
IT
S 

C
O

W
Pf

tR
ft

T
IV

K
 K

R
Ef

tJ
Sd

 
Ff

tR
 

AS
 

IT
 

M
S 

CO
M

Pf
tC

TU
 

BU
IL

TJ

IN
 

ir
SS

. 
IT

S5
 

& 
18

51
-.

5 
*
'

1 
*



23

LIVERPOOL: 

MEMORANDA TOUCHING ITS AREA AND POPULATION,
DURING THE FIRST HALF OF THE PRESENT CENTURY.

By J. T. Danson, Esq., F.S.S., Vice-President.

(HEAD ON THE STB NOVEMBEB, 1855.)

I.

The sources of information commonly referred to, as to the population 
of Liverpool, are two. There is the National Census, taken in 1801, and 
at intervals of about ten years ever since. This serves for the present 
century. And for the preceding century there is an account compiled for, 
and presented to, the Commissioners appointed in 1833, to enquire into the 
state of the Municipal Corporations of the country, and which was printed 
in the Appendix to their Report, published in 1835.

From the latter source we learn that the population of the town of 
Liverpool was, at eleven different periods, beginning in 1700, and ending in 
1790, as follows: 

Persons. Shewing an apparent average 
annual addition of

In 1700... ... ... ... 5,715... ... ... ...  
mo... ... ... ... 8,168... ... ... ... 245
1720... ... ... ...11,833... ... ... ... 366
1730... ... ... ...13,074... ... ... ... 124
1742 .. ... ... ...18,000... .. ... ... 493
1752... ... ... ...18,500... ... ... ... 50
1766... ... ... ...25,787... ... ... ... 520
1770... ... ... ...35,600... ... ... ...2,473
1777... .. ... ...34,107... ... ... ...(a loss)
1786... ... ... ...41,600... ... ... ... 832
1790... ... ... ..55,732... ... ... ...3,533

In 1801, the Census gave for Liverpool a total of 77,653 persons, 
shewing, for the eleven years, 1790-1801, an average annual increase of 
1,992 persons.

It does not appear upon what area, precisely, any of the eleven enume 
rations prior to 1801 were made. And from the appa'rent use of round 
numbers in four out of the eleven statements, we may fairly infer that some 
of them were based upon mere estimate, and were not the result of, or based
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upon, any actual enumeration. The great irregularity of the rate of increase 
between some of the periods, exceeding what has been recorded as of 
ascertained occurrence under similar circumstances, also affords ground for 
suspecting the accuracy of the eleven statements; and as we have no 
reason for placing more reliance upon any one of the statements than upon 
any other, any suspicion raised by the irregularity of the results, tells, 
more or less, against the whole.

Not wholly without explanation, however, is this irregularity. Reference 
to cotemporary history, and especially to the history of the commerce of 
the port of Liverpool, reveals something like corresponding changes in the 
prosperity of the town.

It will be observed that the first remarkable increase of the population 
took place between 1752 and 1766 ; and that this was followed by a still 
greater increase between 1766 and 1770. The first of these dates marks 
the period at which it would appear that the Slave-trade began to be 
carried on largely by the merchants of Liverpool. The British share of 
this trade seems to have been most extensive about the year 1771. After 
that period it declined; the supply to the West Indies having so far over 
taken the demand, as to reduce the selling price, and render the profits of 
the trade both smaller and less certain than before.

The decline of the Slave-trade had scarcely been ascertained, when the 
trade with the North American colonies was stopped by the outbreak of the 
war of 1775-83. Accordingly, we find the population of 1777 less than 
that of 1770; and at the next period (1786), three years after the trade was 
opened with the United States, the increase shewn is but small. Soon 
afterwards several causes combined to augment the trade of Liverpool. In 
September, 1786, a very liberal Treaty of Commerce was concluded between 
Great Britain and France; and it continued in force till war broke out 
between the two countries in February, 1793. And from 1783 to 1793, 
the shipping of Liverpool, which for some seven years previously had found 
in privateering the most inviting, if not the most profitable, form of employ 
ment, was fully engaged in carrying on a rapidly increasing trade, arising 
principally from the early but already rapid growth of the cotton manufac 
ture, and stimulated by a degree of freedom in the commerce of Europe, 
such as had not been known before, and has scarcely been equalled since.

