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PREFACE

In 1852, Karl Marx wrote:
"Men make their own history,

but they do not make it just as they please,

they do not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves,

but under circumstances directly encountered,

~given and transmitted from the past."

Thus, the comprehension of past developments holds the key to an under-
standiﬁg of the present. In a thesis which examines the process of urban
development, this observation is important in two senses--one concrete, the
other theoretical. On the one hand, the‘;mpact of many conqrete develop-
ments which occurred from the 1830's to the 1880's in London has extended
beyond that period to the present and, therefore, an understanding of these
developments is crucial to an understanding of the social and spatial geography
of London today. On the other hand, the developmental processes which
shaped London during these five decades of the 19th century can be abstracted
and synthesized at a theoretical level to provide a generalizable basis for
analysing and understanding the processes which shape modern cities.

It is in this dual light that I have undertaken this thesis. I have
studied London's development during this period in an attempt to discover
how the totality is constructed; which elements of that totality are most
influencial in producing changes in urban form, and which are more susceptible
to change; what are the correct questions to ask in relation to urban devel-
opment both past and present; and what are the crucial relationships on
which to focus attention. Stated concisely, the purpose of this thesis is

both to analyse and explain an important period of London's development and

to use this study as the empirical foundation for a theoretical synthesis

)
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which, it is hoped, will be more generally applicable to the analysis and
understanding of the processes and problems of ﬁrban dévelopment under
capitalism.

I have approached the subject from a radical, or Marxist, perspective
for I believe that the philosophy of society and social change upon which
this perspective is based most closely reflects the real-world situation.

The thesis cuts across accepted disciplinary boundaries into fields with
which I 'am only superficially familiar but which I believe must be integrated
into the study of urban development at both an empirical and a theoretical
level. The empirical section is based mai;ly on a secondary aﬁalysis of data
already gathered and processed by others. Its value--if it has any--consists
not in 'discovering' hitherto unknown facts, but in the analytical framework
which it propbseé and applies to the study of London's development. Whether
this framework and approach indeed provide a useful basis for understanding
London's development in particular and urban development in general is, of
course, for the reader to decide.

The period from the 1830's to the 1880's saw the flowering of laissez
faire capitalism in Britain. In Chapter 1, I will argue that the relation-
ships between classes arising out of developments in London's economy -essenti-
ally hinged on three important struggles: the political and social integra-
tion of the capitalist class with the landed aristocracy to form a new ruling
class; the economic and social separation of the capitalist and petty-capi-
talist classes from the much larger working class and the impoverishment of
the bulk of the working class; and the broad economic and social stratification
of the working class into the skilled 'labour aristocracy' and the unskilléd

or semi-skilled remainder. After setting the scene in Chapter 2 of London
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in the 1830's, I will argue in Chapter 3 that the ways in which these class
relationships were expressed in the housing process, together with the drive
to improve the city's efficiency as a locus for capital accumulation, consti-
tuted the fundamental forces which pattérned London's development. Further,
I will attempt to show that the interaction of these forces in the land and
housing markets, mediated by the economic and social relations inherent in
various forms of the leasehold system of tenure--and this was the crucial
elemen€~—determined the actual shape and evolution of London's social and
spatial fabric. However, this interaction was such that it frustrated the
residential aspect of the 'labour aristoc;;cy's' struggle to disassociaté
itself from the remainder of the working class and this, we will see in
Chapter 4, precipitated the housing crisis which beset London in the 1880's.
The threat to the maintenance of social stability, which fhe crisis consti-
tuted, generated a search for new forms of tenure and urban development which
would produce more congruent and acceptable outcomes.

During this period, approaches to London's chronic working-class housing
‘problems essentially stemmed from the view that these problems were the fault
of the 'demoralized' slum-dwellers themselves. In Chapter 5,I will argue that
this view was an extension .of the prevailing laissez faire ideology into the
field of housing policy and that it served a system-maintenance, rather than
problem-solving, function until the housing crisis of the 1880's necessitated
and precipitated an ideological change.

In Chapter 6, T will attempt to abstract the analytical structure which
is embedded in the historical analysis and synthesize it in thé form of

notes towards a radical theory of urban living and city form, thereby -

connecting the thesis to present-day urban issues, enquiries and practice.
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CHAPTER 1.

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CLASSES

The Organization of Production

Prior to the Industrial Revolution, London was the most important
and powerful centre of production and exchange in-Britain, if not the

(1]= (2]
world. Its economic dominance rested on four factors. It was a
major port, both in relation to British and world markets. This gave
Londonﬂs merchants access to a wide range of‘raw materials and enabled
them to export finished products--and th?ir economic power--to major mar-
ket places at home and abroad. But this economic dominance did not exist
in a vacuum. It was buttressed by the might of the British state which
.aimed at ensuring favourable terms of trade[3] for British merchants as
it spread its colonial tentacles across the globe. London, as the centre
of government and the royal court, was also the locus of Britain's poiiti—
cal power. Thus it was an advantageous location for merchants to base
their operations which rested so heavily on international trade and inti-
mate relations with government. These two factors established London as a
centre of world commerce and finaﬁce, a position which it maintained at
least until the First World War.[ : Furthermore, London was the largest
local consumer market in the country.[S] The process of feeding, clothing
and housing its vast population (almost twice az large as Paris, its
nearest rival at the turn of the 19th century)[ ] provided employment for
large numbers of people. Possibly of greater signific?$§e was the fact

that London was the centre of conspicuous consumption, s consequence of

the second factor. In addition, capital goods and semi-processing industries,

#¥Notes will be found at the end of each chapter.
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such as shipbuilding, sugar and leather manufacture and silk production,
were prominent. But the supply of commodities, particularly luxury and
capital goods, in those pre-industrial days depended on a highly skilled
labour force, and this was the fourth factor which, together with the
third, made London the dominant manufacturing centre.[8]

But the changes in the organization and technologies of production
which océurred during the Industrial Revolution[9] altered the balance of
power.; New forms of industry grew and prospered in provincial towns such
as Manchester, Liverpool and Birmingham. This is not to imply that London
ceased to be important as a manufacturing centre. On the contrary, it .
remained the largest centre of producfion in Britain.[IO] What did change,
however, was the nature of the products which were produced, the division
of labour and the organization of production. It should be pointed out
that these changes only occurred in those industries which faced direct
provincial competition.

Why did London lose its grip on the productive activity of Britain?
Why did its employers not adopt the new modes of production which began to
flourish in the Midlands and the North, with a view to maintaining their
competitive advantage? Three factors mitigated against this course of
action.[ll] The new machines used tons of coal and London was some dis-
tance from sizeable coal deposits. The new factories were land intensive
and rents in London were high. And the factories had to be manned by
armies of unskilled workers. Though London had proportionately more
skilled to unskilled workers than provincial towns, there was nevertheless
an sbundance of adaptable, unskilled workers ready to acquire fairly

[12]
elementary skills. The main drawback was that London wages were
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(13]
historically significantly higher than elsewhere in England. In con-

sequence of these three factors, the costs of production and, assuming
similar profit margins, the final cost of commodities produced in London
would be higher than those of provincial towns. Unless there were other
overriding considerations, London was an unfavourable location for large
factories.

Certain sectors of London's economy were unaffected by this growing
competjtion. The aristocracy and nowveaux riches continued to value hand-
made luxuries which held them abreast of current fashions. Though new
technologies facilitated mass production of clothing, shoes and furniture,
the markets for luxury versions of those commodities remained strong.
Consequently, the production of luxury gcods remained in the hands of skilled
craftsmen working in small workshops using well-established techniques
which had been handed down since the days of the craft guilds. These:
workshops were predominantly located in the West End close to the final
consumers.[lh] Other trades did not come under pressure during this

period because new technologies had not as yet been developed. Service
industries, tied to a localized area, such as building, transportation
and urban infrastructure (gas, water, sewage, etc.), prospered in fits
end starts, their fortunes following the ebbs and flows of other sectors
of London's economy. The non-residential segment of the building industry
specializing in public and commercial buildings and railways, mainly com-
prised relatively large firms.[IS] The residential segment, on the other
hand, was, with a few notable exception?,6§omprised of a myriad of small

1

firms using extensive sub-contracting. In the transportation sector,

large concerns predominated though small scale operations played important
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[17]

parts in omnibus, stagecoach and hackney cab travel. Finally, as

Britain's international dominance increased and as its economy prospered,

so the commercial, financial and public administrative sectors of London's:

economy, located mainly in the City and Westminster, expanded. By the |

mid-1860's, the economist Walter Bagehot characterized London's money

market as "by far the greatest combination of economical power and economical

delicacy fhat the world has ever seen."[lB]
The responses and fates of those trades which came under the impact

of growing provincial pressure can be divided into two categories: those

which prospered in their present location%‘by adapting the organization and

technolqgies of production to suit London conditions, and those which

declined in their central locations and tended to move to the outskirts

of London or to the provinces. In general, according to Gareth Stedman

[19]

Jones:

"The London trades which prospered after 1850 tended to be those
producing commodities of relatively high value and low bulk,
involving a great deal of specialization in warehousing and
preparation for final manufacture, calling on the services of
many ancillary trades, and requiring large inputs of labour
and small inputs of power; in general, they were products which
could be sold directly to final users. Conversely those trades
which moved either to the outskirts or to the provinces tended
to be those producing commodities of low value and high bulk,
involving little specialization, much power and little labour,
and not generally sold directly to final users."

The most important finishing trades in the first group were those
segments of the clothing, footwear and furniture industries which produced
[20]
ready-made goods for mass consumption. Entrepreneurs in these indus-

tries, usually the owners of wholesale or retail outlets, attempted to

reduce London overheads to a minimum by extensively adopting the
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[21]
sweating system. The use of relatively cheap, 'people-powered'

machinery (which also reduced fuel costs) like the sewing machine and the
bend saw which were developed during the 18L40's and 1860's,[22] made it
possible to dispense with the services of most skilled workers and to
exploit London's abundant supply of adaptable, unskilled workers, including
women and immigrants, who had little choice but to work at or below sub-
sistence wages.[23] Thus the sweating system facilitated drastic cuts in
wage bills, and the extensive use of subcontracting was well suited, from
the employers point of view, to the arbitrary nature of demand in these
markets as 1t gave him great flexibility‘in expanding and contracting
production to cope with unpredictable seasonal fluctuations. The impact
of London's high land rents was minimized by reducing workshop production
to a minimum and expanding home—work.[2h] These operations were predomi-
nantly located in the East End, but could also be found to the north-east
of the City. Thus London's manufacturers competed with the factories of
the provinces in the growing markets for cheap, ready-made goods by

- tightening the screws on the weakest sectors of Iondon's labour market.

[25]
As Charles Booth wrote in 1888:

"The economy effected under the factory system by a more extensive
use of machinery, and by more highly organized and regular
employment seems in London to be replaced by the detailed pressure
of wholesale houses, or middlemen acting for them on master tailors
who transmit this pressure to those working under them, masters and
men suffering alike from the long hours, unsanitary conditions and
irregular earnings characteristic of the East End workshop."

Industries in which the nature of the production process did not
facilitate mutation to counteract high London overheads began to decline

in their inner-London locations. Those which had little to gain by
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remaining within the Greater London region migrated to other parts of
Britain. The most important of these were shipbuilding, heavy engineering,
silk manufacture and leather tanning.[26] Others, which relied heavily on
proximity to London's consumer markets, moved to areas on the circumfer-
ence of the then built-up area, such as West Ham, Stratford, Tottenham,
Croyden and Willisden. As the 19th century wore on, these became important
industrial districts where medium and large scale factory production
occurred in printing, book-binding, chemical and rubber production and the
like.[27] Finally, a proportion of these declining industries remained in
their central locations, predominantly in- south London but also in the
East End, for a variety of reasons.[28] Thus, while inner-London industry
gradually declined and/or migrated elsewhere, industrial production
remained important in London as a whole.

The London labour market was divided into three sub-markets which
were relatively distinct geographically and in terms of the nature of
employment available and the organization of the labour movement.[29}
Three main factors contributed to the formation of these sub-markets by
severly curtailing working class mobility, thereby forcing workers to live
within a short walking distance from their workplaces. These were the
lack of cheap, convenient transportation;[30] the underdeveloped communi-
cations media which forced most workers to rely on personal acquaintances
for Job information; and the characteristics of casual and sweated trades
whose essence "was that the work offered was insufficient to provide a
regular livelihood but sufficient %o ﬁrevent the worker straying perma-

31

nently into some other occupation" and which necessitated frequent

immediate contacts with employers and other workers.
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The three sub-markets were as follows. The North and West region
coﬁprised mainly of politically conservative, well-organized skilled
craftsmen engaged in luxury production. This region was separated by a
band of business, open space and medium and high quality residential land
uses from the North and East region, comprised mainly of semi-skilled
workers and casual labourers who were, until the 1880's, atomized and

[32]
disorganized. This duality was noted by Henry Mayhew in the 1850's:

¥
"In passing from the skilled operative of the West End to the

unskilled workman of the Eastern quarter of London, the moral and

intellectual change is so great that it seems as if we were in a

new land and among another race."

Finally, the above two regions weré separated by the Thames River from
the South region, comprised of relatively highly organized radical
industrial workers.

Thus, the Industrial Revolution in London differed significantly
from the standard picture of rapidly expanding large scale factory produc-
tion, which is generally painted of provincial towns like Manchester. The
menufacturing sector was not dominated by one large industry as were many
provinecial towns.[33] Those capital and semi-processing industries which 4
remained in Greater London either declined slowly in their central loca-
tions or moved to outlying areas where new industrial districts gradually
became established. The service sector was substantially larger and more

[34]

diversified than other towns in the country. London maintained its
. [35]

position as the "foremost finishing centre for consumption goods."
An industrial revolution did occur in these trades but it did not lead to

the growth of large factories. Instead, it engendered the sweating system
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vhich was a most appropriate response to the specific conditions which
prevailed in London. As a result, small scale production remained a
significant element in London's industrial gecgraphy until the late 19th
century. 1In sum, the "effect of the Industrial Revolution on London was
to accentuate its 'pre-industrial' characteristics...[and this] determined
that its economic structure, its social and political character and its
pattern of poverty remained largely distinct from those of other nine-~
teenth*century industrial regions."[36]

The following section will explore the consequences which these
developments in the structure of London'éﬁeconomy had for both the life
chances and aspirations of, and the interactions between, broad groups of
London's population, as a function of their respective positions in the

economy .

Class Structure and Struggle

A discussion of the formation and development of a class structure in
London from the 1830's to the 1880's (and also to the present) and of the
dynamic interrelationships between different classes presents two signifi-
cant difficulties. Firstly, the problem of the extent to which the evolu-
tion of class relationships in London are influenced by struggles at the
.national level. This difficulty always arises when one is analysing broad
currents in a local context, but it is particularly vexing in the case of
Iondon where the economic structure was (end is) so different from that of
other towns in Britain, while with a few notable exceptions,[37] the litera-

ture on the development of class relations in Britain focuses mainly on

the national scale. Without detailed original investigation of local
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patterns, which is beyond the scope of this thesis, it is difficult to
separate the general from the particular. One consolation lies in the fact
that concurrent with the centralization of capital, the widening of markets
and the development of modes of communication, local struggles have become
integrated into the national (even international) picture. But this does
not obviate the need for local research.

