, whose general testimony to Mr. Canney's character and conduct
would « . . tend of itself to outweigh all doubtful points of accusation.™
The result was that although Walsham had found Canney "inattentive o .
neglectful « « « [and] irresponsible" in certain of the charges made
against him, London delivered a verdict of unusual mildness for such a
cases "“The Commissioners request that the Guardians will seriously ad-

monish [ the medical officer] « « « as to [ his] future conduct « . cot?

1. Walsham/P.L.Cs, 27 December 1841, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland).
His emphasis. ' :

2 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 5 Jamuary 1842, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland).
This is not to imply that the Commission was guilty of the same
laxity in prosecuting misconduct as the boards. Indeed, in the event of"
serious accusations, or in those cases caming to the attention of London,
Walsham, and later Hawley, were invariably called in to conduct investi-
gations, and in their presence, the pursuit of malfeasants was under—
taken with remarkable vigor. '
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In 1841, the Commissioners ascribed the protection of officers
guilty of abuses by the boards to the bond of loyalty in a master/servant
relationships ". . . in 8 _considerable numbexr of'tﬁese cases [of
dismissal] the Guardians, from compassionate motives, have desired to
prevent the dismissal of the officer, or to obtain his restoration to
his office after he had been dismi_ssed."l BRather than reacting negatively
to offenders after accusations against them had been substantiated,
boards often rallied to their aide. -In 1844, the South Shields Board
"heard with feelings of regret" that criminal proceedings had been
instituted against Thomas Wilson, relieving officer and deputy registrar,
by the Registrar General for fiddling the registration book for the
purpose of generating additional fees. The Board immediately expressed
its "voluntary opinion of the absensce of all fraud Dishonesty ox
Mercenary Motive on the part of Mr. Wilson and its continued confidence
in him @s . « . Relleving Officer « . «."2 It eventually required an
order from the Cmnmis's:l.oners to get the Board to remove Wilson from
office, and it was subsequently found that there may have been some
paupers under his responsibility not properly »receliving ai’d;3 Ina
similar case, the Sunderland Board shielded its deputy registrar,

I.C. Hare, fram charges of "misconduct® and an order by the Registrar
General for him to resign. The Guardians resolved unan_.ﬁnously that
"considering Mr. ﬁare's contribution his general good conduct his com=—

petency for the office and his assurances that no occasion of complaint

1 Seventh Anmusl Report, 1841, pe 23. My emphasis.
2 g.M., 2 July 1844, U/SS/3, p. 173.
3 GM., 10 September 1844, U/SS/3, p. 181,
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shall happen in future, this Board is of the opinion that Mr. Hare may
safely be continued in his ofﬁee."l A more serious charge against the
workhouse matron of the same Unmion three years later brought the Board '
into conflict with the Commissionsrs. Reports had bee_n ?eceived by

the Board in 1842 that the matron was habitually drunk and on occasion

had been mistreating some of the female immates. A committee convened

to investigate the accusations, however, cleared hgr of any misconduct,2
whereupon a handful of Guardians raised a clamor over the verdict, and

the matter came to the attention of Somerset House.3 Hawley was immediately

dispatched to Sunderland to conduct an investigation,"

where he discovered
that the matron was indeed guilty of drunkeness, as well as petty em— -
bezzlement; the Commissioners thereupon ordered her di.smi.asal;5 The
Board, however, asked the Commissioners to reconsider their decision.6
After a denial of this request, a group of Guardians 1_nanaged to pass a
motion postponing the election of a new matron for three months.7 In
reply to this action, Somerset House underscored their obse;rvation of

the preceding years "o . . the Commissioners think it not improbable

- that the Guardians have beern induced tc adopt this Course by a feeling

1 6., 9 August 1839, Sunderlend, I, p. 12‘3. _
2 G.M., 7 October 1842, Sunderland, II, p. 360.
3 See GuH., 14 October 1842, Sunderlend, II, ppe 364-3654
4 M., 28 Octover 1842, Sunderlend, II, p. 371.

2 G.M., 25 November 1842, Sunderland, II, pp. 386-387. The
porter also was ordered to be released, as he had allowed the matron to
bring spirits 1nto the workhouse.

6 G.M.’ 9 December 1842, Sunderland, II, Pe 396. _

T G.M., 16 December 1842, Sunderland, II, ppe 403-404+
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in favor [ sic] of an old servant of the Union, and by the hope that their
refusal to appoint another person in her stead might possibly lead to

her reinstatement . . .."1

After several months of :E_-’urfhe:_' bickering
(including the threat of legal action against the matron, who continued
to assume duties at the workhouse, although she was os_tensibly in
attendance only as a member of the master's family), the Board finally
appointed a new matron. -

Another important factor in the protection of union officers
involved the protection of local prerogatives; The Sunderland Board's
desire to retain the matron may have originally sprung from a sense 6:!:’
loyalty to an "old servant," but as the conflict grew, it became more
obviously a struggle between the central authority and a local organ.
In the Chester-=le-Street Union, particularly, strong feelings of local
loyalty hampered attempts to weed out "bad apples," and the Guardians
showed a propensity to assall any person or persons who .wouJI.d bz'ing the
Union into disrepute or involve London in matters thought to be the
preserve of the Boarde -In 1842, the Commissioners received a letter
from the ovlerseers of Pelton (Chester-le-Street Union) claiming that
William Morrison, one of the Union's medical officers, had been crim-—
inally negligent in attending a pauper giving birth; he had sent his
apprentice to see to the delivery, who omitted removing the afterbirth,
which remained in the woman'®s womb for nearly a week afterwards. The
officer himéelf did not examine the woman until more than two weeks 1ater.2

1 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 3 January 1843, G.N., 6 January 1843,
Sunderland, m’ Pe 126

2 G.M., 17 Pebruary, U/cS/1, p; 118,
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The Commissioners immedi-afely ordered the Board to conduct an enquiry
into the matter, which resulted in a fi.ndiz_zg agains_t the officers

" « o the Board have come to the conclusion that the Medical Officer
has been guilty of neglect (which he howew_rer declares to have been un-—
intentional) « » eo*" During the investigation, however, the Guardiens:
discovered that the Pelton overseers had not, in fact, u_ritten the letter
of complaint, and in reporting to the Cmmissioners_, the Guardians
neglected to mention that they had found the medical officer "guilty"
and, indeed, left the definite impression that he was an innocent victim
of a forgerye The report is replete with indignation over the forgery
and was written for the sole purpose of requesting the return of the
letter to the Board, so that "the author of the forgery can be traced
sufficiently to ensure the punishment he s0 richly tlesez'ves."2 The
result of the hubbub is as surprising as it is revealing: on 17 March
1842, William Morrison was re-appointed medical officer for the two
medical districts of Harraton and Lamesley for the year 1842-4313 A

" simllar example from the same Union may be cited that reveals Guardian
carelessness in investigating abuses and the existence of a ™local

code" In 1843, the Commissioners had received "information" that Scott,

1 mia., p. 119.

2 Board 6f Guardians/P.L.C., 17 February 1842, G.M., 3 March 1842,

u/cs/1, p. 123. ' '
The Guardians eventually decided that a Mr. ILinton was the guilty

partys "The Board came to the following resolution; that there are -
strong grounds of Suspicion against Mre. Idnton but not sufficient evidence
to prove him actually guilty." G.M.; 17 March 1842, U/CS/1, p. 127.
3 Ibid., p. 127.
The fact that he was appointed to two medical districts may
indicate that another factor, the difficulty of finding practitioners
to assume the positions, was involvede
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the relieving officer, in contraveation to Commission regulations, was

carrying on "the Trade of an auctioner and appraiser and held.other

offices s o +3" the Guardians, however, denied that Scott was engaged

in any other occupation than relieving the poo:r.-.'2 Two years later, the

Commissioners again received a complaint that bo;l:h relieving officers,

including Scott, were employed in other positions, and a subsequent

enquiry by Hawley revealed that the charges were true and that Scott had

been 80 employed at the time the Board had assured London he was note.

