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ABSTRACT: The Nottinghamshire landowners and their estates, c.4660-c. 18!
Chapter 41: Sets out the present nature of the Landownership debate

and outlines the aspects still in contention which will be subject

to reappraisal,

Chapter 2: Discusses the problems of defining a historical region, and
presents an assessment of what are thought to be the old historical
regions of Nottinghamshire, followed by a brief description of the
economy,

Chapter 3: Introduces the social structure of the data set families wh
comprise the stable core of landowners with which the study is concerne
Chapter 4: Discusses the social and geographical distribution of prope
and some of the factors which contributed to the changes experiepced in
the local pattern of landownership,

Chapter 5: Outlines thé contentious nature of the strict settlement
debate, and assesses how the demographié implications affeﬁted the
chequered patterms of inheritance, the . form and timing of the settlemen
device, and the cumulative burden of indebtedness,

Chapter 6: Factors influencing the level of activity on the local land
market are presented, and compared with the findings of other regional
studies,

Chapters 7, 8, and 9: Present a series of three family histories bringi
together the principal lines of argument, and setting them in the wider
context of estate economics, These chapters emphasise the contrasting
responses of individuals to crises and challenges in order to maintain
continuity of both family and estates, -
Chapter 10: Points the way towards a new model which could form the
besis for future interregional comparisons, as it is essentially from

an understanding of the regional variations that an appreciation of the

changing patterns of landownership will emerge,
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CHAPTER ONE : INTRODUCTION

(1) The Landownership Debate
The social distribution of landed property in England hes

been the focus of historical debate since the nineteenth century,
when concern was registered over the apparent concentration of
property in the hands of a small, elite group of landowners. The
‘Returm of Owners of Land' compiled in 1872-3 confirmed that out of
e total population of 30,000,000, only 30,000 were landowners, and
that of these the most substential 7,000 proprietors owned four-
fifths of the total aoreage.1 This generated much public debate
on the causes and consequences of such a phenomenon which set
England apart from European countries, and centred on those who
stoutly defended the established structure and functions of land-
ornership; and their radical antagonists who attacked the principle
of primogeniture and ‘i:he practice of strict fa.mily settlements, which
were the customary legal means by which landowners kept their estates
intact, They claimed that such estate agglomration had serious
social, political, and economic consequences, for it wes achieved at
the expropriation of the very small occuplers; it preserved the
political power base of this lended elite; and it reduced the level
of new capital investment in la.nd.z

The debate has generated numerous studies to assess the nature
of the changing pattems of landownership, and necessitated tracing
beck the chein of ceuses and effects to earlier periods, One line of
enquiry has reappraised the landed gentry in the century or so be.f'ore
1660, which concludes that the impact of property turmmover during the

Interregnum was much less cetastrophic on the old landed structure

than originally supposed.z' Indeed, an appreciaetion of the events of
the middle and later decades of the seventeenth century is cruciel to
an understanding of the wider ramifications which the landownership

debate has developed., The practices of primogeniture and strict
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settlement were issues for public concern during the later seventeenth

centuxy,h as well as forming the crux of the nineteenth century argu-

ments, but by the nineteenth century they were compounded by their

apparent long-term effects on society and the economy.

New impact was given to the landownership debate when it was
taken up by Habekkuk in 4939 ,5 although hindsight suggests that his
original stance was influenced by some of the more persuasive economic
theorists of the nineteenth century, and his interest was kindled by
the Tawney study of seventeenth century gentry. Habakkuk based his
study on Northamptonshire and Bedfordshire landed families, among whom
he discerned a drift of property after 1690 in favour of the large
estates, at the expense of the smaller owners, This was due, he
argued, to several factors: the course of legal and social changes
which the introduction and impflementation of strict settlements and
easier mortgage facilities éffeoted, in response to the turmoil of the
16408 and 16508, making landowners more secure. The wealthiest
families made greater use of these practices than the smaller owners,
Their estates were among ths most advanced ‘in Exglish agriculture,
¥any of them were founded on merchant or legal fortunes mede in the
sixteenth century, and their estates were well msnaged, maintained,
and profitable., They had access to a wider range of new investment
opportunities, including the Public Funds, which supplemented their
income from agricultural sources, and helped to buff‘er them against
the slow movement of rents and heavy taxation, particularly during
war years, The position of the smaller owmers was weakened by war
taxation, and their lack of financlal buffers, forcing them to sell.,
As the wealthier families gradually acquired most of the property
available, their estates were consolidated by enclosurej and leases
for lives were converted into leases for a term of years, in an attempt

to attract more substantial tenents who could pay the doubled rents,

the reby further weakening the position of the smaller occuplers.
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Habakkuk argued that these developments effected a mejor chenge in

the social distribution of property.

