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The central driving force behind this thesis was to study and analyse the
balance of power, influence and wealth held by the landed gentry and the middle
classes during the period 1840 to 1914. This was accomplished by focusing on the
town of Bromley, Kent, which historians and modern commentators alike have

championed as the archetypal middle-class suburb.

The thesis begins with an in-depth examination of the origins, ideals and
actions of the small group of individuals who, in 1840, owned between them the
majority of land in the town. Findings about the local gentry challenge existing
theories about landowners' alleged antipathy towards commercial interests and show
that landowners were not averse to exploiting prevailing economic conditions to their

own financial gain.

Gradually the local gentry's 'social' power and influence was surrendered to the
middle classes which were gaining in wealth and self-confidence. Even though the
socio-economic composition of the local middle class was increasingly diverse, there
existed no conspicuous divergence in their aspirations or intentions. Indeed, unity of
purpose intensified their impact upon the social and economic life of the community, as

well as upon prevailing ideals.

An ever-growing influx of commuters residing in the town, notably affluent
financiers, merchants and professionals working in the City of London, occasionally
challenged this unity over demands for improvements in facilities for urban - or
suburban - living. However, in the long run these wealthy commuters were adopted as
the 'new' elite of local society, helping to promote deferential and paternalistic
relationships in a class that was drawn together within a complex web of social,

cultural and economic ties.

Whilst social harmony was secured by such ties, an obsession with image and
perceived status helped preserve social ranks and social distinctions, of which
geographical segregation became the most overt illustration. Such were the middle
classes' fears of social degradation that they raised a united defence against the
emergence of radicalism and socialism. This helped Bromley to emerge, or to be seen
to emerge, as the most middle-class of English suburbs, even though this misjudges its
more complex Victorian and Edwardian past.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

A number of factors stimulated the choice of Bromley for this thesis, not least
of which was that over the last twenty years, historians and observers alike have
selected Bromley as the archetypal middle-class suburb. When Hanif Kureishi wrote
The Buddha of Suburbia (1988), it was no coincidence that he set his story in and
around the town of Bromley.! Having been brought up in the town himself, he
recognised within it the quintessential characteristics of a middle-class English suburb.
Leafy roads, tree-lined avenues, secluded private estates cut off from the more
monotonous semi-detached developments all contributed to the suburban image. As
such, the town provided the ideal backcloth to Kureishi's experimental notions of sex,
sexuality, race, class, culture and family values, simply because the majority of
suburbanites were so routinely predictable. In an earlier publication, with an historical
rather than fictional basis, the historian F. M. L. Thompson had also used the town as
a classic example of a middle-class suburb.2 He recognised in Bromley the
characteristics of the classic railway 'boom' town. Within thirteen years of the advent
of the first railway line in 1858, the town's population had exploded beyond any

contemporary's expectations.

In the Book of Lists for the year 1980 Bromley was heralded as the most
middle-class town in the country, on the basis that only 0.02% of the occupied
population were involved in any form of manufacturing industry3 The remaining
99.98% were engaged in service industries, principally in the commercial, professional
or clerical sectors. By 1994, Bromley had become the butt of jokes and criticisms
relating to 'trim' suburban life. On several occasions, inhabitants of Albert Square in
the television soap EastEnders were known to accuse friends of turning their backs on
their heritage by escaping to the affluent suburb of Bromley.# In 1994 itself, the
'classic' middle-class retreat came under closer inspection. The Foreign Office was the
first to get the pot stirring. It was revealed in the Guardian newspaper in May that the
Foreign Office, in deciding the level of expenses to be paid out to its staff working
abroad, had based their calculations on prices paid in the town of Bromley.’ In
explaining their decision, the Foreign Office claimed that the 'typical' Bromley

1" H. Kureishi, The Buddha of Suburbia, published in G. Giles and D. Hughes (eds.), The Minerva
Book of Short Stories (1988)

2 F.M.L.Thompson (ed.), The Rise of Suburbia (Leicester, 1982), p. 20

3 Book of Lists (1980), where the figures have been taken from the 1871 Census Abstract for
Bromley

4 Eastenders, B.B.C. Television

> Guardian 11 May 1994, p.3



inhabitant was as near to the socio-economic class of their ambassadorial staff as they
could hope to find.

In the Spring of 1994, a series on Channel Four about suburban life presented
by the architect and journalist Jonathan Glancey cited Bromley as typical of dull,
monotonous, lifeless suburbia, taken over by hundreds of Mr. Neat and Tidies isolated
behind net curtains and closely-trimmed hedges.® Here, middle-class individuals and
families kept to themselves, to venture out only according to pre-arranged meetings
and coffee-mornings. Yet this is very much a 'presumption' on the part of Jonathan
Glancey, part of the perceived 'image' of the town which has portrayed Bromley as
archetypal suburbia. To some extent, this has been due to the middle-class character of
the town, which has encouraged observers to apply the suburban label, bringing with it
images of a derisory nature. Cynics have argued there is little evidence of spontaneous
activity in the town, no sign of widespread community action or collective spirit.
Satirical jibes about the country's most 'boring', 'faceless' town in an article in
Independent London in September 1994 aroused a plethora of 'Disgusteds’ in
Bromley's local press.” Does Bromley's Victorian and Edwardian history demonstrate

any real basis for its symbolic representation as the archetypal middle-class suburb?

There were three principal objectives behind this study of Bromley. The first
of these was to analyse the means and processes by which a small, select group of
landowners, who dominated society in 1840, lost their virtual monopoly of power to
the aspiring middle classes. The second aim was to illuminate the impact the middle
classes had upon the mechanisms of local government and society. Thirdly, this thesis
sets out to understand the reasons why Bromley has been portrayed as a classical
'suburb’, at least in the years before the First World War. To date, all histories of the
town have accepted the label with little or no qualification,® yet this thesis will show

that such acceptance can cloud the more complex issues that were at work. As such,

6 Channel 4 series, Heaven, Hell and Suburbia, transmitted 14, 21, 28 April 1994

7 Independent London Sept. 1994 (Independent Newspaper Supplement)

8 J. M. Rawcliffe, 'Bromley - Kentish Market Town to London Suburb 1841-1881' in F. M. L.
Thompson (ed.), op. cit., p. 28-91; M. Waugh, 'Suburban growth in North-West Kent 1861-1961'
(Ph.D. thesis, Univ. of London, 1968), p.95; B. Taylor, 'Bromley, Beckenham and Penge, Kent Since
1750 - A Comparative Study of the Changing Geography of Three Towns on the Southern Fringe of
the Metropolis' (Univ. of London, Ph.D. thesis, 1965)



the investigation of Bromley as a 'suburb' is used as a means to an end rather than an

end in itself.

A purely narrative account of events and developments in Bromley during this
period has already been provided by E. L. S. Horsburgh's exhaustive work,? whilst J.
M. Rawcliffe has added information about the 'physical construction' of this Victorian
suburb.1® Thus far, little has been revealed of the precise nature or characteristics of
either the local gentry or the middle classes. Indeed, in market towns and suburban
settlements as a whole, we know little about gentry or middle-class ideals, aspirations
or social relationships. It was intended in this thesis, therefore, not simply to provide
another history of the town, but to consider degrees of similarity and contrast between
these classes and to place their interaction in a supposedly suburban setting. In the
process, this led to questions about previously accepted notions of class idiosyncrasies
and relations, some of which now demand re-thinking in the light of experiences in this

once rural market town.!!

On the one hand, since the late 1970s there has been a major debate over the
extent of land purchase by successful nineteenth century businessmen. This is
important to the modern historian if only because it seeks to assess the strength of
those arguing in favour of a 'gentrification of the bourgeoisie’. The controversy has
resulted in the formation of two 'camps', with W. D. Rubinstein and L. and J. C.
Fawtier Stone ranged amongst others against F. M. L. Thompson, H. Perkin and M.
Daunton. 12 The latter have taken issue with findings that few wealthy businessmen
purchased land on a significant scale. M. J. Wiener has provided another dimension to
the debate in claiming that by selling out to the interests and ideals of the landed
gentry, the middle classes were sabotaging the industrial success of the nation.3 W.
D. Rubinstein's most recent retort, rejecting the very core of M. Wiener's hypothesis,
ensures that the debate is far from over.!* To date, however, both 'camps' have relied
on studies made from a national perspective, relying upon national data and selected,
isolated examples. Wiener, in his attempt to chronicle the gentrification of the

9 E. L. S. Horsburgh, Bromley - From the Earliest Times to the Present Century (Chislehurst, 1929)
10 5. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit.

11 In D. Cannadine, Patricians, Power and Politics in Nineteenth Century Towns (Leicester, 1982),
there are several detailed studies of social relations and the struggle for local influence, but these are
limited to major towns and resorts

12 See, for example, W. D. Rubinstein, 'Cutting up rich', Econ.H.R. XLV, 2 (1992), L. and J. C.
Fawtier Stone, An Open Elite? England 1540-1880 (Oxford, 1986), F. M. L. Thompson, 'Stitching it
together again', Econ.H.R. XLV, 2 (1992), H. Perkin, Origins of Modern English Society 1780-1880
(1969). M. Daunton, 'Gentlemanly Capitalism' and British Industry 1820-1914, P.&P., 122 (1989),
pp. 119-58

13 M. Wiener, English Culture and the Decline of the Industrial Spirit (Cambridge, 1981)

14 W. D. Rubinstein, Capitalism, Culture and Decline in Britain 1750-1990 (1993)



bourgeoisie, based much of his argument upon literary sources.!> Conversely,
Rubinstein's conclusions about the success of capitalists at the turn of the century have
ignored the 'men of letters', focusing instead on a wealth of statistical surveys.!¢ Little
attempt has been made to approach the matter from what we might call the 'lived

experience' of local circumstance.!”

There are still gaps in our knowledge of how far the urge to purchase a landed
estate or country retreat pervaded the business classes. In any case, the desire to buy
hundreds or thousands of acres of land did not of necessity preclude the appetite for
continued business success. This thesis aims to shed greater light on the origins,
ambitions and ideals of those who purchased land in the Victorian era, as well as
tracing their fortunes once in occupation of a 'gentleman's seat'.!¥ By focusing on the
situation in Bromley, it is possible to measure the accuracy of the findings of H.
Berghoff and R. Moller, who have recently struck out against Wiener's 'gentrification’
theory - with the associated 'escape’ of businessmen to the countryside - on the
grounds that businessmen who invested in land did so close to their place of work.!?
In coming to understand more closely the driving forces behind the landowners of the
parish of Bromley, this thesis begins to explode the myth of the 'gentry - bourgeois'
divide, encouraging the need for greater flexibility when dealing with the impact of

their supposedly idiosyncratic ideals.

The issue itself has led to a need to reconsider the meaning of the terms around
which the debate has been centred, notably 'gentlemen landowners' and ‘'middle
classes'. Landowners, for instance, have frequently been lumped together by historians,
well-to-do yeomen and parish gentry either being slotted neatly into the aristocratic
vein or being tagged on the end as an afterthought2® F. M L. Thompson, D.
Cannadine and G. E. Mingay have all acknowledged that differences between the
landed classes did exist, but the major part of their studies has focused on the upper

15 M. J. Wiener, op. cit.

16 W. D. Rubinstein, 'The Victorian Middle Classes: Wealth, Occupation & Geography', Econ.H.R.,
30, 1977

17 There have been notable exceptions to this, especially D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit., and Stana
Nenadic, '‘Businessmen, the urban middle classes and the 'dominance’ of manufacturers in 19th
century Britain', Econ.H.R., XLIV, 1 (1991), pp. 66-85

18 The phrase 'gentlemen's seat' was employed widely in late 18th and 19th century writings and
histories, as in T. Wilson, An Accurate Description of Bromley in Kent, (1797), p.54

19 H. Berghoff and R. Moller, 'Tired pioneers and dynamic newcomers? A comparative essay on
English and German entrepreneurial history, 1870-1914', Econ.H.R., Vol. XLVII, No. 2, May 1994,
pp. 62-287

20 For example, see M. L. Bush, The English Aristocracy - A Comparative Synthesis (Manchester,
1984), p. 40 and p.196 where it is implied that the gentry aped aristocratic ideals such as the rejection
of involvement in tradc and business



echelons of landed society.2! The fortunes of the aristocratic landowners of Cardiff,
Bournemouth and Southport have been meticulously investigated,?? but we are left
ignorant of the two to three thousand individuals who owned land as members of the

'gentry’.

Historians of the great landowners have generally assumed that 'gentry' status
began with landed property in excess of 1,000 acres.2? This may be realistic for rural
areas and for landownership patterns in specific urban environments, but for many a
Victorian market town or developing suburb such a minimum is wholly inappropriate.
In 1840, the greater part of the parish of Bromley was divided up amongst only a
handful of families. Under criteria employed above, most of these landed estates
would have fallen under the lesser category of 'yeomen' properties. In practice, the
reverence and respect which these families secured in the local community, in addition
to the county and London 'society' in which they mingled, would confer upon them
nothing less than the status of 'gentry'. Admittedly, most of Bromley's largest
landowners also owned landed property outside of the town, in the likes of Devon or
the London docklands, thus 'qualifying' them above the alleged level of 'yeoman'24
Yet divisions based solely on acreage are artificial. Of equal importance for
individuals owning landed property were the status and prominence in which they were
held by their fellow townsmen.2> Image was crucial especially when traditional power
and economic domination were under threat. William John Coles Child, for example,
may have held only 245 acres of land within the parish, but as the owner of the
manorial Palace Estate, his dominance of local affairs remained virtually unquestioned

for over twenty years, thus ensuring for himself the status of a 'gentleman landowner'.

As with William John Coles Child's property, many of the 'gentry' estates of
England were in country and market towns that were to experience sudden and
dramatic suburban growth in the second half of the nineteenth century. This brought
demands upon landowners that were to test the very heart of their ambitions and
ideology. In the impact of urbanisation - or suburbanisation - upon the landed gentry, it

was not simply a question of the ‘bourgeoisation of the gentry' or 'gentrification of the

21 See F. M. L. Thompson, English Landed Society in the Nineteenth Century (1963), D. Cannadine,
op. cit., and G. E. Mingay, The Gentry - The Rise and Fall of a Ruling Class (1976)

22 D. Cannadine, op. cit.; M. Daunton, Coal Metropolis: Cardiff; 1870-1914 (1977)

23 For more on the 'boundaries’ of landowner classification, see F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963),
G. E. Mingay, op. cit. (1976), and L. Stone and Jeanne Fawtier Stone, op. cit.

24 These particular examples refer to G. E. Wythes and William John Coles Child respectively

25 Frederick Wakely, who lived in Bromley at the end of the ninetcenth century, recalls seeing the
carriages of landowners like John Lubbock, Lord Avebury, and considered all of them as the 'gentry’
of the district. (Oral Collection) The local press regarded them in the same light, often referring to
the esteemed gentry of the neighbourhood.



bourgeoisie', but a much more complex interaction of the two. There were no hard
and fast rules for how either the gentry or the middle classes might react. As R. J.
Morris and Richard Rodger have shown, landowners used their leverage to direct the
way in which their estates were developed, but their decisions were in turn heavily
influenced by market forces.26 A rapidly expanding market town like Bromley had the
effect of throwing all previously held hopes and ideals into the melting pot. Coming to
an understanding of how proprietors of landed estates reacted and responded to the
pressures of rapid change will significantly advance our appreciation of the extent and

impact of the 'gentrification’ or 'bourgeoisation' argument.

In particular, landowners faced the emergence of an increasingly wealthy and
self-confident middle class. Previous works have tended to lay emphasis on
distinctions between these two classes, rather than on common strands of interest.2’
None of Bromley's landowners in the nineteenth century were 'mere' gentry.
Ironically, they were essentially 'middle class' in terms of their lineage and descent.
Labels lose their meaning when faced with such blurring of distinctions. The term
'middle class' might be used to identify those with more than just a meagre amount of
wealth or property. It might be used for those educated at special academies or
grammar schools. Alternatively, it might distinguish those families who employed
servants from those who could not escape the drudgery of manual labour. Whatever
the more overt trappings of 'middle classness', qualification for middle-class status was
essentially based on something much less quantifiable. The notion of 'middle class' was
an ideal, an aspiration, a state of mind. Having accepted this fact, it is easier to
appreciate the mobility and fluidity that existed between the varying ranks of society.
It also helps explain the forces of unity and cohesion operating across these ranks,
preserving the status quo against threats of revolution. At any given time, the 'artisan
elite’ of the working class might share similar aspirations to the merchants and
professionals of the 'apparent' middle class, as might do the successful business
magnates amongst the so-called gentry. This was the case even where economic

mobility was in practice limited.

Similar difficulties emerge over the identification and allocation of the term
'suburb’. All published histories on Bromley have seen the Victorian era as a period
during which the market town of Bromley became a suburb of the spreading

metropolis. If by 'suburb' is inferred an outlying - ordinarily residential - dormitory of

26 R. J. Morris and Richard Rodger, Victorian City - A Reader in British Urban History (Harlow,
1993), p. 17

27 See H. Perkin, op.cit.; M. L. Bush, op. cit.; G. E. Mingay (ed.), The Victorian Countryside, Vol.2
(1981)



a city, then a number of factors need to be investigated before assigning suburban
status to Bromley during the nineteenth century. Firstly, Bromley was already popular
as a place of residence for City gentlemen before the advent of the railway, something
which may well have had a significant impact on the nature of developments after rail
connections were secured. Secondly, it would be surprising if Bromley's function as a
market town serving surrounding village communities simply disappeared, so we need
to consider to what extent the town retained a vibrant economy of its own. Thus the
divide between market town and suburb becomes less clear. Were the majority of
inhabitants occupied locally or in London? How large was the purely 'residential
community at this time? A solution to these enquiries would not only test the
accuracy of the 'suburban' label, but would also clarify the extent to which middle class

'suburbs' like Bromley were not simply places of temporary refuge and retreat.28

Many of those who came to the town may well have come for the opportunity
of employment or commercial success, which raises interesting questions about
relationships between mere commuters and those individuals more directly dependent
upon the local economy. More specifically, did the town develop and expand because
of the 'rus in urbe' ideology that apparently drove the middle classes away from the
ugliness of the city centre? This is very much the argument that F. M. L. Thompson
has advanced. 2 We also need to consider R. J. Morris's and Richard Rodger's
notions of an affluent middle class 'investing' in suburbs as an outlet for profits from
business.30 Through generating a demand for goods, services and improved amenities,
these new 'suburbans' helped provide a 'self-sustaining capitalism' that reinforced
middle class power in the community.3! If this was indeed the case, the degree of
'control' and 'influence' these newcomers effected over the existing community needs
to be more precisely analysed. For this reason, the central part of this thesis is devoted
to the impact of the middle classes upon the life and administration of the town,
suggesting ideas that build upon the work of, amongst others, R. J. Morris on Leeds
and J. Roebuck on Lambeth, Battersea and Wandsworth.32 The image of a 'dull
retreat referred to earlier, may disguise the fact that members of the ‘new' middle class

- from wherever they originated - were more inclined to involve themselves in the

28 For thc first studies of Bromley as a place of retreat, see J. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit. and F. M. L.
Thompson's introduction in F. M. L. Thompson (ed.), op. cit. (1982). For a description of how
suburbs developed, it will be difficult to find a more comprehensive work than J. Burnett, 4 Social
History of Housing (1986), pp. 105-105 and pp. 188-216

2 Ibid.

30 R, J. Morris and Richard Rodger, op.cit., p. 23

3 Ibid.

32 R. J. Morris, Class, Sect and Party - The Making of the British Middle Class: Leeds, 1820-1850
{Manchester, 1990), and J. Roebuck, Urban Development In 19th Century London - Lambeth,
Battersea and Wandsworth 1838-1888 (1979)



affairs and development of their local community than historians have hitherto
divulged.33

If the unity and impact of the middle class have until recently been understated
by historians, then so too have been the role of gender and the impact of women.
Ordinarily it was the men of the landed and middle classes who set the political and
administrative agenda, but women too had a part to play. In terms of women's
‘contributions' to the local decision-making processes, Patricia Hollis has done much to
pave the way for further research. Beatrix Campbell has also provided invaluable
information, in highlighting the participation of women in party political campaigns.34
However, the work of Catherine Hall and Leonore Davidoff has delved further behind
the public scene, advancing our understanding of the effect notions of gender and the
middle-class family had on the formation of class and 'acceptable' cultural values.3’
The image of the 'masculine' man also emerged as an integral part of society, a sense of
manliness that revealed itself through hard work, and the adoption of authority in the
home and outside. In the latter part of the century, this image was bound up with

support for imperialistic policies abroad.36

By studying developments in a particular setting - in this case a market town
that experienced rapid growth in the second half of the nineteenth century - it is
possible to trace changes in gender roles and appreciate what impact these had for
society as a whole. As a developing suburb, Bromley is particularly interesting as with
the accompanying increased separation between home and workplace, it might be
expected that women's influence would in large part be restricted to the home.
Conversely, the town's proximity to London might encourage greater social and
economic opportunities for women, such as through the extension of employment
prospects in the late Victorian period, thus challenging the notion of 'separate spheres',
ideals of 'domesticity' and women's subordinate role in the community. Either way, the
issue of gender amongst the middle class had important consequences for the cohesive
strength of their ideology and the impact this ideology had on society as a whole. In
essence, women helped shape ideas about gender and class, and in so doing bolstered
middle-class leverage in the administrative and social life of their local communities.