The Guardians, n_onethe.less, appear to have been concerned with matters

of more import locallys ". . . the representations . . . are much ex- -

aggerated and have arisen fram the personal hostility of a few individuals

who form a very unimportant portion of the rate payers of the Union and

[ the Board] request that the Poor law Cammissioners will be kind enough

to favour the Guardians with a copy of the document with the =signatures

attached thereto.™ The Camissioners ended the squabble, as they no

doubt would have done in 1842 if they had known that Morrison had not been

exonerated, by pointing out that "the Motives of the Memorialists are

immateriale The fact is established that these two officers have been

acting contrary to the understanding on which they were appqinted . . .."4
During the late thirties, some critics of the new system were

claiming that financial advantage encouraged some boards to overlook

1 ¢.M., 8 June-1843, U/CS/1, p. 236.

2 Board' of Guardians/P 1.Ce, 9 June 1843, GuMe, 22 Jume 1843,
u/cs/1, p. 240.

) 3 Board of Cuardians/P.L.C., ede, G.M., 27 February 1845, U/cs/1,
Pe 362.

4 p.L.C./Board of Guardians, 17 March 1645, GM., 24 April 1845,
u/cs/1, p. 378
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abuses. Althouéh this is the least credible of the reasons available

to ex_pla.:ln local incompetency or unwillingness to proceed against mal-
feasants, there are extant several examples that suggest this may have
been a facet of the problem, especially during the economic pinch of the
fortiese Snaith, the relieving officer of the Eas:l.ngfon Union, had had

a long history of complaints lodged against him as to insufficiently
relieving the poor at a rate below that adopted by the Board; Walsham
was eventually able to get the Guardians to institute a means of checking
the allowances as actually distributeds "Ordered that the Relieving
Officer be prepared on the first and second Board day of every Quarter .o .
to lay before a conmittee to be specifically appointed for that purpose,
recelipts, or other sufficient documents to show that every pauper resident
or non-resident belonging to the Basington Union, have been paid at their
full amount of relief . . ..“1 However, many subsequent complaints and
even Snaith's removal as deputy registrar by the Registrar General did
not move thé Board to dismiss him or apparently even to properly super-
vise his "thrift" in administering aid, for it was the c:_lssione_rs_

and not the Board .who were eventually compelled %o sack him in 1845 for

dispersing inadequate relief.o

In the South Shields Union, too, an
aversion to increasing administrative costs may have encouraged the
Board to avoid scrutinigzing too carefully the condition of the poor,

both in and out of the workhouse; In March 1842, the entire Board of

1 G.M., 28 September 1841, U/Ba/1, p. 216.

2 @M., 18 November 1845, U/Es/1, p. 3Tl
The Guardians cannot avoid censuré here; presumably they were
checking the amount of relief distributede Snaith was retained as
relieving officer after his dismissal by the Registrar General in 1844
on a motion passed "by a large majority" of the Guardians. G.M.,
10 December 1844, U/Ea/1, pp. 340-341.
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Guardians decided to inspect the workhouse premj.ses, where they found
"everything in good order and a most satisfactory state and well
ventulated [sic ].":l After completing an inspection tour the very next
week, Walsham .;?ound that ventilation, particularly_, was totally lacking
and that structural alterations would have to be made in order to
rectify the difficultye.>
It seems clear, then, that the economic slump pf the early fo_rties
affected not only the extent, but also the quality of aid in Durham.
Rising pauperism and declining relief expenditure (in per capita terms)
tell only a part of the storye Local reluctance to incur additional costs
in all areas of administration, was translated into inadequate remunera-
tion for union officials, which in turn tended to preclude. competent
and enlightened day-to-day administration of relief. Coupled with.'l_:his,
was an unfortunate propensity for the local authorities, whether out
of a misguided loyalty to their employees, a defence of prerogative, or
a ruthless disregard for the treatment of paupers in prder t0 save money,
to protect the perpetrators of abusese That the problem extended beyond
the boundaries of Durham was attested to by the Commissioners, who found
their efforts to ensure the proper treaiment of the poor thwarted in
3

"a considerable number" of cases.

1 G.M., 1 Merch 1842, U/SS/3, p. 58.

2 G.M., 15 March 1842, U/SS/3, p. 59
It is only fair to note that the Guardians agreed to implement
Walsham's suggestions. However, their earlier notation is striking in
the light of Walsham's subsequent discoveriese

3 suE, Pe 253'

I have included in this paper & large number of examples of
guardian negligence in investigating abuses; many more are available.
It is true that a perhaps equally impressive array of instances may be
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The pressure of able-bodied pauperism in the early forties __a_f!.so_
marked the end of the Commissioners' attempts to forestall the__removal
of unsettled poor.]' While the boa.rés were reluctant_ to p;'operly ielieve
their own able—bodied indigent, their control of other @om' funds
(through reimbursement agreements) for the relief of non-resident
paupere on suspended orders did not encourage them to carefully review
the applications of paupers from other unions. Consequently, aid to non-
resident poor was increasingly distributed with a comparatively lavish
hande Moreover, it was discovered that socme unions were using money
forwarded to them for the relief of paupers on suspended orders to
relieve their own poore "We have found, « « « by experience," 'I;he
Commissioners recalled in 1845, “that the opportunity thue thrown in
the way of relieving officers [ the d_:lstributit;n of money from other unions
for non-resident paupers] not unfrequently led to misapplication of
money ovez; wvhich no effectual control could be exercised. n2 These
practices moved the Commissioners to declare the termination of reciprocal
non-resident relief agreements between poor law unionss "The authorities
in im_mediate contact with a non-resident case have not their vigllance
stimulated by any sense of self-interest; they are spending other people's

money « « o Wo may assume [ therefore] that a universal system of non-

gathered to show that the guardians pursued transgressors with laudable
tenacity; however, I should like to state here unequivocably that in
the records I examined, I found that in more cases than not, the boards
of guardians (not the Poor law Cammission) displayed an ineptitude in
investigating abuses and many times attempted to conceal them or to
protect their perpetratorse

1 See supra, p. 201,

2 Elgventh Annual Report, 1845, p. 4.
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resident relief is utterly irlxadmis.sable. nl So under the General Prohi-
bitory Order of 1841, the Commissioners withdrew their earlier sanctionms,
and with the exception of certain exigencies such as sickness, accidents,
and vagrancy, the authorities were denied permission to adn_ninister aid
“to any person who does not reside in some place within the Union . . ,."2
The economic conditions of the forties further signalled the sub-
version of yet another Commission poélicy founded on the recommendations
of the Report of 1834 1In order to discourage the practice of parishes
proceeding against pt'ztative fathers in cases of bastardy, the Amendment
Aot had authorized the issuance of filiation or_ders by Quarte? Sessions

3

only.~ In theory, the consequent difficulty of bringing a putative

father to Jjustice would deter females from entering into illicit relation-
ships that offered them virtually no possibility of recourse in the

event of an "accident"; Ithu, the ine*i_.dence of il}egi.timacy would be
reduced.4 In subsequent years, the measure did, indeed, mark the re-
duction of filiation orders issued by the Durham authorities, and Walsham
was prepared to view this as an indication that bastardy was deéreasi_.ng;

"The return to Parliament, recently published . « «," he told the boards

1 Binth Annual Beport, 1843, p. 39.

2 General Prohibitory Order, 2 August 1841, mggth Annual nep_qrt,

1842, Appo A, No. 1, pe T0e
Under the provisions of the Tth and 8th Victoria (c. 101),

passed in 1845, the boards were authorized to employ agencies other than
poor law unions for the distribution of aid to their paupers resident
elsewhere. But very few of the Durhem unions wished to return to the
troublesame administration of non-resident relief, and so the Commissioners
encountered a great deal of difficulty in persuading the boards to return
to the position of 1840.

