Pauper apprenticeship and the Old Poor Law in London: feeding the industrial economy?

Summary

The apprenticing of poor children in the early stages of industrialisation is generally viewed from the standpoint of factory labour. This article examines the age at binding of London pauper apprentices, the types of trades they were bound to, and the locations to which they were sent, in order to investigate their impact on regional economies, the role of London in early industrialisation, and the use of children as a source of labour. It argues that while factory labour had an important part to play for these children, it was not numerically the most significant area of employment. Instead, pauper apprentices continued to support a ‘traditional’ small-unit manufacturing sector, with different authorities prioritising links to particular areas of employment. 

I

Many assumptions have been made about child labour in the early period of sustained industrialisation in England. In particular, the factory has been taken up as a central motif, with pauper apprentices being especially characterised as fodder for this new workforce.
 This is because they were cheap to employ, were available in large numbers, and were cheaper to house than adult workers and their families (especially when factories and mills were situated in rural areas close to sources of water power).
 In this article, it is argued that historians have approached the topic of pauper apprenticeship expecting to find mass bindings to northern cotton manufactories, and that they have failed to appreciate that such cases, although high profile, were often numerically relatively unimportant.
 The apprenticeship records for ten London parishes of varying socio-economic profiles, and for the London Foundling Hospital, have been used here to critically re-examine the role of pauper apprenticeship in the period of early industrialisation. Three principal questions are asked of the data in order to probe the role of child labour in economic development, the pace of growth of different occupational sectors, and the role of London in the advance of regional economies. These are: firstly, what age were London pauper apprentices at binding? Secondly, in what types of trades were they placed? And thirdly, to which areas of the country were they sent? The investigation reveals that pauper apprentices were young on average at binding; that traditional areas of manufacture were frequently of much greater significance than factories; and that apprenticeship from parishes and a charity like the Foundling Hospital may have been based on quite different networks of information and expectations. In particular, the apprenticing of pauper children continued to be of significance to parish and charity authorities under the Old Poor Law, in a way which gave it quite different characteristics from the work of poor children living with their families.

Despite their numerical significance and their place in the conceptual framework surrounding early industrial development, the characteristics of pauper apprentices have rarely been examined in any detail.
 The research questions asked in this article, which are supported by a large quantitative database of apprenticeship bindings, allow the role of poor children in the burgeoning industrial economy to be pinpointed for the first time. It is usually stated, for example, that pauper apprentices were younger at binding than those put out by their parents. An analysis of age patterns will thus show whether very young children had a particular role to play in different sectors of the economy. It will also be suggestive of attitudes towards child labour from both potential masters and binding authorities. If pauper children were indeed bound out young, this will indicate perceived practical or cost benefits of juvenile employment, perhaps linked specifically to the availability of poor children. The types of trades commonly used for pauper bindings are indicative of wider patterns of economic development. Analysis of the occupational profiles of pauper apprentices will indicate whether poor children did indeed supply a specialised part of a new, mass workforce, or whether they remained tied to older patterns of employment. This, in turn, will direct the spotlight to continuity or change in the occupational profiles of child labour, which has an impact on our perceptions of the pace of industrial growth. Lastly, the regional patterns of pauper apprenticeships from London tell us much about the impact of the capital on the local pace of industrialisation. It will illustrate how and whether different areas of the country sought out child labour to supply their workforce, and how this related to the aims and exigencies of individual binding authorities. The analysis of pauper apprenticeship thus sheds light on the patterns and pace of central and local regional development, as well as on the characteristics and desirability of child labour, and the mechanics of network-formation from parish and charity authorities.

Both the development and decline of apprenticeship have been well documented elsewhere.
 For the current purposes, it is, however, pertinent to note some characteristics of pauper apprenticeship as a specific sub-category. The broader institution of apprenticeship evolved both to set standards of training and protection for young workers (the terms set out in the Statute of Artificers of 1563), and to make provision for the setting of the young poor to work (underpinned by the late Tudor and Elizabethan poor laws and vagrancy legislation). The significance of apprenticeship as a formal system of training is largely judged to have been in decline by the late eighteenth century, as City guilds and companies lost influence over standards, and as the middling sorts were priced out of the most desirable sectors of employment by rising apprenticeship premiums.
 At the lower end of the socio-economic scale, however, apprenticeship was arguably as significant as ever, especially since it conferred a legal settlement and thus access to poor relief.
 Parish officials were empowered to bind children out from poor families and workhouses, thus removing them both from the supposed bad influence of their parents, and from the parish rate - and if they sent them beyond their own boundaries so much (it is thought), the better.
 Apprenticeship thus continued to have a significant impact for parish children as a means of confirming or gaining a settlement (which was otherwise derived from their birthplace if illegitimate, or their father’s birthplace if born in wedlock), as well as of accessing a means of earning a living and preventing vagrancy.

Parish apprenticeship was thus quite different from its private counterpart, although they followed similar outward forms. Both involved a legal contract, witnessed and stamped by magistrates, and provided generally for at least seven years’ living-in service, to the age of 21. The same format was followed by charities with responsibility for children. This form of apprenticeship is captured here via the records of the London Foundling Hospital. The hospital was established in London in 1739, to provide for abandoned infants. From its first intake in 1741 to the end of the Old Poor Law period, it took in 19,785 children, mainly concentrated in the period 1756-60, when a parliamentary grant briefly supported a ‘General Reception’ of all infants offered. Outside these years, babies were admitted in small numbers when space and money permitted. The hospital, like other charities and schools, aimed to apprentice all surviving charges into useful service. An Account of the hospital of 1749 specifically mentioned sea service and service in husbandry as employments for boys, and household service or manufacturing trades for girls.
 The hospital, however, unlike either parents or parishes, did not pay premiums with its apprentices, feeling that this would attract unsuitable masters. The necessity to bind out the General Reception children forced them to abandon this policy and premiums were given between 1767 and 1771, but it is possible that the lack of a fee for most of the period put the relationship with potential masters on a more altruistic footing. In the case of the Foundling Hospital, apprenticeship was a vital means of establishing a settlement, since the children’s parishes of birth were largely unknown, and admission to the hospital did not provide a settlement in itself. This is further evidence that apprenticeship from this institution might differ in object and outcome from parish apprenticeship. This particular charity was selected because of the quality of its apprenticeship and other registers, the size of its intake (notwithstanding significant attrition from high mortality, and the bunching of admissions in the 1750s), and the apparent lack of social aspirations for the foundlings on the part of their guardians.
 This makes the foundlings more akin to parish children in terms of socio-economic status than those from a charity like Christ’s Hospital, which had links with wealthy City companies.

For parish children and foundlings alike, therefore, apprenticeship remained significant throughout the period of the Old Poor Law to provide a means of maintenance. This was related not only to the access to training it was supposed to provide, but also to the achieving of a legal settlement. For these reasons, it is argued that pauper apprenticeship continued to be linked to an older set of motivations and mechanisms than private bindings. The main substance of this article will probe whether this was reflected in the types of employment the children were bound to, and how far it differed between parish and hospital.

II

As noted above, the characteristics of pauper apprenticeship have not previously been examined. To do so now required a large quantitative base of evidence, in order to allow for reasonably sized samples when broken down by parish or by decade. Apprenticeship registers were used in preference to indentures, because they facilitated the collection of a large number of cases, and tended to be fairly uniform in the type and amount of detail recorded. Pauper indentures in any case do not tend to be very informative on the type of work the child was to do. The uniformity in data recorded in apprenticeship registers was partly because of a parliamentary directive in 1802 for parish officials to keep better records of parish children, although some had done so following Hanway’s Act of 1767 which made a similar provision. Registers covering at least 100 children from each of a variety of London parishes were included in the sample, and are outlined below.
 The data recorded include name, age, trade, master’s name and place of residence, and sometimes further details on parentage and contact with the workhouse. The Foundling Hospital registers contain very similar information, and exist from 1751 onwards, although data were only collected for children who entered up to 1800.

The breakdown and periods of coverage of all the data sources are illustrated in Table 1 and Figure 1. They show that the selected parishes cover several parts of London. St Clement Danes and St Margaret and St John in Westminster, St Leonard Shoreditch in the poorer East End, St Luke Chelsea to the west, and St Sepulchre Holborn (Middlesex division) all come from the Middlesex part of the city. The Westminster area was known for its wealth in this period, based on its large population of lawyers and courtmen, although richer areas tended also to house pockets of the poorer sorts who provided services to the wealthy.
 The East End, in contrast, was generally more impoverished, and dependent principally on the seasonal cloth making trade.
 St Andrew Holborn, St Botolph Aldersgate, St Botolph Aldgate, St Dunstan in the West, St Giles Cripplegate, and St Sepulchre Holborn (City division) all lie within the City, although all were extra-mural and bordered the outside of the city walls. None of the smaller parishes within the walls had registers extant which covered a sufficiently large number of children (probably a function of their small size). The City parishes thus lie in an arc round the city walls, and some in an area characterized by John Landers as being generally unhealthy and prone to crisis mortality in the second half of the eighteenth century.
 It will be interesting to see whether the generally higher levels of poverty in these parishes resulted in a different pattern of apprenticing than the richer Westminster area, or the poor East End parish of St Leonard Shoreditch. The London Foundling Hospital was situated in the Middlesex area of the city also, although its environs were largely unbuilt upon in the late eighteenth century.