The basic concept of his argument received greater delineation
by Habakkuk between 1950-1968, and he extended the period under review

to 1800 to highlight further the significance of events during the years

6
1690-1720." A subsequent study by Mingay, whilst largely supporting

the Habakkuk line of argument, tentatively suggested that there may
have been the tendency towards concentration of property earlier than
the later seventeenth century, and that the profits of office and
overseas adventuring were a secondary cause of land concentration in
the hands of a few.7 Thompson has argued more positively that the
trend towards greater estates may be traced from the later fifteenth
century to the late nineteenth century, but that it wes unlikely the
rate of the relative shift ever exceeded five per cent of the total
acreage in a oentufy, with some periodic i.nter::'uptit:rr.ls..8 He ' claimed
that peasant owners did not disappear because there was an industrial
revolution, but because they had graduelly failed to survive over

the preceding centuries; and he contendd that the pattern of land
distribution in England, with the great longevity of its essential
outlines, is important in that it fumished one strand in the basic
framework within which industrialization and uninterrupted economic
growth could occur, bullt up as it was by nearly 300 years of political
social and economic pressures., Whilst accepting the general trend of '
Thompson's argument, that the share of land of the greater owners was
roughly constant from the later Middle Ages to 1/00, Cooper suggésted
that the composition of this elite did not necessarily remain the same,
He envisaged long-term changes in which some small,homogeneous group wa
replaced as owners of the major part of the lend by some other group
with different social or economic characteristics, due to a complex

process of chenge within and between the groups,
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The increasingly contentious nature of the debate during the

1960s stimulated a rash of research in the 19708, which further
weekened the original argument of Habakkuk. Several oriticisms of

his methodology have emerged, such as his limited range of source

materiel, and his practice of formulating national conclusions based

on particular regional phen-.omena...,‘lo Additionally, the internal loglc

of his model has been seriously put in doubt, and therefore his con-

11 Yet Habakkuk implies a defence of

may be as illuminating to the historian when the expactations confound

as when they are confirmed! .12 The model was broken down by these

other researchers for closer scrutiny and greater definition of its
constituent parts, which have subsequently evolved as complex issues,
They emphasised firstly the social sfmcture of landowners from the
late sixteenth century; and stemming from the discussion on the
social distribution of landed property, they have stressed the fac-
tors influencing land market activity at specific periods, and their
impact on the composition of landowners, 1In particular, they have
illustrated how the patterns of inheritance traceable through settle-
ments and demographic factors, and the burden of indebtedness due to
political, economic and legal pressures contributed to this activity
and its social consequences, Additionally, they have concentrated
on the economic functions of landowners, with particular reference
to thelr role in agrarian developments and the effect of these on

the apparent decline in the number of small farmers and on the sizes
15

of f'arms.

Clay was one of the first to reappraise the theoretical core

of the argument, which rests on Hebakkuk's contention that marriage

and inheritance were crucial factors in the build up of great estates

during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. It was

originally argued that landowners with the largest gross rentals, who




could therefore offer substantial jointures, could command brides

with the largest portions; and a wealthy marriage in one generation
put a family in a financially stronger position to make another
wealthy marriage in the next generation, thus accelerating the rate
of growth of great estates. But since portions were usually raised
by mortgaging the family estates, the extension of estates was
effected by the landowning class as a whole 'raising itself by its
own bootstraps' .“" However, Clay suggests that the importance of
marriage portions in extending the estates of the landed class as a
whole has been exaggerated, as marriage and inheritance can explain
the rise of individual families at all levels of society and at most
periods of time, He posits that any advantages of the great terri-
torial landed magnates in obtaining wealthy wives was significantly
offset by the disinclination of some landowners tc see their estates
swailowed up by another family; and also by the unpredictable element
of fate, such that whilst the processes of marriage and inheritance
built up some estates, others were being broken up at the same time
by the same factors. As it was not the universal practice of landed
families to enlarge their estates by spending their wives' portions,
for sometimes these were used to make provision for the children's
portions in the next generation, the landed class as a whole neither
gained nor lost from this interchange of ocapital between families,
Furthe rmore, the direct effects of marriage and inheritance worked

more or less impartially on all groups within landed society, TYet

as a distinct impression persists that these factors were of particular

significance in the rise of both great and small landowning families
during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, some

additional force must be exerting its influence on these features.

