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Abstract

Reactions and responses to the Great Fire: London and England in the later seventeenth

century

The Great Fire is an iconic moment in the history of London. It took place in the context
of the Restoration, and had major value for any political group that wished to use it.
London was the political, social, cultural and economic centre of England, so the Fire had

the potential to seriously disrupt the nation.

This thesis has shown that the Fire was a disaster for the Londoners it directly aftected.
However, it was not a disaster in the long-term. This thesis, using Hearth Tax
assessments and records of the Merchant Taylors’ Company and London’s booksellers,
has shown the essentially stable nature of London’s demography, society and economy.
The Fire only devastated the City - an area that was declining in its importance in the
overall structure of the metropolis. The Fire had the effect of speeding population growth

outside of the Walls, but this was an ongoing trend in 1666.

This thesis has examined the nationwide response to the Fire, with charitable
contributions for London coming from across England, for both ‘distressed’ Londoners
and the rebuilding of St Paul’s Cathedral. Urban areas and the South-East tended to be

the most generous. The distribution of the donations to Londoners after the Fire was
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along existing charitable lines — concentrating mostly on widows and other "deserving’

poor.

The long-term impact of the Fire lay in its polemic value. Interpretation of the Fire was
highly contested, appearing in all forms of media, and used across the political spectrum
— from nonconformists to Anglican Royalists. At key ‘moments’, the memory of the Fire
was used - 1n particular during the Exclusion Crisis. The example of the Fire was utilised
by all religious groups, especially to remind of the consequences of divine wrath. This
thesis has shown that ultimately, London was resilient to the damage caused by the Great

Fire.
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Introduction

The Great Fire of 1666 is an iconic moment in both the history of London and in the
popular history of England. London’s destruction by flame, and resurrection through the
Industry of her citizens 1s an enduring symbol, retaining its vitality during the twentieth
century as a result of the experience of the city during and after the Blitz (1940-4), when
the phrase ‘The Second Great Fire’ was frequently used in the contemporary media. The
comparison sought to show that destruction and recovery was something London had

gone through before, and could do again. The Fire is a ‘transcendent event’ in London

history, retaining its relevance to the present day.'

The Great Fire of 1666 was the greatest catastrophic shock to befall the early modern
metropolis. Its impact on London has been extensively studied and documented to an
extent — however, its impact on Londoners has been overlooked. This thesis will include
the first large-scale quantitative analysis of the resettlement and reconstruction of London
after the Fire, utilising an innovative analysis of large bodies of data. For the first time, 1t
will be possible to examine the Great Fire against long-term patterns of change in
metropolitan topographic structures. The social, economic and cultural impact of the Fire
will be examined in terms of how individuals reacted and responded to it. Using a
mixture of qualitative and quantitative sources allows the study of this response to be as
comprehensive as the sources allow, and also puts the response to the Fire in the context

of existing trends in early modern England. This thesis will also examine the broader

''M. J. Gaskin, Blit=: the story of 29th December 1940 (London: Faber & Faber, 2005), p. 316; D. Keene,
‘Fire in London: destruction and reconstruction’, in Destruction and reconstruction of towns, volume |[:
destruction by earthquakes, fire and water, ed. M. Kémer (Bern: Paul Haupt, 1999). p. 189.



eftects of the Fire in the rest of the country, and how England perceived the disaster that
befell London. In this thesis the comparative aspects of the Great Fire will be explored,

as far as possible drawing out themes and experiences that London in 1666 had in

common with other major urban fires.

The Great Fire started on 2 September 1666 in a baker’s shop on Pudding Lane. Over
four days 1t spread across the City, driven by an eastern wind and London’s dry,
flammable, closely-packed buildings. By its end, the Fire had devastated most of the
traditional core of the metropolis, as well as a large area to the west of the City.
However, for the most part, London’s suburban areas were spared. Once the flames had
died down, tens of thousands were left homeless, scattered about open spaces around
London with the few possessions they had been able to save. 13,200 houses had been

destroyed, as well as 44 livery company halls, 87 parish churches and St Paul’s

Cathedral.’

The Fire took place at an important moment in London’s development. The city was
becoming a major international economic centre. In addition to its increasing global
importance, London was the political, economic and social centre of England.” London
was also essential to the English demographic system — it attracted migrants from across

the nation, and its high mortality levels checked potentially damaging excess population

2 T. F. Reddaway. The rebuilding of London after the Great Fire (London: Jonathan Cape, 1940), p. 26.
> A. L. Beier and R. A. P. Finlay. "Introduction: the significance of the metropolis’, in London 1500-1700.

pp. 1-33.




growth in the country as a whole.® A large destructive blaze had the potential to disrupt
metropolitan economic and demographic systems — and in turn, those of the rest of
England. The Fire also took place in the context of the Restoration of the Stuarts, just as
the lustre of the restored monarchy was beginning to dim. The Fire had major polemic

value for any group that wished to use it - a disaster of this magnitude was a potentially

powerful political tool.

The Fire’s importance is reflected in the length, if not the breadth, of writing on this topic
In the past century. For the most part, modern texts on the Fire concentrate on general
narratives of the event and accounts of the rebuilding. Most of these accounts view the
Fire and subsequent events almost wholly through a metropolitan prism, and devote very
little to the impact of the Fire in England outside London. The doyen of modern
historians of the Fire 1s undoubtedly Walter Bell, who produced the authoritative modern
narrative account of the Fire in 1920.° He announced in the preface: ‘here i1s a substantial
contribution to the history of London. For two and a half centuries the Great Fire of
[London has awaited a historian.’® Such hyperbole was justified. Bell wove together a
succinct narrative account of the Fire using a wide range of manuscript and printed
sources; including diaries, sermons, news-sheets and poems.” He also dealt with the

rebuilding effort, and some aspects of contemporary reaction to the Fire.®

' J. Landers, Death and the metropolis: studies in the demographic history of London 1670-1830
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993). p. 43.

> W. G. Bell, The Great Fire of London (London: John Lane, 1920).
° Ibid., p. v.

"Ibid.. c. 2-9.

8 Including a short account of charitable reactions. Ibid., pp. 218-22.



Later narratives of the Fire all proclaimed their historical debt to Bell, but very few
matched the utility of his work for the historian. Gustav Milne’s account of the Fire is
succinct and fairly comprehensive, and included a summary of archaeological research on
the Fire.” Stephen Porter’s 1996 work on the Fire is also useful, especially as its
exposition of the aftermath of the Fire extends to the 1670s and 1680s, examining its

° There are numerous

long-term effects on insurance, topography and popular politics.'
other accounts of the Fire, many of which were produced to mark the Fire’s tercentenary,
or which combined an account of the Fire with the other metropolitan disaster of the
1660s - the Plague of 1665."" Most of these accounts are fairly similar; all include the

same anecdotes and make use of the same sources. Considering this body of work, there

1s no need for another narrative account of the Fire, and arguably there has not been since

1920.

The rebuilding of London after the Fire has received a great deal of attention in the
secondary sources, which is unsurprising given its importance and the wide range and
number of sources available for its study. T. F. Reddaway provided the most useful
account of the rebuilding.'>? Reddaway produced an account of the various plans for the
new city, the legislation, administration, fabric, financing and progress of the Rebuilding.

He appreciated the complexity of the various jurisdictions and strata of property

> G. Milne, The Great Fire of London (New Barnet: Historical Publications, 1986). pp. 105-135.

'9°S. Porter, The Great Fire of London (Stroud: Sutton, 1996). pp. 152-80.
"'Including: J. E. N. Hearsey, London and the Great Fire (London: John Murray. 1965); S. Ross, The

Plague and the Fire of London (London: Faber & Faber. 1965), c. 11-15; J. Bedtord, London’s Burning
(London: Abelard-Schuman, 1966): L. W. Cowie, Plague and Fire: London 1665-6 (London: Wayland

Publications, 1970), c. 6-9; N. Hanson, The Dreadful Judgement. the true story of the Great Fire of London
(London and New York: Doubleday, 2001); A. Tinniswood, By permission of Heaven: the story of the
Great Fire of London (London: Jonathan Cape, 2003).