The second difficulty is one of finding a model characterizing certain
periéds within the overall process of societal development and of confining
that model to relatively specific temporal limits without generalizing to
a level of inconsequence. The boundaries ‘of change from one system of
socio-economic organization to another are fuzzy--they cannot be precisely
defined. The change from Feudalism to Capitalism took approximately three
hundred years.[38] Yet it is legitimate and instructive to differentiate
one system from the other for, while they are part of the single complex
process of human social evolutio?, ghey represent essentially separate and

39

discrete stages in that process. The difficulty becomes more acute

when differentiating periods within the process of capitalist development
itself. Nevertheless, I wouid argue that this type of abstraction also
has substance and validity.[ o In fact, this thesis will attempt to show
.that such comprehension is crucial in analysing the process of urban
development under capitalism. Unfortunately, this difficulty increases as
the period under discussion approaches the present and it becomes problem-
atic to discern long term trends whilst in the midst of present-day reality.
In the following discussion of the relationships between classes in

London from the 1830's to the 1880's, I do not mean to imply that these

processes began during that period. In fact, their roots probably lie
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buried in the mid-16th century, a date which denotes the start of the
capitalist revolution in England, according to Maurice Dobb.[hl] The
change gathered momentum from 1750, the 'start' of the Industrial
Revolution in Britain.[hz] I have chosen the 1830's as a starting point
of my analysis for two main reasons. Firstly, during this decade the
major political and economic institutions of capitalism[h3] as we know
it today, were finally established by the passage of important legislation.
It wasralso a period in which the working class became class conscious
and placedhzhe capitalist and aristocratic ruling class under strong
pressure.[ : In 1832, the Reform Act established representative govern-
ment elected by means of a qualified franchise which excluded the working
class. Since then, the qualification has changed and the vote has gradually
been extended, but the institution of elected parliamentary government
has remained essentially the same. On the economic front, the Poor Law
Amendment Act cof 183humarked the final step in the institutionalization of
the market in labour[ 2 and of markets in essential commodities like food,
clothing and shelter. These markets were based on individual economic
incentives, the cornérstone of capitalist motivation, as opposed to any
form of state or squirarchical control of and responsibility for the
individual. When seen in conjunction with the factory, municipal and
church rifbrms of the period, the 1830's certainly were a "decade of
reform"[ °] which marked the culmination of centuriei of struggle and the
beginning of the heyday of competitive capitalism.[ 1]

The second reason for beginning in the 1830's relates to London's

spatial development. The 1830's mark the beginning of the extensive

application of public transportation technologies which had only
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recently been develoEed. Horse drawn omnibuses began to ply the streets of
Iondon in July 1829[ o] and the Railway Age dates from 1836Fh9]. These new
modes of urban transportation facilitated major changes in the social and
spatial fabric of London in line with its evolving economy and class
structure. As such, they distinguish subsequent developments from the
previous era of essentially private urban transportation.[SO]

Keeping in mind the foregoing reservations, we may now proceed to
elucidate briefly the progression of class relationships in London from
the 1830's to the 1880's. The importance of class analysis is stressed by

[51]
Maurice Dobb:

"History has been to date the history of class societies: namely,

of societies divided into classes, in which either one class, or

else a coalition of classes with some common interest, constitutes

the dominant class and stands in partial or complete antagonism

to another class or classes."

The formation of, and relationships between, social classes in
Iondon was (and is) rooted in the relationship in which each group as a

[52]
whole stood to the process of production and hence to each other.
In my estimation, ’(:he~ local class structure and the dynamic interactions
between and within classes were essentially moulded by three strong
thrusts and a weaker one: firstly, the formation of a new, intrinsically
[53]

capitalist, dominant class by the integration of powerful capitalist
employers and merchants with the established landed aristocracy; secondly,
the aspirations of the middle stratum of small employers and shopkeepers,
clerks, professionals and government officials towards a ' junior-capital-

ist' status and existence--and this was the weaker force; thirdly, the

separation of the capitalist and petty capitalist classes from the much
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larger working class and the impoverishment of the bulk of the working
class; and fourthly, the growing split which was occurring within the
working class between the skilled 'labour aristocracy' and the remainder
of the working class. Thus the period was characterized by integration at
the top of the power structure and stratification below. Let us proceed
to explore each of these forces in turn.

The struggle for political dominance between the rising capitalist
class and the established landed aristocracy in England resulted in the
peaceful integration of these two classes to form a new, intrinsically
capitalist, ruling class. It did not lead to the overthrow of the aris-
tocracy by the capitalist class which was characteristic of bourgeots
revolutions in Europe. The formation of this integrated ruling class
dates from the Reform Act of 1832, though struggles between its constituent
parts continued for some time after that. A major factor responsible for
this unique outcome in England was the strength of the restless, class
conscious working class during that period.[sh] This tension threatened
both elements of the ruling class and forced them to bury their differences
and unite in the face.of working class opposition. "It was a contest

'between '"blood and gold'; and in its outcome, blood compromised with gold
to keep out the claims of egaZite."[SSJ This opposition was, in turn,
masterfully manipulated by czpitalist political representatives to serve
their integrative pu:r‘pose.[5 : The enormous letdown of working class ex-
pectations which inevitably followed the passing of the Act was mainly
responsible for the crystallization of wor?égﬁ—class consciousness in

opposition to the capitalist ruling class. This, in turn, led to a

critical change towards liberalization in the structure of English
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[58]
society in the middle years of the 19th century.

The repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846, representing the anti-climactic
culmination of the struggle for laissez faire, endthe Factory Acts of 18LT,
which legislated a 10-hour day, are further examples of the concessionary
attitude within the dominant class. Each side's 'victory' occurred when
economic conditions were such that the opposition would be minimally

[59]

affected‘by conceding 'defeat.' Over the years the aristocracy had
[60]

become, increasingly capitalistic in their economic behaviour. The
leasehold system enabled them to turn their land holdings into income-

 generating assets, and thereby, to benefit from the rapidly rising land
[61]

rents. The Reform Act enabled the aristocracy to maintain much of
their political power, but they were forced to share political control
with capitalists who were steadily gaining control of the economic reigns
of Britain. Capitalists, on the other hand, aspired to emulate aristo-

cratic lifestyles thus signifying their submission to the ancien regime.
[62]

In the words of Zygmunt Bauman:

"In political terms, it [the aristocracy] had not only not been
defeated but had actually gained victory, by inducing the

nouveau riche stratum to dream of advancement into the aristo-
cratic world. In accepting the superiority of the aristocratic
system of social values, the new class that dominated the economy
also accepted its own position, in which it had to look up to the
aristocracy.”

The growth of financial, commercial and governmental functions in
Iondon's economy led to an increase in the number of clerks, shopkeepers
‘ [63]
and assistants and public sector employees. Many of these white-

collar workers played important roles in the day-to-day operation of the

economy. As a result, most were relatively well paid and regularly
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employed for shorter hours than most working-class occupations, and their
livelihoods were relatively secure. They did not constitute a very large
segment of the working population at this stage.[6h] However, when grouped
together with other members of the middle stratum, such as professionals
and petty capitalists, they constituted a sizeable group which was striving
to improve their lot in society by saving money, consuming the 'right'
commodities, living in respectable areas and pandering to the needs of the
ruling class.

The separation of capitalist employers and middiemen from their
workers and the impoverishment of the bulk of the working class were two
essential aspects of the realization of capitalist productive relations,
and of increasing the rate of capital accumulation, during this adolescent

[65]

phase of capitalism. According to Zygmunt Bauman:

"After the sudden loss of their individuality and any possibility
of keeping their own existence separate from that of the frag-
mented masses, the workers of the time were also abruptly con-
fronted with a sharp increase in social distance between them-
selves and the owners and managers of the factories [or sweated
trades] where they worked....The manufacturers of that period
...Seized with eagerness on every opportunity of widening the
gulf that separated them from those who were subordinate to them
«e+.The only limit was set by the physical endurance of the
workers."

This separation and impoverishment was based on, and in turn promoted,
the institutionalization of the market in labour. According to this
institution, workers, who own only their ability to work, are 'free' to
sell this labour power to employers, who own capital and control the
production process, in return for a 'market-determined' money wage. They

are then 'free' to spend this money in markets for essential and
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non-essential commodities to buy a quality of existence which they deem
desirable; the harder they work, the higher their wage--at least in
theory. As Frederick Engels so sarcastically put it in his 184k study of

[66]
the condition of the English working class:

"In law and in fact the worker is the slave of the middle classes
[i.e., capitalist class], who hold the power of life and death
over him. The middle classes offer food and shelter to the worker,
but only in return for an 'equivalent;' i.e., for his labour. They
even disguise the true state of affairs by making it appear that
the worker is acting of his own free will, as a truly free agent
and as a responsible adult, when he makes his bargain with the
middle classes. A fine freedom indeed, when the worker has no
choice but to accept the terms offered by the middle classes or

g0 hungry and naked like the wild beasts."

Due to the separation between work and existence--connected only by the

money wage--the incentive of potential economic gain, which can buy a

better éxistence and, conversely, the threat of a subjectively or

objectively inadequate existence, are the major forms of motivation and
[67]

control acting upon workers to give more effort.

Clearly, the relative integration between master-craftsmen and
Journeymen and the journeymen's relatively high level of social mobility,
which existed under the guild system, was antithetical to the capitalist
class interest as it subverted the operation of the market in labour.
‘Capitalist employers simply could not affofd to assume responsibility for
the welfare of their workers as this would ruin the incentive and control
system of the market labour and thereby potentially reduce the rate of
capital accumulation. Thej had to separate themselves from workers who

had to learn to fend for themselves according to the behavioural rules of

this new institution. "Pre-industrial experience, tradition, wisdom and
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morality," in the words of Eric Hobsbewm, "provided no adequate guide for

the kind of behaviour which the capitalist economy required;"[68]
Poverty and hardship were necessary evils associated with the creation of
wealth at this state of labour intensive capitalism. This was the basis
of the impoverishment of the bulk of the working class, not the malicious
intent of capitalists. Besides facilitating a growing rate of capital
accumulation--the lifeblood of 'progress'--it socialized workers to accept
the 'rules of the game' because it made the nature of the economic gain
incent;ve system, especially the threat to survival aspect of it, and the
power and control which capitalists zould exert over their existence, real
to workers in their everyday 1ives.[ 4

The obverse of this separation and impoverishmént process was the
creation of a place for the capitalists as indisputable and indispensible
leaders of the production process. This was the capitalists' only way of
~gaining control over the productive capabilities of society. As

[70]
Maurice Dobb has argued:

"A role was created for a new type of capitalist...as captain of
industry, organizer and planner of the operations of the pro-
duction-unit, embodiment of an authoritarian discipline over a
labour army, which, robbed of its economic citizenship, had to be
coerced to the fulfillment of its onerous duties in another's
service by the whip alternatively of hunger and of the master's
overseer."

Clearly, the split between the capitalist and working classes and the
impoverishment of the working class were integrally meshed into the
struggle surrounding the rise to power of the capitalist class. Conse-
quently, it is not surprising that the semi-patriarchal relationship

between master and journeymen, both parties having similar tastes and
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ideals, was replaced within a few generations by complete social separation

between the employer and his employees. Henry Mayhew's description of the

working class in 1851, from a dominant class point of view, as "a large

body of people of whom the public has less knowledge than the most distant

tribes of the earth,"[7l] was no idle chatter; it was a statement of fact.
State subsidization of the working class also had to be curtailed

to achieve the mobility and socialization of labour necessary for the

smooth, functioning of a competitive labour market.[TZ] Under the

Elizabethan Poor Law of 1601, each parish was responsible for the welfare

of those who could not fend for themselves. In 1795, the Speenhamland

Law had essentially pegged the level of poor relief to the cost of living

and paid relief in aid of wages which fell below a certain minimum level.[73]

This legislation was contrary to the capitalist class interest, as it too

hampered the smgofh functioning of the labcur market and had to be revokedF7h]
‘Wbrkers had to learn to take care of themselves by hard work and

thrift. Sponging a living off the State negated the norms of the market

in labour and placed a heavy burden on local rates. It had to be stopped,

irrespective of the hardship which might, and did, result. This argument

[75]
was succinctly stated by The Economist in 18L8:

"Suffering and evil are nature's admonitions; they cannot be

- got rid of; and the impatient attempts of benevolence to
banish them from the world by legislation before benevolence
has learnt their object and their end, have always been
productive of more evil than good."

This task was essentially accomplished by the Poor Law Amendment
Act of 183L4k. It abolished the 'right to live' principle which character-

ized previous poor Laws. Outdoor relief (i.e., relief in aid of wages)
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was abolished. Workers could only receive relief if they were unemployed,
and doing so meant exposing themselves to the extremely severe discipline
of the sexually segregated workhouses, which were consciously designed to
make their existence 'less eligible' than that of the least prosperous

outside workers--surely an impossible task![76] One result of the Act was
to teach the working class the hard way that the state operated in the

interests’of the dominant class, not in the 'national interest' or for the
'‘commor good.' The radical activist James 'Bronterre' O'Brien put it this

(771
way, in 1836:

"Previously to the passage of the Reform Bill, the middle orders
were supposed to have some community of feeling with the la-
bourers. That delusion has passed away....It vanished with the
enactment of the Starvation Law (Poor Law Amendment Act, 183k).
No working man will ever again expect justice, morals or mercy
at the hands of a profit-mongering legislature."

The new Poor Law
combined with the Enclosures Acts, the rural population explosion and the
ruin of village handicrafts which caused extensive rural over-population
pressuring workers to migrate to the towns,[TS] and with capital intensive
technological developments, led to the formation and perpetuation of what
Karl Marx called a 'reserve army' of unemployed or underemployed workers.[79]
This 'reserve army' performed two essential functions in this adolescent
phase of capitalism: firstly, of depressing urban wages to or below subsis-
tence level, thereby facilitating a high rate of capital accumulation; and
secondly, of tightening the employers' control over the %gbﬁur force,

' 0

thereby ensuring the foundation of capital accumulation. In fact,

Gareth Stedman Jones has convincingly argued that employers in London
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often adopted a deliberate policy of casualizing (i.e., increasing the
reserve of underemployed labour) as a means of increasing the power of their
control over their workers.[81]

But we have seen that production at this state in the development of
capitalism in London also required skilled workers. This requirement was
the basis of the fourth major struggle which occurred within the working
class itself but was supported by employers as it served their purposes as
well. ; The productive relations of Iondon's economy stratified the working
class into two broad groups according to the nature of the workers' jobs
and the remuneration and security (or lack of these) which was part and
ﬁarcel of such employment. This division was fundamentally a function of
the skill required of workers in the execution of their tasks, and was based
on the importance and scarcity of skilled labour in the economy. Thus, the
working class Wasyessentially split into skilled workers and the remainder
——semi~-skilled df unskilled, casually employed or unemployed. The upper
stratum consisted of two kinds of skilled workers: one was the dying
breed of artisans and craftsmen whose origin lay in the guild system;
the other was a growing group of skilled factory workers born out of the
requirements of the new industrial technology.[82] Together they comprised

(83]

what was known as the 'labour aristocracy.'

"Because of its higher wages and potentially higher living
standards, this stratum in fact constituted the aristocracy
sui generis of the working class. The use of this metaphorical
term is Justified in part by the fact that both objectively and
subjectively the relationship of this stratum to the remainder
of the working class was in many respects reminiscent of the
relations of the real aristocracy to the remainder of the
English upper and middle classes."
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For reasons which are outlined below, these workers aspired to separate
themselves from the rest of the working class and to secure for themselves
a lower-middle-stratum existence: to become, in the words of Ray Challinor,
"junior partners in British Capitalism Limited."[Bh]

The skilled craftsmen[SS] laboured at trades which had existed since
the Industrial Revolution 1o produce goods mainly for the consumption of
wealthy members of society. They were gradually declining in size and
importance within the economy: their continued eiistence in the upper
levels of the working class was perpetually threatened by the possibility
of new machine technologies making their skills redundant.[86] Conse-
quently, they fought to maintain their already established privileged
position within the working class.[ST] They did so by banding together in
trade clubs which sought to regulate the numbér’of workérs permitted to
practise each trade, thereby reducing the supply of skilled craftsmen and
keeping wages high and to control production techniques in an attempt to
ward off the incursion of new technologies. They had never been a paff of
the industrial working class and struggled to maintain their independence.
They developed numerous mutual aid societies, such as friendly societies,
co-operatives and building societies, in order to maintain a secure
existence for themselves and their families. These organizations and
trade unions[88] were highly organized but without a leadership elite:
leadership roles were mutually shared. Their rearguard struggle to main-
tain their position in society seldom led to demands for revolutionary
change.[89] For them, a secure existence rested on accepting the behavi-

oural requirements of capitalist institutions--thrift, temperance and

social stability would assure their status.
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The'segond sector of the 'labour aristocracy' consisted of skilled
factory workers who were part of the growing industrial working class.
These 'mechanics' as they were often called performed essential functions
during this stage of relatively primitive industrial technology, such as
keeping the machines running.[90] They too organized unions along craft,
as opposed to class, lines; but their struggle was to gain a secure place
for themselves as responsible workers in a capitalist'society.[9l] In so
doing Qhey emulated their craft-based counterparts in the 'labour aristoc-
racy' by forming similar societies and cultivating acceptable social values.
However, their unions were bureaucratic with organizational structures
similar to those of the factories where they worked. They made few
demands for revolutionary changes in society: in fact, in their everyday
behaviour, they aspired to be 'more capitalist than the capitalists them-
selves.' So muchiso that in 1870 Thomas Cooper, an old Chartist leader,

[92]

lamented the 'caﬁitalization' of the working class:

"My sorrowful impressions were confirmed...you will hear well-
dressed working men talking, as they walk with their hands in
their pockets, of 'co-ops' and their shares in them, or in
building societies. And you will see others, like idiots,
leading small greyhound dogs."