Clay's evidence, in compliance with Hollingsworth's demographic study15

of the period, suggests that this force came from indirect inheritance

through either the female line or a collateral branch; and that this



was a most important factor in bringing land on to the market,
usually associated with some pressing individual circumstances,
particularly the fact that many estates of inheritance carried

such heavy financial encumbrances which led directly to sale.

This was especially so in the second half of the seventeenth
century, when ths usual interest rate payable on mortgages or
portions charged on real property was down to 5 or 6 per cent,

and capital invested in land yielded about 4 per cent. An

estate indebted by £41,000 per annum in interest repayments could

be freed by selling off land worth considerably less than £4,000
per annum rental incoms, Thus, despite the notion attaching

great social prestige to landownership, there were financial
pressures, not always offset by the profits of office, to be rid

of inherited burdens, Additionally, daughters may be free to dis-
pose of an inherited estate as they wish. orf a collateral branch
may inherit land at such a distance as to be too inconvenient and
expensive to administer economically. Clay suggests that an
enormous volume of land must have come on to the market as a result
of indirect inheritance. This possibly affected lesser gentry and
fresholders more frequently than the greater landowners, as a large
unit of property could be properly and economically managed by an
ebsentee landlord more satisfactorily than a small one, Therefore
the vast quantity of land which changed hands due to indirect in-
heritance must have eroded the holdings of the lesser gentry and
freeholders to a greater extent than those of the greater landlords,
at a time, as Habakkuk has indicated, when some of the latter could
benefit from the process., Clay argues that owing to a biological
failure on the part of the landlord class during this period, which
Hollingsworth discerned for the peerage, and which Jenkins has

16

supported in his study of the Glamorgan gentry,  more families were

dying out in the male line, with more estates therefore passing to
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heiresses or collateral relatives than either before or afterwards,

This gives an explanation for the prominence of marriage and inherit-

ance in the rise of so many landowning families during the period

1680 to 1750, and was originally seen as a supplement to other ex-
planations;” but Clay has since assumed a stronger stance which
favours the demographic factor in the concentration of property into

fewer hands, and a continuation of this trend during the eighteenth

century, 18

¥ore recent demographic studies by Wrigley and Schofield have
concluded that there was indeed a general demographic crisis in
England between 1650-17,4,0, which has been attributed to a delayed
Malthuslian response to a decline in real wages some forty years
earlier.19 The orieis affecting the landed elite, first observed by
Hollingsworth, has been attributed more specifically by Stone to a
difference between the demographic behaviour of the elite and that
of the lower classes in nuptiality and age of marriage, but resulting
in a similar failure to reproduce. Drawing evidence from landed
elite families of Northamptonshire, Hertfordshire, and Northumberland,
Stae suggested that this had serious social consequences, Fewer than
half of the fathers survived to see their sons married, therefore
exerting no influence on their sons' cholce of bride. The median
age at which a son and heir would inherit the estate was reduced from
29 years in the late sixteenth century to about 19 in the late seven-
teenth, slowly rising again over the next 150 years. Therefore an
exceptionally youthful society resulted in the eighteenth century,
with men often inheriting power and estates as soon a8 they reached
their majority. Thus the principle of primogenitural descent was
severely threatened by worsening demographic conditions in the late
seventeenth to early eighteenth centuries - a crisis which landed
elite families in these counties survived by adopting the praotice

20

of indirect inheritance by relatives,” to effect continuity and



preservation of their estates.