'2 Reddaway. Rebuilding of London.



ownership, and the legal difficulties in the reconstruction of the devastated areas of the
metropolis. He also took a long-term view of the new London, and realised the
limitations of the rebuilding - London was ‘restored, rather than replanned’."
Tantalisingly, he briefly mentioned that the poor were ‘crowded out’ of the rebuilt City,
but does not provide any quantitative evidence for this statement.’ Similarly, Vanessa
Harding’s article on the changing shape of seventeenth-century London persuasively
argued that although the Fire may have created a more open and clear City, this would
have simultaneously forced many poorer Londoners into already overcrowded suburbs,
furthering the contrast between disorderly periphery and orderly centre.'* Further
examination of Harding’s argument that the Fire marked an important sea change in
London’s topographical structure will be made utilising quantitative analysis of change in

London’s residential structure after the Fire, which thus far has remained relatively

unexplored in the secondary literature.

The most visible aspect of London’s new landscape was the rebuilt St Paul’s Cathedral.
Jane Lang’s account of the construction of the new cathedral detailed the process of
design and construction. This authoritative work gave an indication of the practical

difficulties of the project, and detailed the often overlooked experiences of the craftsmen

16

involved in the construction.’® A shorter account of the building of the new cathedral 1s

" Ibid., c. 10, p. 284.

“ Ibid., p. 300.
'* V. Harding, "City, capital, and metropolis: the changing shape of seventeenth-century London’, in

Imagining early modern London, p. 128.
. Lang, Rebuilding St. Paul's after the Great Fire of London (London: Oxford University Press, 1956).



included in the collection marking the 1400™ anniversary of St Paul’s."” although it lacks

the depth of Lang’s earlier work.

The secondary literature on the popular reaction to the Fire is far more nebulous than the
writing on the rebuilding. The changes in London’s residential patterns and social
construction after the Fire were significant, particularly given the strong metropolitan
trend towards continuity in its social structures in the early modern period.'”® One of the
most ambitious efforts to examine change after the Fire was Cynthia Wall’s work on the
social topography of Restoration London. Wall argued that after the Fire Londoners
reconstructed their city not only physically and structurally, but also conceptually,
reinvesting their city ‘with meaning and significance’.’” Narratives, sermons and poems
attempted to find some kind of explanation for the disaster, and played an important role
In giving meaning to London’s rebuilt streets and structures. Wall’s argument sees the
literary remapping as part of the literal remapping, and just as vital in creating a new
London.?*® Wall relied wholly on qualitative literary sources, and did not quantity how

the social spaces of London changed.

There is a significant body of work on the cultural response to the Fire in addition to
Wall’s work. A collection of verses edited by R. A. Aubin included numerous poems on

the Fire and the rebuilding effort. He provided editorial detail about the poet and the

'"J. W. P. Campbell and R. Bowles, ‘The construction of a new cathedral’, in St Paul’s: the cathedral
church of London 604-2004, ed. D. Keene, A. Burns and A. Saint (New Haven and London: Yale

University Press. 2004), pp. 207-19.
'® J. F. Merritt, ‘Introduction. Perceptions and portrayals of London 1598-1720°, in /magining early

modern London, p. 6.
'""C. Wall. The literary and cultural spaces of Restoration London (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 1998). p. 1x.
 1bid., p. 76. c. 1-4.



language used in each verse.? Frances Dolan examined the ‘contest’ in the cultural
perception of the Fire in the long run from the perspective of anti-popery, and also
examined how the Fire was depicted and displayed in the most visible symbol of the
event In London’s built environment — the Monument.” Joseph Monteyne placed the
Fire in the context of how it was represented in the visual arts. Oils of the burning city
tended to portray the Fire as a night-time phenomenon — they resonated because the night
was linked to threats from unknown external powers. These depictions of the Fire
formed part of a long-term artistic trend since the sixteenth century - the genre of paysage
en flames, characterised by a high degree of realism and luminous atmospheric eftects.
The Fire created anxiety about the place of the City in relation to the suburbs. Many
prints produced of the post-Fire metropolis showed a void at the centre. They display the
disruptive passage between two different types of space: void and full; chaotic and stable.
Ultimately, the portrayal of the Fire marked a transition and transtformation in how
London was viewed. After the Fire, the city was more easily conceptualised as a

scientific diagram, smooth and ordered.”

In this thesis, comparative approaches to the Great Fire of London will be used wherever
possible. It represents a conscious attempt to broaden our perspective on the Fire.
Comparisons between London in 1666 and other major urban fires allow common areas
and themes to be explored, and an examination of what — 1f anything — was unique about

the Great Fire. Drawing comparisons allows the historian to ‘escape from the complexity

*! London in flames.
2 E. E. Dolan, ‘Ashes and “the archive™ the London fire of 1666, partisanship, and proof*, Journal of

Medieval and Early Modern Studies. 31 (2001). 379-408.
5], Monteyne. The printed image in early modern London: urban space, visual representation, and social

exchange (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007). c. 3.



and diversity of local detail’, and enables a more balanced, less parochial, view of the
problem at hand.”* The 1666 Fire could be compared to other ‘Great Fires’ in London’s

history. Derek Keene made the point that fires have occurred throughout the history of

LLondon, and that the 1666 fire was, in relative terms, not the worst of the fires to afflict
the city.” However, although other fires may have destroyed higher proportions of the
city, none would match the absolute scale of destruction of 1666 until the Blitz. Of all

the fires in London’s history, the 1666 blaze has attracted the most scholarly interest and

had the most significant long-term impact.

All early modern English towns were vulnerable to fire for the same reasons London was:
highly flammable building materials, close-packed housing, domestic and trade use of
hearths and limited fire-fighting technology.” There are numerous studies of the
experience of individual towns. Most concentrate on narratives of a particular fire, its
immediate effects and the rebuilding effort.”” However, none of these fires was anywhere

near the scale of the London Fire,*® so any comparison would be limited. A more useful

* P, O’Brien, ‘Reflections and meditations of Antwerp, Amsterdam and London in their golden ages’, in
Urban achievement in early modern Europe: Golden Ages in Antwerp, Amsterdam and London, ed. P.
O’Brien, D. Keene, M. "t Hart and H. van der Wee (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), pp. 8-
9.

2 Keene, ‘Fire in London’, in Destruction and reconstruction, ed. Kémer, pp. 189, 193-4; A. Milford,
London in flames: the capital’s history through its fires (West Wickham: Comerford & Miller, 1998) is a
useful narrative overview of London fires from Boudiccea to the Blitz.

® p, Borsay, ‘Fire and the early modern townscape’, in The English urban landscape. ed. P. Waller
(Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp. 110-11.

*"Including: C. J. Kitching, ‘Fire disasters and fire relief in sixteenth-century England: the Nantwich fire of
1583". Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research, 54 (1981), 171-87; S. Porter, "The Great Fire of
Gravesend, 1727, Southern History, 12 (1990). 19-33; D. Underdown, Fire from Heaven: the life of an
English town in the seventeenth century (London: Harper Collins, 1992); S. Porter, “The Oxtord Fire of
1644°. Oxoniensia, 49 (1984). 289-300; P. Borsay. A county town In transition: the Great Fire of
Warwick, 1694°. in Provincial towns in early modern England and Ireland: change, convergence and
divergence (Oxford: Oxford University Press for the British Academy. 2002). pp. 151-70.

28 12 L. Jones. S. Porter and M. Turner, 1 gazetteer of English urban fire disasters. 1500-1900 (Norwich:
Geo Books for the Historical Geography Research Group of the Institute of British Geographers, 1984) is



comparison is between the 1666 Fire and other ‘Great Fires’ which devastated major

early modern cities - the best seventeenth-century examples are the Great Fires of Edo

(1657) and Istanbul (1660). The Edo Fire ruined three-quarters of the city, and killed
about one-seventh of its population of 600,000.* The Istanbul Fire destroyed two-thirds
of the city, razing 280,000 houses and killing as many as 40,000.”° Later, the Great Fire
of Copenhagen in 1728 was proportionally as devastating as the 1666 London Fire,
destroying 80 per cent of the medieval city.’ New York suffered from two ‘Great Fires’
In 1ts development in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The first occurred on 21
September 1776, and destroyed one quarter of the city’s households. The second ‘Great
Fire of New York’ happened on 16-17 December 1835, destroying up to $26 million in
property, and devastating a 13 acre area.”® The Chicago Fire of 1871 destroyed four
square miles of the city. It also provoked a great mass of commemorative literature,

some of which included accounts of the 1666 London Fire.*

This thesis intends to examine how a community responded to disaster, integrating

qualitative and quantitative sources to examine both empirically and theoretically how

LLondon and the nation reacted to the Fire. In chapters 1 and 2, for the first time, a large

highly useful, containing details of the severity of the various fires in English provincial towns between
1500 and 1900.