Though their unions did produce a capable leadership elite, recruited
from their ranks, these leaders believed in negotiation, not insurrection,
and often used their high status within the union as a springboard to
politics and an improved existence.[93]

Both segments of the 'labour aristocracy' were regularly employed
under adequate working conditions and received relatively high wages.

[94]
Together they comprised between 10% and 20% of the labour force.
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Their trade unions were stratified along occupational lines and this lack
of unity added to their politically conservative posture. As Engels

[95]
put it: «

"They form an aristocracy among the working class; they have
succeeded in enforcing for themsleves a relatively comfort-

able position, and they accept it as final."

The societies which they established--for support in case of illness or
unemplgyment, to buy food cheaply and to build homes for themselves--went
& long way towards securing their existence and diluting demands for change.
In fact, capitalists tended to support these developments in subtle ways
as they saw in them a means of maintaining social stability by cgntrolling
the organized, politically mature sector of the working class;[g : The
Education Act of 1870, providing public support for elementary education--
an increasingly important device for socializing and controlling the work-
ing class--was an excellent example of this subtle process of domination,
especially coming so soon after the 'labour aristocracy' achieved enfran-
chisement as a result of the 1867 Reform Act.[97]

But there was another important aspect in the struggles of the
'labour aristocracy' for a place in capitalist society. In order to gain
acceptance, they had to prove to the rulers of that society that they were
totally unlike the remainder of the working class who were variously
described as dangerous, immoral, irresponsible or lazy. Indeed, this
negation of the behavioural norms and values of the mass of the working
class was & major reason why they strove to cultivate capitalist norms and

[98]

values. As Thomas Wright, an artisan, wrote in 1873:
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"The artisan creed with regard to the labourers is that the

latter are an inferior class and that they should be made

to know and kept in their place."

As & result, the 'labour aristocracy's' daily actions and their aspirations
and consciousness were constantly focused on the drive to separate them-
selves from the remainder of the working class: resisting becoming one of
the masses and possibly even crossing the fuzzy boundary separating them
from the bottom of the middle stratum.

%he remainder of the working class were expendablé products created
by the down-grading effects of capitalist productive relations and new
forms of technology. Workers in this stratum of the labour force competed
desperately for vacant jobs which required little or no training for pro-
ficiency.[gg] Consequently, their wages were generally low, often below
what was needed to buy even e meagre existence. Their working conditions
were usually depressing and unhealthy. Some worked in sweated trades,
at home or in small workshops; others at the machines of the new factories.
A substantial number were casually employed by the day or hour often at
"the whim of a dock foreman.[IOO] Seasonality of production and fluctu-
ations in consumer demand caused their jobs to disappear and re-appear
almost at random. Clearly, they lacked even a modicum of social or
economic security. What the middle stratum defined as 'demoralized' be-
haviour on the part of these workers was, more often than not, a rational
response to their economic predicament.[IOl] To paraphrase Zygmunt Bauman,
o] they were fragmented--their traditional hierarchies and social bonds

were shattered in their struggle for survival; they were alienated--deprived

of any rights in society; and they were an amorphous, though not entirely



=33~

homogeneous, mass—~their minimal occupational differéntiation meant that
they could be moulded t;"suit the changing requirements of thé economy .

As a result they were generally disorganized politically. On the
occasions when they did organize, however, they did so on a class basis.
Their protests were often violent and usually opposed to the existing
order, but the focus of their attacks was often irrational.[103] They
inspired fear and trepidation in the hearts of thé rest of society, and
consequently their protests were rapidly and sometimes violently, and
equally irrationally, repressed by the authorities.[th] Their unions had
no integrated leadership elite. Their leaders came from the working class
or the middle stratum. They were charismatic and imposing, manipulating
these 'butterfly existence' unions which usually disintegrated under an
early defeat.

[105] |

' in the words of Zygmunt Bauman:

"o sum up, therefore,'

"there were, among the population...two fundamentally different

~groups at this time: one was amorphous, while the other had
occupational structure....one was fragmented, the other firmly
embedded in its occupational (and social) groups....one was
alienated from society, while the other was strongly rooted
in it; the one was totally antagonistic in attitude to that
society, the other was eager for society to recognise the
privileges it had already gained, and hoped for new ones."

With this general outline of the essential characteristics of the
class struggle from the 1830's to the 1880's, we may now proceed to
examine how London's social and spatial structure responded to, and in

turn affected, these class pressures. This is the subject of Chapter 3.

But first we must set the scene of London in the 1830's.
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Hall [1962] p.10.

Jones [1971] p.19, indicates three factors but implies four.
"Internal trade in Western Europe was actually controlled...and
regulated...by the intervention of the state," Polanyi [194k]
p.63, and see pp.63-T; "Monopoly was of the essence of economic
life in this epoch,” Dobb [1963] p.89, and see pp.85-90.

Hall [1962] p.117.

Hall [1962] p.115; Sheppard [1971] pp.159-160.

Weber [1899] p.L50..

Fisher [1948] passim.

Hall [1962] pp.117-8.

For an account of these changes, see Hobsbawm [1968] pp.56-T8,
109-133,passim.

"In fact, London was the chief manufacturing centre of the
country in 1861," Hall [1962] p.10; Gomme [1898] p.87.

For a more detailed exposition of these factors, see Jones [1971]
pp 3 19-21 .

Hall [1962] p.118.

Hobsbawm [1964] pp.3-T; Hall [1962]p.10k.

Hall [1962] pp.53,83.

See Summerson [1973] passim.

Dyos [1968] pp.47-60, Appendices A and B; Olsen [1964] pp.52,59-62,
181-182; Thomas Cubitt, James Burton and Edward Yates were among
the exceptions.

Barker and Robbins [1963] pp.69-84,139-162,274-290, passim.
Quoted in Sheppard [1971] p.T76; and see pp.46-82 for a history of
the London money market from 1801-1870. Also see Court [1954]
pPp.92-102; Jones [1971] p.l52.

Jones [1971] pp.26-27T.
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Hall [1962] pp.92-93,117.

The sweating system was both a system of subcontracting tasks based
on extensive "vertical disintegration of production," Hall [1962]
P.55,60-65,83-90; and a system of "subcontracting exploitation and
management," Hobsbawm [1954] p.297.

Hall [1962] pp.52,54,82.

Hall [1962] pp.59,64; Jones [1971] p.22.
Jones [1971] p.23; Martin [1966] p.2.
Quoted in Jones [1971] p.23.

Jones [1971] pp.23-25; Martin [1966] pp.4,17; Sheppard [1971]
Pp.166-168,174,179-180.

For more detailed analyses of the reasons behind choosing these
locations, see Jones [1971] pp.26,29; Martin [1966] p.20;
Sheppard [1971] pp.180-182; and Gomme [1898] p.86.

For a more detailed treatment, see Jones [19T1] pp.24-30; for the
case of the printing industry, see Hall [1962] pp.96-110.

Hobsbawm [1964] pp.T-15.

Workmen's trains and trams only became practical means of working
class transport after the 1880's. See Dyos {1953] passim.

Jones [1971] p.81.

Quoted in Jones [1971] p.30.

Hall [1962] p.25; Sheppard [1971] pp.158-159.

Sheppard [1971] pp.187-201; Hall [1962] Table I, pp.2l-22.
Jones [1971] p.2T.

Jones [1971] pp.26,32. Professor E. P. Thompson has correctly
argued that the sweating system should be seen as another integral
aspect of the overall Industrial Revolution in the 19th century,
not as a separable anachronism caused by the growth of machine
technology, as neo-classical economic historians are wont to do.
"Tdeology may wish to exalt one [aspect] and decry the other, but
facts must lead us to say that each was a complementary component
of a single process...the degradation of the outworkers...was
accomplished by methods of exploitation similar to those in the
dishonourable trades and it often preceeded machine competition
+seooIndeed, we may say that large-scale sweated outwork was as
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intrinsic to this [Industrial] revolution as was factory production
and steam." Thompson [1963] p.261.

Two exceptions are Jones [1971] on London and Foster [19TL4] on
Oldham, Northampton and South Shields. And see Professor

E. J. Hobsbawm's foreword to Foster's book for a discussion of
this issue.

Novack [1971] p.50. For a brief analysis of this change, see pp.L9-5T.

"In our preoccupation with the definition of an economic system, we
must not let it be implied that the frontiers between systems are
to be drawn across a page of history as a sharp dividing line. As
those who distrust all such talk of epochs have correctly insisted,
systems are never in reality to be found in their pure form, and in
any period of history elements characteristic both of preceeding
and of succeeding periods are to be found, sometimes mingled in
extraordinary complexity....[But] in any given period to speak in
terms of a homogeneous system and to ignore the complexities of the
situation is more illuminating, at least as a first approximation,
than the contrary would be." Dobb [1963] p.1l. And see Selsam and
Martel [1963] pp.182-223, passim.

"If the conception of Capitalism and its development that we have
here adopted be a valid one, it would seem to follow that any change
in the circumstances affecting the sale of that crucial commodity
labour-power, whether this concerns the relative abundance and
scarcity of labour or the degree to which workers are organized and
act in consort or can exert political influence, must vitally affect
the prosperity of the system and hence the impetus of its movement,
the social and economic policies of the rulers of industry and even
the nature of industrisl organization [and the class structure] and
the march of technique." Dobb [1963] p.23.

Dobb [1963] pp.18,123.
Hobsbawm [1968] pp.3k4-55.

The nature and primacy of these basic institutions is explored in
Chapter 6.

"In the years between 1780 and 1832, most English working people
came to feel an identity of interests as between themselves, and as
against their rulers and employers. This ruling class was itself
much divided, and in fact only gained cohesion over the same years
because certain antagonisms were resolved (or faded into relative
insignificance) in the face of an insurgent working class. Thus

the working class presence was, in 1832, the most significant factor
in British political life." Thompson [1963] pp.11-12. And see
Hobsbawm [1968] pp.T3,77; Morton [1938] pp.387,392-393.
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"In 183k4....'the new Poor Law'....set the seal on unfettered free
trade in the labour market." Dobb [1963] p.275. "Not until 183k
was a competitive labour market established in England."

Polanyi [1944] p.83.

Findlayson {1969] p.l, and passim.
Rude [1952] p.1T.

"This event has been recorded and commemorated as marking a new era
in urban transport in Great Britain--as being, in fact, its real
beginning." Barker and Robbins [1963] p.1l.

"...before the first local passenger railway in London had run its
course between Tooley Street and Deptford in December 1836 and
marked the beginning of a new age." Dyos [1954] p.T8.

By the 1820's, short-stage coach traffic had reached considerable
proportions compared to the rest of Britain, but was diminutive
compared to the numbers carried by omnibus and trains in the years
after the 1830's. Hackney coaches differed little in essence from
private coaches. Barker and Robbins [1963] pp.3-10.

Dobb [1963] p.13.

"In other words, the relationship from which in one case a common
interest in preserving and extending a particular economic system
and in the other case an antagonism of interest on this issue can
alone derive must be a relationship with a particular mode of
extracting and distributing the fruits of surplus labour, over and
above the labour which goes to supply the consumption of the actual
producer.” Dobb [1963] p.15. Furthermore, "a surplus of the pro-
duct of labour over and above the costs of maintenance of the labour,
and the formation and enlargement, out of this surplus, of a soeial
production and reserve fund, was and is the basis of all social,
political and intellectual progress." Engels [1894%] p.231.

English historians of this period usually use the label 'middle
class' in reference to the capitalist class of the day, that is,
in the sense in which Engels [1892] p.5, used it, to denote the
property-owning bourgeoisie which then occupied a middle position
in the class structure, between the landed aristocracy and the
working class. In modern usage 'middle class' generally refers to
'white-collar' workers, small traders and employers. This forms
of class definition belongs "to a social stratification or grada-
tion concept of 'class' antithetical to the Marxist dichotomic
concept." Balbus [1971] p.42. In other words, this formulation
tells little of a group's common objective relationship to the
means of production and hence to other social groups. To avoid
such confusion I will use the following class categories:



sk,

55.
56.

-38-

Landed aristocracy--the small group of big landowners whose income
came from ground rents;

Captialist class--bankers, financiers, big merchants and industrial-
ists, who owned capital and lived off the profits which accrued to it.

Petty capitalist class--small shopkeepers and employers, small land-

lords and entrepreneurs.

Appendant class--lawyers, architects and other professionals, civil
servants and other government employees who worked for commissions

or wages in service of the above three classes. Rudin [1972] p.17.
Together the above four classes comprised the dominant or ruling

class which had a common objective interest in maintaining the capi-
talist mode of production, with the real power resting in the hands

of capitalists and landed aristocrats.

Opposed to this class was the subordinate class which had a common
?bjective interest in changing the capitalist mode of production and
was comprised of all those who worked for a wage, including:
White-collar working class--clerks and other office workers, whose
numbers were smail but growing;

Working class--all manual workers, skilled or unskilled, who at this
stage constituted the real opposition to the dominant class.

By calling all manual workers the 'working class,' I do not mean to
imply that non-manual workers were not part of the working class.

I have done so for the sake of convenience: it is more instructive
when analysing urban development to group all manual workers together
in gaining an understanding of class relations during 19th century
British capitalism, and the constant references to 'blue-collar' or
'‘manual' working class would be cumbersome.

Furthermore, at a subjective level, the capitalist appendant and white-~
collar working classes comprised what may be called the middle stratum
which aspired towards a way of life which emulated the capitalists

and landed aristocrats, albeit at a simple, if pretentious level.
Consequently, when dealing with the residential aspects of their lives,
it is reasonable to refer to these three classes under this composite
lgbel,

T would like to thank Jeffrey Rudin and Herbert Gintis for clerifying
these points with me. A more theoretical discussion of 'class,' which
supports the above formulation, is contained in Chapter 6.

See note L4.For an excellent analysis of the struggle leading up to
the passing of the Reform Act, see Thompson [1963] pp. 807-832.

Also see Morton [1938] pp.387-393,423-434; Findlayson [1969] pp.5-23;
Nairn [1972] pp.187-19L.

Thompson [1963] p.820. And see Engels [1880] pp.389-395.

"The agitation arose from 'the people' and rapidly displayed the
most astonishing consensus of opinion as to the imperative neces-
sity for 'reform.' Viewed from one aspect, England was without
doubt passing through a crisis in these twelve months (1831-32) in
which revolution was possible....The fact that revolution did not
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occur was due...in part to the skill of the middle-clas

in offering exactly that compromise which might not weaken but
strengthen both the state and property-rights against the working-
class threat...and which enabled that accommodation to be made,
between landed and industrial wealth, between privilege and money
which has been an enduring configuration of English society."
Thompson [1963] pp.808,817,819.

57. "On the one hand, there was a consciousness of the identity of
interests between working men of the most diverse occupations and
levels of attainment...which was expressed on an unprecedented scale
in the general unionism of 1830-L....0n the other hand, there was a
consciousness of the identity of the interests of the working class,
or 'productive classes,' as against those of other classes; and
withir this there was maturing the claim for an alternative system.
But the final definition of this class conscilousness was in large
part the consequence of the response to working-class strength of
the middle class." Thompson [1963] p.807.

58. "That liberalization was in fact a collective ruling class response
to a social system in crisis and integrally related to a preceeding
period of working-class consciousness." Foster [1974] p.3. And see
Morton [1938] p.382.

59. For the Corn Law Repeal, see Morton [1938] pp.lL01-40T; for the
Factory Acts, see Engels [1892] pp.361,366; and Morton [1938] pp.376-381.

60. "The landed aristocracy, although rulers and chief beneficiaries of
an agricultural society, played an important part in promoting
(industrial) economic growth." Spring [1971] p.16.

61. Spring [1971] pp.38-k2.
62. Bauman [1960] p.T6.

63. Reeve [1971] p.106; Dyos [1961] pp.148-150 for the growth of retail
shopping.

64. TFor statistics of London's socio-economic structure in 1861 and 1891,
see Jones [1971] pp.387-393, Tables 13-20. For 1851, see Sheppard
[1971] p.389.