It forms, however, no part of my present purpose to ascertain the popu-
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lation of Liverpool prior to the present century, or to deal with prior 
records, except in so far as these may throw light upon the more recent 
period. And having now scanned, though somewhat cursorily, such data 
as we possess of the growth of the population during the eighteenth 
century, we are enabled to mark a degree of coincidence between the 
figures relating to the hundred years 1701-1801, and the fifty years 
1801-51 which is at least remarkable. If we accept, as nearly correct, the 
eleven statements already given for the former period, it appears that 
the population of the town was increased in the first fifty years of the 
century by about 250 per cent on its amount at the commencement. In 
the next fifty years, 1751-1801, it would appear to have been nearly 
the same. And in the third fifty years, 1801 51, it was also very nearly 
the same. Thus 

Population of 1700, by statement... ... ... .. 5,715
Add for apparent increase in one year ... ... 245

Apparent population in 1701... ... ... ... ... 5960
8.5

Computed population in 1751 ... ... ... ... 20,860
3.5

The like in 1801 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 73,010
3.5

The like in 1851 ... ... ... ... ... ... ...255,535
The numbers actually stated above, and by the census of 1851, being   

In 1752...... 18,500;  1801 ...... 77,653;  1851 ...... 258,336

Should the same proportion hold through the fifty years now current, 
the population in 1901 will be upwards of 900,000. In other words, that 
will be about the number of the inhabitants of Liverpool when the children 
of the present day, destined to live so long, shall have reached their fiftieth
year.     

II.
The town of Liverpool may be said to appear in the Census for 1851 in 

two forms. First is given the population of the parish of Liverpool; of 
which I may observe that its limits are coincident not only with those 
used for the Census enumeration, but also with those of the district 
established in 1836 for the registration of births, marriages, and deaths.

We have, also, in the previous five Censuses, the population of the same
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district in 1801, 1811, 1821, 1881, and 1841. We have, therefore, six 
actual enumerations upon the same area, as follows: 

Persons Shewing an averagelersons. annual increase of 

In 1801... ... ... ... 77,653
1811... ... ... ... 94,376... ... ... ...1,672
1831... ... ... ...118,972... ... ... ...2,459
1831... ... ... ...165,175... ... ... ...4,620
1841... ... ... ...223,003.. ... ... ...5,782
1851... ... . ...258,236... ... ... ...3,523

Here it would seem that the rate of increase was materially reduced 
between 1841 and 1851, as compared with the previous decennial periods 
 a result we are by no means prepared for, as indicating a corresponding 
abatement in the actual growth of the population of the town. But it is 
accounted for when we remember that we are not now dealing with the 
population of the town (properly so called), but with that of the parish ; and 
that the town has, undoubtedly, of late years, outgrown the limits of the 
parish. This enumeration, therefore, does not afford a complete view of 
the town in 1851; and, perhaps, not even in 1841. And as we have no 
reason for assuming that the limits of the parish were coincident with the 
limits of the town proper at any of the previous Censuses, we are compelled 
to reject these figures as unfitted, in their present form, to furnish a just 
conception of the population of the town at any period in the half century.

But Liverpool appears in the Census of 1851 in another form. The 
Registrar General has taken the population for 1851, and also for 1841, 
within the limits of the parliamentary and municipal borough. No 
enumeration within these limits was, or could have been, made in 1801, 
1811, 1821, or 1831, as they were not fixed till the passing of the Eeform 
Act, and the Municipal Corporation Act, between 1831 and 1841. But 
the Registrar General has supplied the omission by an estimate of the 
population existing in 1801, 1811,1821, snd 1831, upon " nearly the 
corresponding area."

The results are :  p Showing an averagei-ersons. annual increase of

For 1801... ... ... ... 82,295
1811.. ... ... ...104,104... ... ... ...2,180
1821... ... ... ...138,354... ... ... ...3,425
1831... ... ... ...201,751... ... ... ...6,339
1841... ... ... ...286,487... ... ... ...8,473
1851... ... ... ...375,955... ... ... ...8,846



27

Here again we find the rate of increase less between 1841 and 1851 
(in proportion to the previously existing population) than it was between 
1831 and 1841.

And again we are reminded that the limits thus taken through the 
entire period of fifty years were not those of the town properly so called, 
and cannot even be supposed to have coincided with the real boundary of 
the town at any time within that period seeing that extensive tracts of 
land which cannot be deemed to have formed part of the town are known 
to have existed, even in 1851, within the limits of the parliamentary and 
municipal borough.

The whole extent of the parochial area has been ascertained to be 3,220 
acres. This is reduced by the necessary deductions for water (fixed by the 
estimate of Colonel Dawson, of the Tithe Commission, at the request of 
the Eegistrar General) to 1,560 acres.