*” K. Ugawa, ‘The Great Fire of Edo (Tokyo) in 1657°, in Destruction and reconstruction of towns, volume
1: Destruction by earthquakes, fire and water, ed. M. Korner (Bern: Paul Haupt, 1999), pp. 213-38.

' M. D. Baer, ‘The Great Fire of 1660 and the Islamization of Christian and Jewish space in Istanbul’,
International Journal of Middle East Studies, 36 (2004), 159-75.

' H. Gamrath, ‘The Great Fire of Copenhagen in 1728’, in Destruction and reconstruction of towns,
volume 1: Destruction by earthquakes, fire and water. ed. M. Komer (Bern: Paul Haupt, 1999), pp. 293-

302
> E. G. Burrows and M. Wallace, Gotham: a history of New York City to 1898 (New York & Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 241-2. 596-8.
P C. M. Rosen. The limits of power: great fires and the process of city growth in America (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. 1986), c. 2-3; C. Smith, Urban disorder and the shape of belief: the Great

Chicago Fire, the Haymarket Bomb, and the model town of Pullman (Chicago and London: University of
Chicago Press, 1995). c. 2.




number of individual physical movements after the Fire will be analysed. These will be
based on nominal linkage of large systematic sources from before and after the Fire.
Nominal linkage in the metropolitan context, which had a wide sample of names, will
make the exercise less problematic. There will be limits to this technique. For nominal
linkage to be worthwhile, the initial sample populations must be sufficiently large to
allow for the high rate of ‘attrition’ as a result of repeated names or insufficient
information provided in the records. Conversely, the technique is useful if the sample
population 1s drawn from a smaller group where other information is provided — for

example, occupation or trading sign.

Chapter 1 will examine the response in terms of household movement and residential
structure. It will use the Hearth Tax assessment records and nominal linkage techniques
to determine what the topographic effects of the Fire were, and how it affected individual
Londoners. The degree of continuity in London’s social landscape will also be
examined, and to what extent the Fire affected longer term shifts in the topographic
structure of the metropolis. It will also include a case study of two London
neighbourhoods to show how their inhabitants responded to the Fire, and what
differences there were between these two neighbourhoods. Chapter 2 will examine the
economic response to the Fire in terms of the reactions of two trade groups: London’s
booksellers and the Merchant Taylors’ Livery Company. This will show how these two
distinct groups reacted to the economic disruption caused by the Fire, and where they

resettled in the post-disaster metropolis. It will also examine the effect of occupation,

age, gender and locality on the recovery after the Fire.
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Chapter 3 will examine the Fire in terms of its national impact; utilising records of two
major charitable collections undertaken for the recovery of London after the Fire: a 1666
brief for Londoners ‘distressed’ by the Fire and a 1678 brief to raise funds for the
rebuilding of St Paul’s Cathedral. This will show what the determinants of generosity
towards the metropolis were, and which areas and social groups were most likely to
donate money to London. Chapter 4 will study how the money raised by the 1666 brief
was distributed across London by the city’s central authorities. It will show the
charitable priorities of the metropolitan government and which social groups were most
likely to receive money from the charitable fund. It will also examine what other means

were used in London to support those who suffered as a result of the Fire.

‘Fire’ provokes strongly-loaded emotional and physical reactions. The French
philosopher Gaston Bachelard argues that man’s view of fire i1s charged with fallacies
from the past, causing people to see it as a sign of sin and evil but also a purifying force.

* David Cressy views bonfires in particular as an

Fire 1s 1identified with radical change.’
important part of early modern celebration in England. Fires were particularly important
in the anti-Catholic ‘pageant season’ of early November, which began with bonfires, bells
and sermons on the 5 November, and ended with Pope-burnings on the 17 November.>
Nigel Smith argues that fire was viewed as an apocalyptic event, a precursor of internal

division or foreign invasion.’® Providential beliefs helped to shape popular reactions to

fire. Alexandra Walsham’s work on providence in early modern England shows that it

¥ G. Bachelard, The psychoanalysis of fire (Boston, Mass.: Beacon, 1968), esp. c. 1-2, 4, 7.
3 D. Cressy, Bonfires and bells: national memory and the Protestant calendar in Elizabethan and Stuart

England (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson. 1989). pp. 80-7, 180.
 N. Smith. **Making fire™: conflagration and religious controversy in seventeenth-century London’, in

Imagining early modern London. pp. 273-93.
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was believed that fires were a means for God to chastise ungodly communities.*’

Chapters 5 and 6 will examine the Great Fire in these contexts, using qualitative data to
assess the reaction to the Fire in London and England. Chapter 5 will examine the Fire in
the context of the reaction of printed media such as poems, histories and broadsides. It
will also show how the perception of the Fire changed over time, and to what polemical
ends 1ts memory was used, in particular at the time of the Exclusion Crisis. The chapter
will also review various diary, letter and memoir sources to investigate the popular
reaction to the Fire. Chapter 6 will examine the religious impact of the Fire. Fires were
important providential events, and were frequently mentioned in sermons. The chapter
will use a large sample of sermons about fire from before and after 1666 to show how
religious figures explained disasters such as fires to their congregations. The chapter will

also show how England’s nonconformists viewed the Fire.

This thesis aims to place the Great Fire of London in several new and unexplored
contexts. The comparatively neglected economic reaction to the Fire and the patterns of
movement of individuals burnt out by the Fire will be empirically examined. This
thesis will show that the Great Fire did not occur in isolation. Rather, 1t took place
against the background of a period of significant social, economic, political and cultural
change in London and England. It is the intention of this thesis to place the Great Fire at

the centre of these changes, and show the immediate and long-term ettects of the Fire in a

multi-dimensional perspective.

T A. Walsham, Providence in early modern England (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999). pp. 122-3.
137-8.
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Chapter 1: Household movement and residential structure after the Great Fire

The Great Fire destroyed approximately 13,200 houses in London.'

This chapter aims to
examine how this restructuring occurred after the Fire, and the extent to which the
disaster changed individual housing choices. This will be accomplished by examining
the residential movement of individual Londoners, both in fired and non-fired areas, after
the Fire. In doing so, this will illuminate patterns of early modern metropolitan
neighbourhood migration. The study will be conducted empirically, on a London-wide
scale. As far as possible, it will be socially comprehensive, and encompass the
experience of a wide range of Londoners from across the socio-economic spectrum. This

chapter will show how London reacted to the disruption caused by the Fire in terms of the

residential changes associated with it.

Mobility was a key feature of the population structure of seventeenth-century London.
Most Londoners, in particular those lower down the social scale,” moved several times
over their life. Some of these moves would have been as a result of litecycle events; tor
example, the start of an apprenticeship or marriage. However, many would have been a
decision based on economic considerations - the desire for larger trading premises
perhaps. Jeremy Boulton’s study of seventeenth-century Southwark shows that 20 per
cent of householders moved within a one year sample, and only 24 per cent stayed in the

same house for ten years.” There does, however, seem to have been a tendency to move

"'T. F. Reddaway, The rebuilding of London after the Great Fire (London: Edward Amold, 1940), p. 26.
2 R. B. Shoemaker. ‘Gendered spaces: patterns of mobility and perceptions of London’s geography. 1660-

1750°, in Imagining early modern London, p. 159.
3 1. P. Boulton, ‘Neighbourhood migration in early modern London’, In Migration and society in early
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locally, with people moving within the same neighbourhood.® Mobility was socially
selective. As both Boulton and Robert Shoemaker have argued, poorer Londoners tended
to be more mobile, whilst tradesmen and master craftsmen tended to be more stable, as

they needed to be in the same location for customers to find them.’