65. Bauman [1960] pp.13-15. "Conditions in unskilled manual labour or
in outwork industries...were characteristic of a system designed by
employers, legislators and ideologists to cheapen human labour in
every way." Thompson [1963] p.313.

66. Engels [1892] p.89. Markets in labour and essential commodities
and other capitalist institutions are examined in Chapter 6.

67. For an excellent historical analysis of the revolutionary nature of
the cconomic incentive system, see Polanyi [19LL4] pp.33-55.
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"Nineteenth century civilization alone was economic in a different
eand distinctive sense, for it chose to base itself on a motive only
rarely acknowledged as valid in the history of human societies, and
certainly never before raised to a level of a justification of action
and behaviour in everyday life, namely gain. The self-regulating
market system was uniquely derived from this principle....The trans-
formation implies a change in the motive of action on the part of the
members of society: for the motive of subsistence that of gain must
be substituted." Polanyi [1944] pp.30,k41.

Hobsbawm [1968] p.87. And see Martin [1971] p.15.

Peasants and artisans were not automatically reborn in the new
patterns of behaviour required by the market in Labour. As Max Weber
wrote in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism: "A man
does not 'by nature' wish to earn more and more money, but simply to
live as he is accustomed to live and to earn as much as is necessary
for that purpose. Whenever modern capitalism has begun its work of
increasing the productivity of human labour by increasing its inten-
sity, it has encountered the immensely stubborn resistance of this
leading trait of pre-capitalist labour." Quoted in Bauman [1960]
p.3, who adds that "ruthless discipline was necessary to extirpate
the 'restless and migratory spirit'...of those suspended in the void
between two contradictory cultural systems. There was no ideological
substitute for this." Bauman [1960] p.k.

Dobb [1963] p.260. And see Marglin [1971] pp.31-61.

Quoted in Martin [1971] p.15. Disraeli's famous book, The Two Nations,

also highlighted this split. As we shall see, poverty, overcrowding
and unemployment among the working class, was only 'discovered' in

the 1880's when the working class presented a threat to social stability.

See Jones [1971] p.v; Wohl [1968] pp.20T7,227,231.

"A further group of assumptions follows in respect to the state and
its policies. Nothing must be allowed to inhibit the formation of
markets nor must incomes be permitted to be formed otherwise than
through sales." Polanyi [1944] p.69.

For a good, though 'classless,' analysis of the Speenhamland system,
see Polanyi [1944] pp.77-85. Blaug [1963] offers an alternative
view. In my estimation, he is incorrect as he sees it through a
present-day state capitalist ideological haze, removed from the
class struggle of early 19th century England.

"During the most active period of the Industrial Revolution, from
1795 to 1834, the creating of a labour market in England was pre-
vented through the Speenhamland Law....Indeed, nothing could be more
obvious than that the wage system imperatively demanded the with-
drawl of the 'right to live' as proclaimed in Speenhamland--under
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the new regime of the economic man, nobody would work for a wage if
he could make a living by doing nothing." Polanyi [194k4] pp.TT-~T8.

Quoted in Tarn [1971] p.3. Samuel Smiles' bestseller, Self Help

- [1894], was another example of the prevailing laissez faire ideology.

"The doctrine of discipline and restraint was, from the start, more
important than that of material 'less eligibility,' the most inven-
tive State would have been hard put to...create institutions which
stimulated conditions worse than those [of the worst situated workers
outside]...'our object [said an assistant commissioner] is to estab-
lish therein a discipline so severe and repulsive as to make them a
terror to the poor and prevent them from entering.'" Thompson [1963]
P.267. The more traditional argument goes as follows: '"The whole
point of 'less eligibility' was that it should be unpleasant and de-

~grading to take poor relief. Becoming a pauper did not just mean

being poor. It was an actual legal status and, like a black person
in South Africa today, paupers were denied many basic human rights
««..The essential thing was humiliation." Martin [1971] p.60, and
see pp.50-62.

Quoted in Thompson [1963] p.822.

Huberman [1936] pp.107-111,171-1Th4; Morton [1938] pp.326-330, Dobb
[1963] p.27h.

"But if a surplus labouring population is a necessary product of
accumilation or of the development of wealth on a capitalist basis,
this surplus-population becomes, conversely, the lever of capital-
istic accumulation, nay, a condition of existence of the capitalist
mode of production. It forms a disposable industrial reserve army,
that belongs to capital quite as absolutely as if the latter had bred
it at its own cost." Marx [1867] p.632, and see pp.628-40. Mayhew's
guess as to the size of the reserve army in London in the 1850's was

" as follows: '"estimating the working classes as being between four

and five million in number, I think we may safely assert...that...
there is barely sufficient work for the regular employment of half of
our labourers, so that only 1,500,000 are fully and constantly
employed; while 1,500,000 more are employed only half their time,
and the remaining 1,500,000 wholly unemployed, obtaining a day's
work occasionally by the displacement of some of the others."

Quoted in Thompson [1963] p.250.

On the depression of wages, see Engels [1892] p.366. On the impor-
tance of the reserve army in perpetuating working-class stratifica-
tion, and control on the principle of 'divide and rule,' see
Hobsbawm [1954] pp.290-291.

The nature of casual work was that it "placed tyrannical power in the
hands of the foreman or man responsible for hiring and firing."
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Jones [1971] pp.81-82,116. The film On the Waterfront, made in the
1950's and starring Marlon Brando, excellently portrayed the power
and infectiousness of this.control.

"The period therefore probably saw a transfer of the centre of gravity
within the labour aristocracy from the old pre-industrial crafts to
the new metal industries." Hobsbawm [1954] p.284. "During the period
under discussion (1850-1890), therefore, two processes were occurring
side by side which were transforming the structure of the working
class. One was the disappearance of the division which had played

a fundamental part in the preceding period, a specific division which
belonged to the 'prehistory' of the working class; the other was the
emergence of a new stratification within the working class that had
been created by the industrial revolution....Occupational barriers
remained high, and differences of occupational interests overshadowed
&ny identity of class interests." Bauman [1960] p.T5.

Bauman [1960] p.67. And see Hobsbawm [1954] pp.273-275 and Bauman

- [1960] pp.67-68 for a discussion of the elements which created a

"labour aristocracy."
Challinor [1971] p.18.
Bauman [1960] pp.16-21; Thompson [1963] pp.23L4-26k.

"But we must also bear in mind the general insecurity of many skills
in a period of rapid technical innovation....Invension simultaneously
devalued old skills and elevated new ones." Thompson [1963] p.2kk,

"Where a skill was involved, the artisan was as much concerned with
maintaining his status as against the unskilled man as he was in
bringing pressure upon the employers." Thompson [1963] p.2kk,

Bauman [1960] pp.22-38,51-53,95~98; Morton [1938] pp.lkLl-LL2.

"The first unions were set up with aims that were defensive, not
offensive, with the intention of maintaining the existing status quo,
not of forcing through any progressive changes." Bauman [1960] p.30.
But revolutionary fervour was high even among this group during the
1830's and 18L40's; see Thompson [1963] p.831.

"As a result, the new industry produced a new stratum of skilled
workers, men with definite jobs and a permanent place in the new
system of production. These men were not identical, easily changed
components; instead, precisely because of the difficulty of replac-
ing them, and their important part in the production process, they
had a lasting position in the social structure of production."
Bauman [1960] p.63, and see pp.63-T4,77-78. Hobsbawm [1968] pp.117-118.

"If one were to try to convey briefly the essence of their new social
attitude, one would have to stress that their aim was the emancipation
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of the stratum as a whole within the framework as a scale of values

thzt was firmly linked with the capitalist system.”" Bauman [1960]
P.69.

Quoted in Challinor [1971] p.17. For an analysis of their 'new
model' unions, see Bauman [1960] pp.80-95,98-108.

Bauman [1960] p.131, and see pp.l10-126.

Thompson [1963] p.251; Hobsbawm [1954] pp.278-284. But Jones [1971]
p.387 estimates their numbers to be about 30%.

Engels [1892] p.368. "Given the 'law of uneven development' within
capitalism...a purely 'economist' labour movement must tend to

fragment the working class into 'selfish' (petty bourgeois )

segments, each pursuing its own interest, if necessary in alliance with
its own employers, at the expense of the rest." Hobsbawm [1970] p.123.

Challinor [1971] p.17.

Bowles [1971] pp.4-7. And see the entire article for an excellent
argument of the function of education in reproducing capitalist
class relations.

Quoted in Hobsbawm [1954] p.275. "Its [the 'labour aristocracy']
members' pursuit of social advancement was thus expressed both by
their raising themselves to the position of the lower middle class
and by a definite dissociation of themselves from the unskilled."
Bauman [1960] p.Thk.

"Here men regard their fellows not as human beings, but as pawns in
the struggle for existence." &Engels [1892] p.31. "The living
conditions of the mass of unskilled workers remained at a pitifully
low level. Such workers were still easily interchangeable and not
linked with any particular industry. This often made their position
weak in the economic struggle which had to be waged with the
employers if they were to improve their lot. In contrast to their
skilled fellow workers, they did not play a key role in the produc-
tion system." Bauman [1960] p.66.

"Casualized workers and their families comprised about 10 percent

of the population--around 400,000 persons....To be subject to
casualization, an occupation had to fulfill several conditions.
Firstly, no natural barrier of specialized skill or knowledge re-
stricted the field of potential applicants in the labour market;

or else, the special qualifications were so widely shared or so

easily attained that in fact they did not act as a barrier. Secondly,
the nature of the occupation rendered it liable to sudden and arbi-
trary changes in the volume of the demand for labour. Thirdly, in
casual occupations, employers gained only the most marginal advantages
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from regularity, reliability, sobriety or other virtues of work
discipline considered to be associated with constant employment;

or else these advantages were offset by the availability of a cheap
and elastic supply of labour." Jones [1971] p.56, and see pp.33-126
for an excellent analysis of the casual labour market in London in

~general, and the East End in particular.

"Habitual uncertainty of employment, as all social investigators
know, discourages forethought and gives rise to the familiar cycle
of hardship alternated with the occasional spending-spree when in
work." Thompson [1963] p.26k.

Bauman [1960] p.16.

"The working population from which the new skilled workers had imper-
ceptibly emerged was noncomformist in all spheres. It was in revolt,
not against its position in society but against society itself and
the whole social hierarchy." Bauman [1960] p.68, and see pp.L0-50,
53-59, for an analysis of these unions and their leaders.

Morton [1938] pp.365-366.

Bauman [1960] p.20.
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CHAPTER 2 .

LONDON IN THE 1830's

From Feudal to Capitalist London

A snapshot of London in the 1830's obscures the fact that its social
and spatial fabric was in the midst of a major process of transition which
had begun during the 18th century and continued at least until the mid-20th
century. Iondon's internal organization was changing from a situation in
which ghe workplace and the home were closely integrated, to one in which
workplaces were concentrated together and substantially separated from
residences. This process had its gradual beginnings when the craft guilds
began to crumble as they became subservient to merchants and bankers, and
as mastercraftsmen became capitalist employers themselves. It was part of
a larger transformation whereby cities assumed increasing dominance over.
their rural hinterlands.[l]' But we are here concerned with the internal
transformation of the city--from feudal to capitalist London.

In the days when the craft guilds were powerful, the City of London[el.
was controlled by the guilds. They regulated who could work, trade and live
within the walls. Production was not too obnoxious and mastercraftsmen
usually lived with their journeymen and apprentices above their workshops.
The West End was the domain of the idle Royalty and aristocracy and as such
was more uniformly residential and socially homogeneous. The areas sur-
rounding the northern, eastern and southern boundaries of the City, the
suburbs of the 18th century, were inhabited by all classes, with the poor,

the unemployed and the tradesmen predominating, as they had been excluded

from the City, either because they represented unwanted competition or
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because their trades were obnoxious. The early housing legislation,
which controlled the quality and quantity of housing built in the suburbs,
was part of general legislation enacted by thé guilds in an attempt to
maintain their dominant economic position. Broadly speaking, London's
social and physical structure was shaped by the guilds' activities.

But as merchants, and subsequently capitalist employers, became more
prominant so the guilds' protective practices were érOded and replaced by
compet%}ive market relations. Merchants encouragéd'production in the
suburbs to escape guild restrictions in the City which increased costs.
They bought goods from craftsmen whoie prices were low, whether or not they
were located within the City walls.[ : As we have seen in the previous
chapter, the capitalist labour market was antithetical to the guilds'
practice of assuming responsibility for the essential needs of their
journeymen and apprentices. In fact, the new labour market #as predicated
upon the separation of work and living-~the essential commodity, housing,
was the workers' responsibility and had to be paid for out of their wages.
In any case, employers had enough headaches worrying about production: if
others would provide housing for their workers, then well and good. Thus
the development of the labour market was paralleled by the develcpment of
markets for housing and for land on which to build it. Work and living
increasingly became separated in space. Productive and commercial facili-
ties grew and gravitated towards the central area which became less attrac-
tive as a place in which to live. The surrounding countryside was more
enticing, so those who could moved to the suburbs. But this was a slow,
uneven process. Those with wealth and power were fifst'to move, others

followed, yet even today many poorer people are trapped in undesirable
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parts of the central area, though they do live away from their workplaces.

[5]
Thus, in the words of H. J. Dyos:

"Iondon suburbs have at different times performed different functions.
At one period they were reception areas for the urban poor, almost
literally the outskirts of urban society, and at another they were
the exclusive residential areas of the middle classes. During the
course of the period [1580-1836]...there was, in general, a charac-
teristiﬁ change from the first of these residential functions to the
second.

By the 1830's, due to the lack of suburban transport and other facili-
ties, this suburban migration was confined to prosperous merchants and
government employees, though the beginnings of this movement had already
been recorded in the mid-18th century. There had been no working-class
migration from the centre. TIondon's workers lived within the ccnfines of the
central area within walking distance from their work. There were few
socially hompgeneéus neighbourhoodsg except in the north-west and West End,
rich and poor lived cheek by jowl.[ : The population of the metropolis
was approaching two million and was mainly concentrated in the City,

(7]
Westminster, Marylebone, Finsbury, Tower Hamlets, Lambeth and Southwark.

The location of Classes and Economic Activity

The City was the commercial and financial heart of London. Merchants
and employers still lived there, but the more prosperous ones had migrated
to the north and west and to suburban villages. e The working class also
resided in the City, often confined to decaying slums. Most of the struc-
tures had been built shortly after the Great Fire of 1666. 01d homes were

gradually being converted into businesses, or were being demolished to

make way for more up-to-date commercial structures.
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Abutting the City, the East End was a motley area of industry and
predominantly working-class housing. Silk manufacture dominated Spital-
fields, sugar-refining was located in Whitechapel, and shipbuilding and
warehousing proliferated in Dockland along the Thames river.[9] The
sweated clothing, shoe-making and furniture trades were diffused through-
out the whole area. The East End was home for all levels of the working
class. The better paid skilled workers probably lived in reasonable
accommodations by the standards of the time, but the bulk of the workers,
particularly the multitudes of casual workers, lived in densely packed,
overcrowded, unsanitary rooms and lodging houses for which they paid high
rents.[lO] There must have been many who were literally homeless. For
many sweated workers, their homes had to double up as workplaces.

To the north of the City, there was a sprinkling of light industry
and sweated trades, but this area was predominantly the home of clerks,[ll]
public employees, professional and petty capitalists. Some merchants and
employers lived there and so did a good deal of workers. The Duke of
Bedford's Bloomsbury estate was well managed, strictly coﬁtrolled and in-
hebited by wealthy families. Its squares were pleasant and inviting, in
contrast to its unimaginative architecture. The physical condition of most
‘of the northern area was adequate, but there were some slums, like those
in St. Giles, and in Clerkenwell on the Duke of Northampton's estate.llz]
The‘Figs Mead estate on the northern extremities of ILondon was inhabited
by artisans and labourers ;iving in 'third and fourth rate' houses. The

manager of the estate was fighting a valiant battle to prevent its decay

to the level of the adjacent slums of Camden Town and Somers Town.
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[13]
The north-west was altogether another kettle of fish. It was a

highly fashionable residential area populated by successful merchants,
employers, top civil servants and professionals. With such high class
tenants, the Duke of Portman must have had few problems maintaining the
high standards of his estate. There were, however, sprinklings of slums
in awkward alleys and secluded courts. What little production there was in
this area was concentrated around the Oxford street shopping precinct
where the respectable bespoke tailors and dressmakers had their workshops.