3 See supra, pe 95

4 See P.L.C./Lord John Russell, 13 May 1835, First Annual Beport,
1835’ Appo B’ No. 6, Pe 3600
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in a circular letter in 1837, "shows that a remarkable diminution in

such number [of bastards ] - a diminution indeed of 37 per cent - has been
co-temporaneous with the progressive operation of the Poor law Amendment
Act,"! As the economic pinch of the forties approached, however, the
guardians showed less willingness to desist from attempting to indem_nify
the relief machinery for its support of bastard children, and a signi-
ficant body of county opinion euppoﬁﬁ the eotion the.t a r_eturn to ‘
filiation orders in petty sessions was called for; many boards directly
petitioned Parliament to this eﬁ:’ec‘l;;2 In a Durham Union petition, the
Guardians argued that bastardy was not, in fact, decreasing and that the
present law merely saddled the ratepayers with supporting the children
of immoral personss ". . o the Decrease in Bastardy, as appears by
public Returns, is futile and illusory, and the apparent.])ecrease arises
from Parish Officers and Boards of Guardians declining to incur the
Expense of obtaining Orders of Filiation and Maintenance.” Responding
to a barrage of criticism from within the system, as well as from
external oritics, Lord John Russell, the Hame Secretary, introduced a
bill in July 1_8'39 that provided authority for the petty sessions to
adjudicate on cases of illegitimacye The Act itself, the 2nd and 3rd
of Victoria (c. 85), presented in clear terms the principal purpose of
its enactments ". . . it is expedient to give more speedy and effectual

means for obtaining orders upon the putative fathers of bastard children

1. Waleha7/ all boards of guardians, 14 November 1837, Guardians*
Correspondence, 8S/63, p. 125, ,

: See, for instance, G.M., 11 March 1839, U/Ho/1, p. 95; and
G.M., 25 April 1839, U/Ho/1% p. 103.

3 Durham Union Petition/House of Commons, nede, G.M., 9 March 1839,
U/Du/1, ppe 173~174e
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for their support and maintenance; nl E_‘our Jyears la_,ter, the Commissioners
contrasted the state of the law on bastardy of pre-1840 England with
that passed at the insistence of eqonomically pressured boards in 18403
"The Poor Law Amendment Act was intended to discou:_:age parishes from
attempting to indemnify themselves by orders on putative fatherss the
Act of 2 and 3 Vict., c.85, is showi, both by its recital and its
provisions, to tend in the oppoite'direction. n2 ‘Without exception,
the union records indicate a phencmenal increaée‘ of filiation orders in
the years following the passage of Russell's bille Within a few years,
the number of bastardy actions had surpassed that of pre~implementation
days. By 1844, Durhem figured among a handful of counties known for the
vigor with which their. guardians sought out the fathers of illegitimate
children, in order to defray the cost of their maintenance. "The desire
of obtaining an efficient legal remedy against putative fathers" the
Commissioners reported to the Home Cffice in 1844, "is particularly
prevalent in Lancashire, Yorkshire, and the other northem_countie_s."3
As the Commissioners' effectiveness in the matters of removal and
bastardy receded, they began to show more interest in medicaJ. relief,
and these years saw increased interference from Somerset House in regard
to medical arrangements. The rising pauper burden reinforced London"s

determination to introduce efficient and effective methods of medical

1 2 and 3 Vict., c. 85, Tenth Annual Report, App. A, No. 7, p. 238

2 P.L.C./Sir James Grahem, 31 January 1844, ibid., D 239

3 P.L.C./Sir James Graham, 31 January 1844; ibid., p. 239.

In 1845, after the trade slump had eased, Parliament passed an
act (7 and 8 Victs., c. 101) that prohibited parochisl or union officials
from participating in bastardy actions. Thereafter, the mothers of
illegitimate children were to be regarded as any other pauper, relieved
according to their needs. Eleventh Annual Report, 1845, pp. 17-18.
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relief, and in some instances, this brought them into conflict with
boards attempting to economize in all matters of_expendituref 'As__w_e
have seen, medical aid, particularly, stood low on the list of relief
priorities of Durham'l boardse Looking back over the preceding few
years in 1844, thé Commissioners recorded the prmary difficulty they
had encountereds ". . . the Guardians « « o consider them [medical
arrangements] as less necessary than other parts of the expenditure for
the relief of the poor « « . Guardians thought that if the in@igen? poor
were furnished with food, clothing, and habitation, the duty of the
administrator of relief was fulfilled."l Consequently, the alterations
in medical relief administration during the early forties were a direct
result of Commission efforts in this area;

As the Commissioners had allowed the individual boards to fix the
boundaries of the medical districts, many times they were unrealistically
larges The Select Committee of 1838, convened to look into the adminis—
tration of the poor laws, had found that the great extent of some
districts had rendered it impossible for a single officer to adequately
relieve the sick paupers therein.2 Moreover, the niggardliness of some
guardians had discouraged local practitioners from accepting positions
under the boards, and the advent of the single medical officer holding
down two or more districts had further compounded the problem. Such a
situation in the Auckland Union contributed greatly to a breakdown of the
system theres "o « . the Commissioners are o « . informed, that [the]

appointment of a Practitioner, resident in Bishop Auckland, as sole

! penth Annual Beport, 1844, p. 19

- 2 P.L.C. Circular Letter, 12 March 1842, Eighth Annual Report,
1842, Appo A, No. 6, Pe 140.
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Medical Officer of the Union, has been productive (not only of dis-
satisfaction, but) of serious inconvenience to the ov._:.tlying Townships_. nl
The Commissioners® solution was to impose new dis_trict stgnﬂaﬁls on the
boards. It was ordered that the area of a medical district was mot to
| exceed 15,000 acres, and a population maximm was similarly fixed at
15,000; any deviafio__n from these limits was to be reported to London
immediately, and its continuance was contingent upon Commission sanct:i.on.2
This regulation, of course, necessitated an increased number of
medical districts as well as medical officers, for the district standands
applied equally to the responsibility limits of a single officer; In
1843, the Commissioners told the Darlington Board that they did not
entertain "any objection to a medical man being appointed medical
officer of two Medical Districts, provided the districts adjoin each
other and together do not exceed in area or population thg limits pre—
scribed by ¢ » « the General Medical Order of the Commissioners."3 Faced
with the need to hire more salaried officials, some boards protested
vigorously, and in the main, the Camissioners permitted slight deviations
from the Medical 0rder.4 Nevertheless, they were able to induce _mqst of

the boards to increase the mumber of their medical districts. During

1 p.1.C./Board of Guardians, 23 June 1840, M.He12/2928 (Auckland).
Their emphasise At this time, the Union had two medical d:!.stricta.