1f, as Clay has argued, so much land was coming on to the

market through indirect inheritance, especielly from the smaller

landowners, such that the greater landowners could aggregate their
holdings by purchase, how does this square with the notion that

the preservative nature of strict settlement prevented estates from
disintegrating? Bonfield was prompted to re-evaluate the proffered
connection between settlement and the rise of great estates between
1680 and 1740, particularly in view of the mounting evidence of a
demographic orisis, He believed that for the principle of

strict settlement to be properly effective it could only operate
within particular demographic circumstances, which the evidence for
Kent and Northamptonshire femilies suggested did not exist,2!
Jdeally, settlements are thought to have operated in this way: a
landowner would be ths }owner in fee simple of ‘a.ny nswly purchased
property which, when settled on his son in the direct line of
descent, would make the son & tenant for life. This would entitle
the son on his succession only to the income from the estate, and
he would be debarred from selling, mortgaging, despoiling, or
leasing it unless specific powers to do so were conferred upon him

in the settlement.,  He was also usually granted a power to provide

portions for his wife and children out of the rents or proceeds of

the property. The original owner's grandson, if born at the time

of the settlement, would become the next successive life tenant;

or if still unborn, the pmspeotive *tenant in tail', Thus, &
settlement was usually sanotioned for only & limited period, which
satisfied the law's dislike of perpetuities, The interests of the
heir to an estate would be subordinate under the settlement to those
of his father., A continucus chain of settlement and resettlement

was required for each successive generation, effected at a mutually
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agreed time when the son would Jjoin with the father in making a new

settlement, This has traditionally been regarded as the time when

the son reached his majority, or at the time of his marriage, but

this point is still in contention.22 This model of settlement
therefore provided no absolute owner but only a series of life
tenancies with limited powers, in order to promote the continuity
of estates, Settlement procedures were necessarily complicated
because perpetuities were abhorred by the law, although this was a
maxim not a statutory provision until the rule against perpetuities
in 1833. However, the continuous pattern of resettlements which

this provision necessitated provided landowners with a degree of

flexibility;

for resettlements afforded the opportunity to break
entalls on estates, giving a freer hand in their disposition, This
could elso be achieved by a private Act of Parliament, or by deliber-

ately leav:l.hg land out of settlement, Thus, settlement in practice
was not nearly so restrictive as has been suggested, However,
Bonfield's evidence indicated that a combination of demographio
factors such as late marriage, high mortality, and too few male

children generally precluded resettlement in the manner suggested

above. And with so mgny fathers dying before the marriage of their

sons, the next male heir would therefore come into possession of his

patrimony with a free hand, Even though marriage and inheritance

brought land into numerous families, the serious demographic diffi-

culties in many landed femilies would demand e basingssettlements on

a different strategy of heirship.; Thus thess estates must have been

preserved by factors other than striot settlement; and he suggested

that the impact of settlement on great estates may prove to be illusory.
Was the nexus between settlement and landownership illusory, or

exaggerated, or simply misunderstood? Our understanding of the workings

of strict settlement is still incomplete and imprecise, so its effects

are open to competing interpretations, despite more recent regsearch
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which has focused on the timing of strict settlement, that is the

occasion on which it was most likely to be made; and on the form
which the settlement took. Although these issues may be treated

separately, they constitute two strands of the same thread.

Bonfield has extended his ideas by tracing the history of the

development and adoption of strict settlement; but the usefulness
and credibility of his work is seriously undermined in that he chose
not to apply the remifications of the legal processes he traced to
further the development of the landownership debate, but decided to
sidestep these issues and merely act as a 'legal a.ntiquary'?} But

in so doing he has misled historians by perpetuating the common

mi sconception that marriage settlements usually equate with strict
settlements, although their separate distinction had already been
recorded, Whereas the purpose of a strict family settlement was

to preserve lend, the me.rriei.ge settlement was simpier, and determined

how property was to be enjoyed by a husband and wife.zl"'

However,
Bonfield continues to contend that a strict family settlement was
executed upon the marriage of the eldest son, and remained the pre-
veiling means by which landed wealth was transmitted between the
generations until the twentieth century, His authoritatively legal
stance tends to deflect attention from what remain two of the central
issues: that marriage settlements were only one occasion on which a
full farily settlement could be made, for they could also be made
when the heir came of age, or when sudden or particular family
circumstances dictated: but most importantly, settlements ocould -

be made by will, at any time, although they would not become
effective until the testator died. A number of writers are aware
that some settlements were made by will ,25 but the impact of this
aspect has not received due attention until recently, when English

and Saville compered the form and structure of the legal model with

its actual implementation by selected families, Their evidence



11
suggested that despite the undoubted tendencies to dispersal that

threatened all large and middling estates, the legal developments
associated with the many forms of strict settlement encoursged and
fostered their cohesion through time.26 Thompson also supports the

argument that the capital purpose of strict settlement was to keep the

family estates intaot,27 but with land remaining out of settlement

and capable of being sold, the workings of this device may still
require more precise interpretation. However, some of its effects
have been estimated, It is not known exactly how much land was
settled at any time, but in 1847-8 a rough assessment was given of
between a half and two-thirds of the land of England; and by the
1870s it was thought that the number and extent of settled estates
under 1,000 acres probably balancejd the area of larger estates or
' portions of them kept out of settlement, This notion partly fuelled
the nineteenth century debate over the social distribution of landed
property.