33 This was not limited to purely cultural or charitable involvement, as L. Davidoff has concentrated
upon in The Best Circles - Society Etiquette and The Season (1973), p. 74/f, but also to 'political’
action in terms of involvement with urban government

34 p. Hollis, Ladies Elect - Women In Local Government 1865-1914 (Oxford, 1967), and Beatrix
Campbell, The Iron Ladies - Why Women Vote Tory? (1987)

35 Catherine Hall and Leonore Davidoff, Family Fortunes - Men and Women of the English Middle
Class 1780-1850 (1987)

36 M. Roper and J. Tosh (cd.). Manful Assertions - Masculinities in Britain since 1800 (1991), pp. 1-
3



If it is hazardous generalising about Victorian and Edwardian social classes and
values, then it also problematical generalising about how these affected the governing
of urban settlements. Asa Briggs has argued for the growth of civic power and the
simultaneous evolution of the civic ideal.3” As towns expanded, the boards and then
councils took over authority from other local government bodies. It was all part of a
process that promoted the influence and power of the middle classes above all others.
With the later expansion of the use of bye-laws, 'civic power' may well have been
magnified, but not necessarily as part of a movement towards the glorification of any
'civic' ideal. We need to qualify our thoughts on civic pride and ponder more carefully
the extent to which such powers were adopted primarily for reasons of 'class' rather
than community. In addition, there are town size and local circumstance to consider.
Developments in the great cities of Leeds, Manchester, Birmingham and London were
far removed from those that took place in those smaller cities and resorts.3® Indeed, it
was another twenty or so years before the latter experienced the 'municipal
collectivism' that had emerged in the greater cities in mid-century. It now needs to be
shown when, and to what extent, the country towns and suburbs of the nation

witnessed any such phenomenon.

Arguments over labels, generic terms and ideologies only brush the surface of
historical debate involving landowners and the middle classes in this period. Political
and social relations between the classes were also of prime significance, something to
which few studies have hitherto given due recognition. To help overcome this
deficiency, this study of Victorian and Edwardian Bromley, even though broken down
into sub-sections for practical purposes, has attempted to place the features of each
social class in a wider social context.3® By tracing class relations, it is hoped to
provide reasons why gentlemen landowners allowed their estates to be broken up and
fragmented by the onslaught of urban development and why the mass of the working
class of the town were apparently inactive and acquiescent. In particular, if the ideals
and ambitions of the gentry were so divergent from the commercial and professional
middle classes of the town, then it needs to be shown how seemingly profound

changes took place in the town with little confrontation between them.40 Furthermore,

37 See A. Briggs, Victorian Cities (1963)

38 See D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit.

39 Given the parameters of this study, this has essentially involved relations between the gentry and
middle classes, but reference has also been made in places to relations with the working classes of the
town who made up three-quarters of the local population

40 A J. Reid has recently written a strikingly fresh and succinct booklet entitled Social Classes and
Social Relations 1850-1914 (1992), pp. 37-59, in which he debates the force of ‘coercion’, ‘control' or
'consent' in maintaining social order; in his concluding thoughts, he plumps for 'consent’ above the
other two factors.



if the 'gentry' of the parish still managed to retain their traditional influence and respect
amongst the local community, as argued by F. M. L. Thompson and D. Cannadine,
then the mechanisms involved in this process demand closer scrutiny.4!

According to H. Perkin, who has repeatedly contended that the middle class
were 'riven' by divisive ideals, the gentry should have been wealthy and united enough
to have seen off any threats from below.42 The fact that this was blatantly not the
case, again raises doubts about existing theories on the divisions in middle class
ideology, most notably that epitomised by separate 'professional' and 'entrepreneurial’
ideals. As R. J. Morris has suggested in his study of the middle classes in Leeds, there
may have been far greater forces pulling fogether those professionals and businessmen
who challenged for positions of power and influence.#3 Points of common interest
need to measured up against points of divergence. Bromley is an ideal place in which
to carry out such a test, if only because of the influx of newcomers from a such a wide
social base. In what light, for instance, would the farmer-cum-shopkeeper from
deepest Sussex perceive the 'City' barrister or international ship broker? The answer
may be determined not simply in the way the middle classes saw themselves, but more
decisively in the image they had of themselves amongst other groups in society. This
is why relations between the middle classes and those immediately above and below

them are so worthy of investigation.

Before embarking on these areas of analytical study and debate, it is vital that
the arguments are presented within a meaningful context. Earlier in this introductory
chapter, it was suggested that the town of Bromley is today renowned for its
dreariness. In fact, descriptions highlighting the dullness of Bromley abounded as
much in the past as they do today. The first history of Bromley itself, penned by
Thomas Wilson and published in 1797, spoke of the lack of amusement in the town,
with the exception of 'a very respectable subscription concert and one circulating

library.' 44 Nevertheless, Bromley was already an important market town at this time,

41 For greater discussion of landowners maintaining dominance in urban environments, see D.
Cannadine (ed.), op.cit. and F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963)

42 H. Perkin,, Rise of Professional Society (1990), pp. 27-36

43 R.J.Morris, op. cit. (1990)

44 Thomas Wilson, History of Bromley (Bromley, 1797), pp. 44-45
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serving a wide agricultural district and dominated by individuals involved in crafts and
distributive trades.4> Wealthy and 'respectable' individuals were drawn to the vicinity,
notably the healthy and scenic countryside on the town's borders. This led to most
complimentary and romantic descriptions of the town, as shown here by Charles

Freeman:

The place is interspersed with many handsome seats and
buildings, which are chiefly the residences of persons of
opulence: no parish perhaps, considering its short distance
from the Metropolis, and that coaches pass through it
almost every hour in the day, could afford a more desirable
retreat from the hurry and bustle of Town; besides which,
its is rendered peculiarly so, on account of its pleasant and
healthy situation.46

In 1785, William Pitt the Younger had purchased the Holwood Estate near
Keston, three miles to the south of Bromley. He spent much of his recreational time
here, obsessed with the upkeep of his home and gardens, where he reputedly discussed
the abolition of slavery with William Wilberforce.#” In the early nineteenth century,
the well-to-do were attracted to Bromley for a different reason, the presence in
neighbouring Shortlands of a famous surgeon. This was James Scott, who had arrived
in the town in 1792 and specialised in the treatment of diseased joints.4® His
remarkable success helped spread his fame far afield, drawing in wealthy clients in
search of relief from pain. Many brought their families with them and had houses built
in areas bordering the town, as at Bromley Common.

James Scott's death at Shortlands in 1848 coincided with a lean time in terms
of Bromley's economic fortunes. The financial hardship of the See of Rochester had
forced the Ecclesiastical Commission to sell off the Bishop's Palace and Estate at
Bromley.# This ended the Bishop of Rochester's 800 year role as the town's Lord of
the Manor. The departure of the Bishop brought despair to many tradespeople who
feared the town was already suffering enough under the strains of the social and
economic difficulties of the so-called 'Hungry Forties'. Between 1841 and 1851 the
population diminished from 4,325 to 4,127.5¢ During the 1850s the town recovered
with the rejuvenation of the Palace Estate by William John Coles Child and with the

45 J. Dunkin, Outlines of the History and Antiquities of Bromley in Kent (Bromley, 1815), p. 28
46 Charles Freeman, History of Bromley (Bromley, 1832), pp. 16-17

47 E. L. S. Horsburgh, op.cit., p.46

48 A. H. Watkins, 'James Scott, the famous surgeon of Bromley', in BLHS No. 4 (1979),pp .41-47
49 E. L. S. Horsburgh, op.cit., p.47

50 Jbid., p. 50

12



coming of the Mid-Kent Railway (1858). By 1861, the population had increased to
5,505; ten years later it had almost doubled.5!

Bromley continued to grow progressively until the First World War, bringing
inevitable changes to the social characteristics and infrastructure of the town. The
ancient parish of Bromley was modified in order to accommodate the expansion of
previously minor hamlets like Plaistow and Bickley. Landed estate after landed estate
fell under the auctioneer's hammer, the builder's trowel supplanting the farmer's
plough. From the opening of the first railway station at Bromley (South), many
advertisements appeared in the Bromley Record for homes and building land to be let
or sold.’? The developers of the emerging Bickley Park Estate boasted that 'all the
convenience of town will be combined with the beauty of country scenery'.s3
However, the invasion of 'several good houses' was not viewed with delight by all 54
In the Record a certain Rusticus, a notoriously romantic contributor to the columns of
the press, spoke in 1882 of how older inhabitants still saw Bromley as 'a country
market town', whose green fields were being invaded by the evils of ‘villadom'.5

The town was to gain its fair share of speculative builders in the last quarter of
the nineteenth century, all eager to benefit from the swelling demand for houses. Local
tradespeople too may have gained from the new business generated, but some
complained that builders with whom they had dealt had been unable to pay their bills.56
The Record complained bitterly in October 1889 that they had 'swooped down on
Bromley and made it their happy hunting ground.'’” Occasionally this culminated in
court cases to recover financial losses. However, it seemed nothing could off-set the
attractiveness of the district, as testified by the number of advertisements seeking the
attention of 'gentlemen secking residence &c. in this healthy, convenient and favourite
neighbourhood."® Similar claims were being made well into the Edwardian era. The
number of houses may have mushroomed in the town during Queen Victoria's reign -
from 669 to over 4,500 - but there was still ample open space ripe for development.
Fields of golden corn dissected by public footpaths and country lanes were not yet a
thing of the past.®® However, the appearance of the town was changing ever more

1 Ibid.

52 BR 1858, June-December.

53 BR Sept. 1861

54 BR Feb. 1866

55 BR July 1888

56 BR Oct. 1889

57 Ibid.

58 BR March 1900

59 Older residents recollect that the town still had many fields of corn up until the Second World War
and beyond
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rapidly. Instead of wallowing in days gone by, the Record adopted a more pragmatic
opinion of the transition from old market town:

Bromley has now become a busy suburban centre. The
more conservative townspeople view the trend of events
with regret, but bow to the inevitable with the knowledge
that times bring many changes. %0

Such was the expansion of Bromley during the second half of the Victorian era
- by 1901 the population had risen to over 27,000 ¢! - that the town received a
Charter of Incorporation in 1903.62 Having acquired borough status, new onerous
duties and responsibilities were adopted by those in local government. This was far
removed from the ill-defined and quasi-legal functions of the old vestry administration
that had directed local affairs from the seventeenth century until 1867. The newly
instituted borough councillors, for instance, found themselves discussing matters of
educational and welfare provision which would have been unthinkable fifty years

earlier.

New and wider roads began to emerge, slowly at first then more dramatically
in the Edwardian era. Thousands of newcomers were brought to the town, many
travelling daily by rail to London to earn a living in the City. These were the 'new'
middle class, the middle class of the businessmen, the financiers, the civil servants and
the expanding professions. They came to reside in this once rural market town to
escape from the noise and pollution of the metropolis. Nevertheless, this well-to-do
group was not prepared to suffer the indignity presented by poor urban facilities. They
began demanding improvements that ranged from the draining of sewage to more
stimulating forms of entertainment and cultural activity. By the commencement of the
First World War, the town had become a bustling centre for shopping and
entertainment, boasting a 'free' library, a playhouse and picture house as well as a host

of social clubs and societies.53

60 BR Jan. 1906. It is interesting that the paper should describe Bromley as suburban, even though
the majority of those residents who were 'occupied' worked in the town itself. However, the number of
commuters was increasing, and many of the town's 'elite' were commenting about the

‘suburbanisation’ of the town at this time.

61 Census, Bromley Enumeration District, 1901

62 E. L. S. Horsburgh, op.cit., p. 264

63 The two picture houses were the Lyric Theatre (opened 1906) and the Palais-de-Luxe (opened
1911) - sce BR Nov. 1906 and BR May 1911 respectively
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The First World War made even more dramatic and weighty demands upon
local administrators, the impact of government, with new regulations and restrictions,
being brought closer to home than ever before. By 1934, both the influence of the
council and the size of the town itself had expanded so greatly that the borough's
boundaries were extended to include the parishes of Keston and Hayes.6* The final
remnant of the rustic landscape that cut Bromley off from the sprawling metropolis
was by this time disappearing under the emerging bricks and mortar of the Downham
Estate. Today, 'Bromley, The London Borough' - the name London Borough of
Bromley having been discarded in the 1980s for its communal undertones® - is the
largest local authority in the London region. Its vast geographical area that extends
from Penge to Chelsfield, Chislehurst to Biggin Hill, bears little resemblance to the 'ten
ploughlands at Bromleag' in the town's original charter from Ethelbert in AD 862.

The central geographical focus of this thesis the settlement of Bromley as
delineated by the ancient parish of St. Peter & St. Paul. Yet both geographical and
administrative boundaries remain artificial. A local community is not bordered off by
lines on the map.66 The cartographer's map flatters to deceive in that it depicts
demarcations and ties of communication that do not necessarily exist in either the
minds or lives of members of that community. Instead, the community is a blend of
less discernible ties and contacts, relationships that exist within parameters that are
rarely fixed and rarely consistent. The 'community', or 'local society' is essentially
forged by common spheres of activity. Religious affiliations, political loyalties,

economic inter-dependence and ties of kinship all form separate spheres of activity

4 Bromley District Times, 13 April 1934

65 This also came at the time of the demise of the Greater London Council

66 For an illuminating perspective of both geographical and 'mental' maps, see C. Carson, Belfast
Confetti (1990), and M. J. Mclaughlin, Difficult to keep trace: Everything a bit askew - The Poetry of
Ciaran Carson (M.A. Dissertation, University of Greenwich, July 1994)
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which may in some instances overlap but in others be quite distinct. The interplay
between these spheres helps form a network of social intercourse that goes much
further in painting an authentic picture of a local 'community' than restrictive
administrative borders.

A local 'community' is an intricate, ever-changing web of social contacts. In
Bromley in the mid-nineteenth century, a relatively strict social hierarchy was still
observed, with the parish gentry sitting majestically at the centre as the 'elite' of local
society. Power came through the opportunity to direct affairs and impose control over
the various ties and links that enveloped all other bodies. The mass of the people
remained on the outside, serving the interests of those classes closer to the 'elite' at the
centre, and dependent upon the elite, economically, politically and psychologically.
Such dependence was secured by the 'spokes' of this web of contacts, those social
institutions and forces that maintained order and conserved the status quo. The
prevailing systems for voting, political representation, the law, education and poor
relief, alongside the persuasive influence exerted by the church and press, all reinforced

the ties that preserved power in the hands of the few.

Societies are not static.6’ There will be times when local communities need to
adjust to different demands and pressures that are brought to bear. Between 1840 and
1914, relationships between different groups in society changed, sometimes in the
most subtle, inconspicuous manner, and at other times in a more overt fashion. Either
way, 'local' control was surrendered to new forces and new inhabitants. Local
communities themselves were always changing, always adapting, even if these
adjustments were only striking at specific times in a community's history. In the
nineteenth century the name 'Bromley', for instance, might be used to represent the
ecclesiastical parish, or the Poor Law Union, or the division of magistrates at petty
sessions, or even the wider neighbouring district. In fact, the geographical 'borders' for
this thesis remained unchanged, covering an area of 4,700 acres that were dictated by

the boundaries in which the main arm of local government held jurisdiction.

Given the difficulties of exposing the complex network of relationships that
prevailed in local society, the historian is left wondering about the purpose and
direction of local history. It is tempting to do away with the notion of a 'local society'

or 'community' altogether. The approach taken here has been to concentrate on

67 For a recent discussion of the 'dynamics' of society, and relations therein, see A. J. Reid, op. cit..
In this, he suggests the idea of cycles in public life, alternating between expansion and contraction
(p-63)
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'problem-centred' rather than 'community-centred' studies.®® Debates about ideological
values, political tendencies, economic motivation and social hierarchy dominate the
discussion. Nevertheless, it would be unwise to divorce such arguments from the
idiosyncratic characteristics of the community from which they stem. The precise
nature of relations and confrontations in Bromley was determined by a combination of
factors - geographical location, social composition and historical development to name
but a few - that were not mirrored elsewhere. Together, they were peculiar to
Bromley and thus emphasise the need to study 'problem' issues within a 'community-

based' framework.

Another dilemma is how the historian of a local community intends to use the
vast wealth of information that has been accessed. Inevitably there is considerable
interaction between particular situations at the local level and general developments
across the nation as a whole. For the duration of the period studied the majority of the
people of the nation did »ot live in the great cities.®® Instead, they lived in towns with
populations below 50,000, the very places that have been relatively ignored by
historians until quite recently.’® By relying upon the city, as well as the picture painted
by 'national' statistics, historians have been guilty of over-generalisation. Local
discrepancies have been ignored to the detriment of our overall understanding. It is
these differences and contrasts that have had a crucial impact on the formation of

society and relations within society, either at the time or at some point later.”!

This thesis has sought to draw on a wide range of both primary and secondary
resources. However, four sources in particular were employed to give a clearer
picture of the composition and characteristics of both the gentlemen landowners and
the middle classes. In no particular order of preference, these were trade directories,

parliamentary census returns, landownership surveys and the local press. Diaries,

68 There has been much debate about the purpose of local history and the nature - or myth - of a local
'community'. In particular, see M. Stacey, The Myth of Community Studies, British Journal of
Sociology, XX, (1969), A. Macfarlane et al, Reconstructing Historical Communities (1977) and C.
Phythian-Adams, Re-thinking English Local History (Leicester, 1987)

69 See J. F. C. Harrison, Late Victorian Britain 1875-1901 (1990), p. 240 which uses data from D. C.
Marsh, The Changing Social Structure of England and Wales (1965) that shows in 1871 only 36.5%
of the population lived in towns above 50,000; by 1901 the proportion had reached 44.6%, but still
reflected a minority - albeit a sizeable one - of the population. Also see D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit.,
p.12

70 Ibid., p. 13

7 Ibid., pp. 2-13
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personal recollections - both written and oral - ordinance survey maps, health surveys,
educational reports, parish registers, family records and government documents were
just some of the other sources used to add further insight into the nature and

development of local society.

By studying trade directories over a 45 year period (1866-1911), it was hoped
that a clear picture might emerge of the changes in the town's economic and business
activity.”? It was appreciated at the outset that even if the directories could reveal
much about the nature of trades and services in the town, they could only act as
indicators of social and economic characteristics.”? For instance, the figures tended to
measure the number and type of services rather than all those employed within these
services. In addition, there emerged problems when a business fell into more than one
category, as with 'carmen and contractors' or 'plumbers and ironmongers'. In such
cases, where one trade was clearly distinct from another - at least from a modemrn
perspective - it was recorded under each separate 'trade’. As a result, it might be
argued that the impression of the overall number of businesses within the town has
been distorted, but at least it illustrates the range of economic activities that were
being performed at the time. In addition, unlike census returns, directories recorded

only those economic functions carried out within the registration district.

The census enumerators' returns were clearly more revealing of the
occupations of the town's inhabitants, but they also posed their own drawbacks. As
with all census data, they were only a record of those present within the household at
the time of enumeration. This has led to false information about levels of domestic
service - many 'servants' were not co-resident - as well as about family size. The
surveys carried out for this thesis focused solely on middle-class households,
comparing their composition in 1851 with 1891. The definition of 'middle class'
remains a contentious issue, designations about class in these surveys being made on
the occupation of the head of household, combined with the number of co-resident
servants and/or apprentices. Caution, therefore, needs to be taken before reading too
much into the survey's analytical statistics. Where the number of servants per socio-

economic class were concerned, for example, the results could be regarded as part of a

72 Detailed, regular trade and street directories for Bromley did not commence until 1866. Initially
they were produced by Edward Strong, the local printer and proprietor of the Bromley Record: they
were later replaced by Bush's Directories. The first directories in each decade between 1871 and 1911
were studied, with the addition of Strong's 1866 directory which was the first comprehensive register
of trades for the parish.

73 There is considerable literaturc on the use and value of trade directories, notably G. Shaw and A.
Tipper, British Directories - A Bibliography and Guide to Directories Published in England and
Wales 1850-1950 and Scotland 1773-1950 (Leicester, 1988), and D. Reeder (ed.), Urban History
Yearbook 1984 (Leicester, 1984), pp. 22-45
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self-fulfilling prophecy. The fact that only heads of households were selected for the
main statistical surveys, for both the 1851 and 1891 parish returns, meant that the
socio-economic characteristics of the remaining members of the household might have
gone unnoticed.’* For this reason, more thorough surveys were carried out on
selected middle-class households in an attempt to cover cracks in the main sampling

method employed.”

The census surveys employed two main socio-economic classifications, that is
a distinction between upper and lower middle class. The method of allocation was
based on official HMSO classifications’¢ and groupings employed in the work of other
historians.”” Again designations were based upon occupation of the head of household
and the extent of domestic help, as well as upon place of residence (where either there
was evidence of the type and size of residence or the house was still standing).
Landed proprietors were recorded separately, but fell into the category of upper
middle class when data was analysed. In terms of occupation alone, the upper middle
class included City financiers and merchants, accountants, solicitors, architects,
doctors, clergy, army officers and the most successful local businessmen, although
several of these occupations were not as prevalent in 1851 as 1891. The Jlower band
were composed of tradespeople, retailers, teachers and clerks. However, no
procedure for classifying either status or occupation is fool-proof. For instance, an
'annuitant' might be someone living off independent means or someone in receipt of
parish relief. A 'fundholder' suffers the same dilemma.