2 General Medical Order, Eighth Annusl Report, 1842, P 276
3 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 13 March 1843, M.H.12/2990 (Da.rlmgton)

4 In order to avoid the necessity of expanding their salaried

staffs, the Chester—-le-Street and Durham Guardians re—arranged their
medical distriots so that their areas only slightly exceeded the Commission
limits; in both cases the Commissioners endorsed the arr: ements. GeMey
25 May 1843, U/CS/1, p. 2303 G.M., 16 December 1843, U/Du/1, p. 386s

In the case of the South Shields Union, the Guardians merely
stated their unwillingness to conform to the district standards, and
nothing more was saide G.M., 16 March 1841, U/SS/2.
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1842 and 1843, for example, the Sunderland Union raised its district
components from three to four, as did Dar]_.ingtqn from four to five,
Sedgefield from one to three, Auckland from two to three, and Easington
from three to four. In some unions, this had the effect of checking the
decline in medical expenditure in & way that the Commissioners® attemptg
to elevate salaries could not have done; it should be noted that indivi=
dual salaries were not necessarily increased, but the work loads were

reducedes This phenomenon is best demonstrated by the medical returns for

the Darlington Union during this periodsl
Yoar Medical Officers Salaries
1840 4 £164
1841 4 169
1842 4 164
1843 4 157
1844 5 177

The failure of the Commissioners to convince the boards of the

need for increased medical officer salaries, in order to raise the

1 Questionnaire, 15 April 1844, M.H.12/2990 (Darlington)e. -
The Medical Order had a similar effect on a county-wide basis,
although the reader should notice that notwithstanding the increased
pauper burden and number of medical officers (as well as Commission
pressure), the early forties marked a diminution in medical salaries
in some unionss

Union 1840 1844

Auckland - £ 70 £ 94
Chester—le-Street 60 . 60
Darlington 17 223
Durham T2 57
Easington. 32 22.
Gateshead 106 198
Houghton-le~Spring 68 104
Lanchester 39 54
Sedgefield 50 36
South Shields 100 162
Stockton 168 227
Sunderland 190 359
Teesdale 157 159

Weardale 90 90 -
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standard of relief, had resulted in a critical shortage_of mg avail-
able for medical aide In 1842, the rate for this type of relief in
Durham averaged only a pemny per head of popt_zlation, with the exception

of lancashire, the lowest average in England;]'

Under the Medical_Order,
the Commissioners made another attempt "bo raise the remuneration of the
officerse Special fees for surgical and midwifery cases, in addition
to usual salaries, were proﬁded for by the order. ZEstablished on the
basis of surgical and midwifery rates throughout England, the presgribed
fees not only placed an added burden on the Durham boards, .but appeare;l
excessive in an area that hitherto had incurred 1little cost for medical
relief. The reaction in the county was swift and negative. Several
boards refused outright to honor bills for special services from their
medical officers, the chestezhle-Street Guardians resolving that the
constituent towmships, rather than the Union, were to be reaponsi_ble for
these expenses.2 The South Shields Guardians even petitioned the House
of Cammons, "complaining of the principle on which such Scale of Fees

is prepared, and also of its excessive amount. n3

The guardians' minutes
and the Ministry of Health papers for these years are replete w:i_.th con-
flicts between the boards and their medical officérs ovér the amount of
remuneration to be awarded under the Medical Ofder;4 This disposition
on the part of the boards could not have failed to deter the medical

officers from administering aid to marginal cases for fear of not being

1 Ninth Annual Report, 1843, p. 15.

GeM.,y 3 July 1845_, U/OS/I? Pe 397
3 6., 21 May 1844, U/55/3, p. 169 | |
4 See, for example, G.M., 6 Pebruary 1843, U/Ho/1, p. 256.

2
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compensated or in belng adverse to the disagreeable disputes arising

over tﬁe presentation of special bills for supplementary serv:lces;l In
arguing against charges th;t the exﬁa fees would tend to encourage
pauperism, the Commissioners inadvertantly highlighted the major defi-
ciency of thelr efforts to force the boards to augment medic_al relie_f_
expenditures "On the contrary, the Guardians w:l.l:_l probably in general

be inclined to be more circumspect in giving medical orders when ti;e
payment to the medical officer is considerable. If, therefo;'e, the
number of medical orders is not increased by these fees, they can have

no tendency to encourage pauperisme. n2 Even in those unions where the
boards reluctantly conformed to the order on supplementary rates, they
were taken into account as part of medical remuneration, and in ‘sub-
sequent years, base salaries dropped accordingly; “The Guardians," the
Commissioners remarked in 1844, "very generally consider the rates of
payment for these cases [surgical and midwifery]) presqribed by our Order
as excessivej; and they have, in a large number of Unions, sought to

reduce the salaries of the medical officers on account of these additional
fees."3

In the early forties, the Commission also made its first attempt

1 The Commissioners had opened the door to medical cfficer
discretion in administering aid in 1841: "The Medical Officer is not in
general entitled to exercise any discretion as to obeying any such
order [from a relieving officer]s but if he « « . thinks that the
Relieving Officer has been induced to give an order to a person who is
not destitute, he may, upon his own responsibility, venture to disregard
such orders" P.L.C./J. Manisty, Rector, c. October 1841, M.H.12/2928
(Auckland)e.

2 Ninth Annusl Report, 1843, pe 13e

3 Denth Annual Beport, 1844, pp. 18-19. This may explain the
diminution of medical expenditure in the Durham, Easington, and Sedge-—
field Unionse
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to ensure, in a direct way, the competency of the‘ practitioners appointed
to the position of medical officers Qualifications were established
to guide the boards in their selections, émong which was the possession
of a medical degree (£rom an Bnglish uniyersity),p_embership in the
Royal College of Surgeons, or the prac@:i&e of medicine since 1815; The
state of the law precluded the Camnissioners from recognizing Scottish
or Irish degrees,l which disqualified many of Durham?®s medical officers,
the county being in such close proximity to Sootland; In the rural
areas, especially, this sometimes had the effect of disqualifying the
only medical man in the region, and, indeed, many times medical ofﬁcem
were to be found with no qualifications whatsoever, let alone a Scottish
de@-‘ee.z In these cases, London skirted the issue by "tempora:fily"
allowving the boards to engage the services of these men, on the basis
that they were the only practitioners ava:llab:!.e in the. area, but the
Conmissioners were careful to point out that they were unable %o formally
recognize them as medical ofi’icers;3 Thus, in a legal sense, several
medical districts in the county did not have officers.4 )
In July of 1840, a novel Act -ex'tanded tbe medical responsibilities
of the poor law structure and added a further unwelcome ﬁnand.a]. burden
on the boards. The 5rd and 4th of Victoria (ce 29) s the Vaccination Act,
stated that the boards were "directed to contract with the medical

! p.1.C. Minute, 12 May 1842, Hinth Anmual Report, 1843, Appe B,
FNo. 4’ po 3870

See, for instance, G.M., 7 June 1842, U/B/l, Pe 2484

3 See, for example, P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 27 March 1843,
M.H.12/3188 (Sedgefield) .

4 1n 1ate 1843, the Attorney General :.nformed the Commissioners
that they could properly recognize Scottish (not Irish) degrees. Tenth
_Annual Regort, 1844’ Pe 18,
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officers of their severa_l Unions_ or parishes regpgctively, or w:l'l_th any
legally qualified medical practitioner or practitioners for the va.ccig-
ation of all persons resident in such Unions or parishes respectively;“_l
Like the Registration Act, the Vaccination Act provided for an important
extension of the Cammission's duties and revealed the propensity of a
reforming age to hang innovatioz_xs on various, sometimes inappropriate,
parts_ of an incomplete system of social adminiatration._ 'I'hat is, the
responsibility entrusted to the poor law structure was to encompass the
vaccination of not only the poor, but also "independent per_sons;" the
Act extended "to all classes who choose to take advantage of its benevolent
prcwi.s:l.oma."2 The cost of the innovation, however, was to be paid out
of ths poor rates.3 |

In most unions, the boards utilized medical districts as the pasis
for the vaccination districts, appointing the appropriate medical officer
as vaccinator for the district; some unions, such as South Shields, '
Basington, and Sedgefield, preferred to adopt smaller, and therefare
more mumerous districts, appointing practitioners other than med.'goal
officers to the post of vaccinator. While the Commissioners were
contéent to allow the boards w:lde discretion in these arrangements,
London was particularly careful to review the proposed plans for the
location and times of operation of the vaccination stations within the

districts; this they clearly saw was the crucial consideration in ensuring

3 and 4 Victoria, c. 29, Seventh Annual B.egort, 1841, App. A,
No. 7, Pe 152.