The manner in which a house was held affected mobility. Very few Londoners owned
their own frechold. Most properties were held by lease or rented ‘at will’ from a person
or institution. Better quality housing tended to be leased (Boulton calculated the average
length to be around 21 years, and Peter Earle calculated that the average length remaining
on a lease for the ‘middling sort’ at death was 27 years.), while poorer tenements, for
example, tended to be held ‘at will’.° The ownership of a house frequently had many
levels, tied together 1n a series of leases, as many leaseholders were able to sublet freely,
without recourse to the actual owner of the property.” These complicated networks were
one of the reasons the Fire Court had to be established to settle disputes about rebuilding,
in order to cut through the various levels of ownership and ensure that London could be
rebuilt more quickly. Ostensibly, 1t was the responsibility of the tenant to rebuild their

property after it was destroyed in the Fire as part of their ‘covenant to maintain’.®

modern England, ed. P. Clark and D. Souden (London: Hutchinson, 1987), table 11, p. 119.
* Ibid., pp. 123-4; Shoemaker, ‘Gendered spaces’, in Imagining early modern London, p. 155.
> Boulton, ‘Neighbourhood migration’, in Migration and society, ed. Clark and Souden, pp. 107-49;

Shoemaker, ‘Gendered spaces’, in /magining early modern London, pp. 153, 155, 159.
° Boulton, ‘Neighbourhood migration’, in Migration and society, ed. Clark and Souden, pp. 125-7; P. Earle,

The making of the English middle class: business, society and family life in Lodnon, 1660-1730 (London:

Methuen, 1989), p. 208.
" J. Raven, ‘Location, size, and succession: the bookshops of Paternoster Row before 1800°, in The London

book trade: topographies of print in the metropolis from the sixteenth century, ed. R. Myers, M. Harris and
G. Mandelbrote (London & New Castle, Delaware: The British Library and Oak Knoll Press, 2003), p. 90.
8 The Fire Court: calendar to the judgments and decrees of the Court of Judicature appointed to determine
differences benveen landlords and tenants as to rebuilding after the Great Fire, ed. P. E. Jones. 2 vols.

(London: The Corporation of London. 1966-70). 1. xvi.
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Not all tenants would have been able to afford to rebuild. Stephen Porter. using the
judgments of the Fire Court, estimated that the average cost of rebuilding a house was
£516, a substantial sum.” Even if an individual did not take on the rebuilding themselves,
they would have still had to pay a fine upon starting a lease at a new property. The value
of a fine varied considerably, depending on the lessor’s need for cash. A new house
would have to be furnished. Roger Kempe, who moved from Walbrook to Goate Alley
In Cordwainer Ward after the Fire claimed on 17 July 1667 before the Fire Court that he
was unable to rebuild because he had already spent £200 ‘settling in another place’.

Kempe was allowed to surrender his lease upon payment of arrears in rent. '’

If a tenant was unable to rebuild, the Fire Court would usually demand the surrender of
the lease, usually with some kind of payment to the landlord. Occasionally if the lease
was recent or a large fine had been received, or some improvement had been made to the
property, the landlord made a payment to the lessee. However, if no interested parties in
rebuilding a property could be found then the Fire Court cleared the site by decreeing
surrenders or even declaring leases void so the site could be rebuilt. Ultimately, the
Court was not concerned who rebuilt, as long as there was something rebuilt, but it did

11

give preference to the person in occupation at the time of the Fire.” The working of the
Fire Court was based on the maxim that ‘London could not be allowed to lie waste’ —

disputes had to be resolved quickly and definitively, taking into account the relative

? S. Porter. The Great Fire of London (Stroud: Sutton, 1996). p. 118.

''W. C. Baer. ‘The institution of residential investment in seventeenth-century London’. Business History
Review. 76 (2002). 539; 1666 Hearth Tax, City of London, TNA, E179/252/32, Part 3. fol. 10v: 1675
Hearth Tax, City of London, TNA. E179/252/23. fol. 113v; Fire Court. ed. Jones. 1. 144-5.

"Tbid.. i. xv-xvi.
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losses suffered by all interested parties in a property. -

Londoners deciding to rebuild faced many practical problems. Rebuilding in earnest
could not begin until April 1667, when the staking out of properties was finished. In
addition, the sudden demand for new houses meant that everyone faced difficulties in
supply of material and labour, although this problem was helped by Parliament’s decision
to free up some trading restrictions. It normally took between six months and one year to
build a house in London, but in the aftermath of the Fire, construction may have taken
longer. It was only in 1668 that the activity of rebuilding could be deemed to be
‘general’.’” Individual rebuilding would have also been delayed by legislation that
required every prospective builder to enter their name and place of proposed site at the
Chamber of London 1n order to gain a certificate from the City Surveyors, without which
rebuilding could not begin.'® The bulk of private rebuilding was probably finished by

1670, and the majority of the rest filled in by 1672."

The newly rebuilt London had a different housing stock to the pre-Fire city. The new
houses had to be built according to strict plans, which specified size and material. As a
result of the regulations, there was a reduction in the total number of houses in the fired
areas after 1666. This was because the rebuilding tended to favour the construction of

larger houses. Walter Bell estimated that around 9,000 new houses were built to replace

' Reddaway. Rebuilding of London, p. 136; Baer. ‘Institution of residential investment’. 530.
'* Reddaway, Rebuilding of London. pp. 112, 115-16, 248; Baer, ‘Institution of residential investment’,

522.
'Y P. E. Jones, ‘New light on the Great Fire’. Transactions of the Guildhall Historical Association, 4 (1969),

148.
'S W. G. Bell. The Great Fire of London (London: John Lane. 1920). p. 276; Reddaway, Rebuilding of

London, pp. 112. 248, 281.

16



the 13,200 that were destroyed in the Fire.'® This would have led to a shortage of houses
In the fired areas of London, which would have led to rises in rents. Increased

subdivision of existing houses after the Fire may have met some of these shortages.

‘Internal colonisation’ of London through the subdivision of tenements and houses was

commonplace, and would surely have intensified after the Fire.'’

In spite of this, rents
would have risen not only as a response to shortage of housing, but as a result of the
increased expense of building new houses as a result of the rebuilding legislation. The
ejected minister Samuel Rolls (c. 1628-79/80) commented in his 1667 account of the Fire

18

that landlords asked for excessive rents after the disaster.© London rents tended to be

higher than the rest of the country in any case, and the further rent rises after the Fire may

have therefore made staying in the City financially impossible for some. "

Mortality and the Fire

It is a common trope of the story of the Great Fire of London that the immediate death
toll of the disaster was negligible. Indeed, the report of the London Gazette did not
record a single fatality resulting from the Fire. The largest contemporary estimate of
deaths directly due to flames was eight.20 However, some secondary sources argued that

the death toll must have been far higher, as the incineration of bodies in the flames meant

'° Bell, Great Fire of London, p. 272.
'""N. G. Brett-James, The growth of Stuart London (London: London and Middlesex Archaeological

Society. 1935), p. 303; W. C. Baer. ‘Housing the poor and mechanick class in seventeenth-century

London’. London Journal. 25/2 (2000). 21.
'8 S. Rolls, The Burning of London in the year 1666 (London: T. Parkhurst. N. Ranew & J. Robinson,

1667), part 3. pp. 35-7. |
' C. Spence, London in the 1690s: A social atlas (London: Centre for Metropolitan History, 2000), p. 66:

J. P. Boulton. ‘Food prices and the standard of living in London in the “Century of Revolution™. 1580-
1700°, Economic History Review. 2" series. 53 (2000). 462, 469. 477.

“ Bell, Great Fire. pp. 176-7.
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that corpses could not be recovered.”!

The two closest contemporary disasters to the Great Fire of London were the fires in Edo
(1657) and Istanbul (1660). Both of these fires had high death tolls. The Edo Fire killed
about one-seventh of the city’s population of 600,000, and the Istanbul Fire killed as
many as 40,000.”> The London Bills of Mortality do not record large numbers of deaths
as a result of the Fire. They recorded the deaths of four people ‘Burnt at severall places’
and one person ‘Found dead in ye Streete’. There was no significant mortality spike in
1666 compared to 1667 or 1668. For the first three weeks of September 1666 (due to the
disruption caused by the Fire the Bills for these weeks were condensed into one sheet) the
number of burials recorded was 704, compared to 988 and 949 for similar periods in 1667
and 1668.>> Was London in 1666 markedly different to these cities, or was there a huge

underestimate of the casualties caused by the Fire?

Most of the few casualties of the Fire recorded in contemporary sources shared a similar

profile — the victims tended to be elderly. For example, Paul Lowell, an 80 year old

watchmaker refused to leave his premises in Shoe Lane, was consumed in the flames.**

On 14 January 1668, Samuel Pepys (1633-1703) recorded in his diary the story of an old

*! See, for example, N. Hanson, The dreadful judgement: the true story of the Great Fire of London
(London & New York: Doubleday, 2001), pp. 329-33; A. Tinniswood, By permission of heaven: the story
of the Great Fire of London (London: Jonathan Cape, 2003), pp. 131-3.