Even greater difficulties were experienced in attempting to classify the
Victorian 'farmer’.  According to W. A. Armstrong 78, when studying urban
environments all farmers with over 5 acres of land to their name should be placed in
'Census Socio-Economic Class II'. Yet this would fail to distinguish between the larger
and smaller farmers. It also fails to take into account the dramatic changes that both

farming and landownership encountered during the Victorian era. In a market town,

74 All 'middle class' heads of household were surveyed in the 1851 returns, but for 1891 a 1 in 4
sampling method was employed - that is every fourth middle-class head of household in the census
enumerator's returns - returning approximately the same number of household heads in 'absolute’
terms. These general surveys took no account of the occupations of offspring, relatives or visitors,
and thus offer only a limited reflection of middle-class occupations

75 Thirty middle-class households were selected for more detailed investigation. These were the
households of middle-class heads who appeared influential in the running of local administration, in
local business or involved in local affairs. The more detailed surveys of 1851 and 1891 were not,
therefore, necessarily representative of the middle-class population as a whole.

76 E. Higgs, Making Sense of the Census (1989, HM.S.0.)

77 See in particular L. Davidoff and C. Hall, op. cit

78 For more information on classifying occupations see W. A. Armstrong and M. Anderson in E. A.
Wrigley (ed.), Nineteenth Century Society - Quantitative Methods for Social Data (1972)
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such as Bromley in 1851, 40 acres of arable land would have been the amount required
for self-sufficiency but would not have placed a farmer in the upper echelon of local
society. By 1891, a similar area of land, given over to 'cash’ crops like hops, would
have yielded higher financial returns with the accompanying likelihood of more
respectable social status. To help draw some distinctions amongst the farming
fraternity, all farmers with more than 100 acres of land were classified as upper
middle class, those below as lower. For 1851, when looking at the examples of
Charles Jessop of the 'Bird-in Hand' Inn and his neighbour Thomas Smith of Bickley
Farm - with 145 and 345 acres respectively - this seems to make historical sense.
According to contemporary records and nineteenth century local histories, both
farmers were well connected and well regarded in the local community.” For 1891,
such decisions were unnecessary since farming as an occupation had been so
devastated by the suburbanisation of the town that no farmers were picked up in the
one-in-four sampling survey.

The full impact of suburbanisation would have been even more dramatically
revealed if there had been a survey of landownership after the so-called 'Bateman'
survey of 1873.30 The latter return proved useful - with revisions carried out by
W .E Baxter using local records to verify acreages involved - as a comparison with the
pattern of landownership as it stood at the time of the Parish's Tithe Commutation and
Award in 1841. Nevertheless, unlike the tithe survey, the survey of 1873 failed to
record levels of owner-occupation and also included land which fell beyond the
boundaries of the parish. Furthermore, it gave no recognition to those individuals
owning less than one acre of land. A comprehensive land survey, if carried out at the
turn of the century and with none of these omissions, would have proved an invaluable

source to the local historian. Alas, such an investigation never materialised.

The survey of 1873 revealed that the London banker, Sir Edward Henry Scott,
had recently acquired 59,125 acres on the Isle of Harris in Scotland and 800 acres at
Sundridge Park, Bromley. Indeed, F. M. L. Thompson used this very example in an
on-going debate with W. D. Rubinstein about businessmen's continued investment into
landed estates.8! Both of these eminent historians, however, have based their
arguments upon centrally registered data that takes little account of local peculiarities.
The Sundridge Park Estate was a prestigious piece of land and, contrary to W. D.

Rubinstein's conviction, even at only 800 acres would have guaranteed gentry status in

79 They clearly mixed with influential pcrsons in the district, as testified by a variety of sources,
including old histories of the town, the local press and in personal recollections from the nineteenth
century

80 W. E. Baxter, The Domesday Book for Kent Landowners 1873 (1877)

81 For more detail on the arguments in this debate, see Econ. H.R. Vol. XLV No. 2 1992
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the district. Moreover, the data failed to show that Sir Edward Henry Scott had
inherited his estates from his grandfather, Samuel, who had died in 1869. In addition,
the survey was unable to show the intentions of Sir Edward Henry Scott, who within
the first decade of his inheritance had begun to sell off parts of his Sundridge property
for railway and residential development.

The fourth major source of evidence employed was the local press, notably the
Bromley Record. Edward Strong, a local printer, issued his first edition of the
Bromley Record and Advertiser just weeks before the opening of the town's first
railway station in July 1858.82 The monthly journal was aptly named since its main
function for most of the period appeared to be recollecting major events and boosting
tradesmen's business, something it succeeded in doing for over fifty years.?3 Although
the paper always boasted of political neutrality in its reports, Edward Strong was
himself a long-time supporter of the Liberal Party. For most of the period, the Record
lacked colour and intrigue. Only in the 1880's did the paper adopt a more opinionated
journalistic style, as it attempted to deal with some of the hotly disputed political
issues of the day. Of no small significance in this change of tact was the growing
rivalry between Edward Strong and Charles W. Gedney, the proprietor of the Bromley
Telegraph, the Record's most serious competitor. Insults were exchanged upon the
printed page until Charles W. Gedney took out a libel action on Edward Strong in
1884. It is only when arguments like these came to the fore, as through the medium of
the magistrate's courtroom, that divisions in an apparently unperturbed community
were revealed. Without the existence of Charles W. Gedney's Telegraph, and without
the libel action, it might have been assumed that Edward Strong's Record was a
relatively unbiased observation upon life in Bromley. Yet the more 'progressive'
Charles W. Gedney regularly accused Edward Strong of pandering to the wealthy and
elite of the town, without considering the needs of the majority of inhabitants.34

The four sources of evidence expanded upon above were also utilised for a

more distinct purpose, that of identifying the socio-economic characteristics of those

82 BR July 1858

83 Edward Strong charged between 5 shillings and £1 for advertising in the journal. In addition to
announcing railway and carriage time-tables to London, he hoped the journal would offer local
tradesmen the opportunity to off-set possible injury to their business from London advertisers and
businessmen. Throughout its existence, the paper provided a descriptive narrative upon the
administrative and cultural life of the town. Until its demise in 1913, the paper always claimed
neutrality in its observance of events and controversies, even where this was challenged by other local
papers.

84 For example, in BR June 1884
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holding 'offices' and positions of influence in the local community.®> This unveiled the
extent to which power in the local community was concentrated into the hands of an
'elite'.  Accepting the fact that the more one searches for an elite, the more one is
likely to find one, it is still crucial to consider how far posts of responsibility were
monopolised by either a handful of individuals or a distinct social class, possibly both.
The historians F. M. L. Thompson and W. D. Rubinstein, for example, have agreed
that society as a whole was dominated by an 'elite’ until at least the First World War,
even if they dispute its composition and aspirations.8¢ Consideration of this
phenomenon in Bromley during the period provided a backcloth against which
authority, the direction of local affairs and the nature of social relations could be more

clearly revealed.

The thesis is concentrated within the period 1840 to 1914 because this spans
the time when the impact of urbanisation was being felt more intensely than ever
before. The 'Tithe' land survey of 1841 served as a useful starting point for a study of
landholding in the town, whilst the sale of the Bromley Palace Estate in 1846 out of
the hands of the Bishops of Rochester, the traditional Lords of the Manor, marked a
turning point in the town's history. The thesis could have begun in 1858, the year the
railway came to Bromley - and indeed much of the focus has been on the four decades
that followed the building of this line - but including the 1840s and 1850s put later
developments in context, as well as providing the opportunity for comparative
analysis. By 1914, the pattern of Bromley's development had already been set and it
was clear how the middle classes of the town were responding to a variety of political
and social pressures. In any case, the effects of the First World War and the years that

followed deserve an entirely separate study.

In challenging existing theories and issues concerning society between 1840
and 1914, this thesis begins with an in-depth examination of the origins, ideals and
actions of the small group of individuals who between them owned the majority of

land in the town. The third chapter then moves on to focus upon the composition of

85 The survey attempted to find the occupations of all those who were officers of local government
and those who were members of local institutions, charities, clubs and societies. In practice, it proved
necessary to sclect particular years to study, spanning a time period between 1840 and 1905. It was
easier 1o identify individuals' occupations for the early years because the number of 'offices' held were
relatively small and because after 1891 census data on individuals' occupations was not available

86 Econ.H.R. Vol. XLV No. 2 1992
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the much more extensive 'middle class' elements of the local population, leading onto
chapter four which analyses the aspirations of the middle class and to what extent they
were united behind any common causes. This allows the last part of this chapter to
expose the impact the middle classes had upon the social and economic life of the
town, and how they influenced prevailing ideals amongst the community itself. Chapter
five takes this last point further, outlining the mechanisms and strategies by which an
elite middle-class group ran the administration of the town, as well as the controls and
limitations under which it was obliged to work. The nature and significance of wider
political and social relations in the town become the subject of study in chapter six,
with a special focus upon how education and entertainment were deployed as tools of
social control. It is important to analyse the political orientation of both the local
gentry and the middle class to place these groups in context against the emergence of
radicalism, socialism and the struggle for women's suffrage. In conclusion, it will be
ascertained just how far the diverse groups within the local middle class were able to
forge the social, cultural, economic and political characteristics of this supposedly

quintessential 'middle-class suburb'.
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CHAPTER 2: GENTLEMEN LANDOWNERS

Over the last thirty years historians have been divided over the extent to which
the landed classes of England dominated society during the course of the nineteenth
century. In his attempts to explain the decline of England's industrial success this
century, Wiener has stressed the hold the landowners exercised over the country's
politics, economy and culture.! As such, the 'rustic image' was glorified and business
enterprise scorned. To some degree, this view would be supported by the likes of D.
Cannadine?, and G. E. Mingay3, all of whom argue for the persistence of the landed
interest, whether it be in the expanding towns or the country. Others, such as E. J.
Hobsbawm and H. Perkin, have recognised much deeper change, with the ruling
aristocratic class all but ousted by the end of the Victorian era. This latter view was
more prevalent in the 1960s than it is today.# Marx's divide between capital and labour
has been challenged by those historians who have identified strains of continuity where
vertical bonds of patronage and dependence were not removed wholesale by new

horizontal ties of class consciousness.’

The era of the Industrial Revolution brought drastic alterations to the way
people lived, worked, played and thought. By 1851 the majority of the population lived
not in the countryside but in rapidly expanding towns. Factories, mines, machines,
railways and all the trappings associated with industrial expansion had serious
repercussions for the nature of relationships between the different groups in society.
Much of the division in the historical debate stems from the definition and delineation
of these social groups. What, for instance, makes a landed gentleman? In practice,
this 'well-begotten' individual might hold 50,000 acres in the Scottish Highlands or
merely 800 acres in a town 10 miles to the south of London: such is the problem of
social distinction.¢

Similar problems emerge over the question of the 'openness' of the ruling elite.
According to Perkin's The Origins of Modern English Society 1780-1880 (1969), the

M. J. Wiener, English Culture and the Decline of the Industrial Spirit (1981)

D. Cannadine (ed.), Patricians, Power and Politics in Nineteenth Century Towns (Leicester, 1982)
G. E. Mingay, The Gentry - The Rise and Fall of a Ruling Class (1976)

E. J. Hobsbawm, Industry and Empire (1968), H. Perkin, Origins of Modern English Society 1780-
1880 (1969). Some historians still emphasise dramatic shifts in social relationships, such as M. E.
Rose, 'Social Change and the Industrial Revolution' in R. Floud & D. McCloskey (ed.), The Economic
History of Britain Since 1700 Vol. 1, 1700-1860 (Cambrisge, 1981), pp. 253-275

3 K. Marx and F. Engcls, Communist Manifesto (1848), p. 79/f, 1907 edn.. Historians challenging
wholesale changes include F. M. L. Thompson, English Landed Society in the Nineteenth Century
(1963)

6 Reference is being made herc to the main estates owned by Sir Edward Henry Scott of Sundridge
Park, Bromlcy in 1873

W
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ruling landed classes were fluid enough to accommodate those of the industrial
bourgeoisie who aspired to similar heights.” At the same time, problems of assimilation
were eased by social emulation on the part of the upwardly mobile, for as Perkin has
argued, 'the leisured gentleman was the ideal at which the whole society aimed, and by
which it measured its happiness and ambitions."® It seems, however, that at the level of
the lesser gentry land did indeed provide a key safety valve through which new wealth
in the nineteenth century could 'escape’. L. and J. C. F. Stone confirmed, through
exhaustive research, the very closed nature of the highest echelon of society, the
aristocracy.? In itself this is not enough to refute the fluidity of the landowning classes
as a whole, although there is indeed a need to trace the extent of this fluidity through
both time and place. Contact between landowners and sections of the middle classes in
and around London may well have been more extensive than in remote rural districts.!?
Likewise it would be difficult to make a case against the blurring of the distinction
between large landowners and wealthy businessmen that reputedly occurred in the last
decades of the century.

Most recently, historians have supported the notion of a merging of landed and
rich business interests!!, although there remains some argument over the persistence of
the landowners' domination in this relationship. Any number of ‘watershed' years
between the 'old' and 'new' worlds have been identified. The year 1850 has been seen
as signalling a predominantly urban environment. The year 1868 has been pinpointed
as the climax of the golden years of agriculture, whilst 1885 has been picked out as the
time when the Home Rule crisis split the Liberals and supposedly drove landowners
and the middle-classes alike into the arms of the Tories. The landed interest certainly
suffered in the second half of the century, but it by no means surrendered. Any changes
that occurred did so gradually rather than abruptly. It still remains to be shown that any
local community threw off the traditional respect or patronage of the gentleman
landowner before 1914.12 The Duke of Wellington's remarks after the passing of the
1832 Reform Bill, that the 'orthodox gentlemen of England' had been rooted out by the

‘atheistic and Dissenting shopkeepers', were made more out of anxiety than from any

7 H. Perkin, op. cit. (1969), p. 56 ff

8 JIbid,p. 55

9 L. Stone & J. C. Fawticr Stone, An Open Elite? England 1540-1880 (Oxford, 1986), p. 131 and p.
283; W. D. Rubinstein, Wealth and Inequality in Britain (1986), p. 69

10 For a fascinating insight into the merging of upper-class and middle-class 'societies', as in London,
see L. DavidofI, The Best Circles - Society Etiquette and The Season (1973)

11 The number of historians is too great to reference here, but suffice it to say that historians with as
diverse views as W. D. Rubinstein and F. M. L. Thompson, or L. Stone and H. Perkin, would concede
this point

12 Sece F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 211. Thompson goes further and, although recognizing
the financial difficulties of the gentry, claims they retained not just respect but 'leadership' as well
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accurate reflection of contemporary events.!3 A plethora of notable artists, writers,
philosophers and political thinkers had indeed emerged in reaction against the
development of an industrial world, but the extent of social change demands

qualification by greater in-depth analysis, particularly at the local level.

The landowners themselves were neither homogeneous nor static in their
outlook and persuasions. Although on the whole traditionalist, they were not
necessarily as one on politics, economic theory or religion. Outside agencies, length of
lineage, individual quirks must all be taken into account, making it difficult to
distinguish any common denominators. Land was considered not only as a source of
prestige, as Wiener and Perkin have suggested, but also as a source of profit.1*+ A
number of landowners, whether from the aristocracy or the gentry, exploited the
mineral, commercial and residential value of their estates, making the latter important
units of economic production.’s In this way it might be proposed that the landed
classes were more akin to the business classes than they were willing to reveal, even if
their active personal involvement was often limited. If this was indeed the case, then
there remains the question addressed by Wiener about the infiltration of 'their
distinctive set of values and style of life' into society as a whole.1¢ By developing the
economic vitality of their estates, the landed elite were not automatically surrendering
their cultural values. Neither, as recent urban studies have shown, were they

confronted by a united and culturally homogeneous middle-class.!”

Wiener has very few problems in representing the 'rustic image' as personified
by cultural figures in Victorian society, but he has neglected to be more specific and
precise about the 'gentrification' process beyond the realms of literature and education.
This is not to say that such influences were unimportant, but it does appear that the
overall argument itself is over-simplified. At its outset, is it fair to talk of 'gentry' and
'bourgeoisie' as two separate entities? F. M. L. Thompson and W. D. Rubinstein have
agreed that businessmen purchased estates during at least the first half of the
nineteenth century.!® Quite often these were relatively small estates, qualifying their

13 Quoted in H. Perkin, op. cit. (1969), p. 349

14 M. Wiener, op. cit. (1981), p. 174

13 F. M. L. Thompson has emphasised the productive worth of estates, op. cit. (1963), p. 156 and p.
183 ff, as has D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit. (1982), p. 3

16 M. Wiener, op. cit., p. 174

17 See R. J. Morris, Class, Sect and Party - The Making of the British Middle Class, Leeds 1820-
1850 (Manchester, 1990) for the factors that both united and divided the middle classes in the first
half of the 19th century

18- W. D. Rubinstein, 'Cutting up rich' and F. M. L. Thompson, 'Stitching it together again', EHR
XLV, 2 (1992), pp.
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proprietors for the status of lesser gentry.1® Can we impose upon these 'new' gentry a
hard and fast rule for their mode of behaviour? Did they act out their roles as landed
patricians in any way different to those from well-established landed families? If indeed
land purchase 'gentrified' the businessman, would he fail to exploit a money-spinning
opportunity if it meant safeguarding his 'genteel culture'? In essence, was this 'genteel
culture' itself opposed to making money?

Land itself was an attractive form of investment, as Lord Erle recognised in the

first decade of the nineteenth century,

the social advantages of landownership and its apparently
remunerative character, as well as the large fortunes realised
in recent trade, combined to give land a fancy value. New
capitalists gratified both their ambitions and their
speculative instincts by becoming purchasers....20

Yet land could assure neither permanent benefits nor unfailing security. In the first half
of the century, enclosure, tithe commutation, railway construction, home-building and
the demands for tenant rights helped keep the question of land high on the political and
social agenda. An adaptable and pragmatic landlord could exploit such developments
to good effect, even if in the 1820s and 1830s he was unlikely to make the easy profits
in farming that had been customary during the Napoleonic Wars. Land was also the
basis of his right to vote, thus offering enormous potential for political leverage. Nor
did he suffer by the 1832 Reform Act, which if anything helped preserve the rank and
property rights of landlords. The effects of the Repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846 are
perhaps more debatable. For some time, the landed classes who dominated both
Houses of Parliament had come under increasing pressure from below to adopt the
principle of free trade in their own back yards, as set out in the Extraordinary Black
Book of 1831:

Surely, if a free trade in manufactures was for the benefit of
the community, so was a free trade in the produce of the
soil. But then, our feudal Solons (lords) do not deal in

19 See earlier reference about the rank and size of estates
20 Lord Ernle, English Farming Past and Present (6th edn. 1961), pp. 321-2
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cotton, nor silk, nor hardwares; they are only dealers in
corn, and that makes all the difference.?!