The full database contains 3,285 parish apprentices and 5,901 foundlings. The period of coverage differs somewhat between individual dataset, as Figure 1 illustrates. The data for the London Foundling Hospital have the earliest start date, which is straightforwardly related to its dates of operation. The largest numbers of bindings occurred in the early 1760s, when the children who entered during the period of open admissions reached apprenticeship age. The parish coverage relates to the survival of registers, and is at its fullest in the early nineteenth century. This probably relates to the directive for all parishes to keep registers from 1802. St Giles Cripplegate, St Botolph Aldgate, and St Margaret and St John Westminster had all started keeping registers by the 1760s, although the latter two parishes did not continue them throughout the period studied here. It should thus be noted that numbers of parish children apprenticed per year is at least partly a function of the composition of the dataset rather than a true reflection of changing numbers of children bound in London. Data were recorded up to the end of 1833 (the last year of the Old Poor Law) even if the registers continued beyond that date.
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It is worth noting at this stage that the apprenticeship database affords a rare opportunity to examine the employment prospects of girls as well as boys. Female children were rarely formally indentured from families (although the Statute of Artificers was not gender specific in its terms), and many women worked in unskilled and casual employment as adults which had not needed an apprenticeship, or in trades which they had learned informally as children or widows.
 42.4 per cent of parish apprentices were girls, however, as were 48.8 per cent of foundling apprentices.
 Women also appear as mistresses, either named in their own right, or with their husbands. Others may have provided the training even if they were not named in the apprenticeship register. Although it is almost impossible to know how much training girls actually received, and how much they were used for domestic service rather than (or as well as) in the master or mistress’s business, it is noteworthy that they figure prominently among pauper apprentices. This indicates that parish and charity officials took seriously the need to provide for girls as well as boys. Women gained a settlement through marriage, but for the foundlings in particular, entitlement to a settlement based on their own apprenticeship might be valuable if they did not marry, or married late. The analysis reported below will investigate the sectors the girls were bound to in greater detail.

III

Previous work and a priori assumptions have suggested that pauper apprentices were younger than those bound by their families because of the desire to get them off the parish’s relief lists, and the potential they offered as cheap labour. Poverty has thus been linked with a greater willingness to put young children to work, with both supply and demand factors acting to depress their average ages. Snell finds an average age for male apprentices later making settlement examinations of 14.3 and for females of 13.5 between 1700 and 1860, while Lane also noted that Warwickshire non-pauper apprentices tended to be approximately 14. Both note that pauper apprentices were younger.
 Poor children seem rarely to have been extremely young at apprenticeship, however: the 1814-15 Parliamentary Report from the committee on parish apprentices showed that less than 1 per cent of the 3789 London parish apprentices bound to tradesmen, watermen, sea service, and household employment between 1801 and 1811 were under the age of 8, and that almost half were between the ages of 12 and 14. Only just over a quarter in total were under 12 (26.5 per cent).
 Among those sent outside London however, more than two thirds were under this age (68.8 per cent), raising the possibility that children bound beyond the metropolis were indeed subject to different systems and considerations than those kept in the city. The precise age may also have varied according to the type of employment, with low skilled and labour intensive trades taking younger children.
 It may have also have been related to pedagogies on the appropriate age of independence, although this is not a factor which has featured in the literature on parish and charity politics hitherto.
The current dataset confirms that pauper apprentices were younger than those privately-bound. The average age of the parish apprentices was 12.3 years (the median age was also 12, suggesting that it was not particularly affected by the age the child came under the parish’s care). Boys were slightly older than girls, with an average of 12.5 years, compared to 12.0 for girls. Apprentices from the London Foundling Hospital were notably younger, at 10.9 years on average, (11.2 years for girls and 10.6 years for boys). Perhaps the foundling boys were judged capable of work at a younger age than girls, although the difference in age may have been demand-driven from the masters’ end as well. It is notable that the discrepancy contrasts with the parish children, where boys tended to be older than girls. The average age of the foundlings at apprenticeship is lowered by the fact that some were extremely young when they were placed out: 121 were five years or younger, and 9 were under one. Most of these children were probably being reclaimed by their parents, and were apprenticed to them in order to provide a legal settlement. Apprenticeship in these cases may have represented something more akin to legal adoption (which did not exist at this time) rather than a traditional binding. For those apprenticed at seven or over, the average was 11.1 years; still younger than the parish children.

Ages at apprenticeship were not always constant, however, and the trends over time are illustrated in Table 2. There is some evidence of a lowering in average ages among parish children in the 1790s and 1800s, which might be related to a combination of a rising demand for child labour, and an increasingly pressing need to reduce expenditure by poor law officials in a time of economic hardship and need. The lowering age over the turn of the century might thus at least partly reflect wider trends in poverty and poor relief.
 From an Act of 1816, London parish children had to be over the age of 9 at binding, which may have contributed to the slight rise in ages in the later decades. However, we should be aware that the lowering average age at the turn of the century could also be partially due to the changing composition of the parishes represented in different decades. The foundlings, in contrast, show a tendency for their average age to rise over time (not shown in the table).
 Most notable is the division between General Reception and non-General Reception children, with the former having an average age of 10.7 years, compared with 12.2 for the latter (girls being older than boys in both groups). This suggests that the imperative to get General Reception children off the hospital’s books (an attitude encouraged by Parliament, who continued to fund this group until they left) resulted in younger ages at apprenticeship. The higher average age outside this period may have been related either to pedagogies on age at work or suitable types of work, or to changing demand from masters. Certainly, outside the General Reception, foundling apprentices were very similar in average age at binding to those placed by parish authorities.

There is also a slight tendency towards differentiation in average ages among paupers from different parts of London. As Table 2 shows, apprentices from City parishes tended to be older than those from Middlesex, especially in the middle decades of the period. This might be related to opportunities for apprenticing, or to demand for child labour. We will be able to examine this further below. In both geographical areas, girls were slightly younger than boys in almost all decades (not shown). The parishes do show some differences in average ages as well, and it is difficult to tell whether this derives from changes in apprenticing practices, or from local opportunities and aims. St Clement Danes and St Luke Chelsea had the lowest average age at binding, at below 11.5 years, while St Sepulchre Holborn (Middlesex division) had an average age of 13.1. The two parishes with the earliest start dates in their datasets fall in the middle of the group, which suggests that average ages are not straightforwardly related to period of coverage.
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Average ages thus point to some variation in the different parts of the dataset. The Foundling Hospital bound out children who had entered during the General Reception at younger ages than did the parishes, but outside this time period, there was a remarkable concurrence. The parish children, however, showed a tendency to be bound at younger ages over the turn of the century, which might relate to the greater opportunities for children in factories, where size and nimbleness made them more valuable. Age and its relationship with profitability may not have carried the same weight for foundling and parish apprentices, however. It is possible that some masters put themselves forwards to take foundling children because they felt it behoved them to support a charity rather than specifically for their labour, while parish children did not carry this cachet. We can only speculate on whether this was the case, but it might help to explain why large numbers of foundling children were found placements even when premiums were not universally given. We will also be able to relate these trends to the type of work the apprentices were bound to, and in the case of the Foundling Hospital, whether this changed in the aftermath of the General Reception to become more or less akin to the parish.
IV

The trades to which the apprentices were sent were grouped according to the Booth/Armstrong classification of occupations.
 There are several provisos to be made regarding the accuracy of this classification in the current case. The most important is that it is sometimes not clear exactly what the child was going to be employed to do, and in that case the classification was made according to the master’s occupation. As noted above, this is a particular problem for girls, who may have been employed in domestic service instead of, or in addition to working in the master’s business. Some registers do make this clear, however, and the Foundling Hospital records note specifically what the child was going to do, largely removing this problem. Still, it seems likely that the majority of apprentices were indeed being trained in the master’s trade, and Amy Erickson suggests that this was also commonly the case for girls bound within the City company framework.
 A second and related problem is that the master’s status may not have corresponded to that of the apprentice. Even goldsmiths, for example, needed apprentices to run errands and sweep the floor. Thirdly, as other authors have noted, there is often overlap between retailing and manufacturing groups, making the classification somewhat fluid.

