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Recent historians of early industrial labour have tended to diminish the role of the parish apprentice in supporting the particular requirements of manufacturers during the early stages of industrialisation. While recognising that the full extent of the contribution of the parish apprentice specifically to early textile manufacturing will never be known, the purpose of this paper is to indicate its importance as a source of youthful labour and in providing some flexibility to local and regional labour markets. Although its focus on the provision of children from London parishes misses the contribution of apprenticed children from the locality and region of early textile factories, such an emphasis permits conclusions to be drawn about the nature of the capital’s labour markets and its role in shaping the network of child workers.

There are three main strands to this paper. The first explores the supply of parish apprentices to the early textile mills. Using evidence from apprenticeship registers and indentures from a sample of twenty three London parishes during the period 1780-1820; it suggests that although several parishes absorbed the majority of their poor children within the locality, most met at least some of the requirements of the early textile trade outside the capital. In several of the parishes in the sample local apprenticeship opportunities were apparently limited and textile factories in the south and midlands of England as well as the north absorbed the majority of available poor children. The second strand considers the demand for pauper children from the early textile manufacturers and makes some tentative observations about their impact on individual enterprises. Thirdly attention will be directed towards the processes of factory parish apprenticeship and its follow-up. Evidence of a qualitative nature, namely meetings of poor law officials, reports of factory visits, and interviews with parish apprentices themselves, indicates not only that more formal structures were in place than has previously been seen to be the case, but also that at least as much care was taken when binding children to textile factories as with any other type of apprenticeship. Conditions were less universally bleak than conventionally supposed, and factory apprenticeships equipped children for adult employment

The supply of parish apprentices

The practice of binding poor children out of the parish was well-established before the factory age and continued thereafter. The movement of parish apprentices into early textile mills gathered pace from 1780 as the number of pauper children increased
, but only perpetuated an existing trend. Parish factory apprenticeships may have differed from traditional forms in terms of the nature of work and possibly the distance of placements, but the principle and implications of out-of-parish bindings were unaltered. The criticisms of ‘disposal’ were also unchanged.  The emergence of factory apprenticeship reawakened concerns about settlement. But evidence that settlement benefits motivated parish factory apprentices is unconvincing. Although the factory system expanded the opportunities for resettlement, the practice of binding ‘out’ even to a distance was well established. 

 The problem of finding sufficient and suitable masters was eased towards the end of the eighteenth century by mill owners who were ‘willing to take’ substantial numbers of pauper apprentices to attend their machinery.
 This came to be an important strand of poor law administration, because it resolved, at least temporarily, a crisis of poor relief in many parishes. The key advantage of factory over other contemporary forms of apprenticeship, was that in every case the master willingly took the child; and so long as the business survived was unlikely to pass children onto another master
.

For several decades, historians have emphasised the need to identify those parishes which bound children to textile mills, in order to estimate the extent of factory apprenticeship; to assess the outcome of the policies which moved children from parish to mill; and to challenge conventional wisdom that the trade in poor children was simply a northward movement from London.
  This paper and the research on which it is based comprises a small step towards rectification. Implicit in conventional writing was the notion that such children played an important, if exploited, role in the labour force of the early textile industry.  In contrast, research of the last few years, has tended to underplay the significance of these young workers in the overall process, suggesting that parish apprentices comprised a small proportion of the total labour force; but it seems likely that the situation varied regionally and locally according to such factors as economic structure, employment opportunity, and the extent and condition of the poor
. 

The arguments in this paper are based on the evidence of the apprenticeship registers and other Poor Law documentation of 23 London parishes
. The key findings are presented in Table 1.
 Only seven of the 23 appeared not to participate in the factory apprenticeship system, though one of these, St Mary Islington, which rejected numerous requests to send children to out-of-town textile mills between 1785 and 1805, eventually agreed to bind a number of its pauper children to Courtaulds silk mill.  Many parishes outside of London contributed to the overall process but several London parishes were among the biggest providers of parish children. Among these were St Clement Danes, St Giles in the Fields, St Pancras, St Martin in the Fields, Lambeth, St George the Martyr, St George, Hanover Square, St Margaret and St John Westminster. Gender played a significant role in the distribution of children only in the cases of St Martin in the Fields, where more than twice as many boys were apprenticed to factories than girls, and St Clement Danes where about 60 per cent more boys were sent. Otherwise the proportions were remarkably even.  Not all of the apprentices travelled long distances from ‘home’. The silk mills of Essex and Hertfordshire; the Middlesex flax mills; and even the lesser known cotton trade of Kent and Rickmansworth, joined the many midland and northern mills in absorbing the capital’s children.

Table 1  The distribution of London parish apprentices to textile factories 

	Parish
	Destinations
	Business
	Dates
	Girl apprentices
	Boy apprentices

	St Clement Danes
	Pendleton (Douglas) Holywell (Douglas) Backbarrow (Birch) Preston (Watson) Sheffield (Wells)
	Mainly cotton manufacture
	1786-1816
	110
	180

	St Giles in the Fields
	Pendleton (Douglas) Holywell (Douglas) Preston (Harrison and Atherton) Sheffield (Wells) Bury (Peel)
	Mainly cotton manufacture; some silk
	1786-1807
	160
	165

	St Luke, Chelsea
	Pendleton (Douglas) Holywell(Douglas)
	Cotton and worsted
	1795-1815
	49
	48

	St Pancras
	Glossop (Marsland) Pendleton (Douglas) Bury (Gorton) Burley (Merryweather) Clitheroe (Garnett) Mellor (Oldknow) Caton (Hodgson), Oldham (Kershaw, Clegg)
	Mainly cotton; some flax and some fustian
	1788-1815
	138
	136

	St Martin in the Fields
	Pendleton (Douglas) Holywell (Douglas) Sheffield (Wells)  Wild Board Clough (Heywood and Palfreyman) Masham (Head) Stockport (Bury) Otley(Merryweather) Macclesfield (Collyer) Bury(Peel, Yates) Backbarrow (Ainsworth)
	Mainly cotton spinning and weaving; some flax and some silk
	1785-1816
	134
	300

	Lambeth
	Pendleton (Douglas) Holywell (Douglas) Sheffield (Wells) Marsden (Haigh) Otley (Whitaker) Fewston (Colbeck, Wilks) Burley and Manchester (Merryweather) Stockport (Andrew)
	Mainly cotton spinning and weaving; some flax, some worsted, calico weaving
	1786-1816
	202
	207

	St George the Martyr, Southwark
	Preston (Watson) Bury (Yates) Otley (Colbeck, Merryweather, Whitaker)
	Cotton, flax, muslin, worsted, calico
	1787-1816
	139
	113

	St George, Hanover Square
	Manchester (Holt) Macclesfield (Hewood and Palfreyman) Burley (Merryweather) 
	Mostly cotton spinning but also calico printing, flax spinning and worsted spinning
	1790-1808
	100 approx
	98 approx

	St James Piccadilly
	Pendleton (Douglas) Macclesfield (Heywood and Palfreyman) Manchester (Holt) Holywell (Douglas)
	Mostly cotton, but some flax, worsted and calico
	1786-1818
	90
	107

	St Leonard Shoreditch
	Sheffield (Wells, Middleton) Burley (Whitaker) Fewston (Colbeck, Ellis and Wilks) Otley (Merryweather)
	Cotton, Calico, Flax
	1805-1816
	37
	61

	St Anne, Soho
	Holywell (Douglas), Pendleton (Douglas)
	Cotton
	1794-1799
	20 approx
	10 approx