The fact that landowners did not only deal in corn made all the difference
when it came to pondering over the adoption of free trade. No doubt there were
landowners who saw the repeal of the Corn Laws as one means of appeasing the
reform lobby, but there were also many who suffered less than it might initially appear.
Firstly, many were cushioned by their dependence on farm rents rather than corn
prices; secondly those who relied upon pastoral farming were unaffected by foreign
competition until later in the century. Furthermore, since a considerable proportion of
landowners generated income from non-landed sources, the potential blows of the
1846 Repeal were substantially softened. Why else would Parliament have agreed to
such a reversal of policy? Robert Peel himself only agreed to it when the new
agricultural interests, enjoying a period of rejuvenation and innovation, would be
sustained rather than swept aside.22 The 'golden age' of farming that lasted on and off
until the end of the 1860s served to justify his aspirations, securing for the gentry, in

the words of G. Kitson Clark, their 'legitimate influence' in the local community.?3

It appears that those landowners who invested heavily in agricultural
improvements such as drainage projects, fertilisers, buildings and machines, never
recovered an equivalent return on their investments.2* This idea has been refuted to
some degree by Cannadine who has argued that a landed class in financial disarray
could never have afforded the new mansions and expensive improvements of the early
1870s if they were excessively in debt.25 Only when the full force of the agricultural
depression was felt did landowners and farmers alike recognise the need to make their
farming practices more efficient. Even then, some of the landed classes fared better
than others. Mingay has maintained that the South and East of England were hit
hardest by the depression. Farms handling cattle, milk, fruit, vegetables, and hops,
however, experienced relative prosperity when compared to those engaged in arable

cultivation.26

In the final quarter of the century, there emerged questions about leases,
tenants' rights and the 'free trade' of land. In essence all three questions centred around

21 Extracts form the Extraordinary Black Book of 1831 can be found in N. Lowe, Mastering Modern
British History (1991) and D. Holman (ed.), Portraits and Documents: Earlier 19th Century (1965)
22 See F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 48; L. Stone & J. C. Fawtier Stone, op. cit. (1986), p.13
23 @G. Kitson Clark, An Expanding Society, Britain 1830-1900 (1967), p. 28

24 Jbid.

25 G. E. Mingay, op. cit. (1976), p. 167

26 D. Cannadine, 'Aristocratic Indcbtedness in the 19th Century - The Case Re-Opened', EHR, 30,
1977, p. 647
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the landlords' monopolistic hold over land and thus posed the greatest of alarms to
English landed society. Three acts in particular represented a shift away from the
traditional respect shown for landowners' privileges: the Ground Game Act of 1880
granting tenant farmers the right to kill hares and rabbits without the landlords'
permission; the 1882 Settled Lands Act giving greater security to tenants-for-life; and
the Agricultural Holdings Act of the following year securing tenant ownership of the
unexhausted value of their improvements. Greater numbers became sympathetic to the
ideas of Cobden and Bright, thus swelling the ranks of the Free Land League and the
Land Nationalisation Society. Political economists such as J. S. Mill were joined by
women suffragists like Millicent Fawcett in their clamour for taxation on ground
rents.2’”  The stranglehold on land as exercised by the age-old systems of
primogeniture, strict settlement and entail also came under attack. According to D. C.
Moore, many townspeople supported a 'free trade' in land in order that it would
increase production and reduce the concentration of ownership; entrepreneurial owner-
occupiers would make land find its own 'level' in the market place, and in the process
abolish the existing 'rentier' landlord class.28

This was too much for landowners, and indeed for many of the propertied
middle classes, to swallow. Coupled with anxiety over the attack on the leasehold
system and the controversy over the landlord's reversionary interest, it becomes easier
to appreciate Perkin's hypotheses that businessmen were carried into a defensive
alliance with landowners against both these 'radical' assaults and the 'nationalisation' of
land.?® After all, any interference with the rights of landed property was a threat to the
ownership of property itself, landed or not. Unlike the seaside resort of Southport,
where J. Liddle identified a concerted attack on the leasehold system from Corporation
councillors, there were few influential critics of the great landlords in Bromley.3® Then
again, the growing town of Bromley had relatively few social problems, there being
little concern amongst local administrators for either overcrowding or the overall state
of housing. Instead, Gladstone's intervention into the rights of Irish property, along
with the arguably more divisive issue of Home Rule, served to worry society's elite
enough to block further land and leasehold reform.

27 D, Rubinstein, A Different World for Women - The Life of Millicent Garrett Fawcett (1991)

28 D. C. Moore, 'The Gentry' in G. E. Mingay (ed.), The Victorian Countryside Vol. 2 (1981) ,p. 390
29 H. Perkin, op. cit. (1969), p. 432ff

30 J. Liddle, 'Estate Management and Land Reform Politics: the Hesketh and Scarisbrick families and
the making of Southport, 1842-1914' in D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit., p. 157
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The significance of these controversial issues becomes more apparent when
scrutinising developments at the local level, such as those that occurred in Bromley. A
detailed picture of landownership in Bromley is provided by the two nationally
instigated assessments of 1836 and 1873.3! The Tithe Commutation Act of 1836
serves as a useful starting point since it engendered detailed surveys of local land-
ownership and rent payable in lieu of tithes. Although the Bromley apportionment was
not published until 1841, it was agreed upon two years earlier at a meeting attended by
owners of land of which at least two-thirds were subject to tithes.32 All tithes were
payable to the Bishop of Rochester - as Lord of the Manor - or to his lessees. The
Parish of St. Peter & St. Paul covered 4,668 acres, of which 567 acres were exempt
from payment, mainly glebe-land and the ancient demesne of the Bishop himself. The
survey also recorded land-use and reflected the dominance of arable farming in the
parish, 2048 acres as compared with only 1,718 acres of pastoral land; woodland
covered a space of just over 334 acres.33 The tithes of Bromley were commuted to a
total of £1,200 pounds which was to pass on to William Leigh of Mount Radford in
Exeter as the Bishop's lessee. Like most parishes in the country, the tithes were
commuted 'voluntarily’, that is by agreement between at least two-thirds of the
landowners by value and of course the tithe-owner himself34 Once agreed to,
commutation was binding upon the rest of the landowning community.3’ Presumably
the process of commutation ran relatively smoothly since local contemporary writings
and autobiographies mention it only in passing. Quite possibly some landowners might
have disputed their own apportionment when compared to the lands of others, but

existing records point to landowner acquiescence rather than antipathy.

The later 'domesday’ survey of land was initiated in 1873 to assess the extent to
which large estates were swallowing up smaller holdings. People like the Earl of
Derby, who raised the issue in the House of Lords in February of 1872, felt that this
was not in fact the case.3¢ He argued that many people owned land and a 'monopoly of
land' simply did not exist. Instead, he insisted that the 1861 census figures on the

number of landowners were inaccurate. As proprietor of Holwood Estate on the

31 1t is worth pointing out that these assessments were made at different times depending uopn the
district being surveyed; neither asssesment was without error

32 Tithe Commutation and Apportionment of the Parish of Bromley, 1841

33 Jbid.. The figures given here are for land subject to tithes

34 Ibid.

35 For a detailed account of the process of tithe commutation and its impact upon society, see E. J.
Evans, Tithes and the Tithe Commutation Act 1836 (1978)

36 Sce W. E. Baxter, The Domesday Book of Kent Landowners 1873 (1877), p. iii
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southern borders of Bromley, he witnessed the emergence of a 'new small class of
owners' close to town centres and railway stations.37 Within Bromley, the investigation
was carried out by the clerk to the Board of Guardians. The fact that these statistics
were compiled from rate-books led to a number of inaccuracies, particularly
concerning land held jointly or in trust. W. E. Baxter, who produced results that
covered the whole of Kent, attempted to solve any discrepancies by contacting the
landowners concerned, and did not publish his results until 1877.38 For this reason, the
figures upon which conclusions have been drawn in this study are not the
unadulterated originals, even if in practice they might be more accurate.3 In Bromley's
case, the Earl of Derby's doubts about accuracy were fully justified, at least as far as
the 1851 census figures are concerned, since only 5 individuals were recorded as being
landowners or landed proprietors, compared with 83 in the 1841 tithe commutation

and at least 67 in the 1873 survey.
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Figure 2.1 Size and Distribution of Landholdings, Bromley Parish
(St. Peter & St. Paul) 1841 and 1873 (Sources: 1841 Tithe Commutation
and 1873 'Domesday' Survey).
37 Ibid.
38 Ibid

39 The return showed the names of those who owned more than one acre of land, but only included
the number of those who owned less than one acre of land. Since the return listed the landowners
alphabetically by name and not by town or parish, the relevant statistics for Bromley had to be
identified from registered addresses. For reasons of comparison, it was felt advisable to include land
within the old parish boundary, but it was not always possible to verify whether this was the case
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Figure 2.2 Size of Selected 'Surviving' Estates, 1841-1873.
(Source: 1841 Tithe Commutation, 1873 ‘Domesday' Return)

On the surface, then, the 1873 survey depicted a fall in the number of
landowners. The figure of only 67 landowners has to be treated with some caution,
however, since on the one hand it does not include proprietors of less than one acre
but on the other hand does incorporate some land which fell outside the parish
boundary. If the 1841 figure is adjusted to comprise only landowners of more than
one acre, then there is little difference between the two years, 69 as opposed to 67.
Given the population increase in the period, from 4,325 in 1841 to approximately
11,000 by 1873, there did not appear to be a corresponding growth in the number of
landowners. However, the 1873 survey made no register of cases below one acre for
Bromley itself. If Bromley followed the pattern for Kent, or England and Wales as a
whole, then possibly 200 individuals would have fallen into this category. Figure 2.1
shows the distribution of land according to size of the 'estates’. Again there were more
similarities than differences. In both cases there were eight landowners with more than

100 acres, reflecting little change in the distribution of land.

F. M. L. Thompson has emphasised the increasing concentration of land in
Victorian times, particularly because of the effects of debts, borrowing, and the
increase in land prices prior to the 1860s.4° This is certainly a picture that seems to fit

40 F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 233
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the national situation as recognised by statistical research carried out by E. Davies in
his study of the decline of the small landowner between 1815 and 1918.41 As F. M. L.
Thompson concedes, however, it is not an accurate reflection of developments around
London, where new mercantile wealth settled for 'yeoman' properties between 300 and
1000 acres.4? Considering the fact that no Bromley estate in 1841 could trace its
heritage back before 1759 - apart from the old manor itself which had been granted to
the Bishop of Rochester by William the Conqueror - then support is given to the view
of D. C. Moore and L. and J. C. F. Stone that the smaller the estate, the higher the
turnover.3 As towns or suburbs experienced more intensive residential development,
estates were broken up and the number of landowners multiplied. In urban areas, then,
landownership often become more widespread, although such a process seems to have

been delayed longer in Bromley than in places closer to London, like Camberwell .44

Research on the origins and background of the major landowning families in
the parish revealed greater insight than can be permitted by statistics about acreage.
Although commentators of the late eighteenth century noted the desire of wealthy
merchants to become landed gentry, historians such as L. and J. C. F. Stone have
claimed this rarely occurred in practice, even less so after the Reform Act of 1832 and
the Repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846.4° However, their hypotheses have been drawn
mainly from the research of three counties, Northamptonshire, Northumberland, and
Hertfordshire, the first two of which appear to differ markedly from districts
immediately surrounding London. London's countryside fed the thriving capital at the
same time as providing room necessary for expansion.*¢ Prestigious retreats such as
that of the Earl of Chatham at Hayes Place, a mile to the south-west of Bromley,
symbolized the wealth and privilege of London's elite. Of the three major landowning
families in Bromley in 1841 (shown in Table 2.1) - between them owning half of the
parish - none could trace their landed ancestry in the town back more than 90 years,
and all had made their fortunes in businesses centred on London.

41 E. Davies, EHR I, 1 (1927), reproduced in E. M. Carus-Wilson (ed.), Essays in Economic History,
Vol. 1 (1954), p. 270

42 Estates of this size were actually quite large in a market town or suburb, and as such are in certain
cases descrving of 'parish gentry' status

43 D. C. Moore, op. cit., p. 390; L.Stone & J. C. Fawtier Stone, op. cit., p. 106

44 H. Dyos, Victorian Suburb - A Study of the Growth of Camberwell (Leicester, 1961), p. 41

45 L. Stone & J. C. Fawtier stone, op. cit., p. 131f

46 p_Brandon and B. Short, The South East from AD 1000 (1990), p. 268/f
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Landowner Acres

John Wells 879
Sir Samuel Scott Sir 698
George Warde Norman 535
Bishop of Rochester 251
Cooper Trustees 227
John Wells Jun.. 147
Executors of Bonar Thompson 142
Robert Boyd 121
Robert Makepeace 98
John Cator 90

Table 2.1 The Ten Largest Landowners in Bromley, 1841
(Source: Tithe Commutation).

The family of John Wells, whose combined estates covered 1,026 acres to the
south-east of the town, had been shipbuilders in Deptford for many generations.4” They
had first invested in property in Bromley in 1759, making further purchases well into
the following century. Another large landowning family, the Scotts of Sundridge Park,
had been major corn factors at the end of the eighteenth century, with their granaries at
Rotherhithe on the Thames.*8 By gaining a contract to supply grain to British troops in
the Peninsular War, Claude Scott's business flourished so rapidly that in 1796 he was
able to purchase an estate of nearly 700 acres at Sundridge Park. A much smaller piece
of land had been bought by the Norman family - the third of the main landowners -
back in 1765.4° This meagre 37 acre-estate at the Rookery, Bromley Common, was
added to by both the original investor James Norman and his son George. The latter
was a timber merchant whose large interests in Norway enabled him to consolidate his
estate and make further purchases after the Bromley Common Enclosure of 1821.

In 1846 the Manor of Bromley, along with various ancient rights and
privileges, was purchased by another businessman, William John Coles Child, coal
merchant and wharfinger with extensive docks in Greenwich and Belvedere.>® The sale
of the land had been protracted, particularly because the estate of 286 acres had been

poorly managed and the market town itself seemed to be caught in the midst of

47 J.L. Filmer, 'The Wells Family of Deptford and Bickley', in BLHS No. 1 1976, p. 27; G. W.
Norman, Memoranda Regarding Bromley and Its Neighbourhood During the Residence of our
Family There (c.1857-1880, hand written notes, BPL)

48 J L. Filmer, 'Sundridge Park, Bromley and The History of the Scott family Who Lived There', in
BLHS No. 4 1979, p. 8

49 G. W. Norman, op. cit.; J. L. Filmer, G. W. Norman - His Family, Forbears and Descendants
(unpublished booklct, BPL)

30 E. L. S. Horsburgh, Bromley - From Earliest Times to the Present Century (Chislehurst, 1929), p.
52; J. L. Filmer, 'The Bromley Palace and Coles Child, Lord of the Manor of Bromlcy, 1846-1873' in
BLHS No. 51980, p. 27
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economic depression. Yet a survey of 1845 had concluded that the estate had
sufficient quality parkland, fields and timber for it to be run on a commercial basis.3!
The surveyor himself, a Robert William Clutton, proclaimed that land was a better
investment than any business enterprise, because the value of the manor's demesne land
had risen from £365 to £650 in just five years. William John Coles Child bought the
estate, which included the Bishop's commodious palace and all manorial perquisites,
for a total of £20,525. Immediately he set to work improving the estate's agricultural

productivity and efficiency.

William John Coles Child was just one of the 'new' purchasers of land in
Bromley in the mid-nineteenth century. Out of 18 landowners who possessed more
than 25 acres of land in 1873, at least 11 of them had not owned land in 1841, nor had
they inherited it from another member of the family.32 In some cases it is difficult to
trace the origins of the wealth necessary to purchase property in one of the most
sought-after suburbs of southern London, but the background profile of Bromley's
second greatest 'new' landowner, George Wythes, is well documented. George Wythes
was an international railway contractor and purchased his 630 acre estate in Bickley in
1861.53 The date itself is significant in that no investment in a large estate seems to
have been made after the mid-1860s. Of those who held land in 1841, both the Scott
and Norman families had expanded their landed estates by 1873. The enlargement of
the Scotts Sundridge Estate was minimal, but the expansion of the Norman family's
estate at Bromley Common was far more impressive. By concluding deals on farms at
Bromley Common, Southborough and elsewhere, George Warde Norman became the
proprietor of nearly 2,500 acres.”* In his autobiography, begun in 1857, Norman
reveals how a slump in the timber trade and heavy losses of £20,000 from the
American stock crash earlier in the century, had driven him away from his business
ventures. Instead, he was able to concentrate on his landholdings in Bromley, along
with the social and political benefits and responsibilities thus accrued:

The leisure arising from my quitting business, my new
position in Kent, my strong political feelings, and other
circumstances impelled me at this time to take part in public
business, which I had never done previously.3?

51 J. M. Rawcliffe, 'Bromlcy - Kentish Market Town to London Suburb 1841-1881' inF. M. L.
Thompson (ed.), p. 44

52 These statistics are taken from the 1841 and 1873 land surveys, op. cit.

53 See BR April 1883, p. 159; J. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit., p. 44

54 G. W. Norman, op. cit.; this may well include land outside the parish

55 G. W. Norman, op. cit.(c.1857), p. 237
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As Cannadine, the L. and J. C. F. Stone and others have pointed out, as a form
of capital investment land was very expensive.’¢ Along with the land itself came the
farm buildings, machinery, drainage ditches, wages and the costly running and upkeep
of the gentleman's country house. In the century before 1857, the Norman family had
spent £100,000 on land and various properties; half of this had been spent by George
Warde Norman since 1830.57 A further £26,000 had been spent enlarging and
improving the home and gardens at the Rookery, Bromley Common. As on much
larger estates such as the Bute's in Cardiff, expenditure on land had initially been
subsidised by income from business.’® On more than one occasion, George Warde
Norman expressed his regret that his grandfather had lavished so much money on the
home and its grounds rather than on land.>® Such regret was deepened by the fact that
few land purchases had been well-chosen. Writing in the late 1850s, it is evident that
Norman believed landed property could yield at most 3% per annum, and proposed
this as the main reason why few Englishmen were willing to invest in its purchase or
improvement.®® Land which had cost the Norman family over £100,000 to acquire, he
maintained, was hardly worth more than £150,000 at the time of writing.6! If this in
itself helped make land unattractive, then matters were not helped by bad debts,
marriage settlements®2 and costly allowances which quickly whittled away George
Warde Norman's £100,000 personal inheritance.5?

Although George Warde Norman sought to enlarge his Bromley estate, he
disclosed that this was not done out of a desire to accumulate vast wealth. Such
revelations help explain his self-imposed divorce from business.64 As an indication of

his scepticism in the commercial attractiveness of land per se, Norman sold off a

56 D. Cannadine, op. cit. (1977); L. Stone & J. C. Fawtier Stone, op. cit., p. 125

57 G. W. Norman, op. cit.

58 J. Davies, 'Aristocratic Town-makers and the Coal Metropolis' in D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit.
(1982), p.18

59 G. W. Norman, op. cit.

60 J. L. Filmer, op. cit. (unpublished)

61 G. W. Norman, op. cit.

62 For the potential repurcussions of such allowances, see L. Stone & J. C. Fawtier Stone, op. cit., p.
125

63 G. W. Norman, Autobiography (1857 onwards, unpublished), p. 226

64 Ibid.
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Figure 2.4 The Bishop's Palace, Bromley. Built by Bishop Thomas, 1775.
Residence of the Coles Child family from 1846.
(Source: E.L.S.Horsburgh)

Figure 2.5 The Rookery, Bromley Common, before alteration in 1890.
Residence of the Norman family.
(Source: E.L.S.Horsburgh)
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number of properties outside of Bromley. These properties were given over for
residential development or railway construction, effectively losing for Norman a small
fortune in the process. After poor advice, he had sold some wharf property near
Blackfriars for £5,600 in 1862, only for the London, Chatham and Dover Railway
Company to resell it, with some additional land, to the Metropolitan and District
Railway for £56,000 a mere seven years later!65> Whatever Norman's misgivings might
have been, his income from land and rents, which had been £1,500 in 1830, had grown
to £3,800 by 1862. Money from his businesses had no doubt helped him in his early
life, helping him to invest in considerable plots of land, but after giving up his business
pursuits, it was his estate that maintained him in the life to which he had grown
accustomed. Thus land continued to be an economically viable investment, even if not
the most fruitful.

Norman's career and aspirations fit neatly into the theory of land investment as
postulated by H. J. Habbakuk: ‘the main point about landowners - in England at least -
is that they did not acquire their land in order to develop it, but in order to enjoy it.'6¢
Enjoyment did not consist solely of leisurely pursuits such as hunting or shooting
game, it also entailed a generous measure of social, political and economic power in
the local community. Nevertheless, other local gentry did not conform so conveniently
to Habbakuk's conclusions. William John Coles Child's '‘improvement' schemes aimed
to set his Palace Estate on a commercial footing,®’ not simply to acquire pleasure or
social prestige.®® He was enlightened enough - and enough of a fortuitous entrepreneur
- to introduce hops on to his land, thus avoiding the problems associated with arable
farming later in the century. Great barns, drying sheds and oast-houses replaced the old
Tudor barns, creating a 'model' farm that boosted the economic vitality of his estate.
For some time, Child took great pride in providing London with the first hops of the
season.®® Within 15 years of purchase, he had raised the average rental per acre by
64%. If ever proof was needed that capitalist principles were not necessarily the

monopoly of businessmen, one need look no further than William John Coles Child.

Neither did the position and status of landowner restrict Child to merely
agricultural activities. Having emerged from the world of commerce, and as a director
of several London companies he was enough of a businessman to recognise, just as

George Warde Norman had done, that there was a limit on the financial returns to be

65 G. W. Norman, op. cit. (c. 1857-1880)

66 Quoted in M. J. Wiener, op. cit., p. 13

67 J. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit., p. 46

68 See H. Perkin, op. cit., p. 85

69 BR Aug. 1868; J. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit., p.46
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gained from land. On the southern border of his estate he constructed a vast
brickworks, utilising the clay dug from his own land and exploiting the demand from a
rapidly expanding local population. By the mid-1860s he was selling land off on the
fringes of his property for gas works and residential development.”’® By 1873 the value
of his estate had increased by a further 200%, enabling his productive landed estate to
escape the full impact of the 'great depression'.”!