As Table 3 illustrates, 76 per cent of parish bindings were to masters who worked in manufacturing industries (and a further 2 per cent in categories which bridged manufacture and another classification such as ‘mantua making and domestic service’). This was a notably larger proportion than that found in the wider populations of many London parishes.
 Dealing and domestic service accounted for a further 4.5 per cent each, both sectors which Schwarz has noted were distinctively large in London in the mid nineteenth century.
 There were only small numbers of children in the remaining occupational categories. It is clear that the vast majority of parish apprentices did participate in a sector which was associated with industrialisation. There may be a great difference, however, between an apprenticeship in a factory, and one in a small-scale workshop, both in terms of the child’s experience, and of its relationship with burgeoning industry as opposed to the longer-standing but smaller-scale, specialized traditional economy of the capital.
 Of course, a child might be overworked and underfed in a small-scale workshop as well as a factory, but it is the latter sector which has been particularly associated with lack of training and poor future employment prospects. We will return to this point.

Among foundling apprentices, the story is quite different. Here, just under a third of children went into the manufacturing sector (29.5 per cent), while almost half (47.2 per cent) were apprenticed to domestic service. The other well-represented occupational sector is agriculture, which accounted for 12.7 per cent of bindings (13.1 per cent including those in mixed categories with another sector).
 This seems at odds both with the contemporary trend in agriculture towards paid day labour rather than living-in apprenticeship, and also the argument that children were being displaced from agricultural work in this period.
 The relatively small presence of contracts with masters and mistresses in manufacture compared to the parish children is striking, suggesting that the Foundling Hospital had contacts in quite a different sector of the economy than parish officials. This could have been the result of deliberate policy on the part of hospital officials, or more directly to the opportunities presented by masters wishing to take apprentices from the institution. Certainly, as noted above, the hospital had early on identified domestic service, agriculture, and sea service as suitable areas of employment, although manufacture was also mentioned. Some children were trained in manufacture while still at the hospital: its branch at Ackworth in Yorkshire, for example, had its own woollen manufactory, while the London branch entered into various schemes to train children in other types of industry such as net, twine, and purse-making.
 This suggests that governors saw the value of manufacturing work both in terms of income and training. Yet, relatively few apprentices were sent into this sector of employment. Sea service also did not figure prominently in the occupational breakdown.
 The distribution may thus have been closely related to opportunities offered by masters, and since the hospital’s network of contacts spread over the rural areas it used for nursing, positions in agriculture and domestic service were consequently forthcoming. It is possible that parish officials had a smaller geographical network of contacts to call on, since parishes all over the country sought employment opportunities for their children. Alternatively, they may have been particularly targeted by industrialists as a source of child labour. 
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These issues will become clearer when we consider a more precise breakdown of employments, and the places to which apprentices were bound. Before moving on to explore these considerations, however, we may examine whether the distribution of occupational profiles among pauper apprentices was differentiated by sex or place of origin. Table 4 shows the occupational breakdown of pauper apprentices by sex. Across the whole period, parish boys were more likely to be placed with masters working in the agricultural sector than girls: 4.9 per cent of boys compared to 0.4 per cent of girls. Most of these boys were apprenticed to fishermen, frequently in Essex (notably Barking, where over a third of these children were placed), Surrey and Kent parishes. This sex discrepancy was also true of the foundlings, with 23.1 per cent of boys placed in agriculture (mainly in non-specific husbandry), and only 1.7 per cent of girls (largely in dairying). This pattern probably reflects the traditional gender divisions in agricultural work; other farm-based female tasks may have come under domestic employment. 

Among parish children, the building trades accounted for 2.3 per cent of male, and a somewhat surprising 2.4 per cent of female apprenticeships. Masters of girls in these trades were generally carpenters, masons, and sawyers, while those of boys had slightly greater variety of occupations, including several ships’ carpenters. While it is not impossible that girls were bound into carpentry and masonry, it is perhaps more likely that they were in fact being trained by the master’s wife in household tasks. At the Foundling Hospital, few children of either sex were apprenticed into building trades, although all of those so placed were boys. 

Where girls were better represented than boys among the parish children was in dealing trades, which represented 7.2 per cent of female apprenticeships compared to 2.6 per cent of male ones. The commodities being sold were quite varied, but victuallers and greengrocers were the most common types of dealing occupations among girls’ masters and mistresses. This may be related to the fact that hawking and dealing were common female occupations, although only 5.3 per cent of contracts with mistresses (or wives of masters) were in the dealing sector, compared with 7.6 per cent of apprenticeships of girls to masters. Other girls may have been working in shops, which might easily be combined with training for household work, and was a trade which was easily learnt. Campbell’s 1747 manual on apprenticeship trades, however, placed little value on apprenticeships in retail, stating that there was not enough to learn to merit a lengthy period of training.
 At the Foundling Hospital, dealing trades were less common than among parish children, and here, boys predominated. The most common retailing occupations among foundling boys were butchers, grocers, and cheesemongers. The predominance of boys in this group might be due to the very large component of girls placed in domestic service.

Domestic service was a female-dominated sector among both parish and foundling apprentices. This is unsurprising, given the gender imbalance in the sector generally.
 5.4 per cent of parish girls were stated to have been bound into domestic service compared with 3.9 per cent of boys (eight of whom were trained by women). As already noted, an indeterminately greater number of parish girls may also have worked at least partly in domestic service, but were recorded only in relation to their master’s occupation. The foundlings showed a much more skewed sex ratio in this sector, although boys from that institution had a greater presence than did their parish equivalents: 14.7 per cent of foundling boys, in mainly unspecified areas, although including some gardeners. It was the sector which employed the vast majority of foundling girls, however: 81.3 per cent. It is arguable that domestic service did not give apprentices a skill base sufficient to become independent; an argument which has also been made for factory labour. However, it was a very large employer of young females, especially in urban centres, and the hospital may have felt that it represented a safe source of consistent employment for its female charges. It was the most common occupation of mothers applying to the hospital to have babies admitted, and the governors were always very sensitive about raising their children above their allotted social position.
 There may in fact have been little difference in training or experiences between being placed in either domestic or agricultural service via an indenture rather than through a yearly contract, but the hospital probably insisted on the formal route for the sake of settlement acquisition. Short-term contracts were always at risk of being terminated before they gained the employee a settlement (which required a year’s continuous service), and they would also have entered the foundlings into a waged relationship with their masters which we have seen that the hospital wanted to avoid. 

It is much harder to judge the specific aims of parish officials involved in apprenticing children; whether they did not regard domestic service as suitable, whether their registers less accurately record what girls were actually being trained to do, or whether domestic service positions were rarely offered within the framework of an apprenticeship. Parish apprentices may have been regarded as less desirable servants by potential masters and mistresses than foundling apprentices, perhaps fearing the influence their parents and other inmates of mixed workhouses may have had on them. Employers may also have preferred to take on waged servants than apprentices, in line with the trend away from live-in service. Hollen Lees has argued, however, that there was a growing sense of distrust and unease towards the poor as a mass towards the end of the eighteenth century, and this may have been played out in attitudes towards parish as opposed to charity apprentices (even though the former brought a fee with them while the latter did not).
 This is another instance where foundling and parish apprenticeship may have been ideologically quite different from each other. 
The remaining occupational categories were quite heavily skewed towards boys. All the children apprenticed in the mining group among both foundlings and parish children were boys, as were the majority of those placed in transport-related employment. Most of the latter boys were apprenticed to mariners, and presumably sent to sea (including five foundlings sent to the Marine Society). The difference between the distribution of the two sexes in the personal and professional services (more boys than girls) is also largely due to the increased likelihood that boys would be sent into the navy. Foundling boys were slightly more likely to go into the navy than those from the parish, but the proportion was not a large one, perhaps surprisingly given the focus on sea service in the hospital’s publications. The numbers being bound to sea service did, however, rise during the period of the Napoleonic Wars; another reminder of how child employment prospects were affected by wider socio-economic and political factors. As far as manufacturing went, however, there was very little difference between the sexes among parish children, but quite a substantial discrepancy among the foundlings: 75.9 per cent of parish boys and 76.8 per cent of parish girls, compared with 45.4 per cent of foundling boys and only 12.9 per cent of foundling girls. This difference may again be related to the very heavy use of domestic service for foundling girls. Three quarters of parish girls bound to manufacture went into textile industries compared with just under half of boys. This confirms findings for adult women workers in London, and also reflects Lane’s assertion that textiles (including factory-based manufacture) predominated among production industries which relied on child labour.
 Parish children of both sexes were apprenticed to a wide variety of trades and industries with considerable overlap, but girls were found in a smaller range of manufacturing industries: 186 different categories compared with 264 for boys, and were more heavily involved in textiles. The degree of overlap supports Schwarz’s assertion that there was not a great deal of sexual division in labour among parish apprentices at the turn of the century, although the pool was more limited for girls.
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There is also evidence of some patterning in the occupations of parish apprentices based on geographical provenance. Although the manufacturing sector predominated for City and Middlesex parishes alike, there was greater diversity evident in the latter. 81.9 per cent of City apprentices were bound to masters in manufacturing, compared with 74.0 per cent of Middlesex apprentices (not shown). The Westminster parish of St Margaret and St John had the lowest proportion of all in manufacture, at 47.3 per cent, which drove down the average for Middlesex. The Westminster parishes had a higher percentage of apprentices placed in dealing occupations, (7.4 per cent) than either the City (4.2 per cent) or the rest of the Middlesex sample (1.4 per cent), almost certainly reflecting the scale of the service sector in this fashionable area of London.
 Again, this was driven by St Margaret and St John, indicating that Westminster parishes were not all of a type. The City also contained concentrations of wealth, but wealthy families were tending to move out of the intramural area by the second half of the eighteenth century, perhaps lessening the need for service employments in the City compared with Middlesex and (especially) Westminster.
 While the City contained much small-scale industry, guild and company controls may have kept pauper children out of employment there, and it will be interesting to see below whether City apprentices were bound to masters and mistresses in London itself. There is almost no evidence for pauper apprentices being bound via City company indentures.
 