	St Pauls, Covent Garden
	 Wild Boar Clough (Heywood and Palfreyman)
	Cotton spinning, calico printing
	1796-1797
	4
	12

	St Mary, Newington
	Otley (Whitaker)
	Calico weaver
	1813-1815
	23
	0

	St Botolph, Aldergate
	Macclesfield (Brosser) Manchester  (Holt)
	Linen, cotton
	1796-1802
	5
	8

	St Botolph without Aldergate
	Macclesfield (Brosser)
	Cotton
	1805-1806
	0
	6

	St Margaret and St John, Westminster
	Marsden (Haigh) Burley (Merryweather) Walton (Watson)
	Cotton, worsted, silk
	1792-1801
	112
	154

	Total
	
	
	
	1323
	1705


Sources: St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1792, B1266; St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1801, B1267; St Clement Dane Apprenticeship register 1803-22, B1268. Westminster Archives Centre; St Giles in the Fields parish, Register of Parish apprentices 1780-1802. P/GF/PO/4, Camden Local Studies and Archives Centre; Chris Aspin The Water spinners p. 254. St. Luke Chelsea Workhouse Apprenticeship Register 1791-1802 P74/LUK/116; St Luke Chelsea Apprenticeship Register 1802-13 P74/LUK/117; St Pancras Register of Apprentices 1778-1801. P90/PANI/361; St Pancras Apprenticeship Register 1802-1867, P90/PANI/362, London Metropolitan Archives; St Pancras Minutes of meetings of Directors of the Poor 1804-20 P/PN/PO/1/1-17 (microfilm references UTAH 649-654), Camden Local Studies and Archives Centre; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1784-1794 F4309; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1795-1803. F4310; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1802-1824. F4311 Westminster Archives Centre. St Mary at Lambeth, Apprenticeship register 1782-1833 P85/MRY1/270; St Mary at Lambeth Apprenticeship register 1802-26 P85/MRY1/271;St Mary at Lambeth, Apprenticeship register 1827-56 P85/MRY1/272, London  Metropolitan Archives;St George the Martyr: Vestry Minutes, 1785-1809. 555-9; St George the Martyr, Apprenticeship indentures 1799-1836.  1/boxes 51-2; St George the Martyr Annual register of the parish poor children until they are apprenticed out, 1789-1807  764; St George the Martyr ‘Plan of disposing of 200 parish children wanted by J Bury and Co, Muslin Manufacturers of Hope Hill, near Stockport, Cheshire’. Southwark Local History Library; St Leonard Shoreditch, Apprenticeship register, 1802-, P91/LEN/1332, microfilm reference 020/172, London Metropolitan Archives;: St George, Hanover Square. Meetings of the Governors and Directors of the Poor. C925; St James Piccadilly Minutes of Governors and Directors of the Poor 1782-1805 D1870-D1878, Westminster Archives Centre; Transfer  of Apprentices to Sewell and Jones 1 March 1821. Turner Collection ACC/0526/36. London Metropolitan Archives; St Paul Covent Garden, Minutes of Churchwardens and Overseers H879, Westminster Archives Centre; St Mary Newington, Apprenticeship Register, 1802-31.  891; St Mary Newington, Workhouse Committee Minutes, 1806-20.  930-3; St Mary Newington, Minutes of the Governors and Guardians, 1814-23. 892. Southwark Local History Library; St Anne parish. Apprenticeship 1702-1834 A2262, Westminster Archives Centre; St Botolph Aldergate parish apprenticeship register 1769-1805 MS 2658, Guildhall Library; St Botolph without Aldersgate parish apprenticeship register 1802- MS 1471, Guildhall Library;  St Margaret Apprenticeship indentures 1680-1802 E3384; St Margaret and St John, ‘Report of a visit to the different manufactories where children are apprenticed from the parishes of St Margaret and St John the Evangelist, Westminster’, September 1802. E3371/95. Westminster Archives Centre.

The process of factory parish apprenticeship was much more controlled than conventionally believed. The distribution of children sometimes involved large groups generating a sense of random disposal. Yet small groups and individuals contributed to the overall pattern. The surviving record, disappointingly erratic as it is, nevertheless indicates the careful registering of all movements. The trade in parish factory apprentices continued well after the first decade of the nineteenth century. Parishes, or other institutions caring for poor children, may have disguised the extent of this activity, but traces of its persistence can be identified. From the demand side it is clear that parish apprentice labour was widely distributed geographically. Some employers were explicitly drawn by the benefits of large group, long distance apprenticeships, but many were taken from nearby.

The data so far produced are limited, and more local and national research is required before confident conclusions can be drawn. Nevertheless, it is clear that most counties were involved in the distribution of children from areas of population pressure to those where supplies of labour were, at least in the short run, inadequate to the needs of expanding industries.  No area outside London contained the level of surplus characteristic of the poorer parishes of the capital, but even the smallest contributor played a part. Evidence suggests that the majority of firms, especially in the midlands, drew initially at least upon parishes in the region for their supplies of parish apprentices.

The practice of factory parish apprenticeship, was large in scale, extended over a wide geographical area, and liberated the industrial labour market. The system facilitated the establishment and growth of nascent textile manufacturing enterprises, a number of which would not have existed without parish apprentices. Those which were founded almost entirely on the labour of poor children from local and more distant parishes included some which were very short lived, but others which were successful into the medium and long term. 

The demand for parish apprentices

Although the importance of parish apprenticeship to early textile manufacture is the subject of some debate, 
 several strands of conventional wisdom remain.  For example, it is still believed that the use of parish apprentices in early textile production was confined to isolated areas; that such children were drawn from long distances; that they were directed mainly to large enterprises; that they were used only for a short period; and that they were most commonly associated with failed enterprises. Together such assumptions question the overall value of parish apprentices to individual enterprises and to the industrial economy as a whole.

Table 2 The distribution of parish apprentices in early textile production.

	Name 
	Location
	Product/activity
	Number of parish apprentices [known or best estimate]

	Akers and Beever
	Salford, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	 200 approx

	George Andrew
	Stockport, Cheshire
	Calico printing
	9

	Thomas Andrew
	Harpurhey, Lancs
	Calico printing
	5

	Samuel Ashton
	Middleton, Lancs
	Cotton manufacture
	78

	Atherton and Harrison
	Chipping, Lancs
	Cotton manufacture
	9

	John Birch
	Backbarrow, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	256

	Benyon and co
	Shrewsbury, Salop
	Linen manufacture
	15

	Bott, Bower and co
	Nantwich, Cheshire
	Cotton spinning
	41

	John Bott
	Tutbury, Staffs
	Cotton spinning
	108

	Brosser
	Macclesfield, Cheshire
	Cotton manufacture
	8

	Jeremiah Bury
	Stockport, Cheshire
	Cotton manufacture
	64

	Calrow
	Bury, Lancs
	Cotton manufacture
	6

	Benjamin Churchill
	Loughborough, Leics
	Silk and cotton manufacture
	40

	Benjamin Clegg
	Oldham, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	Est. 50