Two further examples illustrate the entrepreneurial tendencies of certain
landowning 'gentry'. Success as a corn factor and a 700-acre estate with a large
rambling mansion at Sundridge Park designed with the aid of Humphrey Repton and
John Nash, had helped gain for Claude Scott the title of baronet in 1821.72 Not
wishing to rest upon his laurels, Sir Claude Scott established a London banking firm
with his son Samuel, and recorded a surplus of over £200,000 in their first year.
Samuel Scott's income continued to improve after his father's death in 1830,
particularly with the aid of a handsome dowry from his wife. When Samuel Scott
himself died in 1849, the banking business passed to his two sons, but the cornfactor
side appeared to have ceased, perhaps made less attractive by the relative depression in
trade after the Napoleonic Wars. By 1869 - when Samuel's son Claude Edward died in
Nice - the Scott family had achieved millionaire status. Sir Edward Henry Scott,
Samuel's grandson by his second son, then inherited a fortune in real estate and
personalty worth £1,400,000.73

In the landowners' return of 1873, Sir Edward Henry Scott is recorded as
owning 59,125 acres on the Isle of Harris in addition to the 959 acres at Sundridge
Park.7 F. M. L. Thompson, in his reply to Rubinstein's criticisms, used Samuel Scott's
grandson as an example of a businessman who invested in large estates well into the
nineteenth century.”> However, Sir Edward Henry may well have been ‘clearly of
landed gentry style and consequence'®, but he actually gained his lands through
inheritance and not purchase. By 1882 the local newspapers were reflecting upon the
likely consequences of Sir Edward ceasing to reside at Sundridge Park, permitting an
influx of building contractors to ruin 'Scott's Park'.”” In fact Sir Edward had already

70 BR March 1863

71 The nature and effects of the 'great depression' are debatable, but there is no question that
agricultural prices and rents suffered badly, especially in arable areas

72 J. L. Filmer, op. cit. (1979), p. 9

3 Ibid., p. 12

74 F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1992), p. 372

75 Reference has already been made to this debate, see footnote 6

76 F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1992), p. 373

77 BR July 1882
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begun the break-up of the estate, a process that was to continue in the hands of his son
Samuel.

The last investor in a large landed estate in Bromley was George Wythes, son
of a Worcestershire farmer and railway contractor extraordinaire.”® Having made his
fortune constructing railways as far afield as Canada, South America and India, he had
decided to seek a semi-rural retreat on the outskirts of London. After purchasing the
Bickley Estate (once part of the property of John Wells), he initially renovated the
mansion of Bickley Hall (see Figure 2.6), but soon after set about developing his
remaining land.” The new roads and detached villas that he erected rather spoiled the
Romantic image of a country gentleman as portrayed later by his obituary in the
Railway News, 'he delighted in the retirement of the country, and devoted his leisure to
farming, which he conducted with his usual enterprise and practical sense.®® Such
sentiment admirably reflects Wiener's ideas about the lure of the land upon wealthy
businessmen, but images do not always reflect reality. In practice, Wythes devoted
himself to developing an exclusive residential estate whose urban rents helped him
amass a fortune of one and a half million pounds 3!

Whatever its viability, and whatever the historic period, investment in land
could not protect even the wealthiest of proprietors from financial ruin. After losing a
personal fortune in the 1841 Whitmore Banking House crisis, John Wells had to sell
off most of his 879 acre estate, managing to retain 370 acres for his wife Julia.82 His
estate was not parcelled off in small plots, however, and much of it was eventually
bought by the contractor George Wythes. The only other noteworthy case of a 1841
landowner selling off part of his land was Colonel Long of Bromley Hill (formerly the
residence of Lord Farnborough) whose property had been reduced from 79 acres to 25
during this period.®3 None of the large landed estates (those over 100 acres) had been
broken up by 1873, even though the value of these estates as revealed by the
'domesday' survey of that year suggests that selling off land for urban development
would indeed have been financially lucrative.

78 BR April 1883

79 J. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit., p. 44

80 This was reprinted in BR April 1883, p. 159

81 J. M. Rawclifle, op. cit., p. 44

82 bid., p. 42; G. W. Norman, op. cit. (c.1857-1880)

83 1t should be noted that the comparative study of the 1841 and 1873 land returns does not identify
those individuals who purchased landed property after 1841 and sold it before 1873
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Figure 2.6 Bickley Hall. Built by John Wells, Esq. in 1780.
Residence of the Wythes family from 1861.
(Source: E.L.S.Horsburgh)

Figure 2.7 Sundridge Park Mansion, after 1792.
Residence of the Scott family.
(Source: E.L.S.Horsburgh)
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It would be misleading to represent the decisions facing landowners in the
second half of the nineteenth century as a simple choice between agricultural or urban
development. The two could and did coexist side by side if the individual wished them
to and if encouraged to do so by social and economic circumstance. G. E. Mingay has
claimed that landowners preferred agricultural to non-agricultural properties, since the
former provided a source of power that the latter could not match.8¢ Elsewhere he
qualified this argument by recognising the potential value of transport and industrial
developments to landowners, in the form of enhanced rents and lower poor rates.85 A
more recent study by Avner Offer has highlighted the unpredictability of revenues
gained from farming land, although it was common for landowners to externalise
farming risks by shifting them onto tenants.’¢ The low levels of owner occupation that
resulted must have reduced the landlord's ties to the agricultural working of his
property. In addition, increased competition from outside challenged farms to become
more efficient and encouraged urban gentry to exploit the commercial possibilities of
their estates.87

Competition through improved international trade and communications helped
precipitate the agricultural depression of the 1870s and 1880s, which itself posed new
difficulties for landowners. The market-orientated economy of London's southern
hinterland cushioned Bromley landowners from its worst effects, particularly since they
had relied less on arable crops. Some landowners, such as William John Coles Child,
had introduced industrial crops like hops.88 Contemporaries commented on the
Bromley farmers' dependence on market gardening products, in an 'agricultural district'
where 'most of the talk is of cabbages and turnips.®® Livestock farming seemed to ride
the worst effects of the depression,® and the demand for meat resulted in cattle
auctions being held in the town as late as 1887, even when the district's fairs and
Agricultural Association had long since ceased to exist (1865 and 1877 respectively).%!
Reports in the local press suggest that Bromley followed along the lines of agricultural
developments in Kent as a whole.?2 Meadows replaced fields of corn in many parts of
the county in the last third of the century, whilst by 1900 the once commercially

84 G. E. Mingay, op. cit. (1981), p. 367

85 G. E. Mingay, op. cit. (1976), p. 165

86 A. Offner, in EHR Vol.XLIV, No. 1, Feb. 1991, p. 8

87 G. E. Mingay, op. cit. (1976), p. 168; F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 191; a variety of
examples given in D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit.

88 P Brandon and B. Short, op. cit., p. 322

8 BR Feb. 1860

90 G. Hucckel, 'Agriculture During Industrialisation’ in R. Floud and D. McCloskey, op. cit., p. 192
%1 Information about cattle markets has been taken from short reports and advertisements in BR
between 1865 and 1887. The major cattle market in the wider district was Croydon

92 See W. Page (ed.), A History of the County of Kent - The Victoria History of the Counties (1908),
pp. 459-468
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successful hop-growing had become less attractive. In 1876, Sir Edward Henry Scott
had voiced his concern over the trend towards greater pasturage in case of war, in both
town and county. By the end of the century even non-arable cultivation had suffered,
with Kent fruit farmers complaining of the extortionate profits of the market garden
middle-men.®* Between 1880 and the beginning of the First World War, agricultural
land had declined from 59.74% to 31.07% in the space of just 35 years.®>> By 1915,
when home-grown food supplies were again heavily in demand, farming in Bromley

consisted of little more than the working of orchards and nursery gardens.

Superseding farm rents and income from agricultural products were the rents to
be gained from urban development. In a unique collection edited by Cannadine new
ground has been broken on the influence of landed patricians on both urban politics
and development:

There was urban development to plan and mould, urban
labour to employ and manage, urban livings to finance and
fill, urban society to adorn and lead, and urban government
and representation to dominate and control.?¢

Permeating each of the towns considered is the strength of leverage exercised by the
owners of the countryside over the inhabitants of the town. In particular, landowners
could gain through leasehold development which returned a steady income and did not
carry the risk of speculative building.” If necessary, restrictive covenants and
conditions were employed to ensure both high class housing and a higher reversionary
interest, as was the case with the Hesketh's estate in Southport.®® In earlier studies of
the topic, H. Dyos and Perkin had shown how the ground landlords were able to
control not just the overall layout and style of new housing developments but also the
precise location of town halls and market places.”® According to Dyos, the degree of
planning varied in relation to the number of landowners: the greater the number of
landowners, the less co-ordinated the planning.100

93 BR Nov. 1876, p. 85-86

94 BR Oct. 1892, p. 182

95 B. Taylor, op. cit., p. 410ff

% D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit., p. 3

97 J. Liddle, op. cit., p. 153

% Ibid., p. 155

%9 H. Perkin, op. cit., p.73; H. Dyos, op. cit., p. 40ff
100 Jpid.
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In Camberwell most building construction was carried out by speculative
builders, the vast majority from the local area.!0! Few homes were owner-occupied and
much was made of the absentee leaseholders, commonly called the 'landlords' by
occupiers. It was the wealth to be gained from this leasehold system that brought
freeholders and leaseholders alike under more vehement attack in the last quarter of
the century. As inferred earlier, many townsmen felt that ground rents should be taxed
so that the local community too could gain from the 'improvement' of property.192
Landed proprietors would even 'donate' pieces of land to the town in order to have it
improved' by drainage and road facilities, thus enhancing the value of adjacent land
which would then be eligible for building.193 Occasionally, landowners might demand
excessive prices for land or even block developments, hoping to retain the prestige and
social advantages that came with landed property. In some incidences, refusals to
release land were driven by a desire to prevent the intrusion of unwanted elements into
a particular neighbourhood, or by hopes of preserving facilities for sport.194 Whatever
the actions of landowners might be, in the last quarter of the century, social and
economic circumstances had changed such that landowners could more readily profit

from their inheritance:

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.

Anon.105

The nature of the development of Bromley's landed estates varied according to
several determining factors. A landowner's business connections might make him more
flexible to new demands and possibilities; a proprietor with less attachment to the local
area might surrender to suburban sprawl more readily; the pressures of suburban
encirclement might force a landed gentleman to sell off all or part of his estate, gaining
heavy compensation in return.106 Before the advent of the railway to Bromley in 1858,

the market town's thriving coaching trade had already seen the introduction of 'neat

101 Jbid., p. 137

102 G. M. Young, Victorian England - Portrait of an Age (edn. annotated by G. Kitson Clark, 1977),
p. 148

103 J. Liddle, op. cit., p. 156

104 Parliamentary 'Urban’ Land Review of 1914, p. 318

105 This poem appears in Tarbuck's Handbook of House Property (1875), and is quotcd in H. Dyos,
op. cit., p. 87

106 See M. C. Carr, 'The Development and Character of a Metropolitan Suburb: Bexley, Kent' in F.
M. L. Thompson (ed.), op. cit. (1982), p. 211. The Parliamentary 'Urban’' Review of 1914 criticised
landowners for excesive compensation demands madc over the previous half century
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houses and villa residences' on Bromley Common land,!07 leased out by the Norman
family following their acquisitions after the 1821 Enclosure.!®¢ When moves were
afoot to establish a railway line through the town, they were initially blocked by
William John Coles Child who owned most of the land in and around the town
centre.!% Only when he had gained satisfactory terms did he support the project. In
this way the Mid Kent Railway Company was obliged to alter the location of the
Bromley (South) station, use Child's own locally-manufactured bricks and offer him a
seat on the Company Board.

Nationally, peers and gentry may well have supported the spread of railways
with less enthusiasm than commercial men in the 1830s and 1840s. After 1850,
however, there was a marked shift towards more direct involvement and investment by
landowners.!!% This was particularly the case in the construction of secondary lines
where railway companies were forced to consider alternative routes or meet demands
similar to those being proposed by Coles Child.!!! In towns around London, there
was less of a contrast in the actions of gentry and men of commerce since many of the
gentry had in any case always been closely connected with commerce. John Wright
Nokes, who it appears was the manager for the creditors of the bankrupt estate of John
Wells, purchased the freehold of the Bickley Estate in 1841 along with the leasehold
property of the Bromley Manor Estate. He claimed that but for deficient
communications and a lack of a railway station, 'T should lay out a great many
thousand pounds in building, and I could have let to different builders something like a
hundred acres.'12

The very same thoughts were echoed by a former East India Company
Director, William Dent, who bought Nokes' Bickley Estate eleven years later after
Nokes had defaulted on his mortgage.13 Dent saw the prospect of a railway line as a
means of enhancing the building potential of his land. In 1856 he became the
Chairman of the Mid-Kent Company which eventually built the line and on his property
constructed the Southborough Road station, later renamed Bickley. According to F.
M. L. Thompson the railway had a dramatic impact upon the town. In The Rise of
Suburbia, he depicted Bromley as the archetypal middle-class railway suburb.14  As

107 S, Bagshaw, History, Gazeteer and Directory of the County of Kent 18471, p. 636

108 G, W. Norman, op. cit. (c.1857-1880)

109 J, L. Filmer, op. cit. (1980) , p.29

110 G. R. Hawke and J. P. P. Higgins, 'Transport and Social Overhead Capital' in R. Floud and D.
McCoskey (ed.), op. cit., p. 233

111 P, S. Bagwell, The Transport Revolution (1974), p.96

112 J. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit., p.

113 Jbid., p.

114 F.M.L.Thompson (cd.), (1982), p.20
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many as 1,500 newcomers to the town between 1851 and 1861 had helped account for
a 46% decennial increase in population, but even this fell well short of the dramatic
96% rise during the decade that followed.!!5 In his more embellished account of the
railway's arrival, J. M. Rawcliffe aptly described the motivation and means behind the
introduction of these new lines of communication.!16 Yet one question remains
unanswered: could any distinctions be drawn between the part played by landowners
and that played by the members of the resident middle classes?

Pressure for a railway line in the 1850s came from a variety of sources, but was
co-ordinated and directed by Dent and Coles Child.!'7 Plans for a railway, 'as
projected by certain landowners of the county of Kent'118 were first discussed in the
town in January 1851, at a specially convened Vestry meeting of all owners and
occupiers of land. Landowners in the area were to provide the capital and financial
security, but three years after the completion of the line, the parish was to contribute
to the line's upkeep. Out of the 42 present at the meeting, only a handful objected to
the proposal, arguing that the line would bring a 'heavy and unjustifiable burden' upon
the parish.1!® The vast majority agreed with Robinson Latter, solicitor and Vestry
Clerk, that, 'this Vestry feels the necessity of a Railway for the advantage of this town,
and therefore assents to the principle of the proposed Rate-in-aid.'20

Coles Child's role in the matter was ambiguous and at first sight contradictory.
As a Director of the South-Eastern Railway Company (SER), he helped block a
scheme to construct a line from Lewisham to Bromley, resulting in the withdrawal of
the respective Bill from Parliament in June 1854. The reasons for his objections are
unclear, as indeed are the motivations and dealings of other members of the South-
Eastern Board. At a meeting on 16 March 1854, it had been officially minuted that 'the
majority of the Directors considered it advisable to submit to you [the shareholders]
the propriety of constructing a Branch Railway from Lewisham to Bromley.'l2! By
September, the Board were talking of 'great differences of opinion' that had been

expressed by Directors at this self-same meeting, particularly by those worried about

115 Census Returns, 1851-71: 1851 Census of Great Britain - Enumerators' Retuen for the Parish of
Bromley (BPL); 1861 and 1871 figures given by E.L.S.Horsburgh, op.cit., p. 50

116 J M.Rawcliffe, in F.M.L.Thompson (ed), op.cit., pp.35-38

17 Jbid.

118 Vestry Minutes 23 Jan. 1851

119 Jbid..E. Bilke and Colonel Long of Bromley Hill were the only two major landowners to raise
objcctions at this time

120 Jbid.

121 South-Eastern Railway Minute Book, General Meetings, No.3, 1851-54, meeting of 16 March
1854.
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serious pecuniary difficulties.122 As a Director of the company, Coles Child may well
have agreed that the line proposed was 'not the best, either for the company or the
public';123 alternatively, he may have feared either the disruption or the potentially
embarrassing amount of compensation due to him if the proposed scheme was pushed
through.

Whatever the individual motives may have been, the SER was reluctant to fund
new projects because of existing commitments and the relatively insecure financial
climate 124 However, Coles Child soon came round to the way of thinking of
landowners as personified by John Nokes.!?5 In April 1856, he gave his seal of
approval to the plans laid down at the inaugural meeting of the Mid-Kent (Bromley to
St. Mary Cray) Railway Company.!2¢ Under the leadership of William Dent, its
Chairman, the Company sought to prepare agreements with the West End & Crystal

Palace Railway Company and the East Kent Railway Company to link Bromley with
neighbouring lines.127

Ironically, it was partly due to Coles Child's involvement in inducing the
support of local landowners that the Mid-Kent scheme came to fruition. By October
1858, the first trains were running into Bromley Station at Masons Hill.128 For his part,
Coles Child had been compensated in full for land lost, in addition to gaining 600
shares in the Company valued at £10 each.!?® He had also used his influence to re-
locate the station originally sited near the Market Place, and required the line to be
built upon brick arches where it traversed the southern part of his estate. In 1864, he
was further recompensed with a seat on the Mid-Kent Board of Directors.130
Significantly, Child's apparent change of heart had been animated by a /ocally based
company with mainly /ocal support. By 1858, receipts from most lines in England were
falling, discouraging further investment. Local landowners and businessmen,
conversely, rallied to the cause, persuaded by the likes of Messrs. Latter, the solicitors,

122 1pid., meeting of 7 Sept. 1854

123 Ibid.

124 In South Eastern Railway - Position and Projects' (1845-6), a report by the SER Directors, the
latter were at pains to point out that they had already made an outlay of over £4,000,000 on existing
building work. At this time, their proposals did include a line from Lewisham to Maidstone via
Bromley, but as it later proved, other commitments took priority. Clearly, promoting any railway line
was an expensive busincss, as suggested by the SER Minutes of 7 Sept. 1874 which reveal that
Parilamentary and legal expenses for all their proposals between 1845 and 1853 had cost £479,711.
125 ] M.Rawcliffe, op.cit.

126 BR May 1856

127 Mid-Kent Railway Company, Minutes of Proceedings, Vol.1, 1856-64, minutes of 11 April 1856
128 J L Filmer, 'Bromlcy Palace & Coles Child', BLHS No.5 (1980)

129 Jbid.

130 Jbid.
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of the need to improve Bromley's prosperity at a time when nearby towns such as
Croydon, Lewisham, Woolwich and Greenwich had already been linked to the capital.
It was indicative of the widespread nature of support for the line that few dissenting
voices to the final scheme were recorded; even these were subsequently appeased
through special agreements or compensatory payments.

After 1863 there were intermittent attempts to bring a new railway line to
Bromley, linking the northern part of the town with Charing Cross via Grove Park.13!
The main promoter of the scheme, the People's Freehold Land Society, was confronted
with disinterest on the part of the SER and disfavour from Sir Samuel Scott, whose
land the line would traverse.132 In practice, the procrastinators were not inseparable
since Scott was a Director of the SER and recognised the potential dangers of
competition from another line. For their part, the townsmen who backed the Bill for
the Bromley Direct Company to build the line, tried to allay suspicions, 'While the line
could afford to the town a great boon, it would do no damage to Mr. Scott's estate and
injure neither ornamental or residential property.''33 The opening of the line finally
came in 1878, by which time support for a faster commuter service to Charing Cross
had intensified. At this time, landowners like Samuel Scott's heir Sir Edward Henry
Scott were behaving less belligerently, perhaps recognising as the House of Lords
Committee had done back in 1863, that 'the letting and selling value of land is in
general greatly increased by its having advantage of easy access to railways."'34 The
initial route of the line had been diverted after negotiations with Sir Edward Henry
Scott, and the subsequent railway was made to run along the borders of the Sundridge
Park estate. Land prices in the area immediately rose and the Scott family reaped their
financial rewards through the residential development of their estate.!3> To cap it all,
Sir Edward Henry Scott had an additional station, Sundridge Park, built close to his
mansion, only 300 yards from the main Bromley North station itself, in order that he
might find it more convenient to mix with London society. On several occasions, the
Prince of Wales was known to have come down to the new station in order to enjoy
game-shooting on the Sundridge Estate 136

131 Sce various reports in BR 1863-1873

132 BR April 1874

133 Jbid.

134 Quoted in F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 256. Until at least 1841, the Scott family had
shown little intercst in developing their land, occupying 86% of it themselves (1841)

135 BR Jan. 1878

136 E. L. S. Horsburgh, op. cit., p. 313
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The expansion and urban development of Bromley that followed in the wake
of the railways!37 resulted in new threats and challenges to the owners of landed
estates. George Wythes and William John Coles Child were two landowners less
anxious to resist these pressures, particularly if they were given the opportunity to
exploit them financially. In so doing, they often brought upon themselves the wrath of
those who wished to see the peaceful rustic tranquillity of a once quaint market town
preserved. To these 'romantics', tradition was being overturned by such acts as the
stopping of footpaths by landowners with no pedigree among the local community.138
Private property, which in certain cases had by ancient custom also been for public
enjoyment, gradually came into the hands of developers seeking to feed the demands of
a rapidly rising population. An ever-larger number of landed estates surrendered to the
boom in residential development. The gradual disappearance of 'settlement by entail',
by which land was settled on persons successively and could not be bequeathed at
pleasure, made the sale of land all the easier. In Bromley, 'Plaistow Estate' was sold
off in the late 1850s and early 1860s; '‘Bromley House Estate' in 1865; 'Bromley Lodge
Estate' in 1872; and 'South Hill Estate' in 1878.13° Some of the larger properties were
sold at London auctions, attracting investors from outside the local area. Upon these
old estates, a mass of building programmes was effected, giving rise to a number of
new parishes. Observers such as the Bromley-born H. G. Wells were left in no doubts
about the effects of 'a mindless, wasteful, anarchy which was suburbia’ when he
fictionalised the growth of New Bromley in The New Machiavelli (1911),

The outskirts of Bromstead were a maze of exploitation,
roads that led nowhere, that ended in tarred fences studded
with nails... It was a multitude of uncoordinated fresh starts,
each more sweeping and destructive than the last, and none
of them ever really worked out to a ripe and satisfactory
completion.140

Some elements of urbanisation were even less attractive. The major issue about
which landowners and townspeople appeared concerned in the late 1860s and 1870s
was that of the draining of sewage.!4! It threatened to break any existing alliances
between or within the landowning and middle classes. Some of the debates on the

question were as distasteful as the subject matter itself. Most people wanted to get rid

137 See F. M. L. Thompson (ed.), op. cit. (1982), p. 19 and 34 for the rapid expansion of the town
after the coming of the railway

138 The issue of stopping or moving 'public' footpaths raised it head in the 1860s as estates began to
be broken up for residential development. On the whole, the vestry agreed to most of the changes
139 J. M. Rawcliffe, op. cit., p. 40ff; History of Baxter, payne and Lepper 1760-1985, a booklct
produced by the estate agents with that name (undated)

140 H. G. Wells, New Machiavelli (1911), pp.44-45

141 For further detail on this, see Chapter Five, pp. 185/
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of the material but very few were willing to discard it anywhere near their own
property. The actions of Coles Child over the affair were peculiarly distinct from the
response of Bromley's other major landowners.142 He persistently resisted the Local
Board's ideas on drainage, and was equally determined the town should adopt his
schemes. Perhaps surprisingly he advocated a plan to drain the sewage onto his own
land close to his place of residence, a move he hoped would prevent a costly public
scheme at the same time as providing his own farmland with nutritious irrigation. He

even went to the trouble of experimenting with the use of sewage tanks financed out of
his own pocket.