** K. Ugawa, ‘The Great Fire of Edo (Tokyo) in 1657", in Destruction and reconstruction of towns, volume
I: Destruction by earthquakes, fire and water. ed. M. Kdrner (Bern: Paul Haupt, 1999). pp. 213-38: M. D.
Baer. ‘The Great Fire of 1660 and the Islamization of Christian and Jewish space in Istanbul’, /nternational
Journal of Middle East Studies. 36 (2004), 159-75.

2 GL. Parish Clerks’ Company, Weekly Bills of Mortality. MS 3604/1, part 1, fols. 94, 145-7, 198-200.

** ‘Rege Sincera’, Observations both Historical and Moral upon the Burning of London, September 1666
(London: T. Ratcliffe, 1667), p. 14. The Ladyday 1666 Hearth Tax assessments record a Paul Lowell being
assessed for 3 hearths in Globe Alley. just off Shoe Lane. TNA, 1666 Hearth Tax, City of London.

E179/252/32. Part 8/2. fol. 25r.
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man whose body was found under St Paul’s. The old man had returned there to fetch a
blanket but was overcome by the flames. Similarly, the cleric William Taswell (d. 1731),

who was 15 at the time of the Fire, recalled seeing the burnt corpse of an old woman

25

amongst the ruins of St Paul’s.”” The elderly would have also been more vulnerable to

the privations caused by camping out in the fields around London. For example, the
antiquarian Anthony Wood (1632-95) recorded that the Royalist poet and playwright
James Shirley (bap. 1596, d. 1666) and his wife Frances died as an indirect result of the
Fire. They ‘were driven by the dismal conflagration ... from their habitation near to
Fleetstreet, into the Parish of St. Giles in the Fields in Middlesex, where being in a
manner overcome with affrightments, disconsolations, and other miseries occasion’d by

that fire and their losses, they both died within the compass of a natural day’.*°

Such casualties may have been the tip of the iceberg. The elderly and infirm would have
been most at risk of being left behind in the evacuation of the City. It is possible to
determine whether there was a significant rise in mortality of the elderly after the Fire.
The burial records of the parish of St Botolph Bishopsgate, to the north-east of the City,
recorded the ages of those buried. As one of the nearest parish churches to the City
unaffected by the Fire, it 1s likely that many of the casualties of the Fire would have been
buried there. However, a comparison of the age range of burials in the month after the

Fire in 1666 and 1663-4 and 1667-8 revealed that there was no significant statistical

 S. Pepys, The diary of Samuel Pepys. ed. R. Latham and W. Matthews, 11 vols. (London: G. Bell &
Sons, 1970-83). ix. 23; W. Taswell, ‘Autobiography and anecdotes by William Taswell, D.D., sometime
rector of Newington, Surrey. rector of Bermondsey, and previously student of Christ Church, Oxford. A.D.
1651-1682°. ed. G. P. Elliott, in Camden Miscellany, 2 (Camden Soc., old series, 55. 1853). p. 13.

*® A. Wood, Athenae Oxonienses: An Exact History of all the Writers and Bishops Who have had their
Education in The most ancient and famous University of Oxford, 2 vols. (London: T. Bennet, 1691-2). ii.

202.
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difference in the distribution of ages.*’

In addition, an exhaustive search of the contemporary descriptions of the Fire did not
uncover any evidence for large numbers of deaths. Even though it would have added to
the strength of the polemic of the anti-Catholic tracts on the Fire (see chapter 5), none
mentioned the deaths of large numbers of Londoners. Similarly, none of the petitions for
charity from Londoners burnt out by the Fire mentioned the death of a spouse or family
member as a result of the flames. It is possible that there were more than the traditionally
accepted ‘handful’ of deaths caused by the Fire, but there is no contemporary evidence
for this. Secondary consequences of the Fire, such as exposure, may have increased the

death toll. There 1s evidence of some violence after the Fire, particularly towards

- 28
foreigners.

A letter written three months after the Fire noted the dangers of the fired
parts of London, noting ‘many persons have been found murdered in the vaults among
the ruins’ after being robbed.” However, there is no evidence that there was a mass
breakdown of public order in London after the Fire. These were sporadic incidents.
There were probably more than eight deaths caused by the Fire, but in no way were the
casualties of the blaze in any way comparable to the Great Fires in Edo and Istanbul.
Ultimately, the death toll of the Fire was limited by two main factors. Firstly, the Fire
spread slowly, over three and a half days, giving time for people to leave. Secondly, the

tight-knit nature of metropolitan neighbourhoods meant there would have been help and

assistance for the vulnerable. Had the Fire spread more quickly, it 1s likely that the death

*’ Testing using one-tailed Kolmogorov-Smirnov test at 95%: D=0.182 and the critical value 1s 0.289.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difterence is accepted.

*® See. for example. Taswell. ‘Autobiography and anecdotes’, ed. Elliott, in Camden Miscellany, 2, p. 11; ].
Evelyn, The diary of John Evelyn. ed. E. S. De Beer. 6 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955). 1. 461-2:
Letter of John Tremayne to Lewis Tremayne. LMA, COL/SJ/03/014, p. 2.

29 TNA. Letter from James Hickes to Williamson, 12 December 1666. SP 29/181. 76.
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toll would have risen considerably. The Great Fire had no significant effect on the
mortality regime of early modern London, and in turn crisis mortality had no significant

eftect on the restructuring of London’s households after the Fire.

Sources and methodology

Individual residential patterns will be examined using the Hearth Tax assessment records
for the City of London and surrounding areas. The Hearth Tax records were chosen to
reconstruct residential movement because of their mostly comprehensive and systematic
nature, as well as the fact that they mostly indicated the exact place of residence. In
addition, some of the Hearth Tax records also included occupational information about
the individuals assessed. Samples from the Hearth Tax will be taken from just before the

Fire (but as far as possible, after the 1665 Plague) and from after 1672, when most of the

rebuilding had been completed.””

The Hearth Tax was a property tax collected from 1662 to 1689.>' It was granted to the
Crown in perpetuity by Parliament on 1 March 1662, and the first collection was made on
Ladyday (25 March) 1662. The tax was essentially a levy on property, designed to be a
stable, and regular, addition to royal revenue. In essence, the Hearth Tax subjected ‘the

ordinary taxpayer to an inquisitorial right of search’ to determine how many hearths were

% Reddaway, Rebuilding of London, pp. 112, 248, 281; Bell, Great Fire of London, p. 276.
1 More detailed accounts of the history of the Hearth Tax can be found in: C. D. Chandaman, The English

Public Revenue, 1660-1688 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), c. 3, pp. 77-109; T. Arkell. ‘Printed
instructions for administering the Hearth tax’, in Surveying the People: the interpretation and use of
document sources for the study of population in the later seventeenth century, ed. K. Schiirer and T. Arkell

(Oxford: Leopard's Head Press. 1992). pp. 38-64.
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llable to be taxed in each property.”” The collection of the Hearth Tax originally leant

heavily on existing local administration, which proved unable to meet expectations of
revenue, so in 1664 the administration was transferred to Royal collectors. The Hearth
Tax was farmed out to private collectors from 1666 to 1669 and again from 1674 until
1689. In the interim period, from 1669-74, the tax was directly collected. Almost all of
the surviving Hearth Tax lists come from the periods 1662-6 and 1669-74, when local or

central government mechanisms were used to collect the tax.””

The most useful documents from the Hearth Tax for the purpose of reconstructing
residential patterns tend to be the assessments, which were preliminary reckonings of the
number of taxable hearths in each property. These are also more likely to be accurate
than records of what was actually paid.’® These lists indicated both the exact place of
residence and also the number of hearths per household. However, there are three major
problems with these lists. Firstly, due to human error and the difficulties of collecting
such an intrusive tax, it is hard to tell if the lists were complete. ‘The compiling of hearth

tax assessments and returns was such a lengthy and involved process that carelessness,

: : : . . . 35
Incompetence or ignorance ... could easily generate omissions or mistakes’.

The second difficulty is that the Hearth Tax assumed that there was a direct link between

the number of hearths and personal wealth.”® The poor were expected to live in houses

*2 Chandaman, English Public Revenue. p. 89.
> Arkell, ‘Printed instructions’. in Surveying the People, ed. Schiirer and Arkell, p. 44.

% . Patten. *The Hearth Taxes, 1662-1689’. Local Population Studies, 7 (1971), 15.
» T. Arkell. ‘The incidence of poverty in England in the later seventeenth century’, Social History, 12

(1987). 30.
% M. J. Power. ‘The social topography of Restoration London’, in London 1500-1700, p. 200; M. J.