	Cooper and Matchett
	Tissington, Derbyshire
	Cotton spinning
	Est 12

	Cowpe, Hollins, Oldknow
	Mansfield, Notts
	Cotton spinning
	17

	Cresswell
	Edale, Derbys
	Cotton manufacture
	44

	Davison and Hawksley
	Arnold, Notts
	Worsted manufacture
	262

	Dicken and Finlow
	Burton, Staffs
	Cotton manufacture
	66

	Douglas
	Holywell, Flintshire
	Cotton spinning
	98+

	Douglas
	Pendleton, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	151+

	Fowler
	Tamworth, Staffs
	Cotton manufacture
	5

	Jeremiah Garnett
	Clitheroe, Lancs
	Cotton manufacture
	22

	William Garth
	Colne, Lancs
	Cotton manufacture
	12

	John Gorton
	Bury, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	38

	Gorton and Thompson
	Cuckney, Notts
	Cotton spinning
	32

	Samuel Greg
	Styal, Cheshire
	Cotton spinning
	150

	John Haigh
	Marsden, Yorks
	Cotton manufacture
	101

	Charles Harding
	Tamworth, Staffs
	Cotton spinning
	39

	Hardnumm, Norris and co
	Bury, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	23

	Harrison and Leyland
	Euxton, Lancs
	Cotton twist manufacture
	40

	Thomas Haslam
	Bury, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	40

	Haywood and Palfreyman
	Macclesfield, Cheshire
	Linen manufacture
	73

	John Head
	Masham, Yorks
	Worsted manufacture
	16

	R&G Hodgkinson
	Worksop, Notts
	Cotton weaving
	29

	Isaac Hodgson
	Lancaster, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	105

	David Holt
	Manchester, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	67+

	John Edward Hudson
	Rochdale, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	29

	Joseph Hulse
	Shirland, Derbys
	Cotton weaving
	4

	Thomas Jewsbury
	Measham, Derbys
	Cotton/calico spinning and weaving
	230

	Lambert
	Lowdham, Notts
	Cotton/hosiery
	41

	Marshall, Hutton and Hives
	Shrewsbury, Salop
	Linen manufacture
	82

	Marsland and Kelsall
	Glossop, Derbys 
	Cotton manufacture
	14

	Nathaniel Mason
	Iver, Bucks
	Cotton spinning
	15

	George Merryweather
	Otley, Yorks
	Cotton spinning
	210

	George Merryweather
	Manchester, Lancs
	Cotton weaving
	90

	Monteith, Bogle
	Glasgow
	Cotton manufacture
	54

	John Morley
	Chingford, Essex
	Silk manufacture
	18

	Ellis Needham
	Tideswell, Derbys
	Cotton manufacture
	95

	Newton
	Cressbrook, Derbys
	Cotton manufacture
	300+ [including after 1820]

	Samuel Oldknow
	Mellor, Derbys
	Cotton spinning
	100+

	James Pattison
	Congleton, Cheshire
	Silk manufacture
	93

	Joseph Peel
	Tamworth, Staffs
	Cotton manufacture
	63+

	Robert Peel
	Summerseat, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	47+

	Robert Peel
	Radcliffe Bridge, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	37+

	Robert Peel 
	Bury, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	42+

	Robert Peel
	Bury Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	102+

	Robinson
	Papplewick, Notts
	Cotton manufacture
	23

	Sewell and McMurdo
	Hounslow Heath, Mddx
	Flax spinning
	31

	Shute, Thomas Rock
	Watford, Herts
	Silk throwster
	10

	John and William Singleton
	Wigan, Lancs
	Cotton spinning
	6

	Benjamin Smart
	Wilverton, Warwks
	Cotton spinning
	28

	Strutt
	Rickmansworth, Herts
	Cotton manufacture
	23

	Toplis
	Cuckney, Notts
	Worsted manufacture
	762

	Walton Twist
	Walton-le-Dale, Lancs
	Cotton manufacture
	80

	John Watson
	Preston, Lancs
	Cotton manufacture
	143

	Thomas Watson
	Watford, Herts
	Silk manufacture
	10

	John Weir
	Wokingham Berks
	Silk manufacture
	17

	Wells, Middleton
	Sheffield, Yorks
	Cotton spinning
	100

	John Whitaker
	Burley, Yorks
	Cotton spinner
	200

	James Whitelegg
	Manchester, Lancs
	Cotton weaving
	6

	Charles Woollan
	Hertford, Herts
	Silk throwster
	11

	Woolley and McQueen
	Matlock. Derbys
	Cotton spinning
	7

	Workman, Brummel and Hall
	Dartford, Kent
	Cotton spinning
	18

	Thomas Yates
	Tamworth, Staffs
	Cotton spinning and weaving
	17


 Sources: see Table 2

Table 2 indicates the known number of parish apprentices to each of the firms selected for this study. The mills selected for this study broadly reflect the overall pattern of product and place. The majority [75%] of firms considered here produced cotton yarn; some additionally wove cloth.  Seven of the enterprises produced silk; five were flax spinners and three produced worsted yarn and/or cloth. Between them a range of organisational forms was represented.
 In terms of geographical location, the ‘northern’ mills, consisting of those located in Lancashire, Yorkshire and Cheshire, accounted for 50 per cent [37] of the total. Those in the Midlands counties of Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire, Shropshire, Staffordshire and Warwickshire comprised a further 35 per cent [26]. Nine enterprises were located in the ‘south’ and one each in Scotland and Wales.

Each of the enterprises made use of parish apprentices. For some, such labour was partial and temporary. For others, poor children formed the bulk of the labour force for thirty years or more. The variation in dependence can be attributed to the nature of the local labour market, specifically the availability of local child labour, and competition for such labour. This supports conventional wisdom that the more isolated the factory or mill, the greater the likelihood that parish apprentices would provide at least part of the labour force. But this was not the only determinant. Others will be explored below.

 The quantitative dominance of a small number of London parishes in the longer distance trade is unmistakeable. In their search for labour, entrepreneurs considered its price and quality as well as its availability. Although a small number of parishes indicated a preference for long distance binding, mainly for long-term financial reasons connected with settlement, the gains for employers from such a practice were less tangible. It is possible that apprentices whose birth parish was at a distance were less likely to abscond; that distant parishes were less likely to interfere with factory practice; and that employers were attracted by the larger group size available from parishes in London and other big cites. A minority of firms among those selected here were explicitly drawn by such benefits, which in any case were offset by the cost of transportation, correspondence and agents; and the more difficult and extended negotiation between parish and firm. Evidence suggests that the majority of firms took apprentices from a long distance only when closer sources proved unreliable or insufficient, or when respondents to their advertised labour requirements were distant parishes. Because the relationship between parish and firm often continued for many years, an initial long distance binding might generate long term practice.
 While a large proportion of the London parishes which engaged in the transfer of factory apprentices bound children to the north, factories in that region diversified their supply and supplemented the London children with parish apprentices from other large towns. With only a few exceptions, London was just one of several sources. 

A range of sources indicate that parish children provided a vital kick-start to enterprises which otherwise would either not have been established or whose subsequent growth would have been constrained.
 It is traditionally believed that most participating firms used parish apprentices only in the initial stages of production, relying subsequently on expanding local supplies of ‘free’ labour, some of which was produced by the first generation of parish apprentices. Several firms in this study clearly followed this practice;
 while others treated parish apprentices as expendable, replacing those at the end of their term with fresh supplies.
  A number of enterprises, of which Greg’s Styal mill and Newton’s Cressbrook are examples, fit somewhere in between. They gradually built up local supplies of child labour, but depended for many decades on parish apprentices for part of their requirement. Turnover of parish apprentices, together with the regular emergence of new firms and the expansion of others, ensured some continuity in demand until late in the Napoleonic Wars. It also explains why the practice of parish factory apprenticeship was quite buoyant for about thirty years. Having established that the practice of parish factory apprenticeship was widespread, and, for a number of decades, substantial, the discussion now turns to the significance of the practice. The existence of parish apprentices within the labour force of an enterprise does not by itself demonstrate the importance of such workers. Where it has been possible to estimate the proportion of parish apprentices in the total workforce in the firms considered for this study, this is indicated in Table 3.