It is thus clear that a large majority of London’s parish apprentices were bound into manufacture, although this varied by area, as too were a lower but still substantial proportion of foundling apprentices. We may probe this further by examining whether there was any change in the typology of pauper apprenticeship as the period of early industrialisation progressed. To this end, the proportion of children placed in the largest occupational sectors (manufacturing, dealing, domestic service, and all other) is calculated by decade over the period. For the Foundling Hospital, those in agriculture are also included. Again, some caution must be exercised because of the way that individual parish datasets begin and end at different points, and because of the preponderance of General Reception children among the foundling dataset. In terms of general trends, however, the exercise is still a useful one.
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Figure 2 indicates that the proportion of parish children apprenticed into the manufacturing sector did increase from the 1780s (although it was always at an elevated level compared to the working population as a whole), and that it subsequently remained high. No additional parishes were included in the dataset over the course of the 1780s and 1790s, making it likely that this was a real change rather than one due to the changing composition of the sample. The dealing and ‘other’ sectors shrank correspondingly, while domestic service increased its share. Interestingly, the latter category seems to have expanded particularly in the last decades of the Old Poor Law, which runs counter to the argument that pauper children were increasingly serving the progress of industrialisation. The growth in apprenticeship to domestic service may, however, relate to the restriction on apprenticing at a distance from London; there were seemingly no other lasting legislative restrictions on child labour until 1833. The numbers of children in observation in the 1830s is also relatively small, however, since the dataset ends with the last year of the Old Poor Law in 1833. 

Given the uncertainty surrounding what parish girls were actually trained to do, it is instructive to consider boys alone. The overall pattern of employment shows relatively little difference from that for both sexes, however. Boys’ participation in manufacturing trades started from a lower point than the total picture, with a correspondingly larger ‘other’ sector. In the 1760s 56 per cent of male bindings were in manufacture, compared with 76 per cent for girls. Boys were more likely to be bound into the agricultural and personal and professional sectors in these early decades of the period than later. The zenith of manufacture in the 1800s as a sector of apprenticeship for boys follows that seen in Figure 2, however, while that for girls was a decade later. The relative prominence of the dealing sector early in the period under consideration was driven by girls rather than boys, as was the later increase in the proportional significance of domestic service. 

Among the foundlings, however (Figure 3), the manufacturing sector was most prominent in the 1760s (the period when the General Reception children were being bound out), and then fell by approximately ten percentage points, to a more-or-less constant plateau. The domestic service sector was squeezed by the larger proportion of apprentices entering manufacturing employment in the 1760s, but thereafter remained roughly stable. Dealing grew slightly as a sector towards the end of the period, while agriculture, which was so notable a feature of the employment of foundlings compared to parish apprentices, is shown to be really a trait of the early decades only. To be more specific about this periodization, we may single out the General Reception children compared to those entering before and after. Table 4 shows the figures on which Figure 3 is based for these three sub-periods. It confirms that the children who entered the hospital during the General Reception were placed overwhelmingly in domestic service, manufacture and agriculture. Only 1.9 per cent of this group were placed in dealing trades, and 5.0 per cent in all other sectors. Among the children who entered the hospital before the General Reception, in contrast (although we should note that these figures are based on a relatively small pool of apprentices), 29.5 per cent went into other areas of employment than those depicted in Figure 3, and the proportions placed in domestic service, manufacture and agriculture were all lower than among the General Reception children. Those admitted after 1760 had by far the greatest participation in domestic service; 60.3 per cent of the total, while agriculture barely employed any children at all (only ten cases in total). The General Reception children thus went into a small group of occupational sectors, in which domestic service and manufacture predominated, while the children entering after 1760 had a particularly high chance of going into domestic service, or into another sector entirely. Agriculture was, as noted above, used almost exclusively as an employer of foundling children up to the 1760s only, and may have been the easiest employment market to infiltrate. The fact that it then fell off suggests that perhaps it was not seen as the ideal sector for the employment of children. It is also possible, however, that the hospital stopped recruiting among farmers and landowners once the General Reception children had been successfully apprenticed, and that the closure of the branch hospitals in the 1770s cut off the supply network. 

It thus seems that the period of the General Reception brought some changes in the way that the hospital disposed of its charges. The manufacturing sector, in particular, was used most heavily for the children admitted during this period, although domestic service maintained a strong presence. It is also noteworthy that agriculture ceased to feature after the General Reception children had been bound out. In their greater engagement with manufacture, the experiences of foundlings who entered the hospital during the General Reception became more similar to the parish apprentices. However, we have also seen that they were bound out at younger ages during this period, which is at odds with this trend. It seems likely that the hospital was forced to engage more intensively at this time with sectors which could provide large numbers of placements, perhaps of large groups of children in one go (it is probably no coincidence that the examples cited below of mass bindings were of General Reception children). As ever, however, the demand side of the equation probably also played a part, with potential masters realising that the hospital for a short time provided an opportunity to access large numbers of child-workers. Taken in conjunction with the evidence of lowering ages, we may conclude that the General Reception children were bound out in response to the opportunities which were available, and that the hospital was less able to maintain a consistent pedagogy on child labour at this time. This is borne out also in the fact that they were forced by Parliament to give premiums to facilitate rapid bindings. By the 1770s, the hospital withdrew from such heavy engagement with manufacture, probably partly through desire, and also from a reduced demand when there were fewer children available, and returned to a heavy use of domestic service placements. At this stage, the foundlings thus became less like the parish apprentices in terms of occupational profile, although their age at binding converged. Clearly apprenticeship related to the exigencies of particular periods and was not necessarily constant over time. 

[TABLE 4 AROUND HERE]

Having established the composition of apprentice employment over time, we now need to turn to consider the types of work being undertaken in the prominent manufacturing sector. Across the period, the most common single type of manufacturing work for parish children was in cotton production (generally specified simply as cotton manufacture). 467 children were apprenticed to this area (14.2 per cent of the total), with a further 57 being bound to ‘worsted and cotton manufacture’. The next most popular category was the silk manufacturing industry (silk weaving, throwing, warping, and dying), which accounted for 247 bindings. These children tended to be bound to a small number of masters, indicating that each had a need for considerable numbers of child hands. This is similar to the pattern reported by the 1814-15 parliamentary enquiry into parish apprenticeship.
 So far, the evidence does point to a considerable presence of apprenticeship within large-unit manufacture. The next most popular categories were of a slightly different nature, however: 179 bindings to boot and shoe making and finishing trades, 174 to cordwainers, and 167 to weavers. Individual parishes also maintained links with specific small-unit industries. The most popular manufacturing trades in St Margaret and John, for example, were tambour working and embroidery, and cordwaining. While we should not assume that cotton and silk manufacture always took place in factories (although the scale of machinery made it increasingly likely), boot and shoemaking and cordwaining were significantly less likely to do so. Clapham points out that single masters working with just one apprentice or mate, but owning their own tools and materials were common at the lower levels of most trades in London.
 Pauper apprentices may thus have been providing labour for two separate sections of the industrialising economy; firstly the one we conventionally assume to have taken up a great deal of child labour, namely factory-based cotton manufacture; secondly, the more traditional and small-scale type of manufacture identified by Clapham, in which London had long specialized.

Again, the foundlings’ experiences provide a contrast with the parish children. Here, the large-scale manufacturing industries were less important; the most common occupations within the manufacturing sector were tailoring (133 children), weaving (117), and shoemaking (103) (all occupations noted by George to have been impoverished in London at this time).
 The weavers seem to have been small-scale manufacturers, at least judged by the fact that none took more than two foundling apprentices. They thus do not fit the model of mass bindings to one industry, and suggest that there was not a need for large amounts of child labour there. There was a very long ‘tail’ of trades which employed two or three children (not necessarily by the same master), mainly focused on the manufacture and finishing of clothing, food, and luxury items such as watches. Employment in these luxury trades might nonetheless be extremely specialized and involve highly repetitative tasks.
 