The precise extent of the municipal and parliamentary limits referred 
to by the Register General, I have not been able to ascertain; but they 
would seem to be about 4,400 acres, thus : 

Acres.
The Parish of Liverpool, (exclusive of water,) ... 1,500
The Township of Everton ... ... ... ... ... 700
The Township of Kirkdale ... ... ... ... ... 702
The Township of Toxteth Park, (part,) estimated, 800
The Township of West Derby, (part,) estimated, 680

4,442

Both these areas are, however, liable to an objection which I cannot but 
deem insuperable. Both are uniform through the whole period. Both, 
therefore, are based on the assumption that the population of the town was 
spread over the same area during the entire fifty years an assumption 
notoriously at variance with the facts. Both, therefore, must be rejected.

III.
Having rejected the areas assigned to the town at successive periods, by 

the only authorities to which \ve can look for information touching the 
population, we have now to seek some other, more consistent with the 
principle on which the rejection has been made. That principle is one too
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simple and obvious for dispute. It is that the area of the town must, 
in the absence of evidence to the contrary, be deemed to have increased with 
the population. Whence we are bound, in view of the returns before us, 
which undoubtedly indicate a constant increase of the population, to assign 
to the town, at each decennial period, some reasonable increase of area. 

  How this may be done, with the materials before us, and with the nearest 
apparent approximation to accuracy, is the problem I have to submit to you 
this evening.

I shall first lay before you the data on which we have to proceed; then 
describe the method I have adopted to elicit the required information; and", 
finally, state to you the result.

But first let me define what I mean by a term which occupies a very 
prominent and important place throughout this paper: let me say what I 
understand by the word Town. I assume, then, that a Town is an aggre 
gate of the general population of the country which differs from the rest, 
so far as we are at present concerned with it, only in its greater density.

Of the 634 districts into which, for the purpose of the Census enumera 
tion of 1851, the whole of England and Wales was divided, I find that 
one (East London) was peopled at the rate of 185,751 persons to a square 
mile, or about 290 to an acre; while another (Bellingham, in Northumber 
land,) had only 18 to the square mile. These were the extremes; they were 
in point of density, as more than 1,000 to 1 ; and the other 622 districts 
exhibit nearly every degree of density between these two. The question 
which now presents itself is this: What degree of density shall be held 
to constitute " Town," as distinguished from " Country "? The average 
density of the Parish of Liverpool, in 1851, was about 165 to the acre. 
But of the seven sub-districts into which the Parish is divided, some had a 
higher, and some a lower, density than this. And it is probable, that had 
the parts of the Town lying beyond the limits of the Parish been separately 
enumerated, they would have been found to possess a density lower than 
the average of the Parish.

This brings us to a further consideration. We know, from observation, 
that beyond the limits of all our towns, however these limits may be laid 
down, there is a surrounding district, more or less extensive, which, though 
it be not included in the town, can scarcely, with propriety, be deemed 
"country," To these districts we are accustomed to apply the term



29

" suburbs." Further, it does not admit of dispute, that the suburbs belong 
much more to the town around which they are gathered, or rather from 
which they emanate, than to the country, with which, by a too narrow 
definition of the word " town," they would be confounded.

The results of any adequate consideration of this topic could not be ex 
pressed here without carrying us beyond the scope of the present paper. 
The growth of towns in England and elsewhere, its methods, its causes, 
and its consequences, has not yet received the care it deserves from those 
 who are disposed to seek in the best known and least disputable phenomena 
of human society the surest and safest indications of a wise general polity. 
Familiarity, without attention, deadens the observing faculties ; and the 
dwellers in towns are yet less observant in this direction than at first sight 
would seem likely. It is not disputed that a square yard of stone wall, 
covered in the course of half a century with patches of moss and lichen, 
affords a study not unworthy of an adequate exercise of the human faculties. 
Nor can it be disputed that a map of any part of Europe of the same size, 
accurately shaded to represent the growth of the town population during a 
similar period, affords a spectacle of similar, but higher interest and one 
even more worthy of scientific investigation. To be successful in the study 
of either we must approach it in the same spirit. The particular facts will 
be of a very different order; yet discreetly to use them, in tracing the 
effects we see to their causes, demands precisely the same methods of 
reasoning.

But the work is not yet begun. Hence I am compelled either to 
abandon my present purpose, or to proceed by a method more or less 
empirical. The former would give no result. The latter may give one as 
good as can at present be attained. And, its basis being obvious, it cannot 
have any deceptive effect.

After well considering, then, all the circumstances which seem to me to 
bear upon the meaning of the word " town," I have assumed that to justify 
its application there should be, upon the whole area in view, an average 
of not less than 100 persons to the acre.