It is often asserted that most parish apprentices were dispatched to the larger enterprises.
 Because labour requirements of larger enterprises often exceeded local supply, especially in rural areas, some in-migration was inevitable. In the early stages of textile factory production, parish apprentices formed the most flexible component of the labour market and facilitated such inward movement of people.  Small as well as large firms made variable use of parish apprentices. The input of such children permitted the rapid initial expansion of many of the largest textile enterprises of the early industrialising period. The limited appetite of smaller enterprises for parish apprentices meant that they were less likely to require ‘batches’ of poor children. Nevertheless they did contribute to the overall demand. Although small numbers were more feasibly obtained locally, they were sometimes transported from further afield. Small groups of children would be lodged with local families or landladies obviating the need for additional apprentice housing.
   

Table 3 The estimated proportion of parish apprentices in a sample of textile factories 

	Firm
	Date
	Number of parish apprentices
	Number of ‘free’ children 
	Estimated number of employees
	Percentage of parish apprentices in total

	Samuel Ashton
	1803
	110 + 4 servants
	
	115 [Rose]
	95

	John Birch, Backbarrow
	1797
	210
	50?
	310?
	70

	John Bott, Tutbury
	
	
	
	
	

	Jeremiah Bury, Stockport
	1790
	200
	50
	300
	67

	Clayton and Walshman, Keighley
	
	20 
	90
	180
	12

	Cowpe, Hollins, Oldknow
	1802
	55
	?5
	60
	90

	Davidson and Hawksley
	1800
	60 [Rose]

280 [1805: kh
	?
	600?
	50

	Douglas, Holywell
	1796
	300
	30
	380
	80

	Douglas, Pendleton
	
	
	
	
	

	Gorton, Bury
	
	
	
	48 Rose
	

	Samuel Greg, Styal
	1790
	150?
	?
	205 [mostly apps?] Rose
	

	Haigh, Marsden
	1802
	90
	
	100
	90

	Hodgson, Caton
	
	
	
	137 [1818] Rose
	

	Hollins and Co, Pleasley
	1802
	60 [Rose]
	
	240 [Rose]
	25

	Merryweather and Whitaker 
	1802
	260
	20
	300
	87

	Needham, Litton
	1802
	
	
	
	

	Toplis
	1804
	600
	0
	600 [plus a handful of overlookers]
	99

	Walton Twist Co
	1819 [Hof L]
	80 [Rose]
	
	175 [Rose]
	

	Wells, Middleton, Sheffield
	1802
	150 [mostly non local]
	10
	180
	85


Sources: Sources: Mary B. Rose,  ‘Social policy and business: parish apprenticeship and the early factory system, 1750-1834’, Business History, 31/4 (1989); St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1802-1824. F4311, WAC; St Pancras Apprenticeship Register 1802-1867, P90/PANI/362, LMA; St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1792. B1266; St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1801. B1267;St Clement Dane Apprenticeship Register 1803-22 B1268; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1802-1824. F4311, WAC; Aspin Water spinners, 343-51; St George the Martyr, Apprenticeship indentures 1799-1836.  1/boxes 51-2, SLHS; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1795-1803. F4310; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1802-1824. F4311, WAC; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1784-1794 F4309; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1795-1803. F4310; St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1792. B1266, WAC; Royston parish records, Hertfordshire Archives and Local Studies, ref D/P87/14/1/6; St Giles in the Fields parish, Register of Parish apprentices 1780-1802. P/GF/PO/4 CLSAC; E E Butcher  Bristol Corporation of the Poor. Selected records, 1696-1834, Bristol: Bristol Record Society1932; St Mary at Lambeth, Apprenticeship registers 1782-1833 P85/MRY1/270; St Luke Chelsea Workhouse Apprenticeship Register 1791-1802 P74/LUK/116, LMA; St James Parish. Minutes; : St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1784-1794 F4309; St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1792. B1266, WAC; St Giles in the Fields parish, Register of Parish apprentices 1780-1802. P/GF/PO/4 CLSAC; St Mary at Lambeth, Apprenticeship registers 1782-1833 P85/MRY1/270; St Luke Chelsea Workhouse Apprenticeship Register 1791-1802 P74/LUK/116; St Pancras Register of Apprentices 1778-1801. P90/PANI/361, LMA; Elizabeth Melling(ed)  The poor: a collection of examples from original sources in the Kent archives office from the sixteenth to the nineteenth century, Maidstone: Kent County Council, 1964;St James Piccadilly Minutes of Governors and Directors of the Poor 1796-1798 D1876, WAC; Indenture Papers Chelmsford parish D/P 94/14; Vestry meetings Chelmsford parish D/P/12/12, ERO; St Luke Finsbury Vestry Minutes ILHC; Aspin, Water spinners, p172; : St Pancras Apprenticeship Register 1802-1867, P90/PANI/362, LMA; St Pancras Minutes of meetings of Directors of the Poor 1804-20 P/PN/PO/1/1-17 (microfilm references UTAH 649-654); 1797 Report of St Margaret and St John; 1802 Report of St Margaret and St John, WAC;  St Mary at Lambeth, Apprenticeship registers 1782-1833 P85/MRY1/270;St Mary at Lambeth Apprenticeship registers 1802-26 P85/MRY1/271, LMA; St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1801. B1267, WAC; Halstead parish Apprenticeship indentures D/P/14/2, ERO; Aspin, Water spinners, pp333-4; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1784-1794 F4309, WAC; St George the Martyr, Apprenticeship indentures 1799-1836.  1/boxes 51-2, SLHL; St Pancras Apprenticeship Register 1802-1867, P90/PANI/362, LMA; : Leeds Apprenticeship Register c 1720-c1808 LO/AR 1, WYASL; 1797 Report of St Margaret and St John; 1802 Report of St Margaret and St John; St George, Hanover Square Meetings of the Governors and Directors of the Poor. C925, C929 and C930, WAC; St Mary at Lambeth Apprenticeship registers 1802-26 P85/MRY1/271, LMA; St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1802-1824. F4311, WAC; St Pancras Apprenticeship Register 1802-1867, P90/PANI/362; St Leonard Shoreditch Apprenticeship Register 1802- P91/LEN/1332 [microfilm reference 020/172], LMA; : St Martin in the Fields Apprenticeship Register 1784-1794 F4309,1795-1803 F4310,1802-1824 F4311; St Clement Danes Apprenticeship Records 1784-1792. B1266, 1784-1801. B1267, WAC; St Mary at Lambeth, Apprenticeship registers 1782-1833 P85/MRY1/270, LMA; St Giles in the Fields parish, Register of Parish apprentices 1780-1802. P/GF/PO/4, CLSAC; St George, Hanover Square Meetings of the Governors and Directors of the Poor. C925, C929 and C930, WAC; St Leonard Shoreditch Apprenticeship Register 1802- P91/LEN/1332 [microfilm reference 020/172], LMA 

Table 3 indicates the varied scale of factories which made use of parish apprentices. The data is disappointingly sparse, and generalisation impossible. Yet it appears that parish apprentices were used, to different degrees, in a range of factory types. Among those using the most, where the proportion of total labour was also high, were Toplis and Co, John Birch, Davison and Hawksley, Merryweather and Whitaker, and Wells and Middleton; Douglas (both at Pendleton and Holywell), Samuel Greg and Samuel Oldknow. Of more moderate size but still using a large proportion of parish apprentices were Messrs Haigh, Samuel Ashton, Isaac Hodgson, Cowpe, Hollins and Oldknow. The smaller firms included Messrs Calrow, Joseph Hulse, John and William Singleton and James Whitelegg.  Among firms where the estimated total of parish apprentices was 50 per cent or less was Hollins and Co, at Pleasely Mill. The smaller proportion does not mean that parish apprentices were necessarily of marginal importance; indeed they may have played a crucial role in the expansion or survival of the firm. 