Larger-scale industries were not unrepresented: there were foundlings placed in cotton manufacture, silk throwing, and calico stencilling, for example, but they did not constitute a large proportion of those going into the manufacturing sector. A Leeds clothier, Martin Browne, for example, took 74 foundling apprentices, the majority of whom were to be set to work in his woollen manufactory. The minutes of the hospital’s General Committee noted in September 1765 that he had particularly asked for seven year-olds, prompting the hospital to agree to an extra allowance for nurturance in their first year.
 Thomas Tatlock received 34 children for his silk throwing business in Stockport, Cheshire in 1769 and 1770. Another larger-scale family employer, however, the Lowthers of Westmoreland, set 20 of their 59 foundling apprentices to husbandry (taken on by the elder Lowther, Samuel in 1765), while 12 went into carpet manufacture, and 19 into woollen manufacture (employed by the younger, James in the early 1770s).
 Clearly the Foundling Hospital also had contact with both old and new sections of the manufacturing industries, but it was more heavily involved with those which needed smaller numbers of child workers per workshop. This may again be related to its large network of supporters, who might increase the pool of potential masters, and also to the fact that the hospital occupied something of a niche in terms of the elevated social background of the institution, if not the children themselves. 
We may also examine whether different parishes had particular relationships with different sides of this dual focus in child labour, and whether it changed over time. The evidence shows that the Middlesex parishes were more likely to bind children into the cotton industry than those in the City. St Clement Danes sent particularly large numbers of children into this sector (290), with St Luke Chelsea and St Leonard Shoreditch also participating. The City parishes, in contrast, rarely bound children to cotton manufacturers. Bindings to the cotton industry were heavily concentrated in the 1790s and 1800s, with none at all taking place after 1819, but this may be explained with reference to the (apparently effective) 1816 ban on long-distance bindings from London, and changes in technologies rather than reflecting a change in priorities.
 The composition of the dataset may also have an impact, although the data for St Clement Danes (the most prolific parish in this respect) extends slightly beyond this period of intensive binding to cotton masters, making this less likely. Horrell and Humphries have suggested that there was a change in typology of pauper apprenticeship over the turn of the century, ‘consonant with social policy generally’, towards ‘a harsher and less tolerant institution’.
 The current evidence suggests that as a generalisation this does not hold across all London parishes or for all types of pauper apprentice. 

The boot and shoe trades, by way of contrast, show quite a different pattern. In this manufacturing sector, apprenticeships from City parishes predominated, representing 137 out of 179 such contracts. There was again a surge in numbers between 1800 and 1829, although the same provisos apply concerning the changing composition of the dataset. The evidence thus suggests strongly that several of the Middlesex parishes had a close relationship with developing factory industry, while City parishes, like the Foundling Hospital, maintained links with a more traditional manufacturing economy. In the next section we will be able to test whether these distinctions were systematically linked on the one hand to mass bindings at a distance from London or on the other hand to shorter-distance contracts. 

If parish children going into both cotton manufacture and the boot and shoe trades showed a rise in numbers after 1800, however, what were those bound to manufacture doing in the last decades of the eighteenth century? The answer seems to be that they went into smaller-scale units of production, mainly in the clothing sector.
 The most common manufacturing trades for parish apprentices in the 1770s, for example, were weaving, tambour working, cordwaining, perukemaking, and watch- and clock-making and finishing. The number of manufactures was very large, however, indicating that children went into a wide variety of occupations. Nonetheless, this pattern provides some evidence to suggest that there was indeed a move by some parish officials away from a large number of small-scale and specialist trades in the late eighteenth century, towards a more restricted pool of industries which took in larger numbers of children. Again, it will be interesting to see whether this corresponded with a move away from London.

One employment particularly worthy of comment because of the adverse attention it received from contemporaries, was chimney sweeping.
 Only 26 parish children were apprenticed to sweeps in this dataset, and it was used almost exclusively by one parish, St Clement Danes (apprenticing 24 children). All of these bindings were made in the 1810s and 20s. This may again relate to the socio-economic profile of the parishes: as a relatively rich parish, it may have had a market of large houses. The other Westminster parish of St Margaret and St John did not apprentice children to sweeps, however, perhaps because of the high-profile criticisms made of the trade by men like Jonas Hanway. The Foundling Hospital made it a policy not to bind children to sweeps, evidently feeling that it was not a suitable employment. Bindings to sea, either in the navy or the merchant service, were also associated with particular parishes, notably St Margaret and St John in Westminster in this case. 

V

As a final test of the nature of poor apprenticed labour we now consider the locations to which the children were sent to work. This is a critical consideration, as it will provide answers to a number of questions raised above as to how we may characterize pauper apprenticeship within the debate on the employment of children in early industrialising England, as well as the role of London in the development of regional economies. For example, we will be able to examine whether employment in cotton manufactories implied placements in the rapidly industrialising areas of the country, and whether a closer relationship with small-unit manufacture corresponded with placements nearer to London. These data will further clarify the characteristics of child labour among pauper and charity children, and how it was used.
Locating where children were placed is not straightforward, however. Officials frequently recorded only a street name with no identifying parish, and we cannot assume that this always meant that the master lived in the home parish or in a particular part of London. Different officials may also have recorded addresses with different degrees of detail. It is therefore particularly difficult to be accurate about the children who remained in London, although we can be reasonably secure in the identification of placements beyond the metropolis. Even with these caveats in mind, however, it seems that a large minority (and probably the largest single category) of parish apprentices were placed with masters in the parts of Middlesex surrounding London. Of those who could be fairly safely counted as Middlesex placements, 50.6 per cent originated in City parishes, indicating that this did not necessarily indicate only a move into a neighbouring parish. Indeed, the most popular single receiving parish in Middlesex was St Matthew Bethnal Green, which was still a relatively rural parish at this time, particularly on its eastern side, although notoriously impoverished and home to several industries, most notably, silk- and boot- and shoe-making.
 Some parishes farmed out their poor in this area, including St Botolph Aldgate, which sent parish paupers to several caretakers in Bethnal Green, Mile End, and Southwark.
 60 per cent of apprentices placed in both Mile End and Bethnal Green in this dataset originated in City parishes. Children may thus have been apprenticed to places where the parish already had links, although it may also reflect a failure of local industries to expand at a sufficient rate to absorb pauper children. City parishes in particular may have lacked opportunities to apprentice poor children at comparatively low premiums either because of the specific character of local employment, or because of Company restrictions on apprenticeship. St Luke Old Street, St James Westminster, and St Martin in the Fields were other popular Middlesex parishes for apprenticing pauper children.

It is almost impossible to establish the number of children staying in their own home parish, given the extensive use of street names as locational indicators. St Leonards recorded at least 66 of its own children remaining within the parish, but it is again hard know whether this reflected parish policy, opportunities for child labour, or an increased incidence of apprenticing children to relatives who lived nearby. A count of children apprenticed to masters and mistresses of the same surname reveals a possible 37 contracts with family members, and a further eleven were noted to be bound to uncles, step-parents and brothers. Of course, other family members with different surnames may also have taken parish children, while some of these matches might be coincidental. In only two of these cases did the master live in the apprentice’s home parish. We can also only speculate on the number of children received into the sample parishes from elsewhere in Middlesex, and whether this represented some sort of informal exchange. Certainly it happened, albeit perhaps in small numbers. One child was apprenticed from St Clement Danes to St Margaret and St Johns in 1818, and six were contracted in the opposite direction in the 1780s and 1790s. It is hard to know what the respective parishes gained from this, since they lost responsibility for some of their young poor, but acquired others. Parish officials may have had little sway over the actions of their residents in taking apprentices, but it is also possible that other requests for incoming pauper children were refused. 

Once again, the foundlings differ from the parish apprentices, showing a greater tendency to be bound beyond London. Altogether, around a quarter seem to have remained in the London or the metropolitan Middlesex area, most commonly in St Pancras (the parish within which the hospital was situated), St Martin in the Fields, St Leonard Shoreditch, St George Hanover Square, and St Clement Danes. It is noteworthy that several of these parishes were also popular destinations for the parish children, indicating the large number of potential employment placements for children in such locations. This may be related both to the size of the parishes, and to their employment structure, which evidently made child labour profitable, either in the short or the longer term.

The majority of foundling apprentices were bound to masters living beyond London, however: 68.4 per cent, with 56.0 per cent sent beyond the neighbouring counties of Essex, Surrey Kent, and Middlesex. Of these further-flung apprentices, approximately two thirds were placed with masters and mistresses in Yorkshire, and a further 10 per cent were sent to Lancashire and Staffordshire. The hospital had strong links with West Yorkshire, focused on the branch hospital at Ackworth and a large network of women who acted as paid wet nurses. Contemporaries had particularly identified the apprenticeship possibilities offered by the West Riding woollen industry as a reason for founding a branch in that county.
 There was also a branch at Salop, which might explain the popularity of apprenticeship placements there, but the concentration of children sent to Lancashire was unconnected with a linked institution in the area. The other hospital branches (at Barnet, Aylesbury, Westerham and Chester) do not seem to have acted as an apprenticing point as the Ackworth branch did. Clearly the hospital’s influence there, and the (evidently large) possibilities for finding masters, led to a wholesale apprenticing of children in this area of the country. Once again, this is particularly accentuated for the General Reception-era children, of whom 68.0 per cent travelled the lengthiest distances (compared with 49.1 and a tiny 11.0 per cent of the earlier and later entry periods). After the General Reception there was a marked tendency for children to be placed in the immediate environs of London and its surrounding counties: 35.2 per cent, for example, were placed in the wider Middlesex area. This was also the period when the branch hospitals ceased activity, which may have cut off the supply of more distant placements. With smaller numbers of children to apprentice, the hospital may also have preferred to keep them within a closer radius so that they could continue to oversee their welfare more easily. 