One principal aim of settlement was to protect the interests
of the family from the devastating effects of profligacy by making
provision for all its members, It has been argued by Habakkuk that
this practice, pursued over several generations, frequently led to
financial difficulties due to the extent of such provision to be made
out of a family estate, and often resulted in forced sales of property.m
He promoted Locke's argument that debt was responsible for the great
ma jority of sales;29 and basing his evidence on the number of private

Acts of Parliament sought to permit sales of settled land to discharge

debts, he concluded that landed families suffered particular financial
difficulties during the period ¢.1670 to 1720, These difficulties

arose from a number of sources, particularly the provision for younger

sons and daughters. Wartime circumstances increased the difficulty

of sustaining a given level of debt, due to a sharp rise in land tax

and lagging rental income, making it more difficult to meet fixed charge
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In years of heavy government borrowing, especially 1694-7 and 1708-11,

the financial position was aggravated by the diversion of Funds away
from the mortgage market - which he has argued was the principal means

of providing for children., But it was mainly the minor gentry and

many substantial gentry families, rather than the greater landlords o
who were under most pressure, The effect on the land market was to
bring relatively small properties up for sale. The social composition
of purchasers centred on existing landowners and their younger sons,
farmers, and wealthy men from the county towns. It was not until
after 1717 that monied men featured on the land market., The reduced
number of Acts after 41714 has been regarded as an indicator of a sub-
stantially lower level of debt-enforced sales, resulting in a relatively
inactive land market throughout most of the eighteenth century, as the
more vulnerable families had already succumbed, and the devices of
sfﬂot settlement and moftgage facilities enabled landowners to bear

& higher level of debt., Interest rates had fallen from 10 per cent

in 1625 to 5 per cent in the 1680s, and mortgages could occasionally
be obtained at 4 per cent,

With significant regional variations in
timing, the annual value (not income) of land rose from the mid-
sixteenth century to ¢.1620, then fluctuated, until it started to

rise again about the middle of the eighteenth century, becoming pro-

nounced by the 177/0s, before collapsing at the end of the Napoleonio
Wars, Thus, Habakkuk argued, by the 1760s Acts were much more likely '

to be undertaken for sales to increase net income, rather than to
reflect cases of desperate financial difficulty. However, CooPe‘r
has suggested that compared with tha greater European lendowners,
the economic effects of settlement on English landowners were less
gsevere., The latter could draw on a wider range of resources to
offset financial difficulties than was available elsewhere., These

included the breaking of entails to alienate property as & prelude

to sale; the post-1650 fall in agricultural profits was less severe
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than in many countries; and they could draw on a wider range of non-

agricultural sources of income, Ultimately, success in overcoming

financial difficulties very much depended on the policies and abilities

of individual landowners.BO This latter notion is supported in an
analysis by Stone of changes undergone in family structure among the
English upper classes from 1500 to 1800...5‘I Nore recently Stone has
picked up the line of argumsnt about Acts indicating the incidence of
forced sales by landed families in financial difficulties; but he has
suggested that these were sought to sell off outlying estates, not
family seats; and that due to the option to sell off portions of
their estates, the great landowners were rarely wiped out altogether,
He therefore concluded that the financial crisis claimed for the
period ¢.1670 to 1720 is :’Llluso:':sr?2 Additionally, the precise role
of morfgages is still in some doﬁbt. It is claimed that they helped
to support a heavy load of debt, particularly that of providing for

younger children; but it emerged from a study of Cumbrie

that the lesser gentry could not always obtain a mortgage, although

23

they were found to be more plentiful in Lincolnshire, This mey

have been a regional problem due to local factors, To their ad-
vantage, mortgage debts could remain outstanding for years, if the
interest was paid regulerly on them; but regular repayments were a
problem for the more financially vulnerable estates, as happened in
Lincolnshire where several lawyers rose to be landowners, benefiting
from those femilies who were unable to keep up the repayments,