The association of zealous employment of parish apprentices and enterprise failure has often been assumed. This section will assess the evidence for this alleged relationship, and argues that the prevalence of bankruptcy during the period in which parish apprentices were used does not confirm a causal relationship. Business failure was a feature of competitive capitalism; and was also more likely during the early, experimental, period of technical and organisational change, when risks were greatest. Textile businesses suffered vagaries of trade in the middle years of the Napoleonic Wars. The firms in this study operated in a climate of economic uncertainty and, therefore, were particularly vulnerable to contraction or collapse. Evidence has not survived for all firms in this study, but that which exists indicates that while some, as predicted, succumbed in the years between 1805 and 1808, the majority enjoyed at least moderate success. A number experienced long term prosperity. Most of the latter based their success on continued use of parish apprentices. Although it is not possible to generalise from the cases in this study, it appears that parish apprentices were associated with a cross section of outcomes, including a solid proportion of successes.

The sample contains at least as many known successes as known failures. Descriptions of failure have been more extensively publicised than accounts of success. Contemporary criticism of the use and abuse of parish apprentices drew heavily on their experiences in the circumstances of factory closure. This approach, while rightly emphasising the greater potential suffering of parish children than ‘free’ ones, may have exaggerated the frequency of such occurrence. The enterprise of Haywood and Palfreyman was exceptional in its brevity. Established in 1796 and employing many apprentices from several London parishes, it disappeared without warning in 1799.
  Several other major users of parish apprentices ceased trading in the first decade of the nineteenth century having survived for between ten and twenty years. The Marsden enterprise of John, Thomas and Samuel Haigh, merchants and manufacturers began business upon the arrival of its first group of London parish apprentices in 1792. The enterprise was not properly overseen by owners more interested in their London and Manchester interests, and it failed in the difficult trading conditions of 1805.
 

Among the largest users of parish apprentices, the Toplis’s business, ceased trading in 1805 following several challenging years during which costs, especially those associated with the children, were cut to a minimum.
 By contrast, production at Lambert’s much smaller Lowdham mill ended less than a year after implementing costly improvements to the upkeep of its parish apprentices.
 The Preston firm of Watson failed in 1807; and the Backbarrow mill run by John Birch a year later. Both had depended heavily on parish apprentice labour. Backbarrow continued to operate under new ownership for at least another decade. The firm of Ellis Needham, notorious for its abuse of parish apprentices survived, with increasing difficulty, for almost thirty years. Although Robert Blincoe remained at the mill at the expiry of his apprenticeship term, the majority its apprentices did not do so. Because of ratepayer complaints about the financial burden of former apprentices, Needham was forced to quit the mill in 1814. His brother Robert took over for a short time, bringing more poor children from London.
  The factory of Davison and Hawksley, used firstly for worsted and then for cotton production, was built in 1788, and grew very rapidly between 1793 and 1800 when it employed 600 apprentices. The partners, while committed to technological improvement,
 neglected their parish apprentices, and, unable to make a long term success of the business were taken over in 1810.
  

Such examples suggest a link between heavy use of parish apprentice and unsuccessful enterprise. Some failures were the result of opportunism on the part of entrepreneurs either already overcommitted to other activities or insufficiently experienced in textile manufacture. Ill-prepared manufacturers were a common feature of the early industrial landscape, and although the cheapness of parish apprentices may have induced the entry of inadequate masters unlikely to succeed,
 in the group of firms studied here, the failures were a minority. And among those which ceased production before 1820 or even 1810, the majority had contributed to textile manufacturing activity for ten or more years. Most businesses in this study were at least moderately successful, trading for at least twenty years. Among these, Benjamin Smart’s Warwickshire enterprise, survived trading difficulties during the later years of the Napoleonic Wars. Smart raised income wherever possible. Negotiating an apprentice deal from the Oxford parish of St Clements in 1812, Smart stipulated an increase in premium: ‘As the times are much worse I now expect to have two new dresses and a premium of £5 with each girl’.
  After a further decade of moderate profitability, the business ceased production during 1822.
  Thomas Jewsbury’s Derbyshire cotton spinning and weaving enterprise, established during the 1790s, enjoyed at least twenty years of successful trading before its sale in 1818.
  The Sheffield cotton mill, established in 1788, and supplied with apprentices by St Martin in the Fields parish for at least twenty years, ran an eventful course. In 1792 fire destroyed the mill buildings which were rebuilt in 1796; an apprentice house was added in 1804. The enterprise expanded in 1812, and in 1813 diversified into worsted handcombing and spinning as well as silk before its failure in 1815.
   Isaac Hodgson, proprietor of the small but reasonably successful Caton Mills, and business partner in the mercantile branch of Samuel Greg and company which incurred heavy losses while trading in Spain, passed the small mill on to Greg in 1817 in partial payment of his debts.
 

The failures and moderate successes were distributed throughout the early textile manufacturing regions. So too were the highly successful and enduring enterprises. Particularly notable for their longevity among the northern factories were Samuel Ashton’s well-regarded business in Middleton;
 Samuel Greg’s Styal concern, whose long term success on the basis of parish apprentices has been thoroughly recorded;
 and  Whitaker’s Greenholme mill in Burley in Wharfedale. Founded on the labour of parish apprentices from London and elsewhere, the enterprise eventually became self-sustaining in labour as the apprentices became adult workers and produced the next generation of young workers. The factory remained productive until well into the twentieth century.  Consolidation enabled the Peel empire to continue, and its initial dependence on parish apprentice labour was gradually reduced.
 The firm of Mitchell and Holt, established in 1789 by David Holt, had by 1815 become an exhibition factory shown to foreign dignitaries.
 The Pendleton and Holywell enterprises of William Douglas similarly flourished for some years, and the evidence of parliamentary committees suggests that a large proportion of parish apprentices were retained by the firm in the long term.
 James Pattision’s silk mill in Congleton was established in 1753, and according to his evidence to the 1816 Select Committee parish apprentices supplemented local free labour only intermittently, and had by then discontinued the practice.

Many textile enterprises of well-recorded longevity were located in the midlands.
 These included Newton’s Cressbrook mill; Cooper and Matchett’s enterprise at Tissington; Robinson’s Papplewick concern and Wooley and McQueen, cotton spinners of Matlock. Established in the late eighteenth century as a small concern, the Newton family’s Cressbrook mill employed at most 60 apprentices before 1810.
 Like many other enterprises, it struggled between 1805 and 1809, but then expanded before 1815 on the labour of parish apprentices from Liverpool, Chester and Bristol as well as London.
  Growth continued, and in 1823, a third mill and an apprentice house were built. Over 300 apprentices were brought from RMA Chelsea and Southampton. In 1835 the mill was taken over by Henry McConnell and continued to operate at least until the 1840s.
 Evidence for the longevity of the Cooper and Matchett business is drawn from the 1841 survey of Derbyshire mill when it was still using parish apprentices. Children from the Liverpool workhouse had been transferred to the mill during the 1820s and 1830s,
 and further apprentices were sent by the Leicester poor law authorities during the 1850s.
 Finally, in the south, the Hounslow Heath flax spinning enterprise founded by Sewell and McMurdo survived well beyond 1820, with some change in ownership, and continued to employ parish apprentice labour.
 Parish apprentices, therefore, were used in all types of firms, large and small, successful and unsuccessful. For a time these constituted the most appropriate labour. They cannot be blamed for firm failure, nor can success be attributed solely to them. Efficient firms succeeded with parish labour; inefficient firms failed with them. 