P.L.c. Circular Letter, 23 September 1840, Seventh Annual Report,
1841, App. A, Noe. Ty Pe 162,

3 Bighth Anmual Report, 1842, D 40;
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an adequate coverage;l An extract from -instructions forwarded to the
Darlington Board will serve to illus"_trate the Cammissioners care in
making these arrangementss "The Commissioners « « « would_sgggest [a.mong
other things] that the Gns. should appoint an additional station at
the north most part of the Union which would afford greater facilities
£Or « « o the residents of the surrounding District « . "> Inevitably,
some boards displayed an indisposition to incur the additional costs of
a vaccination program, and Samerset House was sometimes unable to persuade
the guardians to make adequate provision for the execution of the Acte
In the Chester-le-Street Union, for example, the B;:ard set up three '
vaccination districts but appointedv only one vaceinatqr.3 On canplain;pg
of these sparse arrangements, the Commissioners were told, in effect, to
mind their own business, tﬂere being "many local and extraneous circum-
stances in the Union with whibh the Cammissioners could not be presumed
to be acquainted."4

The Commissioners suggested that payment for vaccinations be on
a per—case basis; with the vaccinator receiving one shilling and six pence
for every person vaccinated.5 With the exception of the Easington and
Sedgefield Unions, who fixed the rate at one shilling, every Durham
union conformed to this recomenﬂatipn. However, economic pre#su:res

again moved some boards o reduce the level of remuneration in later

1 The vaccination return for the year ending 25 March 1844 indi-
cated that in Durham (12 unions) there were 51 vaccinators and 103
vacecination stationse Eleventh Annual Report, 1845, App. B, No. 8,
2 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 14 November 1840, M.H.12/2989 (Darlington).
3 G.M., 17 September 1840, U/CS/1, p. To
4 G.M., 15 October 1840, U/CS/1, p. 25

9 Seventh Annual Report, 1841, p. 42e
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yearse In 1842, the Auckland Guardians lowered the vaccination fee from
one shilling and six pence to six pencees In expl_aining the dec:i.sion to
London, they remarked that "the Board considered 1/6 per case too high « . .
and they were informed that several of the nei@bouring Uniqns were
giving 10 more ['_than six pence]."l After a little gentle persuasion,
the Guardians were induced to raise the fee to one shill:i.ng;2 As on the
implementation of surgical and midwifery rates by the Medical Ord_er of
1842, the added burden of vaccination expenditure prampted some boards
to decrease medical officer salaries. "In apportioning the salaries of
the Medical Officers under the new arrangements of districts [under the
1842 Medical Order], "'the Chester—le=Street Guardians repli_ed to a
Commission complaint, "the redﬁction was made by the Board in considera-

tion of their appointment as Vaccinators."3

The Oomissioners'_re_tort
proved effective in this instance by persuading the Board to ix;;crease
the remunerations "If . . . the Guardians think fit to appoint the
Medical Officers as Vaccinators, that forms no ground whatever for
reducing their salaries as Medical Officers, any more than if other
persons than the Medical Officers were appointed Va.cc:i.na_'l:oz-s."4 The
Sunderland Guardians were similarly admonished in the same year, after
they, too, had tried to justify wage reductionss ". . . the Vaccination

fees must not be mixed up with other payments to the Medical Officers [iin

1 Board of Guardians/P.L.C., 16 April 1842, M.H.12/2928 (Auckland).

2 In 1843, the Chester-le-Street Guardians also reduced their fee
to one shilling. G.M., 11 May 1843, U/CS/1, p. 227.

3 Board of Guardians/P.L.Ce, 9 June 1843, G.M., 22 June 1843,
u/cs/1, p. 240.

-4 P.L.C./Board of Guardians, 20 June 1843, ibids, p. 241.
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determining salary levels], w:.th whicl_x they have no connection whatever
being provided for under district con‘l_:racts."l Thus, in thg area of
vaccination, as well, we find the Canmissioﬁ running against a tide
of local parsimonye. _ o

While the Commissioners continued to tackle these local problems
for several more yea:r."s, developments in Somerset House began increasingly
to signal the a_dminist_rative atrophy of the Commission. The disputes
arising over relief methods between the local and ceniral authorities
during the forties had found the Commissioners many times holding_ 'l;he
"correct principles™ of relief administr_.-ation in abeyance, especially in
respect to Lancashire and Yorkshire, and their "supineness™ in regard to
such matters as the Prohibitory Order rent what 1ittle cohesion there had
been: in tﬁe central t:ff.’u:e;2 The ﬁndover St_zandal of 1845 added fuel to
oriticiems of the Amendment Act, although by that year the anti~poor

3 More

law movement had been absorbed, t0 a large extent, by Chartisme.
importantly, the Andover ccmmittee revealed the divisions wi._thin the Poor
Law Commission itelf.4 Its autoncmous role had always rankled its
opponents, and, in fact, the inability of the Comissi-onerg to defend
their policies in Parliament may have been the fatal flaw in the admin-

istrative scheme. Indeed, George Nicholls, one of the Commissioners,

lg Chadwick/]ioard of Guardiens, 24 April 1843, G.M., 28 April
1843, Sunderland, III, pp. 111-112

2 R.A. Lewis, Bdwin Chedwick and the Public Health Movement . 1832-
1854, (London, 1952), Ps 25

3

Mark Hovell, The Chartist Movement (Manchester, 1925), Pe 98..

" 4 See JuL. and Barbara Hammond, The Age of the Chartists, pp. 66—
68e¢
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declared this to be the principal consideration in the disgantling_ of'
the Comnission in 1847." In any event, & decade of unremitting criti-
cism, internal dissension, and a growing l_ack of confidence in the
mechanism®s ability to cheqk paup_erisxp and to relieve the burden on the
ratepayer all contributed to the dissolution of tye Cmmission. Under
the provisions of 10 and 11 Victoria, c; 169, a new central au:thor:lty
was established with direct ties with Parliament and members of the
govermment. The Poor law Board, as it was called, entered into the
administration of the poor laws in 1847 with the experience of the
Commission to guide them and in mssqssion of a set of relief principle_s
that had evolved from the ‘chaos of the 0ld Poor Iaw; Whe*l_;l_:er or not they
strictly implemented them or carried on in the path of their predecéssors

is another story;

1 6. Mcholls, History of the English Poor Law, IT, pp. 383-384.
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CHAPTER SIX . | CONCLUSION

The Commissioners of Inquiry intended that power
should be taken out of the hands of Magistrates,
mostly -‘men of fortune, unacqnainted vith the

and given largely to men of the middle class '. e e
In so far as they were tenant farmers and shop-
koepers the effect of the law was to give the
management of the poor to the representatives of
the small employers and the ratepayers with the
greatest interest in keeping dowm rates.

- Ursula Benriques, "How Cruel Was
the Victoriaa Poor.law?," The
Historical Joumal.

¥hen confromted with the great how-cruslewas—the-Victorian—
poor—law question, tﬁe investigator finds the oqntr_qver'ey complicated by
_ 80 many variables as to render praét:@cally all generslizations 1nva.1:l.d;1
The most obvious difficulty gr:l.ses over the disparity be_tuegn official
policy and its actual implementation by fhe central author;l.'lw; The
situation becomes even more éo-nfused by the propemsity of the local
authorities to apply central di:‘-eet:j.ves in a mamer suited to regional
exigencies, which over a period of years may themselves cyangeo

hthoud; the i’oo: law Comnissioners were in possession of the most
persuasive and d:ﬁsﬁc set of poor relief principles compiled since the
tine of Elisebeth, the moduleting effect of practical application tended
to mitigate the severer pronouncanents of the document upon which )
policy was basede Even though the comissioners found it expedient to
formulate policy in terms assoo:l.ated vith the principles laid down in

1834, the influence of their Assistant Commissioner in Durhem, who

1 See David Roberts; "How Cruel Was the Victorian Poor Iaw?," The
Historical Journal, VI (1963); 97-107; Ursula Henriques, "How Cruel Was
the Victorian Poor law?," The E:l.stor:l.cal Journal, (1968), 365-3T1e
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recognized the difference between pauperiem as it was pertze'yed in the
Report of 1834 and pauperiem as it really existed, rendered many funde-
mental conocepts 1noperetive; Among his ﬁ.ret coammunications with Iomlon
was a recommendation for a deviation fram the harsher aspects of workhouse
administration. "Dn;vereally accepted”™: principles of outdoor :_rel:l.ef

were allowee t0 lapse without apparent protest fm_émeﬁeﬁ Bo‘!;ee,_'and.
locally-contrived practices of administering sid wvith a marked laxity
were tolerated, even in those cases where they coz_:travened official B
directives. Indeed, as long as the provincial orgens centinued___te admin-
ister rolief above the minimm standerds established by the Commission,
London was content to allow a eoneidereble degre‘e__ef lecal_ autonamy,

which probably accounts for the a:_l.ﬁoet total abserice of central/local
confliots during the first years of operation.