Bromley's Lord of the Manor was by no means alone in his objection to the
Board's drainage schemes, although he appeared to be the only landowner proposing
his own ideas. Major Boyd of Plaistow Lodge, on finding that the initial proposals of
1869 would carry the sewage next to his estate, threatened the Board with legal action
for devaluing land he planned to sell for building purposes.!43 Fears of this and other
'nuisances' that might arise from the town's drainage plans led George Warde Norman
to employ the legal services of Frederick Henry Norman (no relation) at a Local
Government Enquiry on the issue.’# The Norman family continued to fight the
potentially costly plans of the Board, until in December of 1874 George Warde agreed
to lease, though not sell, 90 acres of his land at Crofton (near Orpington) for 31 years,
to act as a sewage outfall for the town. Six months later, he lent his weight behind a
campaign to develop the more widespread and cost-effective West Kent Scheme,which
eventually proved more popular and relatively undemanding on the rates.

The introduction of the railway and the subsequent expansion in buildings and
amenities had far-reaching effects on the value of land in the town. The land
assessments of 1841 and 1873 reveal marked changes in these values, given in the form
of 'rent charge' in the case of the first survey and estimated yearly rental for the latter.
As such, a reasonably accurate picture of the land's financial worth in the middle of the
last century emerges (see Figure 2.9). Even though the surveys measured different
values, in relative terms there was a marked decline in the value of land on the large
rural estates when compared to the smaller, urban plots. In 1841 the average annual
'rent charge' for landholdings was just above five shillings per acre.14

142 BR Sept. 1869, pp. 125-127
143 BR May 1869, p. 97
144 Jbid.

145 The rent charge replaced the tithe and was based on the level of tithes paid between 1829-35. In
practice tithes in kind had already been superseded by money payments, but these represented less that

10% of the actual value of the land. Arable and pastoral land were valued at similar rates, below that
of houses and gardens, but well above woodland
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(Source: 1841Tithe Commutation)

However, some of the smaller holdings were assessed at over £1 per acre, suggesting
that they made relatively higher payments in lieu of tithes. By 1873 the differentials
between small and large 'estates' had mushroomed: whilst the largest holdings -
agricultural holdings or commodious dwellings with extensive grounds - tended to be
below the average of £8 per acre, smaller properties were often valued at £160 or
more (see Figure 2.10 and 2.11). This must have had devastating effects on the
attractiveness of larger estates. Indeed, only estates that had already been developed by
1873 were assessed at a high rental value: George Wythes' 'villa kingdom', for instance,
was valued at £20 per acre compared with George Warde Norman's land at just £2 per
acre and Sir Edward Henry Scott's, at £3 per acre. The late 1860s, then, suggests itself

as a decisive turning point in the development of land values and land utilisation.

In 1873 there were thirteen cases where rental values of land exceeded £150
per acre. Easily the highest estimated rental was produced by the Bromley Gas
Consumers Company, at over £1,600 for a mere three acres of land. Business concerns
that supplied the amenities for the town and beyond were guaranteed high financial

returns, helping to explain the correspondingly high rental assessments. Less apparent
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are the reasons for the high values associated with the other twelve ‘top' cases. The
majority were close to the town centre but not nearer than half a mile, with the
exception of two properties on the High Street itself. Advertisements that appeared in
local newspapers and catalogues held by local estate agents support the attraction, and
hence high valuation, of land that was ripe for development (see the rental value of
John Treadwell's Estate in Figure 2.11).14¢ The whole of the South Hill Estate was
sold off in lots in 1878 at about £600 per acre, expressly for building purposes. At the
same time farmland on the southern borders of the town was fetching little above £80
per acre, not a great deal more than the £50 required to purchase a small plot for a
single house at Bromley South. By 1873 Bromley could boast exceedingly high land
values. The average yearly rental for the town was 60% higher than the national
average, and 20% higher than for Kent. Even if there were few people willing to buy
up and farm existing large estates, there were clearly plenty of customers for the
spacious middle-class homes, and no shortage of investors in urban development.
Common amongst these 'clients' was the recognition of the value of their investment.
Here also were the estate developers, the speculators and those who ploughed money
into facilities to improve the town's infrastructure.!4”  Unlike the traditional

landowners, they sought more than a mediocre 3% return upon their investment.
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146 History of Baxter, Payne and Lepper, op. cit.
147 5 M. Rawcliffe, op. cit., p.53
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In comparing the Bromley situation with national trends and developments in
other localities, a similar picture emerges. In England and Wales between 1850 and
1873, it became increasingly difficult for landowners to maintain agricultural rent
levels.148 In the same period, non-agricultural rents rose more than three times faster
than general prices.14® The Bute farm holdings in Wigtown, Dumfties, fetched only
five shillings per acre in 1883 compared with £5 for their Glamorgan estate, much of
which had been leased for urban development.!0 The value of the land owned by the
Earls of Dartmouth covered an even wider range, that of ten shillings per acre in
Sussex compared to £80 in Middlesex.!5! The Earls were also able to take advantage
of the family's property in Lewisham which by the 1880's had become especially
valuable as building land and afterwards became progressively more lucrative.
Elsewhere, the trustees of the Scarisbrick estate in Southport found that although the
rack-rents gained from agricultural land made up nearly 45% of their total income in
1881, new building leases were taking an ever-sizeable proportion of their total
income. By 1901, these leases had replaced rack-rents as the primary source of
income, raising £50,000 per annum.!’2 Whether all landowners recognised, or perhaps

were able or willing to recognise, the advancing tide of urban rents, is difficult to

148 F M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 308

149 H. Perkin, op. cit., p. 416

130 3. Davies, op. cit., p. 19

151 R, Trainor, 'Peers on an Industrial Frontier' in D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit., p. 76
1523 Liddle, op. cit., p. 143
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ascertain. Did they appreciate the full extent of the financial implications? Might some
of them have hoped for a recovery in agriculture after the 'depression’ of the 1870s and
1880s, rejuvenating the so-called 'golden years' of the mid-century?

Hopes and desires were one thing, the precise role of a landowner another. For
landowners across the nation, there was certainly more to the landed estate than mere
economic value. Ownership of land had been one of the fundamentals behind English
society and politics, and the place of the landowner at the head of this society had
rarely been challenged. In the mind of Adam Smith, writing back in the late eighteenth
century, only a landowner was competent and disinterested enough to be given
responsibility for the general welfare of society.!33 For centuries the landed interest
had been vital for political and social stability. By providing the main livelihood for
most commercial and professional people, landowners maintained their control of local
economies. The rise of the middle classes from the eighteenth century onwards - which
initially took place in the industrial and commercial sector - began to challenge their
local autonomy. With the gradual urbanisation of society, which itself altered the
foundations of the landowners' power, a number of factors emerged to define their new
role in the local community. The number of large landowners in a district may well
have been significant, as well as the size, location, distribution and antiquity of landed
estates. Financial circumstances and affiliations to business also played a part, as did
political loyalty. Then there was the degree of absenteeism or involvement with county
- as opposed to parish - affairs which substantially affected relations with the local
community. Finally, individual quirks or accidents of birth and death may well have
been decisive factors!34 - including the gender of one's offspring - although individual
circumstances were often over-ridden by pressure exerted from outside agencies such

as government institutions or private companies.

In most towns, the parish gentry were able to take advantage of new
developments and increase the scope for 'rural' patrician influence on urban life. They
played upon divisions amongst the middle classes of the towns, and long after 1850

153 A Smith, The Wealth of Nations (Oxford, 1905 edn.), I, p. 263
154 For some of these factors I am indebted to the works of D. Cannadine and R. Roberts in D.
Cannadine (ed.), op. cit., p. 7 and p. 206
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still continued to gain undue respect and credit for social improvements 155
Individually, landowners had financial backing far in excess of most middle class
gentleman. Gradually, enlarged debts, falling incomes from land, and sales of estates
weakened their means of securing deference and led to an abdication of their
traditional paternal role. However, even after selling off huge areas of land, landowners
still felt that they might exercise 'control' of the local community. This was particularly
the case if they secured that community's gratitude for releasing land in order to
improve the town's commercial prospects. Liddle has suggested that landowners
traded their social and political power for financial success and profits,!5¢ although it is
hard to see how lesser country gentry would have had the opportunities to accomplish
this. Judging from Rubinstein's research, in 1880 landowners were still the wealthiest
members of society.!” However, by the end of the century, it seems that they had
been superseded by financiers from the City. Instead, the landed aristocracy and gentry
took on a more symbolic role in the form of Parliamentary honours, company
directorships or Vice-Presidencies of local clubs and societies. The 'liquidation of the
landed interest' as it is referred to by F. M. L. Thompson,!58 supports Wiener's
conclusion that 'land had ceased being a major source of wealth and the country house

was now valued more as a symbol of ancestry than of economic power.'5?

Similarly, the landed classes had once dominated the political stage of the
nation. In the 1830s, they comprised three-quarters of the House of Commons and all
of the House of Lords; by 1900, only one-third of the Commons were landed, and
peerages were granted on the grounds of wealth and service rather than simply landed
property or birth.160 Perkin has argued that this domination seeped down to the parish
level, where 'close vestries' were operated by large property-owners, especially owners
of landed estates.16! Often this local landed elite resisted interference from central
government, and at best acted in an ambivalent manner when confronted with reforms
in aid of education, the poor and the insane.!62 From the 1830s, an assortment of
commissioners and inspectors fuelled the fears of local authorities by their potentially
costly demands, as threatened by the introduction of the new Poor Law of 1834. By its
potential to reduce the arbitrary powers of the local gentry who had previously
controlled the relief of the poor, the Act aroused both fear and resentment amongst the

155 J_ Liddle, op. cit., p. 146

156 [bid.

157 W. D. Rubinstein, op. cit. (1986)

158 F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 269/f

159 M. J. Wiener, op. cit., p. 66

160 D. C. Moore, op. cit., p. 396

161 H. Perkin, op. cit., p. 40

162 D. Roberts, Paternalism in Early Victorian England (1979), p. 147
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landed classes. Yet in practice centralisation did not automatically signify a reduction
in the influence and power of local landed elites. The Poor Law Amendment Act of
1834, for example, incorporated the landowning magistrates into its administration
system firstly as ex officio members - with multiple votes in the Board of Guardian
elections - and secondly as Chairmen of the Boards themselves. On the more directly
political level, landowners certainly did suffer later in the century with the Reform Acts
of 1867 and 1884-1885, the Secret Ballot Act of 1872 and the Corrupt Practices Act
of 1883.

Along with the power and influence that was invested in landowners and their
traditional ecclesiastical allies, came the responsibility of paternal stewardship. The
more insensitive of them might abuse their positions, although D. Roberts has

suggested that the gentry, as opposed to the aristocracy, epitomised the image of the
benevolent patriarch:

For a more personal and intimate paternalism of land, one
must turn to those model country gentlemen, those
exemplary squires, who showed a loving care for that most
viable of paternalistic units, the small estate in which all
tenants and labourers and their wives and children look up
to the squire as the father of the parish. 163

In the first half of the century the gentry were very closely involved in directing
the behaviour, vitality and well-being of the community. They took the lead in setting
up local volunteer militias, establishing country banks, providing relief for the parish
poor and in subsidising Anglican churches and schools. As towns expanded they
continued to supply welfare to their 'charges', but in addition patronised sports clubs,
friendly societies, hospitals, dispensaries and reading rooms. Their grounds were
opened up to 'selected' members of the public for social functions such as teas and
picnics, especially in aid of the Established Church.1¢4 Great publicity and feasting
accompanied celebratory events like a marriage or attaining the age of majority, whilst
long corteges mourned the death of members of a landed gentleman's family. The
gentry appeared to be more attached to their local society than their aristocratic
counterparts who mixed in London and the great country houses.!65 With the onset of
the railways, however, local ties became less important. Ironically, the opportunity for
greater mobility and travel affected the upper classes as much as it did the working
classes, and it may well have been that Sir Edward Henry Scott was more amenable to

163 Jpid.,p. 136
164 G, E. Mingay, op. cit. (1976), p. 185
165 D. Roberts, op. cit., p. 257
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the building of the Bromley Direct Railway than his father, because of the resulting
ease of access to the social circle of the Prince of Wales.

Many of the social functions that landowners encouraged in both urban and
rural districts existed to establish and maintain harmony in the local community. Such
functions took various forms, from the Agricultural Association ploughing match that
attempted to bridge the divide between landlord and tenant farmer, to the annual
cricket match between estate employees and the leading tradesmen of the town. The
fact that such events were only held annually was symptomatic of the limitations upon
direct, informal contact between social classes. Some activities were socially
exclusive, such as the shooting of game that became increasingly popular amongst
landowners from the late 1850s. Compared to game-shooting, fox-hunting was less
contentious, serving to link landowners with those townsmen who could afford the
expense incurred. In this way bankers, brewers, doctors, clergy and even tradesmen
entered into the 'society' centred on the landlord's estate.166

No serious discussion of a landowner's place in his local society should ignore
the role and impact of women. Although women's rights over property were ill-defined
and restricted, there were still many women farmers and a number of 'ladies' who held
considerable amounts of land during the nineteenth century. Later in the century, the
wives and daughters of country and urban gentry began to dominate the social scene,
although as early as the 1840s, Disraeli had commented about the social influence of

'ladies', '...who think you govern the world by what you call your social influences:
asking people once or twice a-year to an inconvenient crowd in a house...'167

In London, middle-class and upper-class 'society' of the mid- to late- Victorian
era was controlled and formalised almost entirely by women.!$8 Through their
activities, social events became a highly effective means of linking family life with
public life, allocating 'places' and 'positions' in the local community. In Bromley, there
is little evidence available to quantify the force of these relationships. Certainly, it was
not simply through teas, balls and entertainments that women made their mark. Not
content with the less-inspiring habits of letter-writing, music and fancy needlework,
many 'ladies' sought direct involvement with local schools, first aid, the distressed and
the poor.!%°

166 G. E. Mingay, op. cit. (1976), p. 181

167 B. Disraeli, Sybil or The Two Nations (1845), p. 215. Here Disraeli is outlining his own feelings,
through the character Egremont

168 See L. Davidoff, op. cit. (1973) for a fuller discussion of this development
169 G. E. Mingay, op. cit. (1976), p. 176
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In the economic sphere, estates provided substantial local employment, from
the land agent down to the agricultural labourer. At any given time, the landowner's
contribution to the local economy varied with location and the degree of dependence
upon him. Often, this took the form of financial subservience since considerable
numbers of landowners supplied credit to set people up in trade, business or a
profession.!7® Such examples add greater weight to those who see nineteenth century
estates as units of production as opposed to simply expressions of prestige.!’! As
sources of economic wealth and influence, which Cannadine has gone as far to say
helped landowners keep townspeople in the 'hollow of their hands', their very nature
had to be adapted later in the century.!’? Attacks on property rights and privileges,
agricultural depression, falling returns and pressures from intensified urbanisation
persuaded many landowners to forsake their heritage and regard ownership of land in a
new light. Land remained an economic asset, but essentially for its 'development'
value. Hence the old economic ties with local society were gradually broken,
fragmented or secured on a less intimate basis.

With landowners increasingly exploiting the commercial possibilities of their
estates, it might be difficult to appreciate Wiener's viewpoint about the continued
predominance of 'rustic values' and the 'rural past'.!’ Did the values of the landed
gentleman infiltrate the rest of society such that they urged the commercial and
industrial middle classes to strive for gentility and respect rather than profit? Wiener's
dependence upon literary evidence, especially that which ensued from the ‘romantic'
movement, leads to his conclusion about a 'culture of containment' whereby the landed
classes 'contained' the new economic forces that emerged with the industrial
revolution. The public school is highlighted as the central instrument of this process,
with little value apportioned to either commerce or industry.174 Since the middle
classes too aspired to the academic heights of Eton and Rugby in the nineteenth

century, at least in Wiener's eyes, they presumably adopted similar ideals to their
landed role-models.

Before accepting or rejecting Wiener's thesis, caution needs to be taken over
chronology. D. Coleman has shown that up until 1870, very few public schoolboys

went into business. Nevertheless, by the turn of the century, even though public

170 R, Trainor, op. cit., p. 70
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172 D. Cannadine in D. Cannadine (ed.), op. cit.
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schools neglected to offer commercial education, the proportion of 'business' school-
leavers had greatly increased.17S This alone does not refute Wiener's argument, since it
could be countered that the public school domination of company directorships
contributed to England's relative economic decline. The classic image of a 'gentleman’,
for instance, is certainly not the ideal required for successful industrial capitalism.!76
Even though there were numerous incidences of close contact between landed
gentlemen and the wealthy middle classes,”7 cultural influence between the two
proved to be more than a one-way process. Instead, values were exchanged, adopted,
adapted and even lost in a complex series of relationships. To some degree, this had
always been the case since 'classes' in English society had rarely been mutually
exclusive. Is it therefore correct to talk of either a 'gentrification of the bourgeoisie' or
a 'bourgeoisation of the gentry'? A decade before Wiener, Perkin had written about the
domination of the industrial bourgeoisie, and how they had managed to mould society
in their own image.!78 In comparing English to German entrepreneurs between 1870
and 1914, Berghoff and Moller have argued for the preservation of the English
businessman's commercial interests, who even after purchasing estates retained his
'middle-class identity and business acumen'.1? It is true that men of business were
awarded titles once befitting great landowners, but according to Berghoff and Moller,
'the ennoblement of business men signalled the incipient embourgeoisement of the
aristocracy rather than the feudalization of the bourgeoisie.!8? Although this theory
may again overstate what actually occurred in practice, there is no doubting the force

with which values such as morality, domesticity and thrift impinged on nineteenth
century society. 18!

It is not possible to understand cultural influences without analysing the
role played by religion. The existence of the aristocracy and the gentry was so closely
tied to that of the Established Church, that virtually all were Anglican, with only a
sprinkling of Roman Catholics and Nonconformists. Qutward display of religious belief
was part of their social duty as Christian stewards. The nature, extent and sincerity of
their ideals varied from individual to individual. Suffice to say that historians have
tended to regard the gentry as more serious in their worship than the aristocracy. H.
McLeod, employing the words of Walter Besant in the 1850s, sees the 'suburban
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gentry' in particular as practising a multitude of religious observances which helped
generate their superior social standing, 'this profession of seriousness generally
belonged to a large house, beautiful gardens, rich conservatories, a large income and
carriage and pair."'82  Even unbelievers amongst the gentry attended church and had
their children baptised and schooled by clergymen. Attendance itself was a matter of
social prestige, whilst rented pews and the 'ceremony' surrounding the arrival of a
landed gentleman to the parish church helped to reinforce the divinely ordained social
hierarchy. These were points not missed by Anglican middle-class individuals who
aped the habits of the 'genteel'.

The decline in the social, cultural and political power of the landowning classes
can be closely linked to the weakening of the Established Church. Suffering under the
attacks from the Evangelical movement at the beginning of the century, and under poor
attendance as revealed by the religious census of 1851,!83 the Anglican Church
attempted to rejuvenate itself in the second half of the century. Yet it could only delay
the onset of Nonconformist demands over education, marriage, University entrance
and local church rates. In Bromley, the 'Anglican interest' on the vestry stoutly refused
provision of a Nonconformist burial ground, until it was obliged to give way in 1876.
One of the Anglicans' few 'successes' was the defence of the extraordinary tithe on
hops and market garden products. Even this was more significant for landowners than
the Church itself due to the common practice of tithe appropriation. The British Anti-
State Church Organisation' (established in 1844) united Nonconformist opposition in a
way that had never been achieved before. The easy-going 'squarson' came under
critical fire for hunting game instead of shepherding his flock. By the end of the
century, they had helped gain the disestablishment of the Anglican Church in all but

name; for their part, the landed gentlemen had seen their role as Christian stewards
slowly evaporate.