The employment of parish apprentices made a difference to early factory manufacture of textiles. Because of such labour, early industrial expansion took place at a rate not otherwise likely. The availability of unpaid labour may have permitted the emergence of inefficient firms which added little to the manufacturing sector, except in the short run; but among users of parish apprentices were many long-term successes too.  Such positive outcomes made a difference not only to the longer term employment of poor children, but also to the profitability of the enterprise and the economy as a whole. So, it seems that textile firms, varying in scale, product and location depended on parish apprentices throughout the period from 1785 to 1815 and often for much longer. Parish apprenticeship was associated at least as much with successful enterprise as with failure. Many enterprises apprenticed poor children from the local region either as well as or in preference to those of more distant origin. 

Process and outcome of parish factory apprenticeship

The Poor Law and its subjects have been characterised in complex and contradictory terms. The way the parish apprentice was treated by officialdom both before and after the introduction of the factory, provides an excellent example of this ambiguity, itself compounded by changing attitudes to children. Although systems were in place which suggested a uniform practice as far as the treatment of parish apprentices was concerned, the outcome was far from standard. Overseers of the poor were responsible for placing parish apprentices and magistrates for ascertaining the viability of such placements, yet parishes differed from one another and over time with respect to such issues as the age at apprenticeship, its term, the range of trades considered suitable for their children, the premium involved, the method and timing by which this was paid, and even the gender distribution of destinations.
  

However, a further ambiguity of the Old Poor Law was the extent to which the parish retained responsibility for the child once she had been handed over to the master or employer. If the Settlement rules, as well as those underpinning the apprenticeship indentures operated consistently, then in principle, the parish would cease to be in a position of care once premiums were paid. Yet, marginal notes in parish apprentice registers, and records of overseers meetings which indicate the serious pursuit of apprentices’ complaints, suggest that officers of the poor law assumed long-term responsibility for their young poor.
 That this continued to be the case within the context of factory apprenticeship will be demonstrated below.

Apprenticeships to factory or manufacturing shop are often described by historians as ‘fictive’.
 Yet the early industrial factory apprenticeship was more like the ‘real’ trade apprenticeship than is often supposed.
 Through the factory parish apprenticeship scheme, children learned how to be factory workers and this gave them an advantage in the factory job market. Some parishes insisted on children in textile factories being taught spinning and weaving.  In the more carefully regulated factory apprenticeships, a range of ‘transferable’ skills, which included domestic pursuits for girls, as well as those specific to textile production, were learned.  Despite the allegedly unskilled nature of much factory work, textile factory apprenticeship had at least two advantages over dead-end non-factory placements to which parish children would otherwise have been sent: firstly, it provided experience in a new, if experimental, form of work; and secondly it provided experience in an expanding area of activity in which employment prospects appeared buoyant.     

By the end of their term, parish factory apprentices had as much as ten or twelve years’ experience of factory work. While undoubtedly not ‘skilled’ in the traditional sense, such children were better placed to gain factory employment, including the relatively well paid sort, than those adults who had not worked there as children. It may have been less a ‘training’ than an ‘experience of work’, but in most cases the acquisition of transferable skills together with the learned capacity to labour for long hours permitted access to jobs outside as well as inside the world of the factory.  The explicit intention of all parish apprenticeships was to enhance the employment chances of poor children. Research is at too early a stage to judge the success of factory apprenticeships in this respect, yet much evidence suggests that it was not unusual for parish children to remain in factory employment at the end of their term of apprenticeship, and that the apprenticeship experience allowed them to do so. Apprentices became preferred labour. Most factory employment consisted of rudimentary manual labour and availability of work was unpredictable. Nevertheless, the expansion of textile factory manufacturing in the first half of the nineteenth century provided plentiful opportunities for former apprentices.   

Several examples indicate employer preference for apprentices. Sources relating to Derbyshire suggest that former apprentices comprised an important component of the local factory labour supply. In 1841, for example, John Smedley of Lea Mill, Ashover testified that he ‘employed hands who have completed their apprenticeship at other mills and have found them honest, industrious and respectable in their conduct and valuable hands. I now employ some who were formerly apprentices to Mr Newton at Cressbrook Mill and are now settled here; and some have families now in my employ’.
 It appears that female apprentices were more likely to be retained, and this is reflected in initial preferential sorting. The experience of parish apprentices at Greg’s Styal mill illustrates this tendency. An investigation of the outcome of the Quarry Bank apprentices, shows that of the female 70 per cent of apprentices, many became adult workers. Few rose to positions of authority, though two, after years of service, become overlookers.
  Female apprentices who formed the majority at Merryweather and Whitaker also expected to be retained, though boys were also kept on. William Wood, for example, one of the first apprentices to reach Burley worked at the factory for almost 50 years.
A parish officer from St Mary Newington, ‘attended and reported that he had been to Mr Whitakers at Burley near Ottley in the county of York and had seen and examined the children apprenticed there…. that on the day he was there 8 young women came out of their time all of whom wishing to remain in Jn Whitaker, he had retained them all in the work of the factory.’
 

In principle, therefore, the system was beneficial to the parish, the employer and even the children, who received education and training and often long term employment at the end Yet the system was not without abuse. Pauper children, for example, had little real choice in the allocation of their apprenticeship. A degree of compulsion was inevitable.
 The strategy of many parishes, however, was to replace direct force with robust persuasion. The signed consent of children to the apprentice placement was obligatory; and parental approval was also frequently sought. Yet the acquiescence of the child in the face of domineering parish officials, or false promises, meant nothing; and parental resistance carried little weight. Only rarely, as in the case of St Mary Newington, did the parish accept a parent’s refusal without reprisal.
 More commonly, the opposition of parents was countered by the threat to withhold benefits, or simply overruled. After discussing the case of a mother who requested the return of her daughter, a St Pancras child recently sent ‘on a liking’, the parish officers concluded that because the woman could not ‘indemnify the Parish against such children again becoming chargeable, and their appearing from the account of the case, every probability that further trouble and expense would ensue by consenting to the measure….that such application… be refused and the clerk was directed to write to Mr Gorton the master in Lancashire to desire him that if any application should be made for the girl by any person to resist the same.
 The tension between consent and compulsion was palpable. Parish apprentices did not enter the labour market as free agents. Decisions were made for them by others, and although by signing their apprenticeship indentures they formally agreed to the deal, in effect as Horrell and Humphries have argued, they were ‘commandeered by Poor Law officials.’
  

A level of discipline was part of the training and evidence exists that children recognised the unfairness of many components of their situation. Parish apprentices’ sense of exploitation was also indicated by the long term they served as unpaid labour.
 The traditional term of apprenticeship was seven years. Under the factory apprenticeship system, when age at binding was commonly ten or less and could be as low as six, such a term would be considered short. Because the term almost always ended at 21, many apprentices worked for 11 or 12 years – possibly half of their working lives - without recompense.  