The cemiesionere' willingness to pemit & great deal of local
discretion undoubtedly eprang from a reco@xit:l.on of the:l.r dependence on
the cooperation of the guardians for the proper f‘unot:lon:l.ng of the syetano
The rejection of the clauses in Senior's Bill that provided the authority
for the Commission to sit as a court o& record and for the peremptory
or_der:lng-ef wqfkhouse construction necessitated a moderate poeition vis-
a~vis the boards. Deepite leglslative imnovations, the newly-developed
doctrines of soeial reform did nof always find favor at the provincial »
level, and the natieeai panic conjureﬁ up by the Report of 1834 may have
been. ﬁe sole feofor in persuading Durham®s ruling classes to accept the
form of the. novel scheme. In a eubetar-ztﬁe eenee? however, a c_ensid,ereble
degres of prerogative and power remained in their hands, and when suffi-
ciently rrovoked,they were not adverse to testing the linits of their
powere. After helf a decade of administering the poor laws of England,
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the Commissioners came to fully realize the boundaries of their om
'authorityl "Instead of our powers .being, as they are sometimes sup_posed
to be, absolute and arbitrary, it appears to us that we are subject to
nearly all the possible varieties of responsibility ° . .," which included,
of course, the maintenance of hamonious relations with regional organs.l-

During the second half of the 1830%s, when comparative eoonomic
salubrity precluded any substantial amount of pauperim in Durham, funds
wvere readily available for the relief of destitution. Alihog@ the
unstable years of postwar England had produced penny-pinching select
vestiries .in some parts of ﬂie county, the return of pq.;oapgrii_'.y in the mid-
thirties revitalized impulses of oh'arity; - In timee‘ of ‘i'e'._l_.atige_ plenty,__
the predileotion of the higher orders was more commonly in the direction
of adequately caring for the deferential poor, parfiguigl; .if doing so
afforded the opportunity of & public display of philanthropy. It
became important again to be considered a bex_:e_faotor of the poor, a.nd
most guardians were conscious of the figure they cut in this regard;
-th poor law off:l.cigl-s were always ocareful to haye rgcorded the
benignity of their administration;z The concern of local officials with
their “imege® as enlightensd bensfastors is best illustrated by a dis=
pute among the Sunderland Guardians in 1839, After inspecting the work-
house, two members of the visiting committee no.'l:ed in the v_isitors:'-'
book that "Children should never be separated from their Parents or
Wives from their husbands o » «3" the Guardiens immedistely ordered its
e'x‘pmm:ti.c:m.3 Complaints. by the :ﬁsiuﬁg camittee resulted in the

Seveng Annual Ramrt, 1841, p. 63. _
2 See, for emple, GeMoy 22 llaroh 18399 Sunderland, I, p. 37.

3 G.M., 7 June 1839, Sunderlend, I, p. 83e
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Board agreeing unanimously to return the notation to the visitors®
book and to consider the noted suggestion, provided that a statement

was added to the original motation that the observation did not refleot

1

on the Board®s previous treatment of the _:hma_.test Such a diqusition,'

of course, ft;und vent in the cémparatively liberal administration of the
poor laws in Durham during the late thirties. -

On a community level also, the light pauper burden and ratepayer
prosperity produced similar exhibitions of muni_.f:lcenoe, qhich reinforced
the guardians? penchant; The coronation of Victoria, for example,
provoked ohar.';.table events throughout the eounfy; In Gateshead, a mass
dinner for the poor wvas helds

Upwards of 400 poor persons, of all ages, and of both
8exes, Were « « + entertained in a large tent, fixed

in the yard of the Gateshead workhousee The supply of
roast beef and plum pudding, and ale, was most profuses
and the guests were walted on by the members of the town
council and board of guardians, the town clerk, the
churchwardens and overseers, and other gentlemen . . »
At the close of the feast, sixpence each was given to
the company assemblede3

In Darlington, an affair to mark the same occasion underscored the
existence of the same ﬁpulses, and the relief machinery was opened to
public scrutiny in such a way as to convince the investigator that the-
facilities for the aid of the poor were by contemporary standards of an

order to- pi'oduce local prides

1 6.M., 19 July 1839, Sunderldnd, I, pp. 108-110.
The Board later decided to postpone consideration of the matter
in order to avoid possible trouble on an issue that had not yet captured

the imagination of the local inhabitants. See supra, p. 206.

2 4, . + T can bear testimony to the fact that the Guardians are
more humane and liberal to the Poor than ever the Select Vestry were."
Jemes Scott/Home Office, 5 January 1838, H.0. 40/39. .Quoted in
N. McCord, "The Govermment of Tymeside, 1800-1850," p. 21.

3 Durhap Chronicle, 6 July 1838. Quoted also H. McCord, ™The
Government of Tyneside, 1800-1850," p. 22. :
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The immates of the workhouse were regaled with an
excellent dinner, provided by a subscription set on

foot for the purpose, by the New Poor law Guardians

and other inhabitants. The large dining room of the
workhouse, in which the dinner took place, was

decorated with evergreens, etc., for the ococasion.

The dinner party were served with spice cake and tea -
in the afternoon. The Darlington Brass Band attended,
and played a considerable time. Several ladies and
gentlemen visited the workhouse, and on being shewn
through the different apartments by Mr. and Mrs. Elwin,
the master and matron, all expressed their high satis-
faction at the neatness and cleanliness of the *bastile,’
and the oomfor}able and healthy appearance of the -
inmates « o ee*

It should not be surprising, on the other hand, that the a_d_vent .
of an economic slﬁmp would curtail such. activitie; As the pauper burden
increased, the means of its relief diminished. Essentially, the class
feting the poor at Viectoria's coronation had been the class deorying the
magistrates® attempts to onsnre adeguate relief a;lo!mces d\;u.-ing the
early twenties. It would be too much %o hope that eimilar, indeed,
perhape more severe conditions woild not oo.n;lure up a similar response
from the monied classes;‘z In a much more effeotive way than the Vestry
Acts of 1818 aud 1819, the New Poor law provided the philosophy, the
machinery, and the justification for stringent local policies. In fact,
the influence of the "principles of 1834" assumed & isnpplementa.t'y role in
encouraging sharp praét:lcea, for there were emnough remna.n'_te of the old
vestry system in the new structure to provide for 0ld Poor law-style
economies. _

In addition to the outright appointment of assistant overseers

1 purham Chronicle, 6 July 1838. It is significant that local
opinion thought that workhouse inmates ought to be "comfortable and
healthys®

2 Becall that it has been shown that pauperiem was more prevalent
in Durham than indicated by official Commission returnse
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by constituent parishes, the union officials were primarily individuals
who had served in that capacity under the previous .reg:l'me;' In 1839, the
Commissioners observed that former assistant overseers "have generally
renained in office under the respective Boards of Guardiane."’ In most
of the Durham unions, partioul_t_itrly those centered on the llgrge_ t'owng,
former assistant overseers filled the position of relieving officers
The Chester-le-Street Guardiapg s for instance, told the Commissioners

in 1843 that the relieving officers appointed at the formation of the
Union "had been parish officers in the principal townships now cogprj,ged
in th_e.Union o o o0 "-.2 More significantly, the relief reviewing meohan':i_._sns
set up by the boards many times took the form of the old select vestries.
The distriot committees of the Sunderland Union were constituted and
conducted business in essentially the same manner as veatrieé; In the
Gateshead Union, decisions regarding aid to be granted to ﬁe impotent
poor "took place, not at the union Board, but at a comm:ltteg of the
union Board, sitting in the vestry of the parish, and was, in fact, a _
perpetuation of the old special vestzy;"3 When the Cmigsioners asked
the Houghton-le~-Spring Guardians to retum to weekly meetings in order
to more closely control the allocation of aid, the Soard y in déch.ning,
revealed their retention of a modified vestry schemes ". . » the
Guardians of the most populous Townships [hold] a lﬁeet:lﬁg in the

lie.ek when the Board does not sit in conjunction with a select Vestry

1 pifth Annusl Report, 1839, pe 29.