Even the more financislly robust landowners would limit the extenf
of this outlay.y*

It has been argued above that land was coming on to the market
through indirect inheritance as a result of demographic failure, and
through indebtedness, These sales were possible because the combined
effects of wealthy marriage alliances, strict settlements and mortgage

facilities did not always operate in & preservative way. Other



14
factors have emerged which also contributed to forced sales. Thess

processes had an impact on the social distribution of property which
18 subjeot to different regional influences., Ningay has argued the
central place of the effects of wartime taxation and agricultural

difficulties in the demise of smaller owners during the eighteenth
century, with their land passing into the hands of the larger owners
and newcomers, whilst the majority of substantial owners were able to
maintain their position.35 However, it was found that the financial
difficulties of the lesser gentry who were selling out in Cumbria
between ¢.1690 and 41750 were not specifically attributed to the
level of taxation, which was considered to be low even at 5 per cent
in war years; nor to the effects of agricultural depression, as the
impact of this is now thought of as less severe and less widespread
than was formerly asserted, Their . problems . stemmed more from
the difficulty of obtaining short-term loans as an aid to estate

36

development or exploitation. The Glamorgan gentry held their own

at this time, but where sales were forced, this was due to a com-
bination of extravagance, bad luck, fallure of the male line, the
effects of the Civil Wers, and difficult economic conditions in the

years after the Restomtion.37

In Yorkshire property wes sold due
to demographic failure and to economic decline, The effect of the
letter on the more substantial landowners wes far from negligible,
and is attributable to the generally slow rate of improvement in
agricultural conditions within the county, and to the capabilities

or otheywise of the individusal la,r.ui-cm'ners...3 3 Thus there was no

single cause of difficulties resulting in sales of property.
However, financial strain appears to have been falirly wide-

spread, affecting all ranks of landowners between c.1680 and 1750.

The effect this had on the social composition of landholders has

been debated., Habakkuk has argued that whereas more than two-

fifthe of the land changing hands in Northamptonshire and Bedfordshire
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in 1680 went to newcomers who were building up large territorial
aggregations out of the fortunes they made in law or government, by
1750 a much higher proportion came to families who elready owned
large estates.39 However, Thompson contended that a large number
of new families were founded during the eighteenth century, some
by marriage but most by purchase, because when 0ld landed families
were obliged to part with their estates, they were not necessarily

being swallowed up by a neighbouring great estate.l"o Regional
differences have emerged from a number of studies., It is
suggested that a degree of weakness on the part of the squire-
archy in Lincolnshire throughout the eighteenth century was in
some way responsible for the continued intervention of monied
newcomers among the landed gentry, who were drawn from the ranks
of merchants, lawyers, politicians and othér professions.M

In Cumbria between 41680 and 41750 there was some infilt:;ation of
newcorers from trade, commerce and the law, although it does not
seem to have been in large numbers..‘l"2 Although both lesser and
greater landowners experienced financiel difficulties in Glamorgan,
there were no obvious changes in the structure of local landed
society between 1660 and 1760, perhaps due to the relative remote-
ness of the county; but by mid-eighteenth century there was some
infiltration by lawyers and estate a.ge::rl'.ali.'.'3 New farilies benefiting
from the economic difficulties of established members of the gentry

and aristocracy in Yorkshire between 1640 and 1760 were mainly drawn
Ll

from the great merchants of Leeds, Hull and London. In the some-

what disparate counties of Hertfordshire, Northamptonshire and North-
umberland it was found that only 8 per cent of all inheritors between
. 15,0 and 1880 were affected by financial difficulties causing sale or
status decline, which did not significantly alter the composition of
the landed elite, except very slowly over & long period of time, By

the eighteenth century Hertfordshire was most open to rich newcomers
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from London and elsewhere, whilst Northamptonshire was more deeply
entrenched in the conservatism of its established elite and was more
remote from any major centre of industrial wealth, Northumberland
wag becoming more open to new entrants, as it was belatedly forming
its squirearchy and recovering from economic backwardness, which

4 Thompson has concluded that in

stemmed from its border troubles,
the nineteenth century the rise of new gentry was roughly balanced
by the fall of older gentry, although the processes of rise and
decline were gradual; but the state of flux was more likely caused
by internal factors of individual circumstances rather than external
forces such as uncertainty over the economic viability of estates."'ﬁ
However, the general consensus of data suggests that monied newcomers
formed a less significant proportion of landed society overall than
originally suggested., They invested only part of their wealth in

land, usually purchasing smaller estates, Only an exceptional few

‘purchased on a grand sc:.ale‘..l"‘7

The debate has been extended to consider the feaectors which

influenced whether it was a sellers' or a buyers' market for land at

any given time. Several economic theories have been presented.