Such a trend, however, can not be isolated from changes in other areas of
society such as economic, cultural and political developments already alluded to, all of
which played a vital part in reducing deference to landowners. The control of society,
whether urban or rural, had been effected through the age-old networks of paternalism.
The basis of traditional paternalism had been the land, and the landed aristocracy
resolutely defended their position at the apex of this hierarchical system. At the level of
the gentry, good virtue, moral respectability, discipline and responsibility had been
central to the patron's character. Members of this 'elite' had served as the unpaid local

182 From W. Besant, South London (1899) as quoted by H. McLeod, Class and Religion in the Late
Victorian City (1974), p. 152

183 Papers of the House of Commons, (C.89) 1852-1853, Census of Great Britain, Religious Worship
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bureaucracy and ruled over every aspect of local life - the church, the vestry, the
magistracy and the Board of Guardians (after 1834). If necessary, authority and order,
so essential to the smooth operation of the system, could be maintained at quarter
sessions by severe punishment. The more benevolent touch was provided through
philanthropic and charitable actions that taught the middle and lower classes to appear
grateful and deferential.

Nevertheless, the system was by no means uniform across the nation and was
by its very nature dependent upon a 'static' society. Unless it was adapted at the local
level, it failed to cope with new pressures being brought to bear after the mid-
eighteenth century. New industries, new businesses, the gradual expansion of
education and the expectations of greater wealth all took their toll. At the same time,
the landed elite's manners and way of life were themselves being challenged by the rise
of fashionable society no longer exclusively dependent upon their class. Although D.
Roberts has painted a most romantic picture of the country squire and his 'loving care',
he tempered this by an acknowledgement of the squire's adherence to 'the profit
motive, hard bargaining, and market forces.''8* When faced by the demands of the
modern era, many of the 'squires' were not slow to use new laws and changes to their
own advantage. Hence their domination of the Boards of Guardians - albeit in harness
with farmers and tradesmen - and their manipulation of the location and regulations for
railways, gas works, town halls and the like.

The preservation of paternalism was difficult in an expanding society where
personal ties and relationships became decreasingly the norm. In their place emerged
more formal institutions of contact and socialisation such as School Boards and Boards
of Health.!®3 OQutside agencies began to fill a vacuum created partially by the
landowners' depreciating resources for his own personal benevolence. F. M. L.
Thompson has gone so far as to claim that the landowning classes were in fact taking
less interest in the affairs of the countryside, choosing instead to employ agents whose
profession was becoming more organised and expert, 18 where 'the roots of deference
in a personally administered paternalism were being sapped.'8” New urban problems,
intellectual developments, the growth of a large central administration with an

increasingly professional civil service unequivocally diminished paternalistic ties. By
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the end of the century, as businessmen and tradesmen became colleagues of the squire
and magistrate, they inevitably became less deferential 188

By studying the circumstances of particular families and individuals in Bromley,
as well as the make-up of Bromley's office-holding 'elite' between 1840-1900, it is
possible to analyse the accuracy and applicability of some of these statements.!8% At
the beginning of this period, the landed patricians held the tightest grip on the local
reins of power. Authority and responsibility rested primarily upon their shoulders
through a monopoly of the county bench, even though their influence in both
administrative and social spheres was tempered by the presence of numerous wealthy
tradesmen. Their predominance, given their numbers, persisted through the 1850s and
early 1860s, but by 1875 there were conspicuous signs of change. In that year, on the
bench at Petty Sessions sat a manufacturer and a scientist: significantly, however, both
owned land as well. The former, Charles Devas Esq. had used the money from his
copper-smelting to purchase the Bromley Lodge Estate in 1868 for 14,500; whilst the
scientist was none other than Charles Darwin Esq. who had retired to a relatively small
estate in Downe. The bench apart, landowners were gradually having to face stiffer
competition for office and influence from local 'professions' and well-to-do middle
classes who were involved in finance and commerce outside of the town.

As far as the political situation was concerned, like most of the Home Counties
Bromley was overwhelmingly Tory.1® Coming under the constituency of West Kent
until 1885 (returning two M.P.s) and thereafter Sevenoaks Division (one M.P.), the
town's Parliamentary representatives during the nineteenth century were always major
landowners. For most of the century, agricultural interests determined political
allegiance and led to the rejection of the principles of free trade, initially over the Corn
Laws' Repeal but more vociferously later over the call to emancipate land. George
Warde Norman's own explanation for refusing to stand for Parliament was that his
support for Free Trade' would receive only minimal backing from voters dependent
upon farming 19! Instead he devoted much time and money to promoting the Liberal

cause in the division, helping to achieve regular representation until 1859, after which

188 L. Davidoff, op. cit., p. 64
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his efforts were all to no avail as the Liberals steadily lost ground. George Warde
Norman particularly resented the fact that his £100-200 expense at election time was a
pittance compared to Tory magnates supplying up to ten times that figure. Until the
broadening of the franchise and the end to excessive election expenditure, the Tory
landed interest as represented locally by the likes of the Scotts, Kinnairds and the
younger William John Coles Child, held firm. Only in 1902 did the Liberals come
anywhere near to providing a major upset.

Government at the local level took the form of the Parish Vestry until 1867,
when its role was superseded by the Local Board. Sitting on the Vestry in 1840 were
two landowners (George Warde Norman and John Wells), Colonel Tweedy of
Widmore House, two farmers, two professional persons, ten tradesmen and two
builders.!2 On the whole the tradesmen were successful 'producer - retailers’ who in
several cases owned land as well. The fact that the varied personnel co-operated well
together for some time was indicative of the close ties between them. Land, and the
services demanded by the owners of the land, was the bond which united them all. It
was also arguably a reflection of a rather more simply structured local society which
had not yet been subjected to the demands of an expanding urban middle-class. When
the pressure for representation and improved facilities triggered the demise of the
Parish Vestry, local government fell increasingly into the hands of professional persons
and retailers. The new Local Board heralded the end of the landowner's control of
local policies and decisions, even though by other means they helped frustrate schemes
for new railways, educational reforms and urban improvement. Not one major
landowner ever sat on the Board or its successor the Urban District Council, hence

weakening the traditional alliance between the gentry and the privileged classes.

One sinecure for landowners, as far as involvement in government was
concerned, was their representation on the new County Councils - whose meetings
they repeatedly chaired - and their high-ranking posts in the civil service. Sir Samuel
Scott epitomised such modifications in the functions performed by landed gentry. He
fought in the First World War between 1914 and 1917, and after retiring from active
service, became Parliamentary and Personal Military Secretary to the Secretary of
State for War.193 Where once landowners had been honoured and given peerages in
recognition of their landed wealth, they were now also rewarded for public service. In
1919, for example, Coles Child jun. was knighted for services to the government

abroad.’®* Earlier, parish gentry were placed as Chairmen of government instituted

192 This was a one-off sample of members present at a Vestry meeting in December 1840.
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bodies, just as Colonel Sir John Farnaby Lennard was as first Chairman of the West
Kent Sewerage Board (1875). Where once the gentry had monopolised political
power in the nation, they were now a subordinate administrative class. In the words of
G. M. Young, writing towards the end of the Victorian age, 'the natural line of
development for the gentry was to become the administrators of a State and Empire
which they could no longer claim to govern as of right, advisers and leaders of a
people whom they could no longer hope to rule."9

Landowners such as William John Coles Child and George Warde Norman had
objected to the introduction of a Local Board, perhaps resenting the fact that they
would no longer be in a position to impose their will so effectively.196 After losing the
reins of power in local government, Bromley landowners attempted to maintain their
leverage over the social, economic and cultural institutions of the town. Until at least
the end of the century they commanded the administration of poor relief through
chairing the Board of Guardians. On a more personal level, they helped fund numerous
schools, churches and charitable bodies. The activities of the Scott family should
suffice in depicting such benevolence. Sir Samuel Scott subsidised the building of St.
Mary's School in 1865, whilst his heir Edward Henry was on the committee to
establish a non-denominational 'Combined British School' in 1872. The latter also
contributed to the Bromley (National) Schools Enlargement Fund, provided a trust
fund of £400 in consols to the Science and Art School in 1875 and sat as a governor
for the endowed schools of the town until his death in 1883. During his lifetime, Sir
Edward Henry Scott had, in addition, purchased a new organ for the parish church to
the tune of £1000, made regular subscriptions to the Cottage Hospital and patronised
local friendly societies.

Like Sir Edward Henry Scott, Bromley's other landowners took their paternal
role very seriously, supporting the local Philanthropic Society for distressed tradesmen
and acting as patrons for associations as diverse as the Working Men's Clubs, the
Bromley Literary Institute and the Chrysanthemum Society. On their estates, the parish
gentry held special Christmas dinners for their workers, as well as 'harvest homes' and
festivities to celebrate the eldest son's coming of age.!7 At the younger Coles Child's
coming of age in May 1883, estate employees were treated to a lavish dinner and each
presented with a handsome bible. In return, tradesmen from the town handed Coles
Child jun. a silver inkstand, claiming that the late William John Coles Child was 'the

195 G. M. Young, op. cit. (1977), p. 166
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first to take Bromley in hand and put new and vigorous life into it.'198 As late as 1895,
Coles Child jun. was holding 'hop feasts' for his employees and friends. Only at the end
of the Victorian age was there a conspicuous decline in the gentry's personal social
altruism, preferring instead to lend their names and corresponding status to numerous
local organisations. At the beginning of the Edwardian era, for instance, Sir Samuel
Scott acted as president of various sports clubs including Sundridge Park Golf Club -

opened in 1902 on land leased from his estate - and as the landlord of Bromley Cricket
Club.

Their wives and daughters had also tended to adopt the philanthropic mantle,
but with greater vigour in the last two decades of the century than previously.
Children's teas and picnics organised by 'respectable ladies' replaced the 'harvest homes'
that were more akin to the town's rural past. Not that these 'ladies' had remained
inactive previously, as Mrs. Wythes involvement in local charities and Mrs. Norman's
daughter's support for the successful Science and Art School in the 1870s had shown.
In 1880 Lady Emilie Scott, a prominent Unionist, opened her own school at
Sundridge, surviving as 'Lady Scott's' infant school well into the twentieth century.
Three years later, George Warde Norman's widow lay the memorial stone to the new
Church of England elementary school in Addison Road.!®® The philanthropic role was
one to which the domesticated 'lady' of the gentry home was encouraged to adopt. It
was she who had the time and disposition, it was widely felt, to care for those less
fortunate than themselves. After Sir Samuel Scott had married in 1897, for example, it
was left to his mother and new bride to organise festivities for the town's tradespeople
and the tenants of the Scott estate. This was typical of the actions that gentry wives
and daughters could perform in order to complement the paternalism as practised by
male members of the family, although their philanthropic activities could also be
carried out outside of men's control. Such actions also helped extend networks of
paternalism to arenas that might otherwise have been overlooked.

Paternalism itself stemmed from the gentleman landowner's domination of both
his family and his domestic servants. The census returns for Bromley lend an insight
into the composition and characteristics of a landowner's household and help
demonstrate the distinctive wealth of these individuals. The number of children - or
more exactly the number of children dwelling at home - varied according to each
family and each census year. In 1851, for instance, there were no children in the
household of William John Coles Child (aged 38), whilst there were eight in George

198 BR June 1883. This particular extract came from a speech made by Mr. Pocock of the Foresters
Friendly Society
199 BR April 1883
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Warde Norman's (aged 57). By 1871, William John Coles Child had gained a son,
whilst six of George Warde Norman's offspring had left home. The sons of the parish
gentry often entered into government service, as in the case of Walter Boyd who was
serving as an army captain in India in 1851. If numbers of children varied widely, one
thing they had in common was affluence. In 1851, the town's five gentlemen
landowners possessed 58 servants between them, performing specialised functions
such as grooms, coachmen, nurse and laundry maid. At this time, it appears that
servants dwelt under the same roof. As the century progressed, however, increasing
segregation set in. By 1871, Norman had three gardeners, all of whom were housed in
a separate building. In the same year, two of Coles Child's eleven servants lived in a
lodge-house, as did five of Sir Edward Henry Scott's eight servants. It was also
significant that Edward Henry himself was not recorded as resident at his Sundridge
Park mansion at this time, because he was spending more and more of his time away
from Bromley, his duties being performed by estate managers and bailiffs. In similar
fashion, his son Samuel later relied upon the services of his cousin Lt. Col. W. V.
Packe, D.S.O. of Elmfield, Bromley Common, to act as agent for the Sundridge estate.
This reflected a trend towards greater landlord absenteeism, which by 1891 accounted

for a complete dearth of parish gentry permanently resident in the town.

The last quarter of the century, in particular, had witnessed a dramatic decline
in the gentleman landowner's ties to the land, of which increased absenteeism was just
one symptom. Another was the disinterest in the farming of this land. At the time of
the Parish's Tithe Commutation Survey in 1841, 90% of the land was used for
agricultural purposes. By 1878 this had fallen by a third, and then half as much again
by the outbreak of the First World War. Similar trends are revealed by the census
returns, where in 1851 35% of all occupied males were employed in agriculture or
breeding animals; by 1871 this had fallen to just 15%.2°0 In practice, both
developments are symbolic of not simply the diminishing importance of farm-land, but
also of the weakening economic dependence upon landowners. As the local economy
changed, new social relationships began to emerge in Bromley. With the ill-effects of
the agricultural depression, farmers like William Pawley, who had in the past been both
an agreeable and deferential tenant, began to complain of the local gentry hunting over
farmers' land.20! In 1880, the Kentish 'Farmers' Friend' John May stood as a non-party

candidate in the general election, attacking monopolistic landlords and defending the

200 1851 Census, op. cit.. 1871 Census figures have been taken from B. Taylor, 'Bromley,
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rights of tenants. In his campaign, he received sympathy from local Liberals but
opposition from Tories who had always claimed they were the true defenders of the
agricultural interest. 202 Four years earlier, Sir Edward Henry Scott, a leading
Conservative, had addressed the annual Agricultural Association meeting, denouncing
claims that land was in the hands of a few capitalists. Instead, he countered that 70%
of cultivated land was divided into farms of less than 50 acres: 'any man, by thrift and
perseverance, could, if he so desired, possess himself of one of these small holdings%3
His speech in October 1877 was of a different note, regretting the termination of the
Association yet celebrating its success in protecting the farming interest.204 Ironically,
Edward Henry himself was in the process of selling off part of his land at the time.
Instead it was left up to the West Kent Farmers Alliance under John May to defend the
rights of landholders on such issues as grain imports, agricultural holdings and
extraordinary tithes. In surrendering their agricultural interest, landowners were in fact
abandoning some of their closest natural allies.

Urbanisation and the development of landed estates led to a reduction in estate
employees, but indirectly created opportunities for more extensive employment. The
local gentry maintained the services of surveyors, land agents, solicitors and the like.
They also continued to employ labourers, domestic servants and gardeners - William
John Coles Child for instance paid out up to £5000 per annum on wages - but on an
ever-decreasing scale. It was not for long that landed proprietors like George Wythes
of Bickley Park could boast that the committees of local Working Men's Clubs were
made up of estate carpenters, bricklayers, masons, plumbers and plasterers. By the
1870's, the fragmentation of their estates had greatly boosted the building trade in the
town, precipitating over twice the number of construction jobs that had existed in
1851.205 With the building boom came a flock of property developers, contractors and
'landlord' leaseholders who constructed and rented out housing on an unprecedented
scale. Although, through their actions, the landed gentlemen had attracted these
relatively new 'occupations' to the town, their means of control over this group of
individuals was limited to the conditions they set for development, if indeed any were
ever set. Once housing projects were complete, even landowners who retained the
freehold interest rarely interfered with the activities of developers or leaseholders.
Direct personal contact between the two groups, so essential for maintaining

benevolent paternalism if not outright domination, had virtually disappeared by the end
of the century.
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If Bromley landowners had lost their economic power in the second half of the
century, did they retain their cultural domination? Two crucial areas of cultural
domination were religion and education, the former being an issue conspicuously
absent in Wiener's thesis on the subject.206 Apart from William John Coles Child and
Lord Kinnaird of Plaistow Lodge, all the major nineteenth century landowners were
solidly behind the Established Church. For instance, each subscribed to the new
Bromley Parsonage in 1867, and each made regular contributions to the upkeep of
their nearest Anglican Church. George Wythes provided £12,000 for the building of
the Church of St. George, consecrated in 1865 and a majestic focal point for his
exclusive 'villa' development. In fact, on both a national and local level, without the
gentry's support and finances it is unlikely that the Church of England could have
resisted the Nonconformist onslaught: the notion of subdividing ancient parishes into
smaller units each with its own church would certainly have been impossible without
them. In Bromley, only Coles Child and Lord Kinnaird seemed to offer the
Nonconformists of the town any support. William John Coles Child claimed neutrality
when it came to either political and religious loyalty, and opened up his grounds for
meetings of both Wesleyans and Baptists.207 In the case of Lord Kinnaird, his religious
allegiance was less ambiguous, if not entirely behind the Dissenting cause. In 1873 he
contributed towards the cost of the town's Wesleyan School Chapel, although ten
years earlier he had declined an invitation to attend the opening of the new Baptist
Chapel by the famous Rev. Spurgeon 208

In terms of education, the local gentry promoted the cause of the Anglican
National' Schools and objected to the 1870 Act permitting the creation of non-
denominational Board' Schools. Such a stance symbolised their commitment to an
ethos of education as taught through the teaching of Christian morality and discipline.
Second generation landowners like George Warde Norman and the younger Coles
Child had both been through church preparatory schools before moving on to Eton.209
Their educational experience had thus followed the 'classical' tradition which left little
room for innovation. George Warde Norman himself was later critical of the nation's

traditional schooling system since he felt some of the newer practical 'training' schools

206 M. J. Wiener's index includes many a philosopher, artist, politician, literary figure and architect,
but makes no mention of Nonconformists or the Dissenting movement, which were so influential in
the formation of the ideals of the middle class
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were more beneficial to an industrial society.210 Qther Bromley landowners also
sought to extend practical education in the town, hence Sir Edward Henry Scott's
involvement with the Science and Art School, primarily directed at adults. Gentry
patronage of reading rooms was another means used to educate the town's working
classes. Nevertheless, these were arguably exceptions which proved the rule that, on
the whole, drastic educational reforms were resisted by a landowning class which saw
no reason to threaten the structure of traditional society. Landed gentlemen sought to
use the education system, notably public schools, to further their cultural domination,
as suggested by Wiener.21! It was ironic that whilst the gentry promoted the values
adopted by the public and grammar schools - and attracting the interest of the aspiring
middle classes - financial difficulties later forced many of them to sell off their
capacious mansions to house new educational institutions.2!2 Lord Kinnaird's Plaistow
Lodge went this way in 1896, to be converted into the Boys' preparatory school,
Quernmore, for the training of naval cadets.

Patronising private and charitable institutions lent to the gentry a
disproportionate measure of respect given the decline in their political and economic
power. They also continued to preside over civic dinners, the opening of public parks
and other special ceremonies. Similar deference was bestowed upon them by the local
press, particularly the Bromley Record which regarded itself as the most reliable and
responsible recorder of local events. Throughout its existence (1858-1913), the paper
devoted considerable space to the celebration of gentry affairs and business, and the
glorification of their munificent benevolence. Curiously, in 'Rusticus's' adulation of the
old market town's rustic heritage he placed his faith in the likes of Sir Edward Henry
Scott, the very man who had begun the fragmentation of the Sundridge Park Estate!
Reference has earlier been made to one of the Record'’s many obituaries of landowners,
that of George Wythes, who was admired for his agricultural skills and the fulfilment
of his desire for a rural retreat. In the 1880s and 1890s, the paper was particularly

mournful at the passing of so many of the district's well-established landed gentlemen.

Finally, the influence of land and the rustic image was portrayed through the
town's styles of architecture. At the end of the eighteenth century, Sir Claude Scott
had commissioned John Nash and Humphrey Repton to design a new house and
grounds at Sundridge Park. In so doing Scott created an estate with dramatic vistas
centred on a Classical-style mansion, theatrically set against a wooded backdrop.213 At
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the time it was fashionable for gentlemen's retreats to blend sublimely into a well-
groomed landscape. It is difficult to gauge the magnetism which architectural styles
held over the thoughts and ideals of Bromley's inhabitants, but easier to measure
building imitation. The Gothic Style, so closely tied to the orthodox church through
Augustus Pugin and the Oxford Movement, dictated the designs of the town's public
buildings for several decades in mid-century. The new Town Hall, commissioned by
William John Coles Child and constructed by his own workers in 1863, was nothing
but classically Gothic in structure, being described by J. Thorne as, 'a showy red brick
Gothic Town Hall, emblem of prosperity and modern gentility'.214

Towards the end of the century the tide was turning. Child's Town Hall was
being referred to as an ugly monstrosity by the Bromley Record and instead architects
and developers were advancing a more discreet and accessible rural image through the
'rustic cottage'. Charles Norman, George-Warde's son, employed the services of the
celebrated Richard Norman Shaw to add a certain 'quaintness' to The Rookery at
Bromley Common by blending the house into its 'natural' environment.2!5 Gentlemen
from the city were being encouraged to move to a 'villa' retreat near the countryside, in
homes similar to William Morris' pioneering 'Red House' (1860) in nearby Bexleyheath.
These were less ostentatious and showy than their Gothic counterparts, preferring
exclusivity and discreteness to grand publicity. Even workers' homes, such as those
erected in New Bromley, were being classed as terraced 'cottages' to conjure up some
long-lost Romantic vision of the countryside.