Despite the identification of the Yorkshire woollen industry as a potential sector for the employment of foundling children, especially in the 1760s and 1770s, the majority of those placed in this region went into domestic service (43.9 per cent) and agriculture (23.8 per cent). Still, a little over a quarter were apprenticed into manufacturing industries (26.8 per cent). Among boys, agriculture and manufacture were almost evenly represented (approximately 40 per cent each), while among girls, 90 per cent went into domestic service, and only 9 per cent into manufacture. Girls going into domestic service generally were slightly more likely to stay in Middlesex than to go to more distant areas compared to those in manufacture or agriculture, but just as likely to travel further (59.2 per cent of domestic servants were long-distance migrants compared with 56.7 per cent of those in agriculture and manufacturing). As was indicated previously, however, the manufacturing sector, even in this rapidly industrialising area of the country, did not necessarily equate with factory bindings of large groups of children. The most common manufacturing industry in Yorkshire for foundling apprentices was tailoring, followed by cutlery manufacture, cordwaining, and woollen manufacture. Woollen manufacture was likely to have taken place in a factory environment, and we have already noted that one Martin Browne did employ large groups of foundlings in his factory in Leeds. The children apprenticed to the cutlery industry however (the majority of whom were placed with masters in Sheffield), did not take part in this pattern of large-scale bindings. Only two masters could be identified as taking more than one foundling apprentice, in line with the fact that metal working still took place in small units at this time.
 In Lancashire also, only 18.3 per cent of bindings were to manufacturing industries, which showed a mixture of typologies. Here, Thomas Tatlock’s Stockport factory took a significant proportion of children (61.8 per cent of those in manufacture, representing all but three of the forty girls sent to the region), and the remainder were mainly bound to other aspects of clothing manufacture such as weaving, tailoring, and mantua making. Even in the industrial heartlands, foundling apprentices were sent into a diverse range of manufacturing occupations. 

There is another factor which may have underlain apprenticeship patterns from the Foundling Hospital: bindings to the children’s nurses. Foundlings were placed with external wet nurses immediately after admission, and remained there until the age of five. Some nurses applied to the hospital to keep their charges permanently, and this request was granted in suitable cases via the mechanism of apprenticeship in order to gain the child a settlement in the local parish. The scale on which this happened has only previously been the subject of speculation, but here, foundling apprentices may be linked to a database of named nursing placements, collected as part of a wider study of foundling nursing and care.
 4,626 apprentices were successfully linked to the nursing database, and 246 cases found where the master or mistress’s name and location matched that of the nurse. This represents 5.5 per cent of all linked cases; not a large proportion, but one where place of apprenticeship and occupation were unrelated to the usual paths of information exchange and demand for child labour. Most of the nurses lived in rural areas, and their husbands tended to be labourers or craftsmen. 
The London parishes used different regions in different ways, both from one another and from the Foundling Hospital. The Westminster parish of St Margaret and St John, for example, sent a third of all their apprentices beyond London, but to communities in neighbouring counties (most notably to Lambeth and Southwark in Surrey).
 St Sepulchre Holborn (Middlesex division) also sent a large proportion of its children to these counties (23.4 per cent). St Leonard Shoreditch, in contrast, sent only 2.5 per cent of its apprentices there, and St Clement Danes sent 10.4 per cent. The average for this area was 15.2 per cent of apprenticeships. The parishes which were underrepresented in this region frequently used significantly further-flung areas for apprenticeship instead; a feature which here correlates with bindings to the northern cotton mills. St Clement Danes, for example, which sent a large proportion of apprentices into cotton manufacturing, also entered into a significant number of contracts with masters at a distance from London. 46.3 per cent (292 children) of St Clements apprentices were sent on lengthy journeys to their masters, a strikingly similar number to the 290 bound to cotton manufactories. St Luke Chelsea and St Leonard Shoreditch also used long-distance bindings frequently, while St Margaret and St John, St Giles Cripplegate, and St Botolph Aldersgate rarely did so. 
The most common of the outlying receiving places for parish apprentices was Lancashire. 228 of St Clement’s 292 long-distance apprentices were bound to masters there, with 188 going to the cotton manufacturer John Birch in Cartmell. A further 55 St Clement’s apprentices were sent to Glasgow, 4 to North Wales, 3 to Yorkshire, and 1 to Northumberland.
 Of all these children, only two were not placed with cotton manufacturers: one went to a mariner in Newcastle, and another to a boot binder in Lancashire. This particular parish clearly had a developed relationship with several industrialists who took large numbers of indentured apprentices to work in the textile industries. The majority of these apprentices were boys: 63.4 per cent of those sent to Lancashire. 

Apprentices from St Luke Chelsea show a variant on the same pattern. There, 130 children were apprenticed at some distance from London, of whom 39 were sent to Lancashire, all to the same master to be trained in cotton spinning, and 45 to Nottinghamshire, all to the same worsted and cotton manufacturer. 24 children were bound to be miners in Bilston, Staffordshire, although several masters’ names were given. 20 of the Nottinghamshire apprentices were girls; all of those bound to Staffordshire and Lancashire were boys. It seems that at least some masters preferred to take parties of children of the same sex, perhaps to ease the practicalities of accommodation. The average age for these children was low, indicating that the reasons for seeking out child labour may have differed here. Children bound to manufacture far from London were, on average, 11.0 years old at apprenticeship, significantly below the 12.3 plus years for boys across the dataset (and even the 11.8 for boys in the 1800s and 1810s). The foundlings who were bound to manufactories were also younger on average than their full population. Those bound to Thomas Tatlock and Martin Browne, for example, had an average age of only 9.7 years. While younger children were probably little use as apprentices in skilled trades, they might have been of more value in a larger-scale workforce where the attainment of a certain level of all-round skill was less important. Thus, at least, runs the conventional view, although the hospital’s policy of paying a fee with Browne’s apprentices for ‘nurturance’ suggests that younger children were not put wholly to work.

Of the 36 employers within the whole parish dataset who took five or more apprentices, all but one was from the manufacturing sector; the exception being a chimney sweep. In some cases the numbers involved were large; however, we should not lose sight of the fact that the majority of parish apprentices were bound in London or its vicinity, and that most were not part of the sort of mass bindings discussed here. Altogether, 22.1 per cent of all apprentices bound into the manufacturing sector were placed well beyond London, but more than half stayed in the City of London or Middlesex. Furthermore, mass bindings were not necessarily a facet only of the cotton mills; 36 children were placed with one Thomas Flint, a trimming manufacturer in St Luke Old Street, and several women took in eight or nine female apprentices each for tambour working in Middlesex parishes. Clearly, an apprenticeship in manufacturing at this point in time meant more than one thing.

VI

The analysis reported here has shown that pauper apprenticeship in this early period of industrialisation was more complex and varied than it is usually supposed to be. While some Middlesex parishes such as St Clement Danes clearly did cultivate relationships with factory industrialists at the turn of the century, others remained tied to smaller-scale manufacture close to London. This should not really surprise us, since this type of manufacture continued to predominate in the English economy for some time after the end of the Old Poor Law.
 The factory and its relationship with child labour has loomed so large in the literature, however, that this trend has been largely overlooked.

It has also been shown that the Foundling Hospital apprenticed its children into quite different sectors of the economy than many of the parishes, with domestic service and agriculture figuring prominently. It was suggested that this was linked to information and support networks, and perhaps also to underlying ideas on the suitability of different types of work for children. The imperative to apprentice out large numbers of General Reception children also led to the prioritising of different employment sectors in the 1760s and 1770s, and the binding out of younger children. It is worth emphasising these points of difference between parish and charity, and how they intersect with social capital and ideology. The Foundling Hospital’s network of contacts, cultivated through its geographically extensive nursing presence and its gentry governors, probably helped it to penetrate a broad labour market. It has also been suggested that the high profile place of the hospital in the eighteenth-century canon of charities may have encouraged some masters to put themselves forward where they might have been reluctant to take parish children. It is even possible that the general absence of premiums reinforced the altruistic and charitable nature of an offer of training. It is certainly likely that it deterred the most impoverished of potential masters. Masters did not justify why they put themselves forward, however, and it would be unwise to read too much altruism into their decisions. Foundling apprentices, like poor children, offered cheap labour, and furthermore, came without potentially meddlesome parents (although the hospital took seriously the continued supervision of its apprentices). Nonetheless, the hospital may have been able to sidestep the competing market of parish apprenticeship through its separate origins and administration. Once poor law officials starting looking for apprenticeship placements outside their own boundaries, they were effectively encroaching on another official’s potential rate burden and market of masters, and this may have limited the options available to them.