Habakkuk initially advanced the public discussion of the later seven-
teenth century between Sir Josish Child of the East India Company and

John I..or:,lece’.'.."8 Child argued that land would be a more attractive financial
proposition if the legal interest rate was reduced from 6 to 4 per oent,
as land would then sell at 30 years' purchase instead of the usual 20,

(That is, 30 times the annual value or rack rent). Locke countered

that the price of land did not follow the current interest rate, for

when the rate dropped from 10 to 6 per cent during the seventeenth
century, the return on land had remained stable., Locke further
argued that the price of land, like any other commodity, responded
to the natural lew of supply and demand. As his evidence supported

Locke's theory, Habakkuk contended that Child misinterpreted the whole



seventeenth and eighteenth centuries supports the notion that lang
pPrices were primarily dictated by the level of demand, but that =a

complex interplay of economic and political factors influenced that
level, He contends that 20 years' purchase may have been the
accepted standard rate in the home counties in the seventeenth
century, but that 14 to 18 was more usual elsewhere, indicating
again the importance of regional varietion. During the eighteenth
century the number of years' purchase rose to over 40 in the 1720s
and again in the 17608, with periodic fluctuations which rePlected
expectations about the future level of income from land., These
expectations were influenced by the prevailing level of land tax
or rent increases 6r higher grain prices, In addition, the rates
of years' puré.haée were also firmly linked to the price of govern-
ment stoock, and as such became very sensitive to polit'ical events,
particularly to a state of peace or war, 20 The influence of war
years on the land market has been stressed by others. Habakkuk
argued that in the early eighteenth century money available for
credit was diverted into the Funds, which then carried high retumrns,
just at a time when more land was being forced on to the market,
The difficulty in reising mortgages tended to limit land demand, as

the wars against Louis XIV shifted preferences for investment away

from land and mortgages, causing the great merchants and financiers
to postpone their establishment of landed 1"&.111;1.]_"1.93‘...5 1 But Thompson
claimed that during the Napoleonic Wars the special influence of ‘war
finance depressed the price of Consols at a time when it was much
more expensive for newcomers to enter the gentry group. The capital
cost of a typical 1,000 acre estate might have grown from £412,000 to
over £30,000, due to high demand at a time when rents per acre were

52

double their pre-1/90 figure, Thus the evidence indicates that wars

had a variable impact on land demand, and that other factors must also
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be at work. It has been suggested that demand increased, pushing
up prices, as the economic value of land increased, JMingay has
argued the case for the economic value of land proving to be an
attractive alternative to investment in the Funds, even though the
improved security of the Funds invited heavier investment, as the
rise in land values became more marked after the middle of the
eighteenth century due to increased agricultural profitability and
a sharp rise in 1:~er:rl:a..5:5 Buf land prices also reflected the

privileges of sooial status and political power attached to land-
ownership, which ensured that there was always some demand for
land, even in economically depressed periods.
It has emerged that variability in the impact of these and

other factors is crucial to an understanding of the different

» levels of land market activity experienced at different times,
Habakkuk's theory that following the spate of activity after the
Civil Wars demand was relatively low for most of the eighteenth
century due to the combined effects of settlement, mortgages and
low interest rates operating in favour of existing landowners 1s
not substantiated., The doubts over the impact of these devices

have already been outlined., Added to which Thompson provided

evidence from auction sales that the land market did remain

active in the eighteenth century; and the regional studies confimm
this, but with local differences reflecting the influence of pre-
vailing circumstances, especially the faotors affecting supply and
demand presented above. Notives for purchase appear to have chénged
over tims in response to these prevailing conditions, and to indi-
vidual needs. Social prestige and family securitly motivated
purchasers in the seventeenth century; and there was some specula-
tion by South Sea Company directors in the 47208; whereas economic