2 Board of Guardians/P.L.Ces 29 April 1843, G.M., 11 May 1843,
u/cs/1, p. 222

3 Testimony of Relph Carr, ex-officio Guardian, Remrt on Settle~
ment and Poor Removal, 1847, p. 320.
The same witness reported that it was common for pauper allowances
to be "proposed by the parishes . . .." Ibid., p. 322.
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and at which last Réot:l._n@ the relieving officers :regugntly qttend."l

Such grase-roots control of relief expenditure resulted in a dim-
inution of aid distributed to the poor during the early 1840°%s, as it
had done in the p:;ev:lous racession of the tvanties; There 1; evidence
available that demonstrates in a more pungent way than camparative relief
figures the drift of administrative mood in times of economic upheavale
The Commissioners found that "oompassionate motives® induced many
boards to protect their salaried officials from the retribution of a
central authority, but apparently this consideration did little to
persuade the guardiams to properly rexmunecrate these same 1gd:|.vidua;:l.s;

It cannot be suggested, therefors, that a greater "compassion" moved the
boards to meintain just<sdequate levels of relief when thelr pocketbooks
were undergoing the strain of declining production and profits.

Although the New Poor Law had neutralized the independent influence
of the magistrates in eénduoti.ng regional relief affairs, '_t_heir former
role was taken up by the Poor law Commission during the fortiess The
assumption of this responsibility by the central authority marked the
entrance of a more effective supervisory body, even though local non-
cooperation became more prevalent, for judicial control had been haphazard,
.dependent upon pauper cempla:l.nts. The object of so much contemporary
and subsequent criticism, the Commission remained, nevertheless, the only
bulwark against the possibility of local cheese-paring prectices under-
mining the welfue of a significant portion of the community. It was the
Coammissioners who were concerned with pro\-rid.ing proper medical reli:ef and
raising the_ standard of administration through extended salary schemesj

M., 7 July 1845, U/Ho/1, p. 332.
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it was the Commissioners who attempted to avert workhouse overcrowding,
insufficient relief dispengation, anﬂ the neglect of vagrantss and it
wes the Commissioners who insisted on the dismissal of officials guilty
of victimizing the poore -While fully recognizing the malevolent basis
of the New Poor law and its vulnerability to_intolerable mal-administra-
tion, it is fair to say that during the early 1-84_0'3,_@!_19 Poor Law
Camnission was the agency of _r_estr.-aint and enlight;mnent in the context
of Durham's poor relief administration.

The extent of local prerogative allowed the boards to implement
Comnission directives in a way favorable to their wider ob;jgotives; _uh.'lle
the dietaries were followed to the letter, the regulations for medical
and vaoccination relief were sometimes 1gnored; BEven '_though the guardians
had disregarded many Commiseion orders in the early years, the flexibil-
ity of Walsham and the Commission®s willingness to allow hi.n_a. free hand
had avoided anything resembling a-dispute; But the failure of the boards
in the forties to provide adequate funds for the administration of relief
in Durham generated central/local conflicts in a mamner wholly unknown
in previous years. The economic pressures of the 1840's appear to have
lovered the boards® threshold of tolerence with Commission meddling, and
a new spirit of de.,] ure as well as de facto :lndependencé may be detected
in the records. ¥When the crunch ceme, even such acquiesgent Boards as
Darlington and South Shields exhiﬁited a reluctance to allow London to
tamper with their bresd-end-butter affairs. It was one thing to apply
to Somerset House for pemmission to depart from this or that clause of
the Prohibitory Order, and quite another when the Commissioners wished'
to augment union expenditure by increased salaries and medical relief
schemes. Their success in directing enlightened ;-elief administration,

therefore, was many times sporadic and incompleto;
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In terms envisaged by the founders of the Poor Law Commission, its
subsequent efforts were generally marked with failurs; According to
one of the two principal architects of the New l__’_oor law, the cardinal
purpose of the Amendment Act was "first, to rais's the labouring classes
.o from the idleness, improvidence, and ds_yadation into which the
maladministration of the laws for thelr relief has thrown them; and,
secondly to immediately arrest the progress, and ultimately to. diminish
the amount of the pressure on the owners of lands and housss;f'l That
is to say, the objective of the Act was to reduce the incldence of pauper-
ism and accordingly to reduce the rstes; -The operational concept of this
ambition revolved around the belief that pauperism was a sondition largely
divorced from and independent of economic considerations, that it pro-
gressed by a momentum of its own, feeding on ths extravagance of an
inefficient and corrupt relief system. In 1836, the Commissioners 1ndiested
their failure to grasp the importance of econsmic factors in the genera-
tion of destitutions ". . -. prices may fall or rise, as seasons or
circumstances varys bu'i: under all such circumstances a principle of
adsptation will « « «[afford] & remedy for the evil [of peuperiam]e"
The "principle of adaptation,® of course, involved 'I;hs :l.ncarceratios
of the able-bodied poor in the workhouse, ."which formed the first
recoumendation of the Commissioners of Poor law Inquiry, and is, in
fact, the main object of the Poor law Amsndmsnt Act;'_'3 However, despite

vigorous efforts over a period of years, the number of able~bodied work-

1 ‘Ne Senior msnussr:lpt, Ge Nicholls, H:I.stog of ths gglish Poor
Law, II, Pe 2706

2 Second Annual Beport, 1836, e 43;__
3 Ibid., p. 6« My anphasis;
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houge inmates remained an insignificant portion of those receiving

relief, even tl_;ougl the able~bodied immate population in Durham p_early
quadrupled during the early 1840%s. The high cost of establishment
construction precluded the admisé:l.qn of the inoreased number of able-
bodied applicants, even when the ‘_noards readily aocepted tl_xe need for_

a workhouse teste The shortage of workhouse space was rendered _critv:l.oal

by the large _mmber of dependent poor whose helplessness abaglutely
required their accommodation in a union establishment. The foremost

of these were orphaned or abandoned childrem, whose numl_)er thepm;uioners
estimated accounted for nearly half of the_'space in most vorkhouses;]'

The fundémental error of the C«mmi_ssionera" approach centered on
their belief that they could materially influence factors that were
dependent upon the shifts and vagarities of a wider economic picture;

They quickly olaimed credit for the reduction in relief expenditure that
followed upon the establishment of their authority; However, a concurrent
Mmtim in the areas not under their control pointed out the e;istence
of more substantial elements. Nevertheless, Somerset House contxrived

to see the results of their activities in this redustion as wells "The
extensive effect of the impulse given by the change of law, and the wide
pramulgation of its principles by means of the Bapoi-ts which His Majesty's
Govermment have caused to be published, as well as the correspondence, ’
admonitory and instructional, of this office, is shown in the reduction
of the rates in those parishes which have not yet been p;l.aced under the

control of Boards of Guardians."? Even after the hard lessons of the '