For the suburbs of a town I assume a similar average of ten persons 
., to the acre.

The method of applying this definition I shall have occasion to refer to 
presently.
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The data now before me consist of a return of the area and population 
of every " enumeration district" near enough to the parish of Liverpool 
to have contributed, with any degree of probability, to the formation of the 
town or its suburbs at each of the six enumerations of 1801, 1811, 1821, 
1881, 1841, and 1851.

Those I have selected consist of twenty-one townships besides the Parish 
of Liverpool thirteen on the Lancashire and eight on the Cheshire side 
of the Mersey. For it will be observed that my definition rests simply 
upon the density of the aggregation; and, on considering the nature of 
the division effected by the River Mersey, I have seen no reason for 
excluding from view, as part of the town, whatever must be deemed so in 
fact, whatever it may be in name.

These twenty-one townships are shown in the following table: 

DISTRICT.

In Lancashire :   
Parish of Liverpool. ...........
Kirkdale Township ............

West Derby   ......... 
Wavertree ,, ............
ToxtethPark,, ............
Bootle   ............
\Vfl tPT"l f\f\

Garston   ............
Great Crosby,, ............

Much Woolton Township . . . 
Little Woolton   
Huyton ,,

Totals in Lancashire...

Birkenhead Township .........

Claughton   .........

Poulton-Cum-Seacombe .. ... 
Higher Bebbington. ...........

Totals in Cheshire ...... 

Totals in both Counties .

Total Area, 
exclusive of 

Water.

Acres.

1560 
702 
700 

6123 
1796 
2333 
1171 
1886 
1628 
2117 
1179 

930 
1200 
1630

S4955

900 
1174 
802 
436 
896 
669 
899 

1052

6828

31783

Computed distribution of area 
in 1861.

Town.

Acres.

1560 
48 

210 
250

550

2624

188 
10

198

2822

Suburb.

Acres.

500 
492 
500 
811 
500 
352 
152 
194 
134 
166 
315 

41 
48

3705

500 
500 
160 
49 

365 
271 
102 

96

2043

5748

Country.

Acres.

157

5373 
1485 
1270 
819 

1734 
1434 
1983 
1013 

615 
1159 
1582

18624

212 
664 
642 
387 
531 
398 
797 
956

4587

23211
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This places nearly one-fourteenth part of the Town on the Cheshire side 
of the Mersey in 1851. At the same date a little more than one-third of 
the Suburbs appear on the same side. But it is also ohvious that a large 
proportion of these Cheshire suburbs were, (prior to 1851,) more likely to 
form new additions to the Town area than to continue extending in the 
suburban form. And this tendency has since received a new impetus in 
the renewal of the Birkenhead Dock Works.

The mode of computation by which the figures in the last three columns 
of this table were elicited from the data afforded by the Census of 1851 is 
easily explained.

The twenty-one townships selected adjoin Liverpool, and were each taken 
as presenting a higher density of population than seemed consistent with 
the assumption that it was entirely " country." Here, however, it was 
necessary to fix upon some degree of density, excess of which should bring 
the examined townships within the list. And, in approaching this part of 
my task, I observed that though there might possibly have been an equality 
of density in the town population of England during the fifty years in view, 
no such equality could be consistently looked for in the rural districts, 
especially those in the immediate neighbourhood of towns. Hence the 
necessity for a maximum country density as a basis, and one that should 
increase at every decennial period. After well considering the claims of 
simplicity and of probable accuracy, I adopted the following method of 
fixing this test. I took, first, the aggregate population (as given by the 
Registrar General, upon a basis which I cannot deem very accurate, but 
which may be sufficiently so for the present purpose) of the fifty-two 
towns enumerated in the two counties of Lancashire and Cheshire in 1851 
The fifty-two towns contained a total population of 1,572,316 persons. 
Deducting this from the total population of the two counties at the same 
time (2,490,817) we have a remainder of 918,501, for the rural population. 
This, taken in connection with the space occupied, may be deemed to afford 
an approximate notion of the density of the country population at that 
period; and one which is probably below, rather than above, the actual 
density in the parts nearest the towns. Then, as to the rate of increase of 
the country density, I find that had Lancashire and Cheshire been peopled 
in 1851 only at the rate common to all England and Wales (including the 
towns) they would have contained rather fewer persons altogether, than is 
thus attributed to their country parts alone. In other words, there is, in
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the average density of England and Wales, a close analogy to that of the 
country parts of Lancashire and Cheshire (as stated for 1851 by the 
Registrar General). And, in the absence of any better guide to the 
density of the rural districts of Lancashire at previous Censuses, I assume 
that something not very far removed from the same analogy has existed 
throughout the fifty years in view. Acting on this assumption, I take for 
the maximum average density of the country immediately surrounding the 
suburbs of Liverpool 