Most of the West End was prime property. It was the traditional
home of royalty and the aristocracy. A small propoition of highly success-
ful businessmen and bankers probably lived there.[l : The Palace had
recently been moved to its present position at the end of The Mall. The
seats of Govermment and Courts of Justice were dotted about the area.
St. James and Green Parks were decidedly pleasant and Hyde Park attracted
the upper crust on Sundays when they strolled and rode along the banks of
the Serpentine to see and be seen. Mayfair, Pall Mall and Belgravia were
superb, spacious neighBourhoods. Bond and Regent streets were exclusive
shopping precincts.[lS] Again there were some slums in out-of-the-way
places. In fact, Regent street was built in 1815 both to increase the
. desirability of Regents Park by improving accessibility to- the West End
and as & barrier between the West End and the slums of Soho.[16]

Finally, south London was much more like the East End. Various
mixed industries, such as tanneries, iron-foundaries, gaswork?, %ye-works,

17

breweries and shoe and hat manufactureres were located there. A few

employers and more clerks lived south of the river, mainly on the outskirts
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of the buiét-up area in places like Camberwell, Dulwich, Brixton and
Clapham.[l : But the area was filled with all strata of the working class
most of vhom worked in local factories, though some crossed London Bridge
along with the clerks to work in the City and East End. The area was
polluted and most of the housing was dilepidated and overcrowded.

The distinction between town and countryside was sharp. Beyond the
built-up area there were market gardens and brickfields waiting to be
consum;d by the relentless march of houses.[lg] There was some ribbon
development along main roads leading to London, and some large residences
were dotted about the countryside, but the latter were not generally used
as permanent residences by those who worked in the centre.

Compared with what was to come in the decades ahead, the modes of
transportation in 1830 were primitive. Longer distances were traversed
in stage coaches and private coaches, shorter distances in short-stage
coaches, hackney cabs and private carriages.[20] The use of these vehicles
was generally restricted to the wealthier members of society who could

afford to own them or pay the fares. The working class and most of the
middle stratum walked to work. Goods were transported by sea, river or
canal and were conveyed by carts within the city.

The government of the metropolis was fragmented, chaotic and corrupt.[gl]
The City of London was the only local area which had one effective authority
responsible for the provision and maintenance of public services in the
area. The City Corporation, as it was called, was an ancient body which
represented the interests of the powerful City businessmen. It reigned

supreme within the boundaries of the City, was constantly at loggerheads

with Parliament in matters affecting the City's interests or challenging
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the Corporation‘s authority and usually was the victor in those forays.
The Council of Aldermen was the most powerful body within the Corporation.
Its members were elected by a complex procedure which enabled them to
remain in office for long periods of time. They often acted against the
expressed wishes of the Court of Common Council, a much more representative
body.

The remainder of ILondon was governed by a myriad of local bodies.
Almost: 200 highly autonomous parish vestries were responsible for the
paving, lighting and cleansing of streets and the relief of the poor.

[22]
According to Lynn Lees:

"Iondon parishes...possessed the right to self-government almost up
to the point of urban anarchy; no effective government beyond that
of the City of Iondon was installed until 1889 when the London
County Council came into being."

More than half of these public bodies were 'open' vestries where all male
ratepayers were entitled to attend. But in the fashionable western areas
'close' or 'select! vestries were more common. Here membership and power
were restricted to a small, nominated group of 'principal inhabitants.'
Public commissions and private companies were responsiblé for turnpikes,
sewers, water and gas services, which were primitive at this stage. Juris-
dictional irrationalities surrounding the distribution of responsibility for
most of these public goods proliferated and led to inequities, inefficiencies
and constant arguments between authorities. The one consistent fact in this
maze was that the residential areas of the wealthy were generally far better
served at lower rates than working-class districts. In 1839, Dr. Southwood

[23]
Smith, the famous sanitary reformer, reported:
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"While systematic efforts, on a larger scale, have been made to

widen the streets...to extend and perfect the drainage and sewerage
+++in the places in which the wealthier classes reside, nothing what-
ever has been done to improve the condition of the districts inhabi-
ted by the poor."

Except for the Metropolitan Police which was formed in 1829, ILondon lacked
a8 city-wide governing body until the inception of the Metropolitan Board

of Works in 1855.

ffhe Origins of the Leasehold System

Finally, we must explore the systems of tenure which mediated rela-
tions between the owners and occupants of residential land and housing.
Outright ownership by the occupant, of both the house in which he/she
lived and the freehold of the land on which it was built, was rare.

More prevalent, though not widespread, were cases in which houses were
owned by their océupants, by means of théir own funds or money borrowed
from solicitors Qr building societies, but the land was leased from an
aristocratic or corporate freeholder. These systems of tenure, which are
explored in the next chapter, were effectively subservient

until the 1880's to the overwhelmingly predominant leasehold system.[Zh]
A brief exposition of the historical origins of the leasehold system is
instructive as it shows why‘it, and not a freehold system, for instance,
was so prevalent during the 19th century, a factor of paramount importance
in the evolution of London's social and spatial structure.

Basically, the leasehold system evolved out of the feudal form of
land tenure as it increasingly came into contradiction with capitalist

market relations. In many respects, it was a product of the integration

which was occurring between the landed aristocracy and merchants and
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employers. In the Feudal efa, all land was ultimately owned by the Crown.
Under a law instituted by William the Conqueror in 1066, all other persons
having rights over land were his tenants and received their rights from
him. He assigned control of the land in large portions between his retainers
who comprised the landed aristocracy. In return these nobles had to
furnish the king with military aid in times of war or with the equivalent
value in money. They were regarded as 'freemen' and the holding of land
on these terms was called freehold. With the passage of time, the free-
holders' obligation to the Crown fell away and the term 'freehold' in
England came to mean absolute right of ownership of land.[ES] Each
aristocrat's land holdings could be handed down within his family. The
freeholder could 'by copy of court roll' convey the land to his retainers,
a form of tenure known as copyhold. Undoubtedly, land changed hands in
this way as freehblders attempted to offset debts which they had incurred.
But land could nbt be bought and sold at will--it was inalienable. As

[26]
Karl Polanyi has correctly argued:

"Land, the pivotal element in the feudal order, was the basis of

the military, judicial, administrative and political system; its
status and function were determined by legal and customary rules.
Whether its possession was transferable or not, and if so, to whom
and under what restrictions; what the rights of property entailed;
to what uses some types of land might be put--all these questions
were removed from the organization of buying and selling, and
subjected to anentirely different set of institutional regulations."

However, this system progressively came under pressure, particularly
in Iondon, as its rate of expansion increased and as the potential for

realizing ground rents dawned on the freeholders of peripheral land. The

change to a new form of tenure occurred first in urban areas as a result
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of the basic difference in the formation of rural and urban land rent and
due to the growing specialization of land uses which characterized urban
areas. In the case of rural land, given a certain fertility of the soil,
the landowner can, by investing more capitael in the land, increase its
yield and thereby its value. In urban areas, however, the landowner has
minimal control over the value of his land. Rare is the occasion in which
he can, by his own industry, increase the value of his land, which funda-
mentally depends on its place in the overall development of the city.[ZT]
A1l he can do is to ensure that he gets the prevailing rent by developing
his land in a manner appropriate to its situation. Further, uniike rural
land, on which peasants lived and which they worked for their subsistence
and for the needs of their feudal landlords, urban land was increasingly
given over to specialized productive, financial or residential functions.
Thus it was not amenable to a system of payment in kind or alternately
working the land for one's own and the landlord's consumption as was rural
land. What were landlords to do with half a tailor's produce of workmen's
suits or half a ship? How could a financier pay in kind for his offices
or a clerk for his house? Clearly, the only common denominator which could
lubricate gll these transactions was money. Attempts had been made to sell
land freehold but these were effectively prevented by legislation enacted
by Henry VIII in 1558.[28] Some other mechanism had to be found which
would enable the landowner to assign the use of his land to others in
return for money.

The building lease was an ingenious answer to this dilemma. In the

[29]

words of Michael Harrison:
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"The device of the building lease--which smacks more of the cunning

of the attorney than the self-protective ingenuity or the aristocrat

with his lands in teil--enabled the owner of entailed property to

evade not the provisions of the law but its disadvantages."
It allowed landlords to maintain ownership of their land and theoretically
to control the use of the land, thereby satisfying the Crown, while others
were granted rights to build on the land and to use the buildings for
agreed pﬁrposes in return for an annual ground rent. Landlords, who were
concerned with the distant future as well as the immediate present, had a
financial incentive to provide good layouts which meshed well into those of
surrounding estates. By means of covenants in the building agreements, they
could control the quality of both the design and construction of their
estates and maintain some degree of supervision over the period of the
lease. On the expiration of the lease, which could vary frém 21 to, more
popularly, 99 years, the land, together with the improvements, reverted to
the ground landlord who was at liberty to begin a new lease on the existing
property,or to rebuild the estate. Thus, landlords were not required to
. transgress their agreements not to sell the land, yet they received an
annual return for it; and what's more, they became the outright owners of
improved and more valuable land once the lease expired.[30]

Leaseholders, on the other hand, received the use of space which was
essential to their productive or residential requirements. Their initial
outlay was much smaller than would have been the case if they had purchased
the freehold of the property for a capital sum. No doubt they would have
preferred not to pay the ground rent. However, employers were especially

reticent to challenge this burden as it meant attacking the institution of

private ownership of land which might bring private property in general
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under fire, and that might have proved especially problematic at a time
when they were struggling for political and economic dominance. The
- ground rent was a small price to pay for an essential item, and the leasehold
system did facilitate the institutionalization of a competitive market in
land, which prevented land from becoming communal property and enabled those
with financial power to outbid others for prime locations which suited

their requirements.[3l] Thus, the market in urban land, mediated by the
building lease, became an appropriate device for allocating space to
competing users, a necessary process which might otherwise have posed

thorny political problems.

The London building lease owes its origin to the fourth Earl of
Southampton who first used it in the development of Bloomsbury Square.[32]
After that freeholders increasingly applied to Parliament to pass Private
Acts enabling them to grant building leases. They employed surveyors to
plen the layout of the estate, often in conjunction with prospective
builders, and to supervise its construction. Their attorneys drew up
leases with appropriate covenants designed to regulate land use, costs,
density, aesthetic and constructional standards and/or maintenance in an
attempt to keep the value of the land high. But landlords had little

_control over changing market forces. In those cases where the status of
potential leaseholders began to decline, freeholders found to their

[33]
dismay, in the words of Donald Olsen:

"that the forces which were undermining the integrity of their
original plans were too powerful to be stopped by restrictive
covenants....The difficulty was that during the term of the
lease, apart from occasional expenditure on public services,
the ground landlord was limited to passive and defensive
measures....The building plan might have been a good one for its
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own time, but have grown outdated because of changing circumstances."

In west London, many of the eétates which were developed for building
were very large indeed. In the inner districts of east London, the pattern
of land ownership was generally more fragmented,és was the case in south
London with[tﬁi exception of larger estates in Lambeth and parts of

3

Camberwell.
Such was London's disposition and condition in the 1830's. We may
now proceed to examine the nature of, snd the reasons behind, the impor-

tant changes and developments which occurred in the next half century.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 2

The early stages of the changing relationships between town and
country and of changing internal urban organization in England are
well analysed by Dobb [1963] pp.70-82,90-95.

Throughout the text, City, with the capital 'C', refers to the anc1ent
city of London, "the square mile from the Tower to the Temple Bar,"
Gomme [1898] p.2. 'Iondon' and city with a small 'c' refer to the
entire urban area, which has progressively grown to become the Greater
London of the present.

"It is probable that the suburbs were never occupied by completely
homogeneous social classes....The poor generally lived cheek-by-jowl
with the rich to an extraordinary degree." Dyos [1954] p.76, and see
Pp . 61-62 .

Dobb [1963] p.129.

Dyos [195L4] p.T5; and see Barker and Robbins [1963] pp.XXV-XXVI;
Sheppard [1971] p.109.

See Gomme [1898] pp.1-36, Metcalf [1972] pp.1-18, and Sheppard
[1971] pp.105-109 for more details.

%oppock [1964] p.28; Gomme [1898] pp.3-4; United Kingdom Newspaper
1832].

Martin [1966] p.l; Summerson [1946] p.45. For early examples of

merchants who lived in the suburbs and worked in the City, see

Dyos [1954] pp.6L-65.

Sheppard [1971] pp.164-165.

Engels [1892] pp.30-39.

Dickens wrote in the 1830's: "...the early clerk population of Somers
and Camden Town, Islington and Pentonville are fast pouring into the
City, or directing their steps towards Chancery Lane and the Inns of
Court," quoted in Hall [1962] p.32. And see Cherry [1972] p.1l.
Olsen [196L] p.192, and passim, for estate development in this area.

For more details on the development of north-west London up to the
1830's, see Prince [196Lka] pp.84-10T.

"In the general expansion of London a new trend became obvious before
the accession of Queen Victoria. That was the tendency for the
West End and the districts to the West of London to become the only
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areas in which wealthier people sought a home." Trent [1965] p.161.
Summerson [1946] pp.172,179; Kellet [1969] pp.299-300.

Dyos [195Tb] pp.259-261; Sheppard [1971] pp.11k-115.

Sheppard [1971] pp.161-16L.

Dyos [1954] p.TT.

Beautifully portrayed in a cartoon by George Cruikshank in 1829 called
"Iondon Going out of Town, or, The March of Bricks and Mortar,"
reproduced in Thompson [1974] plate L.

Barker and Robbins [1963] pp.3-10.

See Ashworth [1954] pp.T70-73; Gomme [1898] pp.37-67 passim; Sheppard
[1971] pp.19-U45 passim.

Lees [1973] pp.426-427. And see Cherry [1972]pp.28-31. For a more
detailed local example of Camberwell, see Dyos [1961] pp.138-1L48.

Quoted in Thompson [1963] p.320. And see Dyos and Reeder [1973]
p.361.

Olsen [1964] p.6 estimates that seven times as many buildings were
held on leasehold tenure than freehold. Dyos [1961] p.90 estimates
that "freehold may have comprised about a third of residential
property in ILondon in the last quarter of the nineteenth century,
but the proportion of homes which were occupied by their owners
was much smaller than this."

Rasmussen [1934] p.405.
Polanyi [1944] pp.69-TO.

The market in urban land will be examined in more detail in
Chepter 6.

Nevitt [1966] pp.15-16

Herrison [1965] p.1h43

Dyos [1968] p.643; Sheppard [1971] p.93.

"Its [the capitalist mode of production] only requirement is that
land should 7not be common property, that it shouldconfront the
working class as a condition of production, not belonging to it, and

the purpose is completely fulfilled if it beccmes state-property,
i.e., if the state draws the rent. The landowner, such an important
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functionary in production in the ancient world and in the Middle
Ages, is a useless superfetation in the industrial world. The
radical bourgeois (with an eye moreover to the suppression of all
other taxes) therefore goes forward theoretically to a refutation
of the private ownership of the land, which in the form of state
property, he would like to turn into the common property of the
bourgeois class, of capital. But in practice he lacks the courage
since an attack on one form of property--a form of the private own-
ership of a condition of labour--might cast considerable doubts on
the other form! Marx [1863] pp.hk-L45. State ownership (nationali-
zation) of land at this stage was clearly out of the question from
the capitalists' point of view as they were not yet in control of
the state apparatus.

Summerson [1946] pp.23-24; Harrison [1965] p.1lh2.
Olsen [1964] pp.108,154. And see Dyos [1961] pp.87-91.

Sheppard [1971] pp.88-93.
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CHAPTER 3.

THE DIALECTICS OF LONDON'S GROWTH

Having set the stage showing Iondon during the 1830's, we must now
attempt to answer the following general question: why did London's
social structure and spatial form develop in the ways which many historians
have observed, and not in others? And why, in particular, did slums prolif-
erate in some areas and attractive neighbourhoods in others? What pressures
caused transportation networks to assume certain forms and not others?

Why was so little done before the 1880's towards alleviating atrocious
housing conditions? The most popular answers to these questions attribute
causative powers to 'market forces' or to economic and/or technological
necessities. However, it is not my purpose to critique or evaluate these
explanations. Instead, I will offer a view of London's development which
incorporates such explanations within a broader economic, social, poli-
tical and legal framework, and which, in my view, presents a more accurate
picture.