Braddick, The nerves of state: taxation and the financing of the English state, 1558-1714 (Manchester &
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with smaller numbers of hearths and the wealthier in houses with larger numbers of
hearths. This was not always completely true. Chris Husbands has shown that social
status or wealth cannot be ‘read’ directly off Hearth Tax totals. Rather, the returns
represented a “broad continuum’ of wealth, with the rich at the top, the poor at bottom
and a considerable degree of overlap in between. Also, the number of hearths a
household was assessed for did not take into account the age or condition of the house.
Poorer households could have large numbers of hearths if their property was old or had
deteriorated. Occupation would have also distorted the relationship between the number
of hearths and wealth. Although the Hearth Tax legislation had been amended to exclude
kilns, furnaces and ovens, there was often confusion over their inclusion in assessment
lists. As such, on occasion, generally less wealthy occupations such as cooks or bakers
could have been assessed for an inflated number of hearths compared to their relative

wealth, if the ovens on their properties were assessed.”’ Thus, occupation could lead to

anomalies 1n the number of hearths a household was assessed for.

Although the relationship between number of hearths and wealth and social status was
not linear, comparison of Hearth Tax returns to other variables has shown there was at
least a rough degree of correlation between the two variables. Margaret Sputford’s
comparison of Hearth Tax records to inventories has shown there was a loose relationship

between moveable wealth and number of hearths and Husbands has shown there was

New York: Manchester University Press. 1996). p. 102.
" Arkell. ‘Incidence of poverty’, pp. 32-3; C. Husbands, ‘Hearths, wealth and occupations: an exploration

of the Hearth tax in the later seventeenth century’, in Surveying the People: the interpretation and use of
document sources for the study of population in the later seventeenth century. ed. K. Schiirer and T. Arkell
(Oxford: Leopard’s Head Press, 1992). p. 75: Baer. ‘Housing the poor and mechanick class’, 24-5: N.
Goose. ‘How accurately do the Hearth Tax returns reflect wealth? A discussion of some urban evidence’.

Local Population Studies. 67 (2001). 55.
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some correlation between number of hearths and occupation. Nigel Goose, using

probate records from Cambridge and Reading, has shown that some correlation between
hearths and wealth in inventories existed, although with a range of wealth for each
number of hearths. The number of hearths did not always link to the number of people
residing 1n a property, as John Patten pointed out: ‘There appears to be no systematic
relationship between the number of hearths in a dwelling and the number of people in
0

it.””” In short, the Hearth Tax probably reflected wealth and social standing to a degree.”

However, this relationship was not linear, and was affected by other variables.

The third major difficulty of the Hearth Tax is the problem of exemption. In practice,
there were two groups exempt from the Hearth Tax; those certified as exempt (and
usually named) and paupers.”’ The regulations concerning exactly who would be exempt
from the tax were ambiguous, and mutable. An amendment to the 1662 Hearth Tax
legislation exempted those who did not pay church or poor rates, those whose houses
were worth £1 per annum or less, and those with moveable goods valued at less than £10.
In 1663 an amendment required the names of all non-liable householders to be entered
into assessment lists, and in 1664 exemptions ceased to be granted to those with more

than two hearths. Ultimately, the criterion which appears to have the closest match to

. . . . 42 . .
exemption in practice was renting a house worth £1 per annum or less.™ ‘Exemption, 1n

*® M. Spufford, ‘The scope of Local History. and the potential of the Hearth Tax Returns’, 7he Local
Historian, 30 (2000), table, 204; Husbands, ‘Hearths, wealth and occupations®, in Surveying the People, ed.

Schiirer and Arkell. tables 2 and 3, pp. 73-4.

® Patten, ‘The Hearth Taxes’. 22.
9T, Arkell, *Identifying regional variations from the hearth tax’, The Local Historian, 33 (2003), 165: J.

Langton. ‘Residential patterns in pre-industrial cities: some case studies from seventeenth-century Britain’,

Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 65 (1975). 8.

*! patten. *The Hearth Taxes’. 18.
= Arkell, “Incidence of poverty ", 32-6.
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brief, originated from a property’s nature and not from an individual’s circumstances.”®
Tom Arkell has shown that perhaps 35 per cent of households were exempt from the
Hearth Tax, containing 30 per cent of the population.** Not all of the central instructions
were implemented with equal thoroughness in all places. The number of hearths from

exempt households was often omitted, and empty dwellings, ovens and forges were

S5

recorded inconsistently.”” Given the inconsistencies of recording exempt households,

any study using Hearth Tax lists must first determine whether the list used contained

those exempted from the tax.

In order to determine residential changes before and after the Fire, individual assessments
for Hearth Taxes before and after the Fire were transcribed into an Access database, from
which the entries could be nominally linked. Each individual will be assigned a
standardised first name and surname, enabling records to be linked. Unfortunately, this
has the effect of largely excluding widows from the sample, as, for the most part, their
first names were not recorded. However, it could produce inaccurate results to link two
records without any information on first names, so this exclusion i1s necessary in order to
maintain accuracy. In addition, each first name and surname will be assigned a
percentage likelihood of it occurring based on how many times it appears in the dataset.
The two ratios will be multiplied together to give an approximate indication of the
likelihood of the combination occurring by chance. All combinations with an expected
likelihood of more than 0.001 per cent will be excluded from the set of linked records in

order to minimise any ‘false’ linkages. All the combinations below this threshold will be

3 Arkell. ‘1dentifying regional variations’, 149.

** Arkell, *Incidence of poverty’, 46.
> Arkell, *Identifying regional variations', 152.
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included, as will any combinations including a first name or surname that only occurs
once In the original dataset. These linked names will show the sequence of movement
before and after the Fire. The specific nature of the recording of the place of household
in the Hearth Tax will also illustrate the typology of locality in terms of whether it was a
street, lane, alley or yard. This will contribute towards indicating if any change in
residence was a move upwards or downwards in terms of the relative status of locality;
along with the number of hearths an individual was assessed for before and after the Fire.

In order to gain some idea of overall metropolitan mobility, samples will be taken from

across London, not just the fired areas.

The data used comes from individual assessments for the Hearth Tax, recorded on
manuscripts held at The National Archives. From the pre-Fire period, the main body of
the data comes from a listing made for the collection for Ladyday 1666 in the City of
London, placing it after the 1665 Plague (E179/252/32). It consists of several books of
assessments for various parts of the City, as well as some parts of Middlesex. Most of
these returns contain full information on place of household and number of hearths.
However, some parts of the assessment are missing or incomplete. The majority of the
data i1s divided by parish. The data for Southwark is from the assessment for Surrey; it is
undated, but almost certainly 1s from the period between Michaelmas 1664 and Ladyday
1666 (E179/258/4). The Westminster data is not actually from the Hearth Tax, but from
a royal subsidy - the list dates from 28 April 1664 (E179/143/385). Although it does not

indicate number of hearths it does show how much money each individual was hable to

pay towards the subsidy.



The main body of data for the period after the Fire comes from a listing for the City and
parts of Middlesex, which cannot be exactly dated - although it was presented to sessions
on 1 February 1675, a faded note on the manuscript linked it to collection on Ladyday
1674 (E179/252/23). The entire listing is on a single roll of manuscript. Additional
assessments from the eastern suburbs were collected from an assessment for Middlesex
dating between Michaelmas 1674 and Ladyday 1675 (E179/143/380). The data for
Southwark comes from an assessment for Surrey - it is not dated but probably is
associated with the collection on Ladyday 1673 (E179/188/504). The Westminster data
is associated with the collection made on Ladyday 1675 (E179/253/25).*° Due to
differences in the scope and range of the assessments, not all of the areas of London

covered in the database are exactly the same for before and after the Fire. The exact

range of the data set is shown in table 1.1.

When the Hearth Tax assessments for the City within and without the Walls were entered
into the database, each entry was assigned a ward designation if none had been given in
the text. This was done using H. A. Harben’s Dictionary of London, which listed the
wards of London’s historic addresses.*’ Dividing the assessments into wards allowed for
the data to be more easily processed and mapped. It also meant that the 1666 and 1675
listings for the City could be directly compared to each other, as the former list was
divided mostly by parish, rather than ward. However, 1t must be noted that this meant

that for some cases, the ward designations were estimates - particularly in cases when an

e

* Full details of the manuscripts can be found on the website of the National Archives.