Many of the issues raised here beg two fundamental questions, what did
Bromley landholders want from their land and were they united as a class? From the
small tenant farmer to the opulent landed gentleman, there were many types of people
dependent upon land and doubtless as many expectations. The largest landowners in
the district dominated the lives of the people for much of the nineteenth century,
although a number of factors determined their role in local affairs. The intimate detail
provided by George Norman's own hand supports the notion that , for some, land was
to be used primarily as a means of pleasure and public service, or so he claimed. He
believed that the occupation and ownership of land was regulated by the principles of

free trade, which partly explained his spirited support for the Corn Law Repeal and his
associations with James and J. S. Mill.

214 J, Thorne, Handbook to the Environs of London 1876, p. 61 (1970 edn.)

215 Mcmbers of the Advanced Commercial Group of Bromley Technical College, A Short History of
the Rookery Estate and Its Owners (unpublished)
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Figure 2.16 The Town Hall in Market Square (c.1899). Built by William John Coles
Child in 1868. (Source: BPL)

Figure 2.17 St. George's Church, Bickley. Built by George Wythes,
consecrated in 1865. (Source: BPL)
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A founder member of the Political Economy Club in London, Norman was
more flexible than most of his local counterparts. He was one of the few to support the
Poor Law Amendment of 1834, later arguing that although bogged down by certain
inadequacies, it had helped prevent a 'pauper revolt' and saved the Bromley ratepayers
up to £5,000 per annum. He offered no support to the demands of 'radicals’, rejecting
Chartist calls for universal male suffrage. His was a society constituted on the 'have
and get' (his own words) principle, where those in positions of wealth and power acted
as custodians and providers for those not so fortunate. Yet deep down, Norman was a
sincere defender of the rights of property and objected to the ideas of Cobden and
Bright: in his eyes, changes in legislation could not make poor people rich.216

There are facets of Norman's values towards which other Bromley landowners,
both of his time and later, would have been sympathetic. In particular, all felt the need
to serve their local community, and by default all had the leisure time to satisfy their
desires. As members of the 'gentry', they saw themselves on the one hand as
independent of the aristocracy, and on the other as detached from the wage-earning
middle class. Yet their lives, beliefs, actions and landed estates were not ruled by
personal values alone. Firstly, there were differences in origin, in estate size and
location, in length of lineage, in local reputation, and in prevailing social and economic
circumstances. All the major Bromley landowners of the nineteenth century had very
close ties to business, thus encouraging commercial-like qualities in the management of
their estates. Only two families in 1850 could trace their local connections back to the
eighteenth century, the Normans and the Scotts, and local journals paid these higher
respect than more recent landed proprietors such as Willlam John Coles Child or
George Wythes. In the case of Coles Child, although he was praised for his
regeneration of the manorial estate, he was also criticised at different times by diverse
sections of the local people, initially over his procrastination over the railway and later
for his interference over drainage projects and 'public' rights-of-way.2!7 As for Wythes,
he dedicated himself to the conception of an exclusive middle-class estate at Bickley,
and concerned himself little with the public affairs of the town.

It is commonly accepted among social historians that it took two or three
generations before a 'mew' landed family could be accepted as members of the

gentry.2'® This may well explain why the Scotts and Normans were more closely tied

216 G. W. Norman, op. cit., p. 290ff

217 For examplc, a booklet entitled Bromley Bells (1872) heavily criticised Coles Child's drainage
plans in a very satirical manner

218 See F. M. L. Thompson, op. cit. (1963), p. 127 et al
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to their community than were the Wythes'. The Norman family was the only one to
turn completely away from the business world, although George Warde Norman
remained for forty years a Director of the Bank of England 2!® Another significant
difference was that the other landowning families held on to substantial amounts of
land elsewhere, outside of the local area: the Scotts owned 50,000 acres in Scotland
and another 5,000 acres in Dorset; the Wythes had estates in Surrey, Suffolk, Essex,
and Epping; and the Childs had property in London. The Norman family did have land
in Hampshire and at East Peckham in Kent, but significantly they were unusual in that
they consolidated and expanded their estate in the immediate locality (at Hayes,
Cudham, Orpington, Bickley and of course at Bromley Common itself). This brought
them into a much closer bond with the people of the district, a feature made more

evident by the participation of many of the male and female family members in local
affairs well into the 20th century.

The actions of Bromley's landowners, as anywhere else, could not be divorced
from changes in social, economic and political circumstances. It would not be
appropriate, for example, to compare the policies of Sir Edward Henry Scott (the fifth
baronet.) in the 1870s with that of his great-grandfather Sir Claude Scott (the first
baronet) in the 1790s. In the Napoleonic era, great fortunes could be made by those
cultivating and selling grain. In the third quarter of the nineteenth century, however,
wheat prices may well have risen by a third, but revenue from urban rents had more
than doubled, thus encouraging widespread estate development. However, as has been
shown earlier, landed families acted in contrasting manners under the same prevailing
climate. Even where this may have been a reflection of profound differences of
motivation and vested interests, another handful of ingredients cannot be ignored,
which for want of a better term may be loosely described as 'lottery' factors. Chance
rather than design might play its hand, as it did in the premature death of G. E.
Wythes. He had inherited his father's estate in 1883, but died just four years later at
the age of 19. He had already seen his elder brother pass away in 1875, and
consequently the land passed into the hands of his younger brother who for some
reason ceased to reside in the town after 1892220 [liness affected the ambitions of

George Warde Norman who, with better health, would have devoted more of his time

to both Bank Of England affairs and national politics.22!  Business decisions,

themselves risky at the best of times, might lead to riches as with George Wythes'
heavy investment in the Bickley Estate, or disaster as befell John Wells with the
collapse of the Whitmore Banking House in 1841. Sometimes this was due to little

219 Dictionary of National Biography (1968) Vol. X1V, p. 557
220 BR April 1883

221 G. W. Norman, op. cit.
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more than poor advice, as given to George Warde Norman who was encouraged to
sell his London wharf properties less than a decade before they became the much-
coveted desire of the powerful railway companies.222

Beneath much of historians' discussion about the activities of landowners lies
the preoccupation with the notion of class. The existence of these discrete social
categories infers a certain degree of homogeneity in terms of culture, values and
behaviour. The landed families of Bromley sought to reinforce their position as the
natural rulers of society through mixing in respectable society. This might take the
form of presenting debutantes to London 'society, in the way that Lady Emilie Scott
presented her daughter Annie to the Queen in May 1886. At other times, it was
through marriages arranged with other families of the same class. Hence Annie Scott's
marriage to Viscount Marsham, eldest son of the Earl and Countess of Romney, in
June 1890. Amongst Bromley landowners themselves, common threads did prevail, as
with the concept of the paternal steward. Nevertheless, although many of them mixed
socially and entered into mutual congratulations at the dinners and ploughing matches
of the West Kent Agricultural Association, away from public display they occasionally
embroiled in private disputes. In the early nineteenth century, George Warde Norman's
father had provisionally agreed to an exchange of land between himself and the Scott
family of Sundridge Park: Elmstead Woods, owned by the Norman family yet adjacent
to the Scotts' property, was to be traded for Hayesford Farm, part of the Scotts' land
and next to the Normans' Bromley Common estate 223 As a gesture of goodwill, the
Normans gave up the shooting of the woods in the 1840s, but were angered by the fact
that the Scotts subsequently declined to invite them to shoot there. Eventually,
resentful of Hayesford Farm acting as a drain upon the game of his estate, George
Warde Norman offered to pay the Scotts a sum of £1,200 to complete the projected
transaction. The difference in the value of the properties was to be made up in the
process.

The first Coles Child achieved similar dissatisfaction in his dealings with the
Scott family. In 1862 he attempted in vain to claim nine 'heriots' from Samuel Scott in
respect of parts of the estate. Having raised his demands by the later 1860s, William
John Coles Child finally resorted to legal action. The outcome of 28 judging sessions,
held between June 1876 and October 1878, favoured Sundridge's new proprietor Sir
Edward Henry Scott.224 George Warde Norman's omission in his personal accounts of

any close relationships between local landowners, with the exception of that between

222 G. W. Norman, op. cit. (c.1857-1880)
223 Jbid.; J. L. Filmer, op. cit. (1979), p. 12
224 Jbid., pp. 12-13
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his own father and the ill-fated John Wells, was doubtless indicative of the situation in
the second half of the century. When George Warde Norman enviously referred to
'property elsewhere' rising enormously in value, he needed to look no further than the
Palace Estate of William John Coles Child, who was in the process of setting his
newly-acquired asset on a more profitable footing. The latter's commercial success
helped secure a solid basis for the execution of power and influence in the local
community, although the authority of the parish gentry was increasingly challenged by
divisions amongst themselves and by the emergence of a more self-confident middle

class.
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CHAPTER THREE: THE MIDDLE CLASSES - COMPOSITION

The emergence in the town of an influential middle class has led observers to
assign to it the status of a classical middle-class suburb. Yet today's images are not
necessarily those of yesteryear, and historians and sociologists need to tread warily
when attempting to trace the roots of modern characteristics. Victorian and
Edwardian Bromley was not simply the idealistic 'rus in urbe’, and the middle classes
who dwelt there were not simply commuters seeking refuge. Neither would the
residents of the town have lived, worked, thought and played in the same way as
inhabitants of 'Bromley - The London Borough' do today. By first investigating the
composition of the town's middle class, it will be possible to analyse factors that

determined their aspirations, relations and actions in the local community.

The make-up of the middle class in Bromley underwent significant changes
during the period, reflecting developments in economic circumstances at both a
national and local level. As changes in these circumstances took place, the condition
of the people, religious beliefs, existing ideologies and social relations were all heavily
affected. Those Victorians who held the most power and influence liked to seek
religious and moral justification for their status, but in essence social hierarchy was
based on the ownership and control of economic resources. In the nineteenth century,
the urban middle classes took an ever increasing share of economic wealth, from the
upper stratum of industrialists, merchants and bankers, through the middle layers of
smaller business-owners and professionals to the Jower tier of tradespersons,
shopkeepers, book-keepers and clerks.!

Historians have always tried to classify social groups in order to come to a
clearer understanding of their society, yet subdivision of the middle-class of England
and Wales can ascribe disparities that in reality may never have existed. Perhaps it
would be more realistic to study differences of status rather than class per se.2 No
socio-occupational group was homogeneous in terms of status, and the views of
contemporaries as revealed by autobiographies or oral histories suggest that status
distinctions were very real indeed.3 The shopkeeper, for instance, might run a small or
large scale business, and serve a specialised or general market of demand with goods

of varying quality, and as such acquired remarkably contrasting degrees of status

1 W. D. Rubinstein, 'The Victorian Middle-Classes: Wealth, Occupation & Geography',

EHR, 30, 1977 ; J. Burnett, A Social History of Housing (1986)

p. 971

2 T. May, An Economic & Social History of Britain, 1760-1970 (Harlow, 1987), p. 201

3 See T. Vigne & A.Howkins, 'The Small Shopkeeper in Industrial and Market Towns', pp. 2024 in
G.Crossick (ed.), The Lower Middle Classes In Britain, 1870-1914 (1977)
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within the community he or she served.# Status distinctions, then, could cross
occupational lines of demarcation, and reflected a number of important factors in their
construction. Ownership of 'property' and of economic resources was most the most

decisive of all.

For much of the nineteenth century, in legal terms, property remained the
preserve of men. Men regarded wives and daughters as additional items of property,
subordinating them to their will. In practice, such dominance varied with social class
and individual families, as well as time and place. Property for most of the middle
class involved mainly liquid assets, and as such distinguished them from the gentry.
Such resources could provide greater flexibility, although were more prone to
economic fluctuation. Members of the professions or government service could
perhaps expect less uncertainty and more security in the course of their lives, since
their 'wealth' stemmed from their education, training, skills and a network of contacts.
Such guarantees could not always be relied upon, of course, as Eustace Oules, a
prosperous City solicitor resident in Bromley, found to his cost when struck off for
improper conduct in March 1900.5 Having lost his capacious house, carriage and
servants he was driven to penury and spent his last days in the Union workhouse at

Farnborough.

Individuals involved in trades or their own business saw it as their duty to
family, society and sometimes to God, to enhance their wealth. They sought to
maximise profits in order to support their 'establishment’, that is a combination of their
household and business enterprise. In mid-Victorian Bromley their households
included servants or apprentices living in with tradesmen and shopkeepers as
integrated members of the household. For instance, the High Street premises of John
Nash, Bromley's most prestigious draper, was home to four assistants aged between
eighteen and 32, and an errand boy aged seventeen. The practice of living-in assistants
was still common in the early 1890s, for in 1891 the mean ratio of employees per

trading or retailing household still stood at 2:1, the same as it was forty years earlier.

Until recently, many social histories of the nineteenth century have ignored the
role women played in the business life of society.® The fact that women played a
minor role may be more true for large towns and cities than expanding market towns
like Bromley.? The 1851 census revealed that 30% of middle-class heads were in fact

4 Ibid.

5 BR Apr. 1900

¢ However, see C. Hall, Hhite, Afale and Middle Class - Explorations in Feminism and History
(Cambridge, 1992) which attempts to redress this imbalance

7 See L.Davidoff & C.Hall, Family Fortunes - Men & IWomen of the English Middle Class
1780-1850 (1987).pp. 183-4
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female, and that although most of these were described as 'fundholders' or 'annuitants’,
among their number were also thirteen involved in trades, three schoolteachers, an inn-
keeper, a house-proprietor, a farmer and an owner of a silversmiths.® Analysis of all
those occupied showed that 72% were involved in some form of domestic service,
16% in 'manufacturing’, 5% in 'dealing' and 5% in occupations of a 'public' or
'professional' nature.® These figures take no account of all those wives and daughters
who performed economic functions that went unrecorded by enumerators. Such was
the case with H. G. Wells' mother, Sarah, who ran the china shop virtually single-
handed whilst her husband played cricket for the banking families of Hoare and
Norman.1® She may have neglected her housework, as Wells recalled later, but she
took the full brunt of the problems and anxieties associated with taking up an
unsuccessful business in which the couple had invested all their savings: 'This seems a
horrid business, no trade. How I wish I had taken that situation with Lady Carrick.'!!
Numerous women worked hard to keep businesses alive, even if historical
documentary evidence rarely gave them the credit they deserved. Sarah Dunn, for
instance, who took over her father's furniture and funeral business when he died in
1830, personally supervised affairs until 1857, when she handed the business over to
her brother Edward. 12

Between 1851 and 1891, women servants increased by 10%, but the overall
proportion of those occupied in either 'manufacturing' or 'dealing' fell by a half.!3 By
the end of the century, very few women ran their own trade or business, a situation
more akin to larger towns forty years earlier. The decline in the economic
independence of women in Bromley can be attributed to a combination of factors, not
least of which was the change in the accepted image of working women. Middle-class
society in general had come to accept the segregation of the roles of men and women
within their own class. Such distinctions, however, serve to disguise the disjunction
between the notion of separate spheres and the increasing desire to challenge it. Until
recently, historians' perceptions of the Victorian 'public' man and 'private' woman, or J.
Ruskin's 'active' male and 'passive' female, have been somewhat generalised.!* The

notion of 'separate spheres' was most fully worked out for the upper middle class, for

8 Survey of all middle-class heads of household, taken from /851 Census of Great Britain -
Enumerators' Return for the Parish of Bromley (BPL)

9 J. M. Rawcliffe, 'Bromlcy-Kentish Market Town to London Suburb 1841-1881', in F. M. L.
Thompson (ed.), The Rise of Suburbia (1982), pp. 82-3

10 H. G. Wells, Experiment in Autobiography (1934), pp. 60-61

11" jdem.. H. G. Wells is quoting his mother directly, taking her words from her diary entry of 7 Nov.
1855

12 Public Announcement of Sarah Dunn to Family & Friends 1830 (BPL)

13 J. M. Rawcliffc, op.cit., pp. 82-3

14 See J. Ruskin's Sesame and Lilies (1865), 1909 edn., pp. 72-74, pp. 87-95; M. Roper & J. Tosh
(ed.), Manful Assertions - Masculinities in Britain since 1800 (1991), p. 1
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amongst the Jower middle class women had a greater participatory role, even if this
was sometimes disguised. Furthermore, the 'acceptable' image did not remain static, as
exemplified by the move away from the more intellectual 'Arnoldian man' in mid-
century to the more aggressive and strong-willed image that triumphed with the new
imperialism at the end of the century.! This has led recent historians of gender to
identify a 'crisis in masculinity' after 1850 whereby men struggled to live up to an
image removed from emotional ties to the family.1¢ The pressure to conform led to a
resistance of 'unmanly' assertions and tendencies; male expressions of love and emotion

became less conspicuous as the century progressed.

The home and domesticity were so closely associated with femininity that boys
from affluent middle-class families were packed off to boarding school at an early age.
Many were later exhorted to serve in the army or government service overseas.
Conversely, no self-respecting 'lady' should be seen to soil her hands with any form of
business or employment except that concerning the running of the home.!” In the
1880s and 1890s Bromley women were caught between ideals of feminine economic
dependence that existed locally, and expanding opportunities available to women
within the job market of the metropolis. Teaching and writing had always been more
acceptable for women - the town being temporarily graced by the presence of George
Eliot who rented a cottage in 1873 - but London began to offer women new prospects
in clerical work. For this reason, those involved in the 'public' or 'professional’ sector
gradually increased after 1880, even if numbers fell well below the figures for Britain's

major towns and cities.!®

The issue of gender roles brings into question the degree to which
developments in the town were immune to more widespread change, particularly that
occurring in London. In particular, to what extent was the local economy affected,
and what were the knock-on effects on the social composition of the town's
inhabitants? In the mid-nineteenth century, census and trade directory evidence
suggests that the town was relatively prosperous with a ‘middle-class' population above
the national norm.!® However, the town had not yet developed characteristics
associated with wealthy middle-class suburbs such as Edgbaston, on the outskirts of

Birmingham, in that the proportion within the upper middle-class band was relatively

15 Ibid., pp. 16-17

16 For more detail on this phenomenon, see M. Roper & J. Tosh, op.cit..

17 L. Davidoff & C. Hall, op.cit., p. 183

18 1 M. Rawcliffe, op.cit , pp. 82-3; one of the problems with census returns is that they were not
fully revealing of women's waged work

19 See J. Burnett, op.cit.;, pp. 188-189. He estimated that around one-sixth of the population could be
classified middle-class.
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small.20 This may well suggest that the town at this time was more self-contained - in
that most people worked and lived locally - and less of a 'classical' suburb than has

been previously thought.

100% 1

80% +

60% -

40% +

20% +

0%

51 ‘A ‘51 ‘A '51 ‘AN

Total Male Heads Female Heads

N.B. For 1851 N = 173; for 1891 N = 106 (1 in 4 sample)

Figure 3.1 Marital Status of Lower Middle Class
Heads of Household, 1851 and 1891.
(Source: Census Returns, 1851 and 1891 Sample)

20 L Davidoff & C. Hall, op.cit., p. 233; this study has used similar classification procedures as
Davidoff & Hall's study in ascertaining proportions of upper and lower middle class
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N.B. Note overall decline in the number of 'single' women heads of houschold
For 1851 N = 58; for 1891 N = 134 (1 in 4 sample)
Figure 3.2 Marital Status of Upper Middle- Class Heads of Household,
1851 and 1891. (Source: Census Returns, 1851 and 1891 Sample)
Total Upper Lower
Middle Middle Middle
Class Class Class
Heads
1891 1891 1891
Male 83% 47% 35%
Female 17% 9% 9%
Total 100% 56% 44%

N.B. Percentages given are as a proportion of all middle-class heads of household.
(1851 N =231; 1891 = 240 in 1 in 4 sample)

Table 3.1: Middle-Class Heads of Household
By Socio-Economic Classification and Gender 1851 and 18912
(Source : Census Returns, 1851 and 1891 Sample)

21 1851 Census, op. cit. and sample of one in four middle-class heads of households taken from /897
Census of Great Britain - Enumerators' Return for the Urban Sanitary District of Bromley (BPL),
covering the same geographical area as the traditional Parish. For more on the method of
classification, see Chapter One - Introduction.
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Taken as a whole, there was little difference between 1891 and 1851 in the
proportion of Bromley's population that was designated 'middle-class'. Similar criteria
were used in the process of social classification as were employed in the 1851 survey,
with allowances made where necessary (e.g. with 'new' occupations).22 Bromley's
population in 1891 was 21,684: 9,541 were male, 12,143 female and there were 3,907
inhabited houses. Since a one in four sampling method was adopted when analysing
the 1891 census, the total number of 'middle-class' households amounted to around
960 (4 x 240), approximately 25% of all houses. This was almost identical to the
proportion in mid-century. In essence, then, there were many more 'middle-class'
people in Bromley by 1891, but only in absolute