In attempting to answer these and other questions, I will argue that
the nature and quality of urban living experienced in both its rewarding
and problematic forms by the various strata of London's population and the
Vspatial form of the city, was shaped by the broad fulfilment of five major
social and economic forces mediated by the forms of tenure whereby people
secured their housing; and further, that the frustration of a sixth
pressure constituted the essence of the Housing Crisis of which all
London was aware in the 1880's. These forces arose out of London's class

structure and the struggles between and within classes during this fifty
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year period, as outlined in Chapter 1. They and the interactions between
them broadly determined the aspirations of the members of each class,

their differential abilities to participate in the land and housing
markets, and either directly or indirectly defined the structure of these
markets. With these parameters set, the autonomous actions of individuals
or corporate bodies in the land and housing markets, mediated by the tenure
relationé, led to the observed social and spatial structure of the city. In
sum, I will attempt to show that London's development was shaped by the
acting out of the overall class struggle, in relation to the drive to
accumulate capital on the one hand, and to people's quest for shelter on
the other. Though I will deal with the city as a whole, my major focus
will be on the residential sector.

The following were the six forces: first, the striving on the part
of successful merchants, bankers and employers to emulate the lifestyle
of the aristocracy§ second, the search on the part of members of the
middle stratum for an existence within their means which captured the
 essence of their bosses' lifestyle; third, the efforts by the capitalist
class to improve London's 'capital accumulation potential' by increasing
the internal efficiency of the city, especially the anachronistic central
area,and by linking it to markets in other parts of the country and the
world; fourth, the separation of the capitalist class from the working
class; fifth, the impoverishment of the bulk of the working class such
that they constituted an abundant, cheap and adaptable labour force; and
sixth, the struggle on the part of the 'labour aristocracy' to separate

themselves from the remainder of the working class and to establish a
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place for themselves in capitalist society. I would stress that these
pressures are all interrelated in the complex web of everyday life. They
are all aspects of the general struggle by capitalists, on the one hand, to
increase the rate of capital accumulation subject to the maintenance of
social stability, and for improved working and living conditions by the
middle stratum and the working class, on the other hand. These six

forces were the major constituents of the whole. They have only been
abstracted in order to facilitate a clearer understanding of why London's
social and physical fabric evolved as it did. We may now proceed to examine

each in turn.

Integration at the Top

In the previous chapter, we saw that the rise of the British capital-
ist class was not predicated upon a corresponding decline inthe economic
and political power or the social status of the landed aristocracy. In-
stead, a process of integration occurred in which capitalists and aristo-
crats gradually combined to form a single essentially capitalist, dominant
" class. An important aspect of this coming together is that successful
capitalists envied the aristocratic lifestyle and endeavoured to buy
their way into these upper circles or, at least, to achieve their own less
opulent versions of it.[l]

During the latter part of the 18th century, and especially during
the period under consideration here, there was another pressure acting
upon merchants, bankers and employers who were still living above their

workplaces in the City and its surrounding parishes. As the productive,

distributive and exchange functions of London's economy grew, so did the
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space which they occupied in these central areas. External economies
enticed new banks, offices, factories and warehouses to cluster in areas
where these activities had established a foothold. In their wake came
thousands of workers casual labourers and paupers who were forced to live
close to sources of employment. The combined effect of these pressures

on the central area land market was an increase in land values and conges-
tion and a reduction in the space available for residential land uses.

[2]

Thus it is not surprising that:

"During the reign of Victoria almost the whole of it, [the City] was
rebuilt, the vast majority of the seventeenth-century and eighteenth-
century merchants' houses giving place to warehouses and offices and
enlarged company halls."

The overriding importance of central locations for their businesses meant
that Capitalists were unwilling to assert their power in the land market

in order to maintain their residences in central London. This would

have been expensive, and furthermore, the ancient, crowded buildings of the
City, together with the lack of open space and cultural institutions,which
enhance a residential area, must have made the City unattractive as a place
in which to live.

The combined effect of these pulls and shoves was that successful
merchants, bankers and employers migrated from the City and its surround-
ings. A small proportion might have made it into the attractive West End
neighbourhoods such as Marylebone, Mayfair and Belgrévia which had long
been the homes of the aristocracy.[3] Many more planted roots in the

newly-built areas of west and north-west inner London adjacent to those

aristocratic havens, places like Bayswater, Paddington and Kensington in
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the west and St. John's Wood and Belsize Park in the north-west. Referring
to the westward migration of people in late-19th and early-20th century
(4]

America, Donald Olsen conjures up the following image:

"Standing at the Piazza Garden, Berkeley Square, and Queen's Gate

in the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries one could

have seen an analogous procession: the nobleman, followed by the

wealthy merchant, the professional man, the charitable 1nst1tutlon,

the solicitor's office, the shop-all moving inexorably westward."
As time passed, especially after the 1860's when train services improved,
many decided to move further out of town, leapfrogging over the new
middle-class suburbs to areas which their employees had not yet penetrated
such as Hampstead and Highgate in the north-west and Dulwich, Brixton and
Clapham in the south.[S] By the 1880's, this dual process of separation
of work and living and social integration within the upper rungs of the
socio-economic laddez, which had begun some time before the 1830 s, was
virtually complete. el

The lease was an appropriate legal instrument for mediating the
social and economic relationships between estate owners and wealthy capi-
talists in their quest for housing in these established or newly-built
neighbourhoods. Both parties were equally powerful and important in the
elass structure and therefore opposed each other as equals on opposite
sides of the leasehold agreement. It was in their Joint interests to
build and maintain socially exclusive and spatially attractive residential
areas: capitalists because they desired rewarding living environments,
estate owners because they sought increased ground rents. Money was not a

stumbling block. Tenants were able and willing to pay for high quality

houses, thus, there was little need for financial middlemen. Indeed,
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estate owners encouraged the exclusion of middlemen as this enabled them
| (7]

to.control the development better. The estates were well planned, the

object being'to attract fashionable or respectable residential tenants

(8]

and not necessarily financial gain. As Olsen has argued:

"Perhaps the fundamental aim of all the planning was to attract to the
estate tenants of fashion or at least of respectability....Purely
economic motives cannot entirely explain the preference of landlords
for upper-class residential property. There was, for instance, a
feeling that, although shop property might produce higher rents, it
was better to accept lower rents from a resident private gentleman
than from a business concern. A street of single family houses was
regarded as better in itself than a street of business property."
The squares for which London is so famous are a good example. They were
consciously introduced by landowners as a means of attracing reputable
builders, such as Thomas Cubitt, and encouraging them to build larger and
more substantial houses than they might otherwise have done, with the hope
that big houses would entice tenants of high status. These houses were
soundly constructed and formed imposing architectural units whose general
uniformity of facade matched the social uniformity of their tenants. On
 completion, ground leases were usually assigned to the occupants of the
houses the majority of whom bought the houses with their own funds or with
money borrowed from banks, insurance companies or solicitors who held
(9]

money in trust. The leaseholders' high economic credibility meant that
they usually had few problems in these negotiations.

The equality and directness of the tenure relations between estate
owners and tenants in general meant that both parties observed their

obligations under the leasehold agreement. Landlords maintained much of

the physical infrastructure or saw to it that parish authorities or private



~70-

companies. did so, while tenants kept their homes‘iﬁ good repair. Together
they prevented other homes in the neighbourhood from falling into disrepair
or being converted to undesirable uses, by méans of social and/or legal
pressure on those who were responsible for those houses. All in all, the
estates' surveyors had little trouble enforcing the covenants contained

in the leases. Indeed, "there is no evidence that the Grosvenor estate

was especially active in enforcing repairing or occupation covenants in
Belgravia or Mayfair; there was no need'to."[IO]. Furthermore, the parish
councils, usually of the 'closed' variety, and composed of people from the
same walks of life as the majority of tenants, generally saw to it that the
tenants' interests were well served. As a result of these soéial and econo-
mic relationships, the residential neighbourhoods of the wealthy strata

of London's society were well built and remained in good repair as long as

(11]
their upper-crust tenants continued to live there.

Suburbanization for the Middle Stratum

The second pressure which shaped London's growth arose out of the
aspirations of the growing middle stratum of clerks, public employees, pro-
fessionals and petty capitalists for an existence which captured the essence
of the successful capitalist's lifestyle, but was appropriately depre-
lciated to something they could afford. This period was the heyday of the
'rags-to-riches' entrepreneur, the dream of most members of the middle
strétum. But it was easier to ape the manifestations of capitalist status
in the non-work environmen£ than to achieve the reality in the workplace.
Consequently, this striving was stronger in the residential rather than

the productive sphere. It translated into a search for attracitve, sanitary
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residential environments which were accessible to their workplaces in the
centre.

The middle stratum was numerically larger than the capitalist class,
and the bulk of its members received only moderate though adequate earn-
ings. At the beginning of the period under consideration, probably only
a few owned the houses in which they lived. They simply could not afford
to pay the price themselves and generally lacked the contacts and credi-
bility which would enable them to borrow money from banks or attorneys.

The majority of the middle stratum were tenants who rented their accommo-
dation from leaseholding landlords. As they descended the earnings scale,
so the number of intermediaries between them and the estate owners in-
creased and the quality of their accommodation diminished. These factors,
combined with their lack of effective economic or political power, meant
that they were unable to resist the encroachment of non-residential land
uses into their innér-city neighbourhoods. They were essentially forced
out of the central area, though they were not unwilling to leave as newly
developed suburban areas came onto the market and as transportation systems
developed, making the journey to and from work feasible within their
limited budgets. A delightful poem of the day captured their suburbani-
zation sentiments:[12]

"OUR SUBURB:

Helleaned upon the narrow wall

That set the limit to his ground

And marvelled, thinking of it all,

That he such happiness had found.

He had no word for it but bliss
He smoked his pipe; he thanked his stars;
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And, what more wonderful than this?

He blessed the groaning, stinking cars.

That made it doubly sweet to win

The respite of the hours apart

From all the broil and sin and din

Of Iondon's damned money-mart."

The development of outlying rural areas and of transportation systems, which
were predicated upon innovations in both the social and economic relation-
ships surrounding the housing process and in urban transportation technolo-
gies, were crucial in facilitating the massive (by Victorian standards)
outward migration of the middle stratum, which gathered momentum from the
1860's onwards. The result was the rapid growth of places like Camberwell,
Battersea and Deptford in the south, Hammersmith, Acton and Ealing, beyond
the exclusive districts in the west and Islington, Hornsey, Kilburn and
Swiss Cottage in the north and north—west.[l3]

The major socio-economic innovetions which facilitated 19th century
middle-stratum suburban development were the permanent building society and
the constant-repayment amortized loan. Before examining their characteris-
tics, we must establish why they were necessary and where their historical
origins lie. This will also explain why these innovations evolved and not
others.

Most of these prospective suburbanites could not afford to engage their
own builders. Others had to buildhhouses for them. Speculative builders
and developers filled this slo’c.[l : While large building firms were
prevalent in the contruction of commercial and public buildi?%gi small

firms predominated in the residential construction industry. They

might comprise only a carpenter and bricklayer who had teamed up to build
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a few houses in their spare time, hoping thereby to meke some money ang
escape the'uncertainties of employment in the construction industry.[l :
But - the majoiity employed & small amount of people and reliéd heavily on
sub-contracting those tasks which the firm could not perform. These firms
had small capital resources; they relied on estate owners leasing land to
them at a peppercorn (i.e., token) rent and on selling the houses for cash
as they ﬁeared completion, assigning the ground leases either to their
future occupants or to speculative landlords.[lT] The builders were inter-
ested in capital gains, not cash flow. How was this capital supplied?
Landlords probably borrowed from banks or attorneys, though many must have
received funds from the same source as future owner-occupiers--the perma-
nent building society.

Renting from landlords remained by far the most frequent means
whereby the middle stratum was housed. This was essentially a repetition
of the leasehold form of tenure which prevailed in the older inner-city
neighbourhoods. Under this arrangement, the small landlord drew together
~the financial resources and needs of the freeholder, mortgagee and tenant
in the leasehold transaction and usually received the largest share of
any profits which were realized in the process. According to Adela Nevitt,
the capital structure of this sector of the 19th-century housing market was

(18]

as follows:

"Ppeeholder--As owner of the land he granted a ninety-nine year
building lease to the leaseholder. He retained land as a 'capital
asset' which yielded 'ground rents';

Mortgagee--As owner of capital he lent money to the leaseholder to
cover 66 per cent of the cost of buying the lease and building a
house;

Leaseholder (landlord)--As owner of a relatively small amount of
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capital--33 per cent of cost of house--he invested his money and

made an income by managing the property;

Tenant--As e man with no capital (but an annual income) and a need

to occupy a house he paid a rent in return for both the capital

sunk in the house and the management undertaken by the leaseholder.
Owner-occupation was much less prevalent and generally meant owning the
house and leasing the land. Nevertheless, permanent building societies,
lending money directly to occupiers and to speculative builders and
landlords, were an important form of home finance,[l9] and were destined
to dominate the home-building industry after the 1920's.

Permanent building societies evolved out of terminating building
sociefies. The latter were of working-class origin--an ingenious inven-
tion of skilled craft workers,who developed them as a means of maintaining
their historically cohesive economic and social ties under the pressure of
atomizing capitalist market relations;and of gaining security and indepen-
dence for themselves. They were based on togetherness and social respon-
sibility and perpetuated these values. The aim of these mutual organiza-
tions was to build each of their members a house which he could own. In

| [20]
the words of Edward Cleary:

"They were essentially small groups with social as well as economic
ties, setting themselves a clear and limited objective. In some
ten years they would achieve their purpose of giving each member
the security that ownership of property brings: then they wound
up. "

Terminating building societies consisted of approximately 20 members
who met at least once a month in a pub, to pay their dues, attend to busi-

ness matters and socialize. Some money was set aside for the consumption

of beer which took the place of rental payments to publicans for the use
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of their premises. Responsibility for the operation of a terminating
building society was shared on a rotating basis by all its members. As
soon as sufficient money had beén collected, the first house was built,
either by the society itself or by other builders, and was allocated to
one of the members by an agreed procedure, usually by balloting or bidding
for it. From then on, this member paid a rent to the building society for
his house, as well as his dues. This process was repeated for approximate-
ly ten years until all the members had a house. At that stage any excess
funds which the society possessed would be distributed equally among its
members, the society would dissolve and each member would own his house
outright, though the land was usually leased from an estate owner. Houses
were often built adjacent to each other, thus the social community which
revolved around the building society thrived in the residential neigh-
bourhood.

Terminating building societies were, however, inappropriate to the
needs of the middle stratum for a number of social and economic reasons.
The middle stratum was a product of capitalism. TIts social and cultural
values were based on individualistic and competitive market relations—-
that was how a clerk, an entrepreneur or a lawyer might advance in capital-
_ist society. Clearly, the communally-organized, mutual terminating societies
violated these behavioural norms. Besides, there were five main economic
weaknesses inherent in the organizational structure of terminating societies,
especially from a middle-stratum point of view.[21] First, the fact that
all members had to contrib;te equally made it difficult to attract new
members once the society had been in existence for a few years, as new

members would have to pay large sums of money to gain an equal footing.
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Second, if members had to depend on their own subscriptions to raise funds
on which the advances were made, thén the progress of the society would
be slow and some members would have to wait a long time for their advance.
To obviate this difficulty, terminating societies began borrowing money
from individuals or corporations who had capital to invest and demanded
interest, as opposed to houses, in return. This created a third weakness.
If a sufficient fund to satisfy all demands for advances was built up in
the first few years, then for the remainder of the society's life, sub-
scriptions would be flowing in and there would be no use for them. In an
attempt to deal with the first and third weaknesses, the directors of the
first society would start a second society as soon as the first had
reached a stage where back subscriptions became a barrier to new members
end where it had surplus funds. The new members joined the second society
whose need to borrow money, to speed up the making of advances, was met
from the surplus funds of the first society. The process would be re-
peated and very soon the directors would be in charge of a series of
societies, interlocking by a chain of lending and borrowing. A further
development was an arrangement whereby the society could be permanent with
its membership terminating. A fourth weakness of the terminating system
.was that members did not know how long the society would have to continue
in order to achieve its objective. This led to an organizational change
whereby the life of the society was fixed in terms of a period of time,
rather than of the value of each advance, which could vary depending on
each society's history. Finally, terminating societies were unsuitable
mechanisms for funding speculative builders and developers who were to

play a crucial role in orchestrating suburban development.
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The permanent building society, and the constant repayment, amortized
mortgage[22] obviated these difficulties and supplied the capital require-
ments of many middle-stratum house occupants. Borrowing money was no
longer predicated upon investing with.the society. Members would take
shares at any time. Under the constant repayment, amortized mortgage, the
size and duration of a borrower's payments was fixed and certain. Each
equal mohthly installment repayed both interest and principal, the interest
portion being highest at the outset, when the amount of the mortgage still
outstanding was highest, but was progressively reduced as the loan was
amortized and the proportion of principal repayed in each installment in-
creased. The amount of the installments was calculated so that all the
principal and the interest owing to the building society would be repayed
at the end of the agreed period. It was quite straightforward to calculate
the amount owing to the society at a particular time, and this facilitated
redemptions or foreclosures. The money for these loans came not from
subscriptions but from investors to whom the society paid interest and who
could withdraw their investments at short notice.