Parish apprentices were given more opportunity than other children workers to verbalise feelings of gratification or misery. In all the reports, settlement examinations and interviews identified in the course of this study, the children’s words as written by officials were most restrained in their complaints or criticism of their working and living conditions.  Even though the voices of parish apprentices are mostly heard through the agency of parish officials, it is possible to detect an underlying message of dissatisfaction. The extent to which the children’s voices were heard depended on the subject matter. In the case of complaints about insufficient food, the parish tended to listen, and even to act. Complaints about education were taken equally seriously. However if the concern had an emotional root, as was the case with homesickness, for example, the voices were not heard. The extent to which children’s concerns about corporal punishment were heard varied. Malicious brutality was acted upon, but rarely with urgency and children learned that a level of discipline was not only to be endured but was a necessary component of the apprentice experience, and learning to be a good worker. The extent to which children were protected by parish officials is now considered.

It is contended here that parish officials provided perhaps a surprising amount of care and attention to parish apprentices before, during and after their placements, and challenges the notion that poor law officials were motivated only by short term desires to rid their parishes of surplus children. Evidence demonstrates that parishes rarely disregarded the welfare of their children, though the range of practices implemented were no guarantee of ‘protection’.  Poor Law officials may have been inexperienced in dealing with the needs of children but they were not indifferent. Evidence from meetings of parish officers indicates sympathy towards apprenticed children. Minutes cannot fully convey the extent or depth of relevant discussions, yet sufficient clues survive to suggest that while not all poor law officers were well equipped for the task of child care, neither were they universally indifferent to the children’s welfare. Compassion undoubtedly drove many overseers, even if financial constraints often limited the manifestation of such emotion.    

The information from which Table 4 is derived was drawn from a range of poor law records, mostly minutes of meetings of Directors and Governors of the Poor, Reports of visits to apprentices, inspections by magistrates under the terms of the HMA Act, and correspondence between parish officers and factory employers. From this information parishes were measured in terms of various indicators of protection and negligence, and then categorised as more or less protective or negligent. The Table indicates the range of performances. It should be noted that because of the nature or incompleteness of the sources, it was possible for a generally protective parish to be quite neglectful in some measures.  

Table 4  Protection and neglect of parish apprentices

Protective indicators 

	Prior investigation of employers; and/or confirmation through ‘liking’

	Parental and/or child permission sought; no direct compulsion

	Establish support system in situ

	Visits, inspections and reports 

	Recommendation for change

	Interview children, during or after apprenticeship; constructive response to children complaints

	Follow-up visit; check change; taken action (including ceasing to send children to factories)

	Communication between parish and employer

	Parish discussion of general or particular issues

	Investigate/enquire into long term career opportunities

	No factory apprenticeships; policy decision


	Level of protection
	Parishes

	1 most protective
	Clapham; Islington; St James, Piccadilly; St Mary Newington; Foundling Hospital

	2  protective
	 St Clement Danes; St Margaret and St John;

	3  averagely  protective
	St George, Hanover Square; St Luke, Chelsea; St Martin in the Fields

	4  not very protective
	 Lambeth; St Anne, Soho; St George the Martyr Southwark; St Luke, Finsbury; St Pancras; St Paul, Covent Garden


Neglectful indicators:

	Inaccurate recording; failure to record fully parish apprentices in register

	Children apprenticed at early age [either under 8; or majority under 10]

	More than 50 per cent of parish’s children to factory during period 1785-1815

	Force, compulsion; send children against wish of parent or child; using factory apprenticeship as a means of extracting compliance behaviour

	No prior check on employer

	No inspection/visit/reporting

	Very infrequent visiting [more than 4 years] 

	Inadequate inspection [less than a day spent]; treated as corporate jaunt; uncritical report- blind eye turned to abuse; expressly permitted night working

	Inadequate check on local arrangements for protection/offloading responsibility; local arrangements unsatisfactory

	Inconsistent policy; shift from benign to less benign

	Failure to respond, or sluggishness in response to children’s ‘voice’

	Failure to bring children home after discovery of abuse

	Continue to send children despite poor report or discovery of abuse 

	Failure to implement change; or insist on change in face of recalcitrant employer

	Failure to follow-up; check change

	Persistent apprenticing after 1816 legislation


	Level of negligence
	Parish

	High
	 St Clement Danes; St Martin in the Fields; St Pancras

	Moderate
	 St George, Hanover Square; St Margaret and St John; St George the Martyr, Southwark

	Low
	 St James, Piccadilly


Source: see Table 2 

St James, Piccadilly was one of the top performers, scoring well on the protective indicators and rated among the least negligent. 
   Parish officers engaged with most of the stages of ‘protection’ identified. Formal enquiries were made of all potential masters, whether ‘factory’ or ‘trade’;
 and a number in both categories were rejected as unsuitable.
 Parental permission was required before placement. After ascertaining the suitability of Messrs Holt and Mitchell, for example, the clerk was ordered to ‘prepare a list of children from the age of 10 and upwards and affix the same on the door of the workhouse’ with the following notice: ‘It is intended to place the under mentioned children apprentices to Messrs M&H.. unless objected to by their parents…. The most minute and strict enquiry has been made… ’.
 Once a master was approved, and parental agreement obtained, children were sent on a ‘liking’, a practice by no means universal in the case of factory apprenticeships.
  St James was one of the few parishes to withhold part of the premium until the children’s satisfaction was ascertained.
  At all the factories to which St James’s children were bound, the protection of a local priest was organised.
  At Wild Boar Clough, for example, parish officers appointed Rev William Bromley to, ‘visit the children and to catechise and instruct them every Sabbath day and at other times….. occasionally to enquire into their conduct and behaviour and also their treatment by their masters.’
 Although the intention was sound, recognising that from a distance of 180 miles regular inspection was not feasible, such practice also amounted to a devolving of responsibility.

St James established good channels of communication with other parishes,
 with current and former apprentices, with factory employers, and with the local priests. Special meetings were arranged to record the testimony of former apprentices.
 The parish officials responded to the children’s complaints, investigated them, and took action. In October 1792, for example, the overseers reported that they, with several other governors, visited the poor children bound apprentice to Strutt, a Rickmansworth cotton manufacturer, and found that ‘seven of them had been very severely chastised for trifling offences that the food allowed them was inadequate to the many hours they were kept to work and that they were universally dissatisfied’.
  The parish also responded quickly to requests for books and writing materials.
 All evidence indicates the priority of the parish for the long-term interest of their children, being prepared to bring them ‘home’ if this were in doubt. For example, the girls at Litton Mills, were thought neither to be acquainted with basic domestic skills nor likely to gain secure employment in the future: ‘for all which reasons… the said girls ought to be bound apprentices to be brought home again’.
 Frequent reporting was a key element in the parish’s strategy of protection. This was most obviously the case at the beginning of the nineteenth century when children at Holt and Mitchell and Douglas were visited every few months.
 St James parish maintained a close watch on its children before, during and after apprenticeship, recognising an enduring responsibility to them. 
 St James was clearly not unique in its attention to the children, and St Mary Newington was rated similarly.  Despite paucity of data, it appears that the parishes in the relatively wealthy City of London exercised care when apprenticing their poor children. The surviving parish records indicate that masters within the parish, which tended to be the best bindings, were preferred. A very small number of children were bound to textile factories in the Midlands and north. In the cases of St Botolph Aldergate and St Botolph without Aldergate, where such examples can be found, textile factory apprenticeships accounted for less than 5 per cent of the total.
 It can be speculated, for no evidence can be found, that personal contacts formed the basis of such apprenticeships.
 More commonly parishes demonstrated a combination of neglect and protection.      The parish of St Clement Danes was engaged fully in the practice of factory apprenticeship; and for 30 years from 1786, more than 80 per cent of its apprentice children were bound, often in substantial groups, to textile factory employers.
 Although such a high proportion indicates negligence, the children were not forgotten and their situation was discussed regularly at parish meetings. The parish interviewed its children both in situ during factory visits; and more randomly following expiration of their indentures. Parish officers communicated informally with representatives in the locality of relevant mills;
 and inspected factories thoroughly if infrequently. The first recorded visit took place in 1791 following a recommendation that officers ‘attend the several cotton manufactories where the children belonging to this parish are placed….. observe their appearance as to health and look into the employ allotted them’.
 When, the following year, the parish enquired into the high absconding rates from Douglas’s Holywell factory, and found that apprentices were being worked all night, the officers took the unusual step of recalling their remaining children.
  