In 1801 ... ... 25 persons per square mile
1811 ... ... 30
1821 ... ... 35
1831 ... ... 40
1811 ... ... 45
1851 ... ... 50

It may be objected that, while admitting an increasing density in the 
surrounding country I assume an uniform rate for the suburbs. This I 
do, because I see reason for believing that the tendency to increased den 
sity in the suburbs, for the time being, has been constantly counteracted by 
an increasing facility of communication. And as the leading causes of the 
formation of suburbs are intimately and obviously allied with the facility 
of transit thence, to and from the central parts of the town, it may even 
be doubted whether the average density of population in the suburbs of 
our larger towns has not, during the last half century, rather diminished 
than increased.

With the densities thus assumed to be due, respectively, to town, su 
burb, and country, each district, as presented by each census, has been 
examined in succession, and the excess apparent beyond the average due 
to a country district put aside as indicating the existence of a correspond 
ing extent of suburb, or town, or both. The extent of each is at once 
determined by the amount of the excess. Continuing this process through 
the successive decennial statements, the assumed growth of the suburban 
portion of each district is stayed whenever it is found to have covered 
an area of 500 acres: that being deemed, from observation, about the 
point at which the formation of the denser aggregate of a town would 
commence ou the interior borders of the suburb. The suburb, then, being 
maintained at this extent, so long as the extent of the district permits it, 
any further surplus is carried to the formation of an addition to the central 
town, at the average rate of 100 persons to an acre. And so on, till every
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district in the list has been examined, and computed, for each of the six 
decennial enumerations.

The net results may be stated, shortly, as follows : 

1801...
1811...
1821...
1831...
1841...
1851...

AREA COVERED BY TUB TOWN AND SUBURBS.

In Lancashire.

Acres.
1,900
2,590
8,172
3,954
4,944
6,329

In Cheshire.

Acres.
 

12
72

454
1,327
2,241

Total.

Acres.
1,990
2,602
3,244
4,408
6,271
8,570

POPULATION OF THE TOWN AND SUBURBS.

YEAR.

1801...

1811...
1821...
1831...
1841...
1851...

TOWN.

Lancashire.

68900
87600
121800
176800
203700
262400

Cheshire.

__

  

  

  

3100
19800

Total.

68900
87600
121800
176800
206800
282200

SUBURBS.

Lancashire.

13010
17140
19540
21800
29070
37050

Cheshire.

__

120
720

4540
12960
20430

Total.

13010

17260
20260
26400
42030
57480

TOTAL.

81910

104860
142060
203200
248830
339680

The six decennial statements afford us five equal intervals, or periods of 
increase. And by marking the numbers added in succession, in each of 
these intervals, we obtain a somewhat clearer view than that afforded by 
the figures as they stand in the above table, of the varying rates of 
progress.

For instance, for the whole Town (omitting the suburbs) we find that the 
numbers added were: 

In the First decennial interval 
Second   
Third 
Fourth 
Fifth

18,700 persons. 
34,200   
55,000   
30,000   
75,400
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Here there is a remarkable defalcation iu the fourth period, or between 
1831 and 1841.

Dealing similarly with the Suburbs, we find a different result; and one 
which accounts, in part at least, for the irregularity observed in the pro 
gression of the Town. The numbers added being : 

In the First period ... ... ... ... ... 4,250
Second   ... ... ... ... ... 3,000
Third   ... ... ... ... ... 6,140
Fourth   ... ... ... ... ...15,630
Fifth   ... .. ... ... ...15,450

Here we have a considerable falling off in the second period, and a small 
one in the fifth. But we have a very large increase in the fourth : indicat 
ing the extensive formation of new suburbs between 1831 and 1841, the 
interval during which the growth of the Town proper appears to have been 
proceeding at a slower rate than usual.

Increased facility of communication across the Mersey has evidently 
changed the previous direction of the town's growth ; and it would appear 
that the centre of the town, which down to 1831 tended to move from 
the river, has since been fixed ; and is unlikely to move further in that 
direction.

The materials are too imperfect to warrant much further elaboration. 
The superficial form in which I have presented them is undoubtedly open 
to serious objections, in a scientific point of view. It may render some 
what more obvious, and somewhat more available, to those who do not look 
into the original records, the data we possess; but no method of treatment 
can cure the defects of these data, or educe from them the means of closely 
examining the actual growth of the town.