considerations, particularly as the value of land increased, became
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the principal attraction for established landed families during the

eighteenth century: although social prestige continued to influence

newcomers, Estate aggregation was an important motive in the nine-

teenth century, not only because these carried a much higher market
value, but because they also provided a territorial basis for power

and influence in the local community.&" At any period it was found

that purchasers included a significant proportion of established
local landed families, It has been claimed that the larger owners
in particular were oonsolida‘éing thelir properties out of the profits
of their substantial estate revenues, often augmented by office
holding and other non-agricultural sources of incoms, To what
extent did this aggregation actually take place in the regionms,

-~ and how far was this influenced by local conditions? A shift

towands oligarchy after the Civil War was discerned in Lincolnshire,
but the great estates were not moﬁolithic ; and the high proportion
of absentee owners among them who held tenaciously to their land

for its economic value is & particular feature of this county,
However, the lesser gentry did not disappear as a major social forcs,
although their composition altered due to the many opportunities to
buy land, fostered by the rising social and economic expectations of
& sizeable wedge of rural society.55 In Cumbria an overall drift of
property towards the greater gentry and newcomers was discermed
between 41680 and 1750, resulting from economic conditions which
squeezed out the lesser gentry without seriously affecting the
yeomanry. The lesser gentry were affected by the difficulty in
borrowing money, and by attempts at mineral exploitation. | The
absentee peers were less inclined to acquire property in the region
unless it was to consolidate their existing estates or to add further
strength to an electoral .’u:rl:erest..s6 In Glamorgan land prices

reflected a lower level of demand than elsewhere due to the county's

remoteness and local economic difficulties stemming from low rents and




agricultural prices, except in those areas which depended on stock
ralsing and dairying. The situation improved during the later
elghteenth century when a primarily egrarian area was transformed
by industry; by the 17608 the number of years'! purchase rose to

25 to 30, catching up with the rate in southem England: but due

to the prevailing conditions between 4660 and 1760 the lesser gentry
remained as & major social force, except in the south-east of the
county where the larger estates held a rm:mu::poly..,57 A general drift
of property favouring the landed elite was discerned in Yorkshire
between 1640 and 1760, due to demographic failure and a local commit-
ment to piecemeal consolidation., Here land purchase was considered
& major avenue of productive investment, leading to strategic ex-
pansiongy but as this study featured baronets, the overall position
of the lesser gentry is um";er'l:a.:l.!:l...53 Thus, it would appear that
local economic conditions contributed to the level of supply and

demand on the land market, but it is not abundantly clear to what

extent political factors affected the situation, Wartime taxation

was variable, and was not found to place an excessive strain on any

Wartime uncertainties

but the most financially vulnerable estates,
night temporarily reduce demand, inhibit borrowing, and deflect
investment into the Funds; but they have not been given the same
significant prominence in regional studies which difficulties of an
economic or personal mnature have received, For this reason, and
the fact that existing theories suggest that wars did not always
exert the same stress on the country, this issue remains open to
debate,

Landed estates have not usually been regarded as units of
economic utility, which is the line of argument adopted in this
study. Habakkuk has supported the general notion that they were

principally units of conspicuous consumption; and that they were
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mainly purchased for motives of social prestige and political pcmexﬂ..59

¥ingay discusses the country house ag 'the theatre of hospitality!® ;60
whilst Thompson contends that an estate had always heen held as in-

dispensable for the support of the dignity of an hereditary title,
and the influence exerted through the institutions of the House of

Lords and the House of Commona.61 Stone discusses them as seats of

administration and sociability in addition to being displays of local
power.62 Estates acquired legal definition as defendable realty, as
distinct from personalty, by the early seventeenth oentury.63
Despite this emphasis on social status, the role of landed pPro--
prietors in economic changes, particularly through improved estate
management, has been acknowedged; but they have been regarded not
so much as leaders in promoting agricultural improvements, more as
agents of the institutional changes necessary for the rapid intro-
duction of the .improved methods by providing the necessary capital
for them, Additionally, some landowners exploited the minerals on
their estates, or were involved in urban development or oversees
trade, and of'ten played a leading part in promoting turnpike trusts
and canal construction. Although partly reflercting the generally
small scale of industry before the nineteenth century, landowners

were not usual<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>