Interviews and reports of inspections were carefully discussed, yet decisions taken were not consistently implemented. The examination of Harriet Russell, for example, former apprentice at Wells Middleton’s Sheffield factory, raised doubts about the rectitude of factory apprenticeship, and at a specially convened meeting, it was ‘resolved that no more children be sent to the cotton mills till a Vestry give directions concerning them’.
  No further apprentices were sent to Sheffield, but it was agreed, after reading ‘letters from Backbarrow from some boys there and from Mr Birch and considering the subject…that the children at present at Enfield fixed upon by Messrs Birch and co be sent on to the manufactory’.
  For some years Birch’s mill was the sole destination of St Clement Danes children, and throughout, the parish perused letters from children, and depositions from runaways, visited the factory, interviewed the children, sought information from local contacts
, and proposed improvements to the proprietor.
 Two reports on Backbarrow survive. The first, conducted in 1797 reassured the parish.
 The second, produced four years later, indicated significant differences, particularly in diet, hours of work and quantity of education.
  In view of the deteriorating conditions, it was agreed that ‘Mr Jennings the vestry clerk should be directed to enter into a friendly correspondence with Birch and Co stating the different reports of 1797 and 1801 and to submit to them that it is expected by this Vestry that the labour of their apprentices should be reduced to their original hours; that their food should be the same as when the former report was made; that the regular times for instruction might be renewed; and that all might be obliged to attend Divine worship when health and weather permitted’. The committee also suggested changes specific to the training of the girls to ensure competence in domestic work; and that the ‘welfare of the children’ would be enhanced if inspection were frequent and that ‘an account of [the apprentices] situation should be requested of the proprietors of the mills annually’.
  Regrettably the proprietor’s persistent recalcitrance impeded the good intentions of the parish officers towards ‘their’ children, yet despite little alteration in conditions at Backbarrow, it was agreed that ‘as it did not appear that any better mode of disposing of the children can be found or proposed that they be sent as usual to the mills at Cartmel’.
  Such an inadequate conclusion to persistent attempts to improve apprentices’ situation was not unusual. The outcome of parishes’ protective measures was often disappointingly at variance with the effort expended.

In common with other poor London parishes, St George the Martyr, Southwark enthusiastically grasped the opportunities offered by factory apprenticeship. Large groups of children were sent to several textile factories in the midlands and the north, and over a thirty year period, these constituted 80-90 per cent of the total. Only one document, which records a parish officer’s commendation of John Watson’s Preston factory, remains. The children there were found to be ‘well and hearty’ and upon this judgment the parish sent several groups to Watson’s mill during the period from 1800 to its failure in 1807.
  

The positive protective ratings of a number of parishes were negated by instances of negligence. The case of St Pancras parish provides a particularly good example of the difficulty of interpreting the data provided by a range of poor law, autobiography and business sources. The poor law material alone provides conflicting evidence. Outstanding as a parish whose actions, following stringent inspection, resulted in a rare case of improved factory conditions;
 in bringing children home when irregularities in the execution of their indentures were discovered;
 and in investigating and sacking an agent in a case of exceeding his remit;
 and generally responsible in choosing placements and in executing indentures, by checking out employers, turning down those deemed unsuitable;
 was also ‘negligent’ both in the level of compulsion used in binding children against parental wishes,
 in returning abused factory apprentices to the scene of their suffering,
 in delegating too much of their powers to an untested agent,
 and sending a group of children to a mill which some years earlier had neglected a number of St Pancras children.
    

This section has revisited the conventional view that in apprenticing their poor children to factories parishes disposed of their responsibility towards them. The evidence is difficult to interpret; and even where the paper trail suggests energetic commitment to children’s welfare, the outcome of parishes’ protective measures was often disappointingly at variance with the effort expended.  Against the plentiful indications of time and energy spent by parish officials in providing follow up care must be placed their seeming cruelty in separating children and parents potentially for ever. The hope that the children would make their own way in the world, was tempered by parish support which often persisted beyond the term of their apprenticeship. Parish officials may have been motivated by financial rather than welfare concerns, but the majority of parishes maintained at least a modicum of contact with their children. Evidence from parish officials’ interviews with apprentice children showed that they continued to perceive their birth parish as ‘home’; a view shared to some extent by the parishes. However in terms of providing real protection for their apprenticed children, the evidence is quite clear. The poor law authorities were able to instigate marginal changes at best. While parish officers noted that ‘the children were delighted to see us and looked up to us for protection’;
 many parish apprentices ‘did not find parish officers effective substitutes’ for parental succour.
   The majority of parishes developed ad hoc procedures intended to minimize the risk of exploitation, but ultimately made little difference.  Poor law officials had neither the competence nor the power to transform their children’s situation even had they desired to do so.  Deeply moved by the sight of their children, parish officers from St Margaret and St John, for example, ‘consulted what further could be done for the immediate relief of these poor children – their oppressed situation had made too deep an impression to be for one moment forgotten’.
 Their wholly inadequate response was to compose a letter to the proprietor requesting changes.

It is argued here, therefore, that all parties to the apprenticeship deal, except the apprentices themselves, shared responsibility for the outcome. An element of collusion certainly existed. The children themselves looked to the parish, whom they assumed was on their side, for protection; but while they may sometimes have received sympathy, the parish was ultimately as keen as the employer for the arrangement to work.

Conclusion

This paper has suggested that the transfer of a proportion of parish children from traditional to modern forms of manufacture facilitated the expansion of the textile trade during the early decades of industrialization. The process of parish factory apprenticeship was both more complex and more formal than traditionally conceived. The distribution of children workers from parishes throughout the land to factories in the south as well as in the midlands and north was well regulated. As the process was well recorded so too was the parish apprentice experience. Although the children’s working conditions were poor, in comparison with the alternatives that existed for poor children at the time, their situation appears less bleak. Few parishes studied here failed to investigate the conditions in which ‘their’ children were to be apprenticed, to visit them at least once during their term, to consider carefully what might happen to them on completion of their apprenticeship, to take seriously children’s complaints and to keep careful record of such practices and other activities relating to the binding. Businesses too maintained records though regrettably few have survived.

It could be argued that the paper work surrounding the parish factory apprentices was more praiseworthy than the related actions, yet the documentation of both parishes and businesses suggests greater consideration for the welfare of children than has hitherto been imagined. There were no penalties for failing to visit children or listen to their complaints yet the majority of parishes provided at least a modicum of follow up care for years. So early factory apprentices were not simply passive victims of callous poor law officials and cruel factory masters. They responded to their situation in numerous ways.
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