Thus, permanent building societies performed two functions which
were discrete in the eyes of the public but integrated in the societies'
ledgers. They were organizations where one could make short-term invest-
ments of large or small sums of money and where one could borrow capital
on long-term mortgages for the purpose of buying a house. Borrowers re-
ceived their money as soon as their houses were completed. As a result
they were insulated from the success or failure of the society; the risks
were assumed by investors. It was no longer necessary for all the

members' obligations to be identical. Investing and borrowing terms
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could be varied to. suit individual needs and capacities. Above all,
prospective middle-stratum homeownérs could deal with 'an organization'
which was managed by members of the capitalist class and thus they did not
have to concern themselves with the trials and tribulations of operating
& collective society.

One further caveat for the capitalist class was that permanent build-
ing societies were an effective device for plowing small savings back into
the economy for productive purposes, thereby increasing the overall rate
of capital accumulation. They played a crucial role in Victorian suburban
development, providing a major form of finance to speculative builders and
developers until the 1870's when they began to concentrate on lending
directly to house occupiers. "The growth of the permanent system changed
the nature of the [building] societies: they became agencies for the in-
vestment of capital rather than for enabling the investors to provide
dwellings for themselves."[23] They linked housing finance to the general
capital investment market. As a result, suburban home construction was
’either retarded when capital could be more profitably employed elsewhere,
or expanded far beyond current needs when‘idle capital was diverted to
the 'safe-as-houses' home-mortgage market. Thus the housing market gradu-
ally came to serve an important dual buffering function in stabilizing the
economy. When commercial investments were flagging, house building was a
means of absorbing surplus capital. On the other hand, house building slack-
ened when other sectors of the national or international economy provided
more profitable outlets, though this problem was not severe in 19th century

[24]
Iondon. In the words of H. J. Dyos:
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"The supply of capital for house-building certainly ebbed and flowed

but there is no clear evidence that it was ever checked in such a

way as to impede development at all seriously; there is on the con-

trary, rather more evidence of over-building in periods of easy
money than of under-building when money was tight."

The courts played an important guiding role in the change from
terminating to permanent building societies, because the 1836 Building
Societies Act had not foreseen the change and therefore provided an in-
adequate legal framework for permanent societies.[25] The most important
cases related to the permanent societies' demand for powers to borrow
money from non-members, on ﬁhich they obtained a favourable ruling in the
late 1860's. Permanent societies also exerted greater political influence
as they were managed by non-rotating professional managers of dominant cléss
origin. In fact, the joint action cf these managers, who formed a powerful
lobbying organization which eventually evolved into the Building Societies
Association of today, played a crucial role of accelerating the decline of
termingting societies in the struggle around the 1874 Building Societies
Act.[2 : The Act gave the basic framework within which building societies
have operated ever since. Two of its important features at that stage were
the continuance of stamp duties, a transaction tax which raised the cost of
the mortgage, while terminating societies favoured exemption as an encour-
agement to working-class borrowers; and a borrowing limit of two-thirds of
the societies' mortgage assets, which in no way met the needs of terminating
societies to borrow money in their early years. Thus state action in both
the courts and in parliament served the interests of the dominant class and

to a lesser extent the white-collar working class, by promoting permanent

societies and gradually eliminated the possibility of working-class
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homeownership.

One further development in ténure rélations,'whOSe significance was
only realized after the 1920's, was the growth of freehold land societies.[gsl
These societies became important in housing development during the 1850's,
both in their own right and in the spread of the permanent building society
principle. They had their legal basis in an Act of 1696 which gave the vote
to owners of freehold land of an annual value in excess of two pounds. The
numbér of freehold land societies was boosted by astute Liberal politicians
who saw in them a means for wresting political power from the landed interest
during the corn law and suffrage reform agitation of the 1840's. Freehold
Land societies bought tracts of land, subdivided them to meet the suffrage
qualification, put in roads and drains and then sold the freeholds, mainly
to members of the dominant class, under a gentlemanly agreement to 'vote
for the party.' The larger societies advanced mortgages to owner-occupiers
in the same way as permanent building societies, and they formed subsidi-
aries to develop houses and infrastructure on the estates.

Freehold land societies were political devices which directly shaped
the social and spatial form of some neighbourhoods. Their use in the
political arena diminished during the 1850's as both political parties
-began to use them, thereby negating the original intention of gaining
differential voter support, and because there was no way of ensuring that
freeholders would vote for the correct party once the land was theirs.

As a shrewd American politician put it: "It's easy enough to buy votes;
the difficulty is seeing that they stay bqught;"[29] But these societies

were important for the spread of permanent building societies for two
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reasons. They gave influencial politicians first hand knowledge of the
permanent principle and gained théir support for the 1874 Act. Possibly
of more significance, they made the concept of freehold owner-occupation
into a political issue and linked owner-occupation to social stability in
the public consciousness by basing it upon 'a stake in the system,' that
is, the right to vote.

What did these middle-stratum suburbs look like? They were specu-
lative ventures having much in common with modern 'spec-built' housing
developments.[30] The virtual absence of building regulations and the
limited budget of future occupants meant that construction standards were
often low. Estate owners usually had problems enforcing higher standards
as too stringent conditions gave them a bad name with speculators and thus
might negate the prime purpose of covering the land with houses and secur-
ing the commercial ground rent. The crucial role played by speculators
in the realization of suburban development and their keen knowledge of the
housing market gave them much power in deciding the layout of an estate.
Their fundamentally short-term pecuniary orientation meant that estate
planning was usually unimaginative and sometimes inefficient. Architects
were seldom engaged. Design standards were low, and repetitive with small
modifications. Fashionability was the most important measure of aesthetic
quality.[3l] Having secured the ground lease on aAfew acres of land, the
speculative builder had a strong economic incentive to pack as many houses
onto it as was socially and technically feasible. This enabled him to

spread the ground rent over a greater number of houses thereby increasing

his return. Leasehold covenants usually only stipulated the minimum
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number and value (or 'class') of houses which were to be built on the
estate. But the builder was constrained to a cértain extent by his image
of the future occupants' social and physical requiréménts. They would only
walk up a certain number of stairs, they valued a certain amount of open
space adjacent to their houses for light, air and relaxation, they re-
quired a street frontage, and so on. These requirements were as much
determined by the sort of options which builders brought onto the market,
as they in turn determined the nature of these options. It was a complex,
two-way interaction. The speculators' answers were the mass-produced rows
of two or three storey houses built in long terraces, or for the slightly
mbre prosperous, %n ?emi-detached units, situated on deep stands with

32

narrow frontages which proliferate in London's Victorian suburbs.

[33]
In the words of Dyos and Reeder, the stratum suburb:

"gave access to the cheapest land in the city to those having most
security of employment and leisure to afford the time and money
spent travelling up and down; it offered an arena for the manipu-
lation of social distinctions to those most conscious of their
possibilities and most adept at turning them into shapes on the
ground; it kept the threat of rapid social change beyond the
horizon of those least able to accept its negative as well as
its positive advantages."

Enhancing London's 'Capital Accumulation Potential!

The third pressure which shaped the social and spatial fabric of Lon-
don was a composite of the on-going efforts to increase what might be
called its 'capital accumulation potential'; to increase its economic
efficiency as a centre of production, exchange and distribution. Under
capitalist market institutions and in an era prior to the widespread

diffusion of electronic communications technologies, this drive was
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concretely realized in two broad dimensions. Firstly, by the growing
clustering of economic activities in the central area, especially the
exchange and service sectors. Secondly, by improving existing modes of
transportation and developing new ways of moving people and goods within
the city and between London and other national and international regionms.
This can be divided into three parts: dJdock development; railway develop-
ment; and the development of modes of transportation which used existing
streets, together with street improvement. I will now examine these de-
velopments in more detail.

The growing centralization of economic activities in London was
based on the competitive market relations inherent in a capitalist economy.
Given these 'rules of the game,' a central London location was of paramount
importance for most commercial and even certain industrial concerns. The
external economies to be derived from a central area locition were simply
too attractive for any rational businessman to resist.[3 : Financial
houses and banks congregated together in the City to facilitate frequent
communications which depended on personal meetings and dealings on the
Exchange; offices located there to be close to associlated activities and
to be able to draw on London's entire white-collar labour force which was
relatively evenly distributed about the centre; department stores located
in established West End shopping precincts which were accessible to fash-
ionable West End residents as well as London's middle stratum consumers;
wholesale warehouses took gdvantage of better central-area transportation
and interpersonal contacts; sweated trades gravitated towards the cheap

East End labour force; etcetera. As we have seen, the only businesses

which moved away frem the central area were mostly industries which
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required large-scale factory production. The consequence of these devel-
opments ﬁas a large increase in land values in the centre which only
businesses were able and willing to pay. The'centré became the area where
Londoners worked, in shops, warehouses, banks and offices, and a few
specialized manufacturing industries. Through a gradual piecemeal process,
commercial and industrial development, which was largely responsible for
the huge‘increase in London's population, replaced residential land uses,
evicting thousands of people, mainly members of the working class. It is

[35]
important to stress that:

"This transformation of the commercial centre did not result from the
harmonious adjustment of the forces of supply and demand. The vast
migration from central districts between 1851 and 1901 (for example,
in the twenty years from 1861 to 1881, the population of the city
fell from 113,387 to 51,439) was the consequence, not of workers
moving out in pursuit of better economic opportunities, but of
demolition, and the forcible eviction of a labour force whose work-—
place remained located in the centre."

The transportation of goods, between London and other predominantly
international ports, was improved by the development of modern docks.
Between 1800 and 1888, ten major docks were built, mainl% along the north
bank of the Thames river in the heart of the East Encl.[3 : Their construc-
tion displaced thousands of working-class families. But while they re-
duced the area available for working-class housing, once they were in
operation, the docks attracted enormous numbers of workers, especially
casual workers, to the East End. And the gradual decline of the labour
intensive dock and related industries, until they became relatively unim-
portant in London's economy by the 1890's, created even greater hardship

for the working class.-
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The .Development Qf the Railways

Railway development was unsurpassed in the 19th century as a form
of investment which absorbed large amounts of surplus capital. As such,
the railway-building booms of the 1840's and 1850's played a crucial role
in the process of capital accumulation at the national level.[ST] But rail-
way development also played an important role in improving London's
efficienéy as an economic unit and thereby increasing the potential for
capital accumulation for businesses located within the city. In many
respects, the importance of the City as a commercial centre was respon-
sible for the birth of the railway network. On the other hand, in addition
to encouraging the decentralization of population, the development of rail-
ways in London also permitted an even greater concentration and speciali-
zation of economic activities in the central area. The importance of an
efficient railway network in promoting capital accumulation was stressed

[38]
by the Board of Trade in 1845. In a report, it stated:

"The possession of good railway communications...has now become

almost as much a matter of necessity as the adoption of the most

improved machinery to enable a manufacturing community to contend

on equal terms with its rivals and to maintain its footing."

Railway transport within London effectively began with the opening of
the London and Greenwich Railway in 1836 and continued until 1899 when

[39]

Marylebone Station was opened. Before the early 1860's, most railway
companies north of the Thames concentrated mainly on the transportation of
goods between London and other cities. Subsequently, they began to follow

their counterparts south of the river in catering increasingly to capitalist

and middle-stratum suburban commuters, who had the time and money to live
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away frqm the centre, especially when the railway companies realized how
lucrative this traffic could'bé.' Thus the main-line railway system of
Victorian London came to perform a function "which it was never originally
intended to perform, and which it did not perform very efficiently."[hO]
As a result the expansion of London beyond the 4-mile limit of the horse
omnibus began in the 1860's. By the middle of the 1870's, the railway map
of London, excluding the underground tube system, presents a remarkably
modern appearance. Thus it is clear that 19th century railway development
constituted a formative and lasting influence in both direct and indirect
ways on London's social and spatial geography.

This raises an important question in an exploration of the determi-
nants of urban form: what caused the railway companies to locate their
lines and terminals where they eventually did? Were these locations
based on necessities inherent in the technology or on calculations of econo-
mic efficiency? These are the usual arguments made in ahalysing the loca-
tional patterns of transportation modes, especially by modern urban
economists. However, while economic and technical considerations were
clearly important, I would argue that they were essentially subservient to
the power relationé inherent in the land and housing markets of 19th cen-
tury London, which were based on the class structure and the leasehold
system of tenure. Unlike horse omnibuses, cabs and tramcars, which could
operate cheaply on existing public thoroughfares, the railways could only
function if large areas of London were exilusively set aside for their
fixed routes and separate rights of way.[ . In their quest for the land

necessary for lines, terminals and marshalling yards, railway companies
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had to cqntend with the differential rights and powers which the leasehold
system conferred on estate owners, leaseholders and occupants. The out-
comes of the railway companies' struggles for land were fundamentally
responsible for the ultimate location of railway lines and terminals.

Two important specifications which their land acquisitions had to
fulfill put railway companies at a distinct disadvantage as buyers in the
London land market of the 1830's. Firstly, the necessity for permanent
rights of way to be set aside for their exclusive use. This was based on
the size and durability of their investments. Here the leasehold system
posed problems for the railway companies and the estate owners. Besides
the administrative and legal headaches that the purchase and servicing of
hundreds of leases from as many estate owners would have entailed, a single
estate owner could halt the operation of large stretches of railway lines
by terminating the lease prematurely because certain covenants were ignored
or by refusing to enter into a new lease once the old one expired. These
were contingencies which no sound railway company could afford to risk. On
the other hand, the possibility of leasing their land to railway companies
could not have appealed to estate owners because they must have been uncer-
tain of the long-term fortunes of such novel enterprises and did not fancy
the possibility of being landed with railwey lines or terminals which were
of no use to them: Thus the leasehold system had to be by-passed. Railway
companies who represented some of the most powerful sectors of the capital-
iét class and whose infrastructure was absolutely essential to economic
expension (which included increasing ground rents), had to be permitted to

buy land on a freehold basis.
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This raises the second disadvantage with which railway companies
were burdened. Besides requiring vast acréslof urban and rural land on
which to build their lines and terminals, all the necessary land had to be
contiguous. This put railway companies at the mercy of freeholders along
the railway's path. By holding out till the railway companies had completed
the bulk of their purchases, landowners could demand exorbitant prices for
their legal right to the land which was absolutely essential to the railway
companies. Consequently, for railway lines to be viable economic propositions
the companies had to change the power relations of the 'leasehold land
market.' They had to acquire compulsory purchase powers to enable them to
become freeholders of the necessary land at prices which they were able and
willing to pay.

The only way in which these changes could be accomplished was for each
railway company to apply to Parliament for the passage of a Privaie Act
which gave them compulsory powers to purchase land on a freehold basis.

This was a major reason why Parliament became a powerful controlling force
' in the development of the railways in 19th century London. Even after the
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act and the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act
of 1845, which established a general legal basis for the compulsory acqui-
sition of the necessary land, prospective railway companies were required
to apply for Parliamentary approval of their proposals before any land
purchases or construction could begin. Parliament had the power, which it
frequently exercised, to change or veto the railway companies' proposals.
However, though powerful, this was essentially passive control and the

State's role with respect to the railway companies' impact and operation
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remained passive for most of the period under consideration. It made no
attempts to impose a planned network of lines and largely inconsequential
attempts from the 1860's onwards to régulate fares and to force the railway
companies to rehouse the working-class families which their lines displacedghel
It seems as though Parliament was merely a venue for capitalists and landed
aristocrats to struggle for or against each proposal, depending on the
differential costs and benefits which each railway proposal conferred on
them and their friends. By the mid-1860's, the combination of both houses
reflected a relatively even balance between landed interests and industrial,
mercantile and financial interests, thus it could be saild that the changing
fortunes of many railway entrepreneurs depended on the fluctuating patterns
of dominance and submission between the two major segments of the ruling

[43]
class.