It is perhaps for these reasons that some parishes turned to factory masters. A large parish like St Clement, after all, had a significant number of young people to put to work, and mass bindings were a convenient way of providing for many children in one go. As the survivorship of pauper infants had improved over the second half of the century, so the scale of the problem had increased. Other parishes, such as those in the City, may have found that they could place all their children within an existing and fairly local network. Certainly other cities seem to have used local placements for pauper apprentices: Honeyman has found that cities such as Manchester and Birmingham, which had relatively buoyant economic development, were able to absorb most of the need for their own pauper placements locally.
 The geographical and occupational range of apprenticeship bindings may thus have related strongly to existing networks of information and opportunity. 

The link between apprenticeship forms and pedagogy on child labour must remain somewhat speculative. The Foundling Hospital continued to state its aim to apprentice children into sea service, agriculture, and domestic service over the period, as they were employments which encouraged habits of industry, and were becoming to the status of charity children. They never explicitly stated whether they felt that these occupations should be preferred because they were also ongoing reliable sources of employment. Others have characterized apprenticeship to domestic service as simply a binding into drudgery, while live-in agricultural service seems to have been in decline in this period.
 Was the continued preference for these types of employment the result of paternalistic concern, or were they simply the most convenient options? The rationale behind apprenticeship from the parishes is even harder to access, partly for the simple reason that the vestry and workhouse minutes are so voluminous. Rose has found evidence for St Clement Danes that factory bindings were deliberately prioritised for children over the age of six in 1782, ‘as great savings might be made to the parish’, but that they were set aside in the 1790s due to concerns for the children’s health.
 Other parishes also seem to have made a conscious decision that it was not in the children’s interests to be bound far from London.
 Both parishes and the hospital advertised for masters for their children, and the qualities they stressed suggest their aims. While, as Rose has shown, some Middlesex parishes appealed directly to factory masters, the Foundling Hospital mentioned servants, mariners, husbandmen, and masters or captains of ships, or, in a statement which somewhat belies their preferences, ‘any other Person whatsoever’.
 Factory industrialists are not mentioned, however, although we have seen that they were used to a greater extent for the General Reception-era children.
Certainly it seems that Kirby was correct for this earlier period also when he stated that social commentators who focused on child factory labour in the mid-nineteenth century do not tell the whole story of children’s work. Traditional sectors of the economy such as small-scale manufacture, and domestic service rarely receive the attention that they deserve.
 Whether child labour was exploitative or not is a topic beyond the scope of this article, but we should be wary of assuming that because parish and charity officials did not necessarily send their children into factories, that those children were better off. George has highlighted how specialized, overstocked, and impoverished many of the trades which took pauper apprentices were in this period, that children may have learnt only one part of a manufacture, and been liable to turning off in slack periods.
 The level of skill they attained, and their prospects for ongoing work may have been on a par with factory apprentices.

It was also argued at the outset that pauper children continued to be formally bound into training in this period of waning apprenticeship because of the need to establish settlement entitlements. The sex ratio of the apprentices certainly shows that girls participated fully in the practice, implying that formal bindings continued to be seen as important for this social class. This questions Snell’s argument that girls were squeezed out of the employment market around the turn of the century, in this sector at least, and adds to our appreciation of the employment patterns of plebeian women.
 We know little about the proportion of children who were apprenticed rather than placed straight into paid work, however, and whether either course was seen as preferable for the young person. The records of St Luke Chelsea’s workhouse do give examples of young people being placed directly into service, although the majority can be linked to the apprenticeship registers. Louisa Collier, for example, was admitted to the workhouse in July 1812 at the age of 13, and was placed directly into service (she subsequently returned and then ran away). She was above the average age for apprenticeship, but another 13-year-old, Eliza Clarke, who entered the workhouse in September 1812, had a subsequent placement, although not her first, entered in the apprenticeship register. We may speculate that older children were more likely to be placed directly into paid service, perhaps at their own request, but it is worth noting that formal apprenticeship did not always take place.

Clearly, apprenticeship continued to play a significant role for pauper children, however, even in this era of more general atrophy. The Old Poor Law demanded that children, like other potential paupers, belong somewhere, and parish officials may have used apprenticeship as a means either to safeguard settlements, or get rid of potential future burdens. The comparison with the London Foundling Hospital has been particularly beneficial in highlighting different practices, networks, and aspirations among pauper children and their guardians. Above all, it is now clear that factory labour was closely related to the aims, circumstances, and networks of individual parishes, and that the majority of London pauper children were placed into employments within an old-style, traditional economy. 

TABLES

Table 1: Parishes and charities included in pauper apprentice database, 1751-1833

	Parish/Charity
	N

	Parishes
	

	Middlesex
	

	St Clement Danes
	630

	St Margaret and St John Westminster
	488

	St Leonard Shoreditch
	324

	St Luke Chelsea
	311

	St Sepulchre Holborn (Mddx division)
	94

	City
	

	St Andrew Holborn
	150

	St Botolph Aldersgate
	144

	St Botolph Aldgate
	300

	St Dunstan in the West
	112

	St Giles Cripplegate
	622

	St Sepulchre Holborn (City division)
	110

	Total parish
	3,285

	
	

	Charity 
	

	London Foundling Hospital
	5,901


Sources: Parish Registers of Apprentices: London Metropolitan Archive (hereafter LMA) St Leonard Shoreditch (Vol 1), P91/LEN/1332, St Luke Chelsea, P74/LUK/116; Westminster Archive Centre (hereafter WAC) St Clement Danes, B1266, B1267, and B1268, St Margaret Westminster and St John Westminster, E2566; Guildhall Library (hereafter GL), St Andrew Holborn, Ms9602, St Botolph without Aldersgate (Vol 1), Ms1471, St Botolph Aldgate, Ms2658, St Giles Cripplegate (Vols 1-2) Ms6096, St Sepulchre Holborn, Middlesex division, Ms9107, St Sepulchre Holborn, City division, Ms3139/9, St Dunstan in the West, Ms3003. London Foundling Hospital Apprenticeship Registers LMA, A/FH/A12/3-1 and 2.

Table 2: Average ages at apprenticeship among parish children, by decade and by location, 1760s to 1830s

	
	Total
	Boys
	Girls
	All Mddx
	All City

	1760s
	12.7
	12.4
	13.0
	13.0
	12.5

	1770s
	12.3
	12.0
	12.5
	12.3
	12.2

	1780s
	12.7
	12.4
	12.9
	12.5
	13.1

	1790s
	11.9
	11.9
	11.9
	11.4
	12.5

	1800s
	11.9
	11.8
	12.0
	11.5
	12.3

	1810s
	12.1
	11.8
	12.3
	11.9
	12.4

	1820s
	12.5
	11.7
	13.1
	12.3
	12.8

	1830s
	13.2
	12.5
	13.6
	13.1
	13.4

	N
	3,166
	1,815
	1,348
	1,755
	1,411


Source: Apprentice database

Table 3: Occupational classification of pauper apprenticeship, 1751-1833

	
	Parish apprentices
	Foundling apprentices

	Occupational category
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Agriculture
	100
	3.0
	747
	12.7

	Building
	77
	2.3
	56
	0.9

	Dealing
	149
	4.5
	136
	2.3

	Domestic service
	149
	4.5
	2,786
	47.2

	Industrial Service
	5
	0.2
	0
	0.0

	Manufacture
	2,508
	76.3
	1,743
	29.5

	Mining
	34
	1.0
	5
	0.1

	Mixed categories
	43
	2.3
	93
	1.6

	No information
	46
	1.4
	187
	3.2

	Personal and Professional
	69
	2.1
	127
	2.2

	Rentier*
	23
	0.7
	0
	0.0

	Transport
	50
	1.5
	19
	0.3

	Unknown
	1
	0.03
	2
	0.03

	Total
	3.285
	
	5,901
	


* The term ‘rentier’ refers to the master in cases where no indication was given of the work the apprentice was to do (for example, ‘gentleman’)

Source: Apprenticeship database

Table 4: Occupational classification of pauper apprentices, by sex, 1751-1833

	
	Parish apprentices
	Foundling apprentices

	Occupational category
	N boys
	N girls
	% boys
	% girls
	N boys
	N girls
	% 

boys
	% 

girls

	Manufacture
	1,442
	1,063
	75.9
	76.8
	1,370
	372
	45.4
	12.9

	Dealing
	49
	100
	2.6
	7.2
	129
	7
	4.3
	0.2

	Domestic service
	74
	75
	3.9
	5.4
	444
	2,342
	14.7
	81.3

	Agriculture
	94
	6
	4.9
	0.4
	698
	49
	23.1
	1.7

	Building
	44
	33
	2.3
	2.4
	56
	0
	1.9
	0

	Personal and Professional
	55
	14
	2.9
	1.0
	126
	1
	4.2
	0.03

	Transport
	39
	11
	2.1
	0.8
	19
	0
	0.6
	0

	No information
	8
	37
	0.4
	2.7
	106
	81
	3.5
	2.8

	Mixed categories
	46
	33
	2.4
	2.4
	64
	61
	2.1
	2.1

	Mining
	34
	0
	1.8
	0.0
	5
	0
	0.2
	0.0

	Rentier*
	10
	13
	0.5
	0.9
	0
	0
	0.0
	0.0

	Industrial Service
	5
	0
	0.3
	0.0
	0
	0
	0.0
	0.0

	Unknown
	1
	0
	0.1
	0.0
	2
	0
	0.1
	0.0

	Total
	1,901
	1,385
	
	
	3,019
	2,881
	
	