[http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/e179] (19 April, 2007).
‘"'H. A. Harben. A Dictionary of London (1918). [http:/Awww.british-history.ac.uk/source.asp?pubid=3] (20

April, 2007).
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address spanned two or more wards. Comparing the number of households recorded for
each ward means that any possible gaps in coverage can be identified. Once completed,

the database created an individual entry for every household assessed for the Hearth Tax

In the City and surrounding areas both before and after the Fire.

The Hearth Tax assessment lists were then compared to a contemporary seventeenth-
century listing of houses destroyed by the Fire, which was probably made up using
existing assessments for property taxes by ward officials.** The ‘Alchin List’ is also
more comparable to the 1666 Hearth Tax, as they were both drawn up after the 1665

Plague. This means that any possible effects of the Plague on London’s residential

structure will be present in both lists, thus ensuring that the lists are comparable.

B LMA. Lists (fifteen in Number) of the Inhabitants, whose Houses were destroyed in the Great Fire of
1666. Alchin Papers Box F/no. 65. COL/AC/06/006.
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Table 1.1: Comparison of number of ‘Alchin List’ of households burnt out by the

Fire to households recorded in Hearth Tax, by ward, 1666 and 1675

Ward / Area ‘Alchin List’ Pre-Fire Post-Fire
Hearth Tax Hearth Tax
Aldersgate Within 245 478 234
Aldersgate Without No data 480 1402
Aldgate No data 1056 933
Bassishaw No data 166 121
Billingsgate No data 652 325
Bishopsgate Within 88 229 464
Bishopsgate Without No data 0 1869
Bread Street No data 4 243
Bridge No data 397 317
Broad Street 412 0 694
Candlewick 238 215 245
Castle Baynard 678 310 544
Cheap 424 370 318
Coleman Street No data 58 583
Cordwainer 396 198 247
Cornhill 242 0 233
Cripplegate Within 738 683 648
Cripplegate Without 41 0 2151
Dowgate 584 24 346
Farringdon Within No data 1315 1099
Farringdon Without 168 2749 3991
Langbourne 573 503 525
Lime Street No data 78 173
Portsoken No data 399 2000
Queenhithe 614 0 362
Tower No data 836 602
Vintry 575 44 264
Walbrook No data 430 280
Westminster (1664, 1675) No data 1109 7884
Southwark (1664/6; 1673) No data 2226 3267
East End (1673) No data No data 2105
Total 6,016 15,009 34,489

Sources: Alchin List: LMA, Lists (fifteen in Number) of the Inhabitants, whose Houses were destroyed in
the Great Fire of 1666, Alchin Papers Box F/no. 65 COL/AC/06/006. Hearth Taxes: City of London 1666,
TNA. E179/252/32; Southwark 1664x6, TNA, E179/258/4; Westminster, Royal Subsidy 28 April 1664,
TNA. E179/143/385; City of London and parts of Middlesex 1675, TNA, E179/252/23;. Middlesex 1675,
TNA. E179/143/380: Southwark, 1673, TNA, E179/188/504; Westminster 1675, TNA, E179/253/25.

Note: The ward designations for the 1666 Hearth Tax were not specified exactly in the contemporary
returns, so they were assigned using the place of the household - as such they are estimates.

Note: Wards in bold designate that the majority of the ward was directly atfected by the Fire.
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Table 1.1 shows that there are some gaps in the coverage of the 1666 City Hearth Tax
assessment listings. This is due to its incomplete geographical coverage. Eight parts of
the listing are missing. Presumably these parts contained listings for the parishes located
In the wards with apparently insufficient households (for example, Bread Street and
Cornhill). Also, several parts of the assessment did not provide any information on the
exact place of residence of the individuals - only providing a list of people living in the
parish. These parishes are: St Sepulchre Holborn, St Ethelburga Bishopsgate, St Helen
Bishopsgate, St Andrew Undershaft, St Katherine Cree, St James Dukes Place, St
Botolph Aldgate, Trinity Minories and St Andrew Holborn.”” These parishes account for
some of the gaps in the 1666 Hearth Tax assessments for areas in the western and eastern
parts of London, particularly in the wards of Farringdon Without, Bishopsgate Within
and Bishopsgate Without. In comparison, the coverage for the 1675 City Hearth Tax
appeared to be more complete, with the ditterences in the number of households recorded

probably due to the effects of the Fire, rather than missing or incomplete records.

The returns for Westminster both covered the same geographical area. However, there
are far more households recorded in the post-Fire listing than in the pre-Fire listing. This
is due to the socially selective nature of the 1664 Royal Subsidy, which only seemed to
have listed the wealthier members the area, and so is far less comprehensive than the
1675 Hearth Tax assessment for Westminster. The assessments for Southwark covered

slightly different geographical areas, with only the parishes of St Olave Southwark and St

Saviour Southwark being recorded in both listings.

N — e —— ——

9 TNA. 1666 Hearth Tax, City of London, E179/252/32. Parts 9, 20-21. 30.
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cxemption from the Hearth Tax: who is included?

The question of who exactly was being assessed in the Hearth Tax lists is a major issue.
In this section, it will be tested whether the assessments used included the groups meant
to be exempted from the tax. One method of assessing the question of who is included in
the Hearth Tax lists is to compare them to the Poor Rate assessments drawn up by

parochial officials. The 1662 amendment to the Hearth Tax legislation specified that

50

those who did not pay poor rates would be excused from paying the tax.”” In order to

make the comparison, listings from City parishes analogous in time to the Hearth Tax

assessments will be compared to determine if the numbers are similar.

A comparison of the 1666 Hearth Tax to poor rate assessments for the parishes of St

Stephen Walbrook (1664) and St Olave Hart Street (1664-5) showed that the numbers

were similar. In St Stephen Walbrook, 65 were assessed for the poor rate and 69 were
assessed for the Hearth Tax. Similarly, in St Olave Hart Street, 227 were assessed for the
poor rate and 251 were assessed for the Hearth Tax. This pattern continued after the Fire.
The poor rate assessments for St Michael Wood Street (1675) and St Olave Hart Street
(1675-6) are comparable to the numbers assessed for the 1675 Hearth Tax. In St Michael
Wood Street, 82 were assessed for the poor rate, and 87 were assessed for the Hearth
Tax. Similarly, in St Olave Hart Street, 227 were assessed for the poor rate and 228 were
assessed for the Hearth Tax. In addition, none of the parish pensioners listed in the

overseers accounts as recipients of annual pensions were included in the Hearth Tax

*> Arkell. ‘Incidence of poverty’. 32.
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assessments.”’ [t appeared that those who did not pay poor rates were unlikely to have

been assessed for the Hearth Tax.

These parishes only provide a small indication of whether the exempt groups are included
In the assessment listings. This question can be answered on a wider scale by comparing
the distribution of two variables - number of hearths and number of widows - to a
population where it is certain that groups legally exempt from the Hearth Tax are
included. A distribution of numbers of hearths including exempt groups should include
households with one or two hearths. Households with small numbers of hearths were
more likely to contain individuals likely to be exempt from the Hearth Tax. It is likely
that the number of widows could signify if the sample includes exempt groups, as
widows were traditionally a major component of the ‘deserving poor’ and usually were a

significant proportion of those given payments from the parish poor rates.”

>l GL, St Stephen Walbrook, Poor Rate Assessment, 1664, Add. MS 243; TNA, 1666 Hearth Tax, City of
London, E179/252/32, Part 3, fols. 9r-10v; GL, St Olave Hart Street, Poor Rate Assessment, 1664/5, MS
872/9: TNA, 1666 Hearth Tax, City of London, E179/252/32, Part 18, fols. 23r-28v; GL, St Michael Wood
Street, Poor Rate Assessment, 1675, MS 525/1, fols. 113-14; TNA, 1675 Hearth Tax, City of London,
E179/252/23. fols. 98r-v: GL. St Olave Hart Street, Poor Rate Assessment, 1675/6, MS 872/12; TNA, 1675
Hearth Tax, City of London, E179/252/23, fols.8r-9v.

2 p. Slack, The English Poor Law 1531-1782 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1990), pp. 27-8; 1. W. Archer.
'The charity of London widows in the later sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries’, in Local identities in
late medieval and early modern England, ed. N. L. Jones and D. Woolf (Palgrave Macmillan: Basingstoke,

2007), p. 181.
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I'wo parishes were selected: St Saviour Southwark, which specified paupers — individuals
legally excluded from the Hearth Tax.. and St Bride Fleet Street, which included details
for individuals listed as ‘persons not chargable’.>> As such, in these parishes. distribution
of widows and numbers of hearths will be fairly representative of the population
Including exempt groups. The socio-economic differences between these parishes and
other areas of London will be made up for by conducting the statistical tests at 90 per

cent, a lower level of significance, to allow some leeway for these differences.