1 Pourth Annual Report, 1838, p. 90e

2 Second Anmusl Report, 1836, p. 36e
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1840%'s, at least one key figure continued to adhere to the myth that
the éct:lons of the Poor Law Comnission influenced to a large extent
econcmic trends and. the crestion of destitution.) Clearly, the
Commissioners® effort§ in this respect were bound to be fruitless, for,
in the words of J.D. Marshall, "the econamic problems which underlay the
high relief bills « . « were not of a kind which could have been removed
by Senior and Ch_adwick; n2 |

In fact, in Durham the New Poor Law itself tended to exert rressure
in an opposite direction to the stated obJective§ of the Act; The
continuing high level of the county's rates, when other parts of the
country were showiz.:g- reductions, may have been due to the costs of running
and_ maintaining a cumbersame relief mechanism. As we have seen, even
in those cases where actuai expenditure on the poor was decreasing,
" overall expenses continued to mounte In those counties yhere.u:.zdoubtedly
inefficient and corrupt practices were to l_:e found, the imposition of a
larger, more highly controlled administrative structure might be ex-
pected to have streamlined relief administretion and reduced expenditure.
In a county such as Durham, however, with its low incidence of pauperiem,
substantial savings could not be wrung from the establishment o:_f a more
complex sysi:;3 Indeed, the imposition of the new administmtivg scheme
merely increased the cost of distributing ;-el:l.ef. Hence, by the mid-
forties, it was manifest that the canmi'ssioners. had not been able to

"1 6. Ficholle, History of the English Poor law, II, ppe 356359
2 3.D. Marehali, The 014 Poor Iaw, p. 46

3 The reader will recall that the implementation of the Pro=-
hibitory Order in South Shields had the effect of depriving only 30
porsons of outdoor reliefs '
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reduce the rates, nor had they checked the advance of pauperisme

In more realistic terms, on the other hand, the accomplishments of
the Poor law Commission were more substential. In maintaining a vigil-
ance over provinoial administrative practices, the Commissioners were
generally able to curtail the boards' engaging :!.n the_more obvious forms
of economic self-interest. The Commissioners® insistence on salaried
officials and their interest in scrutinizing éach appointment e_ventu-ally
resulted in a comparatively competent staff of relief administrators,
despite the failure of the boards to provide sufficient indusements.
In contrest, the old system had been plagued by incompetency and inefficacy
in the key positions — those involving direct contact with the pooT. _A
Durham ratepayer told thé Commissioners in 1835, for exa.mple; that "the
late Overseer [of Bishopwearmouth] « « « [ whol held the appointment for
several years was totally inefficient to £ill such a responsible sit-
uation being very illiterate and almost unable to write . . . [Duties
have] been frequently neglected. nl Unquestionably, the existence of a
moderately uniform and prmninént relief structure increased the_ effects
iveness with which poverty was deteéted and relieved, even if the amounts
of aid distributed were not considerable. Subjected to casual overseer
administration the destitute had not always been able ﬁo count on being
relieved, but in the aftermath of 1837, the truly impotent poor were
reasonably assured of receiving some sort of a:l.d; A question put to
Balph Carr, ex—officio Guardian of the Gateashead Union, by the
committee investigating removals pointed out the failure .of_ the
Gomniseion in ome respect, while it highlighted ite achievemsnt in

1 James Bills/P.L.Ce, 22 October 1835, M.H.12/3268 (Sunderland)e
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anothers

« o o the operation of the Poor-law Amendment Act

of 1834 has had little or no effect in decFeasing

the rates? - Noj but I think there has been a 9

much better distribution of relief since then o « «o

In the area of medical relief, especially, the Commissioners®
accomplishments were important and 1png-13.st:_lng; Under the old sysjtem _
in Durham, virtually no provisions for the«relief of the sick and infim
were in evidence. "[In] the northern counties o . . prior to the intro-
duction of the Poor Law Amendment Act," the Commissioners gema.rkad in
1845, "little medical relief was given by the overseers, amd « « . the
practice of employing permanent parish doétors,. paid by a salary, wvhich
was almost universal in the south, had scarcely any e‘xl.stenee;,'_'g Under
the direction of Somerset House, extensive medical arrangemenis were
forced on the boards, and if these ..measures were incomplete amd subject
to recaleitrant local officlals for their operation, they provided
the administrative framewo;-k upon which subsequent géneration:a .‘irea.'e )
hang improvements andw:l.nn'ovationa_;_ Indeed, even in the ﬁrst-years,
any advance in medical relief was a step in the i‘ight direction. 3By
1840 we £ind Walsham justifiably boasting of the progress made in this
areas Y. o _Imayheremention; o o that I do not know a Union in
my district in which « « . the Union disbursements on account of Medical
Relief to the sick ~ have not very considerably exceeded the previous

pafochial expenditure for similar purposes."3

R_gnrt on Settlement and Poor Removal, 1847, D 317.
He added, however, that "as regards the able-bodied. apphcants,

it [relief] is more sternly bestowed « . .o" Ibid., p. 322.
2 Ninth Annual Beport, 1845, pe 16,

3 J. Valsham/Board of Gnardians, 9 August 1840, M.H.12/2989
(Darlington).
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In a wider sense, the New .Poor Iaw prov_ido(_l the wedge of more
beneficent refom; The unpleasant lessons of its experience indicated
the necessity of improved adminlstrative techniq,ges; More than a decade
of adversity pointed out the need for adequate legal powers, salaried
local administrators, clearly defined responsibilities and prerogativgg,
an extensive and well~-traiued inspectorate, compatible :\:nterna_l ‘organ'.l.-.-
 zation, and & closer relationship with Parliament and the Govermment.
Its reports, although prejudicial and open to rebuttal, were read by
the people who counted - ministers, members, and newspaper ed}tors -
wvhich enabled it to becoms an important and influential exponent of
reform. It is difﬁculf to envisage, for example, the public health
mé"vement arising as early as it did without the platform of the‘Poo:p
Law Commission from which it was la\'mched;l The movement was algost_
single-hiandedly shaped by Chadwick at Somerset House, who used a;l.l the
trappings of poor law enquiries and reports to dissem_:l.mte the prdpa-
ganda that was required to stir public interest. .Even more significantly,
the Commission®s facilities for gathering and digeeting sociological
information eoﬁtr;lbuted_heavily to the effect;iveness o: public health
administration and that of the other reformed departments of the mid-~ _
nineteenth centurye In & letter to Walsham, the Commissioners emphasized
this aspect of their administrations "The collection and diffusion of
useful information « « » 18 an important function of the Poor Law
Commissioners « » .;"2

The image of the New Poor law, then as now, was repeatedly distorted

1 See E.M. Carus-Wilson (ed.), Essays in Economic History, III,

P 185.
2 P.L.C./Js VWalebam, n.d., Seventh Annual Beport, 1841, p. 6l.
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by a nostalgia for the 0ld Poor lew. [Reacting to the usurpation of
local prerogative and a wretched series of poor law principles, opponents
drifted into the fantasy of reminiscences _ '

The [01d] Poor Law formed one of the noblest momments

of the charity and benevolence of our ancestors « « .

[Do] not uproot the noble tree under which our arcestors

have dispensed their bounty with a lavish hatid; and which

forms a shelter and -protection to the poor, when the

shafts of stern adversity blow around them.l
Although a product of societal impulses to crush .t}.xe charge of the poor
on the community and the embodiment of wrong-headed and vicious
“remedial® measures, the New Poor Law as administered in County Durham
may safely bear compariscon with the 0ld and in many respects was a
positive advancement in enlightened reform. It must be recognized that
many, albeit assuredly not all, of the excesses of the new system may
be traced to the pre-1837 factors in the mechaniem and the ever-present
influence, regardless of the form of poor law administration, of the

economic interests of local administrators.

1 Durham Advertiser, 18 July 1834;
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