Source: apprentice database

Table 5: Breakdown of employment sector by period, London Foundling Hospital, 1751-1816 (percentage of total apprenticeships)

	Period of entry
	Pre-General Reception
	General Reception
	Post-General Reception
	Total N

	Domestic service
	32.2
	45.5
	60.3
	2786

	Manufacture
	24.1
	31.8
	22.8
	1743

	Agriculture
	11.0
	15.8
	0.9
	747

	Dealing
	3.1
	1.9
	3.6
	136

	Other
	29.5
	5.0
	12.4
	489

	Total N
	456
	5360
	1085
	5901


Source: apprentice database

FIGURES

Figure 1: Parish and charity apprenticeship database, 1751-1833: periods of coverage
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Key: LFH: London Foundling Hospital; SSHc: St Sepulchre Holborn (City); SGC: St Giles Cripplegate; SDW: St Dunstan in the West; SBA: St Botolph Aldgate; SBAg: St Botolph Aldersgate; SAH: St Andrew Holborn; SSHm: St Sepulchre Holborn (Middlesex); SLC: St Luke Chelsea; SLS: St Leonard Shoreditch; SMJ: St Margaret and St John; SCD: St Clement Danes

Source: apprentice database

Figure 2: Breakdown of occupational classification of pauper apprentices over time, 1760s to 1830s: parish children
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Source: apprentice database

Figure 3: Breakdown of occupational classification of pauper apprentices over time, 1750s to 1810s: foundling children
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� Snell, Annals, pp. 323-332; Lane, Apprenticeship, p. 13. Pamela Sharpe finds a very young average age of ten for Colyton pauper apprentices (‘Poor children’, pp. 255-6). 


� Report from the committee on parish apprentices, P.P. 1814-15, v. Other Parliamentary reports on child labour also highlighted that children working in factories tended not to be under the age of ten, although parents often wanted to set them to work younger. For example, see Report of the minutes of evidence taken before the select committee on the state of the children employed in the manufactories of the United Kingdom, P.P. 1816, iii.  See also Nardinelli, ‘Child labor and the factory acts’, p. 42. Children put to work by their parents may not have been subject to the same lines of supply and demand as pauper apprentices, however.


� Lane, Apprenticeship, p. 14.
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� Armstrong, ‘The use of information about occupation’. The categories are those in his industrial classification scheme (pp. 191-310), modified in accordance with Harvey et al, The Westminster historical database.  


� Amy Erickson, ‘Identifying women’s occupations in eighteenth-century London’, reproduced at � HYPERLINK "http://www-hpss.geog.cam.ac.uk/research/projects/occupations/abstracts/paper13.pdf" ��http://www-hpss.geog.cam.ac.uk/research/projects/occupations/abstracts/paper13.pdf�, ‘Papers, reports and dissertations’ produced by the ESRC project,’ The occupational structure of Britain 1379-1911’ (grantholders Tony Wrigley and Leigh Shaw-Taylor, ESRC refs RES-000-23-1579 and RES 000-23-0131).


� Harvey, Green and Corfield, The Westminster historical database, p. 72.


� For example, John Black has found that while manufacture was the largest single occupational category among the putative fathers of illegitimate children in both St Leonards Shoreditch and St Clement Danes (mainly clothmaking, shoemaking and tailoring), they constituted only 31 to 45 per cent of all men named in bastardy examinations in those parishes. Furthermore, the size of the manufacturing sector may have been declining towards the end of the eighteenth century. Black, ‘Who were the putative fathers’, pp. 53-9.


� Schwarz, London in the age of industrialisation, p. 13. 


� Schwarz, London in the age of industrialisation, pp. 4, 31-2; George London life, p. 164; Harvey et al, ‘Continuity, change and specialization’. These authors suggest that further specialization was a means of promoting economic development. Beier, (‘Engine of manufacture’) also argues for a greater prominence of small-scale production in early modern London than had often been thought.


� Lane (Apprenticeship, pp. 27, 164) notes that children placed in domestic service and agriculture were often bound at young ages. This might explain the lower average ages of foundling apprentices compared to parish children. Simonton (‘Apprenticeship’, pp. 40-1) also notes that husbandry and domestic service were much more common among poor apprentices that private ones. Private children working in these sectors probably did not go via a formal indenture but were simply placed in work. 


� Kirby Child labour, pp. 58-60; Cunningham, ‘The employment and unemployment’.


� The Foundling Hospital erected several branches in the 1750 and 60s, to house and train children returned from wetnurses. These branches were at Ackworth (Yorkshire), Westerham (Kent), Shrewsbury (Shropshire), Aylesbury (Buckinghamshire), Barnet (Hertfordshire) and  Chester (Cheshire)


� Apprentices bound to sea appear in either the transport or personal and professional groups, depending on whether they were placed in the merchant service or the navy.


� Campbell, The London tradesman, for example p. 188 on apprenticeships to grocers.


� Earle, A city full of people, p. 82. Kirby (‘A brief statistical sketch’, p. 223) found that almost 59 per cent of girls aged 10-14 who were recorded with an occupation in the 1851 census were employed in domestic service. 


� Gillis, ‘Servants’; Outhwaite, ‘“Objects of charity”’.


� Lees, The Solidarities of strangers, pp. 94-100.


� Schwarz, London in the age of industrialization, p. 22; Lane, Apprenticeship, p. 169.


� Schwarz, London in the age of industrialization, pp. 20-1. This revises Snell’s argument (Annals, pp. 278, 287-90) that the labour of parish apprentices was highly gender specific, although Schwarz’s evidence shows that this may have been more true of earlier decades. Snell seems to ignore apprenticeships in service and collective industries, however, which were the most popular categories here.


� Harvey et al, ‘Continuity, change and specialization’, p. 473. They find that the largest economic sector among male voters in Westminster elections involved making and selling consumer goods (pp. 478-9). This sector constituted 31.5 per cent of male voters in 1784, which was significantly higher than the proportion of parish apprentices bound into dealing (478). Rogers (Whigs and cities, p. 181) also notes the distinctive features of Westminster’s consumer economy.


� George, London life, pp. 73-5.


� Guild and Company apprentices had to be 14 or older, which precluded most of the pauper apprentices considered here (George, London life, p. 223).


� The Report from the committee, PP 1814-15, v, shows that three quarters of apprentices sent beyond London went to masters connected with cotton manufacture. Large numbers also went into silk, flax and worsted manufacture. 


� Clapham, An economic history, pp. 166-72.


� George, London life, p. 230. Some other foundling apprentices went into trades like toy-making and japanning, which Lane notes commanded higher premiums in the private apprenticeship market (English apprenticeship, pp. 24-5).


� George, London life, pp. 175-8.


� LMA, London Foundling Hospital General Committee minutes, 11 September 1765, A/FH/K02/001-018. Hudson (The industrial revolution, p. 119) notes that many Yorkshire textile mills were relatively small scale, the average number of workers being only 45 in woollen mills and 76 in worsted. Pauper apprentices bound in this area were not necessarily being sent to very large plants.


� The Lowthers were unusual in focusing on the benefits of working in industry for their poor tenants. Their schemes were not ultimately economically successful, but the paternalistic ethos may have encouraged the family’s association with the Foundling Hospital. See Beckett, ‘The eighteenth-century origins’. Another large-scale employer was Samuel Oldknow, a cotton manufacturer in Stockport, but he took the majority of his foundling apprentices on reassignments from other masters, and is therefore not included in the current data which examines only first bindings. George cites the hospital’s secretary to the Parliamentary enquiry in 1816, suggesting that Oldknow’s (mis-cited as ‘Oldbarrow’) manufactory was used to discipline wayward foundlings (London life, p. 252).  Certainly the General Committee noted in September 1802 that Oldknow should be contacted to ask if he would take a foundling girl who was misbehaving (General Committee minutes, 22 September 1802).
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� Horrell and Humphries, ‘Child labour and British industrialization’, p. 98.
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� GL, St Botolph Aldgate, Lists of poor sent ‘to farm’, 1800-19, Ms2677. Murphy, ‘The metropolitan pauper farms’, pp. 1-18, shows that Bethnal Green and Mile End were prominent among locations for pauper farms of City poor.
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