Table 1.2 clearly shows that none of the Hearth Tax listings shared similar distributions
of hearths per household to St Saviour Southwark. This parish’s assessment, because it
included paupers, had higher proportions of one and two hearth households than in the
other hstings, with the exception of the 1675 East End listing. It may also reflect the
generally lower social status of the parish. There was a significant difference in the
distribution of hearths per households in the different assessments.” However, this effect
may not be solely due to differences in the inclusion of exempt groups in the Hearth Tax
listings. Rather, the socio-economic differences between St Saviour Southwark and
London’s population at large may be the cause of these statistical differences, in addition

to differences in who was included in the Hearth Tax assessments. In addition, none of

the listings (except those for the East End) have nearly as high a proportion of widowed

householders as St Saviour Southwark. The higher proportion of widows south and east

% TNA. 1664/6 Hearth Tax, Surrey, E179/258/4, fols. 271r-315; TNA, 1666 Hearth Tax, City of London
and Middlesex, TNA. E179/252/32, Part 8/2, fols. 10r-34v.

** Testing using Kolmogorov-Smirnov test at 90%: 1666 City and Middlesex, D=0.431 and the critical
value is 0.031; 1664x6 Southwark (excluding St Saviour Southwark), D=0.513 and the critical value is
0.104; 1675 City and Middlesex. D=0.476 and the critical value 1s 0.028; 1673 Southwark, D=0.354 and
the critical value is 0.035; 1675 City of Westminster. D=0.542 and the critical value is 0.031; 1675 East
End (Middlesex). D=0.076 and the critical value 1s 0.039. Theretore, for all the lists tested, the null

hypothesis of no significant difference is rejected.
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ot the Walls shows that any post widowhood mobility tended to be to less wealthy areas

of London, such as Southwark or the East End.”’

The distribution of numbers of hearths per household for the parish of St Bride Fleet
Street appeared to be more similar to overall patterns than St Saviour Southwark.>® This
may be due to the fact that the St Bride Fleet Street list may not have included paupers as
systematically as the St Saviour Southwark list, so socially skewing the data. It also
reflected the fact that St Bride Fleet Street was a closer socio-economic match to other
areas of London than the Southwark parish. This is shown by the overall proportion ot
widows in St Bride Fleet Street, which was more similar to most of the other listings.
The widows in St Saviour Southwark probably tended to be poorer than in St Bride Fleet
Street. Around three quarters (74.6 per cent) of the widows in the Southwark parish were
listed as ‘paupers’, whereas in St Bride Fleet Street, only 19.0 per cent of the widows In
the parish were listed as ‘not chargeable’. Also, the distribution of hearths was more
skewed upward in the parish of St Bride Fleet Street. Nevertheless, there was still a

significant statistical difference between the distributions of hearths in St Bride Fleet

Street compared to other Hearth Tax listings.””’

> V. E. Brodsky, ‘Widows in late Elizabethan London: remarriage, economic opportunity and family
orientations’, in The world we have gained: histories of population and social structure, ed. L. Bonfield, R.

M. Smith and K. Wrightson (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986), p. 124.
% Southwark in the seventeenth century had relatively higher levels of its residents involved in lower status

occupations than in other areas of London. J. P. Boulton, Neighbourhood and society: a London suburb in
the seventeenth century (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), table 3.3. p. 66.

* Testing using Kolmogorov-Smirnov test at 90%: 1666 City and Middlesex (excluding St Bride Fleet
Street), D=0.181 and the critical value is 0.033; 1664x6 Southwark, D=0.439 and the critical value 1s 0.105;
1675 City and Middlesex, D=0.360 and the critical value is 0.032: 1673 Southwark, D=0.133 and the
critical value is 0.038: 1675 City of Westminster. D=0.294 and the critical value 1s 0.034;1675 East End
(Middlesex), D=0.262 and the critical value is 0.041. Therefore, for all the lists tested, the null hypothesis

of no significant difference is rejected.
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In spite of the statistical differences, as most of the listings are made up of around ten per
cent one hearth households (indicating smaller houses and poorer households, as shown

In table 1.2) it does appear that at least some of the exempt groups may have been
included. However, perhaps not all of the parochial poor and paupers appeared in the
listings in most cases, as was shown by the comparison of numbers assessed for poor
rates and the Hearth Tax in individual parishes. As Michael Power showed in his 1986
article using the Ladyday 1666 Hearth Tax for London, in some cases the exempt were

included, but this was neither comprehensive nor consistent. As such, the number of

58

hearths per household recorded is probably slightly skewed upwards.”® Also, it must be

noted that in rebuilt areas of London, the houses built after the Fire tended to be larger so
the distribution of hearths would also tend to be more skewed upwards than before the

59

Fire.”” In summation, then, it 1s likely that the Hearth Tax records used in this chapter

did not consistently include the exempt groups, and in most cases the poorest members of

metropolitan society were not recorded.

 power. *Social topography . in London 1500-1700. pp. 200-1.
> Bell, Great Fire of London, p. 272.
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London’s topography: a short overview

London’s socio-economic topography at the time of the Fire had been clearly delineated
since the early 1600s. Roger Finlay argued that urban social differentiation in the City

can be i1dentified as early as 1638, with the wealthier groups in the centre and the

0

relatively poorer on the riverside and outskirts.”” In addition, Gregg Carr, making a

comparison of the 1638 tithe assessments to the 1695 Marriage Tax, concluded that the
structure of the reconstructed City within the Walls remained fairly similar over this
period, with high rents and wealth in the centre, a surrounding poorer zone, and
concentrations of wealth in the western limits. In addition, the distribution of substantial
households was similar in 1638 compared to 1695. The basic housing statistics of the
City appear to be stable during the seventeenth century. It was in the suburbs that the
greatest changes in London’s population structure were experienced in the seventeenth
century. Also, outside of the City’s Walls, rents tended to be lower and there were more

opportunities for economic growth as a result of the growing size of the suburbs.®’

London’s suburbs grew quickly in the early modern period. Suburban growth was the
major factor in overall metropolitan population orowth.®” During the seventeenth
century, the main areas of growth were to the west and the east of the Walls. The

northern and southern suburbs had expanded rapidly from 1560 to 1600, and thereafter

“ R. A.P. Finlay. Population and metropolis: the demography of London 1580-1650 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1981). pp. 70-1.

1 G. Carr. Residence and social status: the development of seventeenth-century London (New York &
London: Garland, 1990). pp. 63, 90-1, 99. 106; J. P. Ward. Metropolitan communities: trade guilds,
identity, and change in early modern London (Stanford, Cal.: Stanford University Press, 1997). p. 43.

%2 R. A. P. Finlay and B. Shearer. ‘Population growth and suburban expansion'. in London 1500-1700, p.

J4.
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increased at approximately the same rate as the City within the Walls. In the first half of
the seventeenth century the eastern suburbs increased very quickly compared to the other
suburban areas. The western suburbs ‘expanded continuously’ from 1600 to equal the
southern suburbs’ population by 1680.% Increasingly, there were larger, more

prestigious, dwellings in the west, with high concentrations of elite groups, which

64

rivalled the centre.”™ However, the City within the Walls still had a predominance of

high value households, but over the century, the West began to match it. The West End
had a similar structure although the highest value households did not represent such a
large proportion as within the Walls. The high value of the households within the Walls
(despite sometimes being smaller than those in the West End) reflected the value of land
they were on.> The West End, however, was not only made up of large houses for the
wealthy; outside of the large developments around squares, there were still poorer quality
houses for poorer residents clustered in alleys and courts.®® In comparison, the East End
had a high concentration of low rents. Development there in the seventeenth century
tended to be lower density than in the West End, clustering along the River and the major

7

highways.®” Social structure in the suburbs was increasingly delineated along status

lines. However, it must be remembered that there was no strict delineation between

suburb and City — they were linked through the movements of goods and people and

. . . 68
social networks such as the livery companies.

° Ibid.. pp. 44-6; table 3, p. 43.
% Power. *Social topography’. in London 1500-1700, fig. 3, p. 203, table 24, p. 205.

* Spence, London in the 1690s, p. 68.
% Carr. Residence and social status, p. 139; R. M. Smuts, ‘The court and its neighbourhood: Royal policy

and urban growth in the early Stuart W<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>