Parliamentary power was exercised with a vengeance against the rail-
way companies in\18h6 when seventeen out of nineteen proposed urban lines
and termini were flatly rejected. Had they all been sanctioned, the topog-
raphy and character of the centrai area would have been completely altered,
probably for the worse. In the words othohn Kellett, "The Metropolis would
literally have been cut into pieces." ] Instead, Parliament prohibited
any incursions within an oval, four miles from east to west and one and a
half miles from north to south (bounded by the Circle Line of today). This
decision had far reaching consequences for further railway and transportation
dévelopments and for the spatial form of the central area. In the words of

(k5]
John Kellett, it

", ..not merely distorted directly the pattern of railway building,
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‘but also exercised an arbitrary and indirect influence upon the
conditions of competition between companies. The central gov-
ernment's unique exercise of a legislative veto combined with
metropolitan central land values to erect a barrier around the

core of the city which was virtually impassable to surface

railways."

This position was re-affirmed in 1863 when ten out of thirteen proposals
were rejected. A major result of this legislative intervention was the
controversy surrounding, and the eventual construction of, a circular rail-
way linking all the central stations. And, on a more general level, it
snuffed out any competition which might have developed between large com-
panies serving London from the north and south.

The railway companies paid a high price for their compulsory purchase
privilege. Parliament had not accurately defined what constituted a 'fair
market price' for land acquired compulsorily. Arbitration cases ruled
generously in favour of landowners and quickly established the principle
that the price to be paid for such land by the railway companies should be
based on its value to the vendor, to which should be added compensations
for interruption of business, loss of good will, various damages to sur-
rounding property, and sometimes even for loss of possible future gain!

To this sum, a further 10% was added for the privilege of compulsory purchase.
As a result, railway companies probably paid twice the current market value
for land. Railwaj companies were prohibited from becoming land speculators
in their own right. They were required to sell surplus land on completion

of their scheme. Once again, this put them at a disadvantage in the land
market, this time as vendors. Buyers knew that the land had to be sold

and were therefore able to bid lower than its true market value. And if

at some future date the railway companies wanted to extend their lines,
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they would have to pay even higher prices then before, an increase for
which their earlier investments wéré largély’responsible.' In view of all
this, one railway company director's complaints of the high costs incurred
by the railways in these transactions is hardly surprising and probably

(6]

representative of railway capitalists in general:

"The Lands Clauses Act was passed at a time when landowners were
absolutely supreme in Parliament, in 1845, and did just whatever
they liked; and although we have to pay large sums by way of
severance, we do not get anything whatever for the increment in
value we give to the balance of the land."

Landowners, on the other hand, benefited in two ways. Firstly, rail-
way lines increased the accessibility of much of their land, making it ripe
for housing development and therby increasing its value. This fact was the
basis of a jingle which appeared in Tarbuck's Handbook of House Property in

[b7]
1875:

"The richest crop for any field,

Is a crop of bricks for it to yield.

The richest crop that it can grow

Is a crop of houses in a row."
Though the railways did bring destruction, congestion and pollution in their
wake, they also enabled higher prices to be charged for urban and especially
suburban land, withough any effort or further investment on the landowners'
part. Secondly, landowners benefited even more as the inflated awards of
arbitration proceedings were translated into legitimate market prices. Thus,
railway development generated windfall gains for landowners. In 1861,

(18]

Henry Davies wrote the following graphic 'description' of this process:
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"If the first railway engine had been laden and fed funnelwise,

with guineas, and if the wheels had been constructed with an

apparatus for whirling the gold by centrifugal action over the

land it traversed we should have an allegory in action which

would correctly describe the working of the railway system."

And the fundamental reason why the landowners benefited was, to put it
simply, because they owned the land, without which the railways could not
exist. In sum, then, railway development was beneficial to most landowners
while the railway companies were not permitted to gain from the increases
in land values which their investments facilitated.

However, we must return to our original question which has not yet
been answered: what caused the railway companies to locate their lines and‘
terminals where they ultimately did? We have seen that while Parliament
granted them the powers which were necessary to make them viable competi-
tors in the land market, it played an essentially passive role with respect
to the placement of lines and terminals. What was the active force which
determined the railways' locational patterns? I will argue that the rela-
tive power of the many actors in the land and housing markets, which was
 based on their position in the class structure and on the leasehold system
of tenure, was the major determining factor; that technological necessities
and economic efficiency were of secondary importance and only became sig-
nificant once the struggle for land had been decided. A brief but closer
look at the power relations of the land and housing markets of London dur-
ing +this period and of the railway companies responses to it should
clarify my argument.

We have seen that large landholdings predominated in inner London,

especially in the north-west. Though these great proprietors were very
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powerful, it was obviqusly more advantageous for railway companies to deal
with them, in preference to a multiplicity of small owners, as the nego-
tiations weré usually much quicker, simpler and cheaper. But the power
of both larée and small estate owners in the land market and their will-
ingness to sell to the railway companies was in turn largely influenced
by three interrelated factors: the power and status of their tenants, the
use to which their land was put and the physical condition of their
property.

On the top of the power spectrum were the spacious, well-maintained
inner-north-west residential areas, where both leaseholders and estate
owners, whose joint interests the lease agreement protected, strongly
opposed the incursion of railways into their neighbourhoods. They had the
economic and political power to defeat the railway companies if they
attempted such 'invasions,' or to impose costly qualifications on the con-
struction of those few railways which they could not oust. H. G. Wells'
comment in Tono Bunday, "that the great railway Eermini had been kept as
- far as possible from the 'Great House Region,'"[ 7] was therefore hardly
surprising. In consequence, the North London Junction and Regent's Canal
railways, for example, failed to gain authorization because they would
have infringed on the Crown land surrounding Regent's park, whose imposing
terraces and villas housed 'the first class of society.' The Bloomsbury,
Portland, Grosvenor and Berkeley Estates were among the others which were
successfully protected from the incursion of the railways. The Great

Central's Marylebone.station extension line was forced to skirt the

western flank of the Crown's estate and to comply with the Portman Estate's
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burdensome and expensive restrictions. Eton qulege's Charcot estate,
which was built for 'réspectable but undiscérning clients,' successfully
insisted upon clauses in the London and Birmingham Railway Bill which re-
quired extensive tunnelling under the estate to reserve its future amenity.
Thus, even at a relatively detailed level of spatial definition, the power
of wealthy landowners and tenants determined the physical form of the
railways. Within these parameters, railway companies were free to maximize
technical and economic efficiency.

Also at the top of the 'power-in-the-land-market league' were the
properties which made up the core of the central business district. The
City Corporation was aware that railway development was beneficial to the
City, as evidenced, for example, by their financial support which rescued
the almost moribund Metropolitan Railway because of the good communications
which it would provide. But they and the powerful interests at the finan-~
cial heart of the world,were not prepared to allow the railway companies

[51]
to carve up the City. In the words of John Kellett:

"Residential areas, historic buildings, graveyards, hospitals, craft
workships, even, where necessary, factories, could be traversed or
swept away, but not the central Exchange area."

Thus, the Parliamentary legislation of 1846, which prohibited railway
building within the central and West End area, bounded by the Circle Line
of today, was essentially a recognition and ratification of the power and
interests of City businessmen and West End residents and landowners. The

virtually total exclusion of railways from this area was absurd on grounds

of technical or economic efficiency, even allowing for the high cost of
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land in this area. It interrupted national north-south rail communications,
increased the'congéstion of central-area streéts and forced many northemand
western railway companies to incur large additional expenditures to reach
the City via circuitous routes. Their success is ample testimony to the
power and defiance of members of the dominant class when their interests
were threatened and of the broad and lasting impact which their actions hed
on the railway network and on London's social and spatial geography.

It is difficult to generalize about the power relations of the land
market in areas inhabited by the middle-stratum or by less powerful commer-
cial or industrial concerns. In these cases, the outcomes of conflicts
between landowners, leaseholders and tenants and the railway companies were
not foregone conclusions. They depended on the details of each struggle
which could be decided either way and probably favoured the railway com-
panies more often than not. Nevertheless, the railway coﬁpanies were
forced to settle these issues prior to others related to technical and
economic efficiency criteria.

This problem of generalization does not present itself at the bottom
of the power scale. The predominant pattern in working-class residential
districts was one of railway promoters deliberately choosing to smash their
.way through these densely packed areas, irrespective of the grave social
consequences which this policy clearly incurred. The reason for these
actions had little to do with the railway companies' irresponsibility or
malice, as was the popular view. Instead, it was based on the power rela-
tions which existed under the leasehold system. in working-class neighbour-
hoods. Large estate owners, both lay and clerical, were generally resigned

to the fate of their landholdings and had pragmatically given up hope of
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resurrecting elegant neighbourhoods in the place of their working-class
slums. Théy’had lost control of théir propértiés and were only too willing
to sell out, as they saw the coming of the railways as a way of retreating
from a socially and economically problematic predicament and making wind-
fall profits to boot. These "less fortunately located [estate owners] came

to agree with Disraeli's Lord Marney that 'raill[ways] are very good things

[52]
'" Their propeties were riddled with middlemen

with higﬁ compensation.
with sub-leases and house-jobbers with the fag-ends of leases who were
collecting exorbitant rack rents from their tenants. These intermediaries
had little power to prevent estate owners from selling out to the railways
as they were in flagrant violation of most leasehold covenants. The
tenants who were usually renting accommodation by the week, often by the
day, had no legal standing to object to the sale or to claim compensation.
Working-class people did not have the means, the connections or the know-
how to oppose Railway Bills. Most were usually thankful if the railway
companies paid their rent arrears or gave them between a sovereign or two
~pounds in cash.[53] Finally, local authorities could not resist this
'shovelling out the poor' because the change of land use increased rate-
able values and shed some of the burden of poor re:l.ief.[5 :

Thus it was not accidental nor conspiratorial that the railway com-
panies located most of their lines and termini through the working-class
districts of Iondon instead of the homes of the wealthy or their places of
business. Ihdeed, The Times recognized the advantageousness to the capi-
talist class of railway development according to these conditions, stating

[55]
bluntly,in 1861 that:
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"The special lure to capitalists offered by railway projectors is

that the line will pass only through inferior property, that is,

through a densely populated district and will destroy only the

abodes of the powerless and poor, whilst it will avoid the

properties of those whose opposition is to be dreaded--the great

employers of labour."
From the point of view of the engineers, surveyors and attorneys of the
railway companies, it was commonsense to follow the line of least resis-
tence, and the working-class neighbourhoods were the weak areas in the
land and housing markets. Even more attractive to the railway companies
were situations in which large areas of working-class housing were owned
by a few substantial proprietors, as the small number of landowners simpli-
fied legal proceedings. Nevertheless, it required a great deal of ingenuity
to find these fissures in the land market along which approach routes to
the fringe of the central area could be made. This often caused planning
problems and increased costs because many working-class areas abutted the
commercial centre where land values were highest. As one parliamentary
witness suggested in 1836, "the parties [railway companies] care very
little whether the line they have adopted is exactly the cheapest and

[56]
best."

A number of historians argue that the main reason why railways were
- located in working-class districts was because this was seen by the
propertied class as a means of slum clearance which would ultimately
benefit the working class, as low-quality housing was demolished and higher
quality housing for those displaced would automatically be provided by the

[(57] . ,

market. However, there is plenty of evidence in the proceedings and

reports of Royal Commissions related to railways from the 18L0's onwards

which indicates that these classes were well aware that the contrary was
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the case:. that demolitions imposed even greater hardships on the working
class by forcing them to compete. for reduced amounts of accommodation at

[58]

higher cost in adjacent areas. As John Kellett has correctly observed:

"The fact that such conscientious investigations were carried out and
~given a hearing should correct the widely-held impression that the
Victorians were entirely careless of the effects of the great works
of urban reconstruction they were executing."
Doubtless the mythical qualities of railway demolitions as slum improvers
played an important part in decisions to locate railways in wprking-class
districts, but this view was not a cause of these decisions. Rather, as
we will see in Chapter 5, it served the crucial function of providing
ideological legitimation for the drastic and blatantly cruel destruction of
working-class homes which was primarily necessitated by the power relations
of the land and housing markets and secondarily by economic market forces.
This policy of locating railways in working-class neighbourhoods
largely explains the location of lines and termini in north, south and
east London.[59] To the north, Marylebone station permanently displaced
" thousands of working-class people from the slums of Lisson Grove while
the approach line had to tunnel under the well-to-do Portman Estate and
St. John's Wood neighbourhood, to avoid disturbing their 'respectable'
residents. Fuston, St. Pancras and King's Cross stations, together with
their approach lines virtually demolished all of the slums of Agar, Camden
.
and Somers Towns, where the railway companies were allowed unrestricted
access by the aristocratic estate owners of these districts. The Holborn

Viaduct, the only surface railway to be built across London, marched

through the slums of Clerkenwell and Farringdon Street. In south London,
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especially Southwark, railway companies were fortunate in having to face
only a féwi large ecclesiastical estaté ownérs Who'weré usually only too
pleased to have the railway companies remove the poor for them as this was
not something the Church could legitimatély do. Indeed, the powerlessness
of tenants in these districts was acknowledged by Parlisment when it ex-
empted south railway schemes from the general restriction placed on inner
Iondon in 1846. The approach lines to Victoria Station, and London Bridge,
Cannon Street, Charing Cross and Waterloo stations and their approaches,
were largely located in working-class areas owned by the Church. In the
working-class neighbourhoods of the East End, ownership was much more frag-
mented, the largest estate owners being the City Corporation and Companies.
Consequently, it was easier for railway companies to ignore unco-ordinated
opposition in building Bishopsgate, Fenchurch Street and later Liverpool and
Broad street stations, though legal costs and compensation awards to land-
owners were much higher. These costs did not, however, prevent the whole-
sale destruction of working-class homes by the maze of companies which
_sought to gain access to the City and the Docks.[6O]

In the process nearly 800 acres of central land, enough for a fair-
sized town, was taken for railway uses. H. J. Dyos has conservatively
estimated that the numbers of people displaced by a total of 69 separate
schemes came to at least 76,000 betweeg 1853 and 1901, with 51 schemes
displacing 56,000 people before 1885.[ H Spread over the area involved,
an average of 95 persons per acre were displaced. John Kellett quotes the

estimates of Dr. Letheby in 1861 that between 150 and 300 persons per acre

was nearer the true number of displacements. The lower figure would give a
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total of lZ0,000.Z;ictions which represented 5 1/2% of the then central
area population. :

The laissez faire idéolqu was used until 1874 to rationalize the
failure of Parliament to force railway companies to rehouse displaced
tenants, which it deemed an unjustifiable invasion of landlords' rights.
The subsequent requirement for them to provide alternative accommodation
was succéssfully evaded until 1885 when the Royal Commission on the Housing
of the Working Classes recommended sterner enforcement of these require-
ments. Even then, alternative accommodation was usually not available at
the time of demolition and was therefore occupied by families other than
those who were displaced, and the rents were usually too high for poorer

[63]
tenants.

During the period under consideration, rail fares were beyond the
means of the majority of working-class people. There were two main reasons
for this. The first and most important was an outcome of the railway
companies' struggle for compulsory purchase powers. They were prohibited

from buying up large tracts of land, in exceZE of their essential require=-
ments, and becoming speculators themselves.[ : This approach which was
common in America was frequently suggested but never attained legislative
approval. If the American experience can be generalized, then allowing
railway companies to profit froz land speculation would probably have
caused fares to be much lower.[ 2 One consequence of this prohibition was
that railway companies played an essentially passive role in London's sub-
urban development. More importantly, it meant that they had to reap the
bulk of their profits from the fares which they charged for the conveyance

of people and goods.
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This leads to the second reason for high fares which was based on the
peculiar economic characteristics of public goods 1ikéirailways. Unlike
factories which produced relatively cheap, individualizablé commodities,
railways could not benefit from economies of scale as they increased their
output. Beyond a certain point larger, unevenly distributed traffic in-
creased operating and administrative expenses and spelt diminishing returns.
The burden of a very high initial expenditure in fixed, indivisible capital
made it unrealistic to respond to lower demand by proportio<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>