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hundred years following 1750 witnessed numerous 
JL changes in Britain's economy, society and geography, many 

of which have for long been intensively studied, as, for example, 
has been the growth of towns and cities. Indeed, it is now a 
matter of common knowledge that urbanisation in this country 
was early and rapid. Few students of urban affairs will be 
unaware that in 1851 England had just become the first nation 
to have a majority of its population living in towns. Although the 
burgeoning number and size of towns, and the regional dis 
parities of this growth are well known, little has been written 
until recent years about the consequences of rapid urbanisation 
and industrialisation on the internal structure of towns.

One aspect of this problem, the impact on the geography of 
towns of the transition from domestic to factory industry, is 
approached in this paper. This transition, apart from making the 
journey to work a seemingly inevitable part of the British work 
ing day, was also a precondition for a general restructuring of 
Britain's towns. It led, among other things, to the emergence of 
specialised land-use regions within towns, industrial areas with 
out an inhabitant, and ever more extensive residential zones 
virtually devoid of employment. It also allowed the rise of 
socially and morphologically distinct residential areas, for only 
when a person was forced or was able to live apart from his work 
could the decision where to live become to any degree indepen 
dent of the decision where to work. This distinction may appear 
nice, and doubtless the early factory workers would have had 
difficulty recognising that they exercised any choice in their 
residential location, but it does explain why the social and 
morphological differentiation of towns became widespread in the 
nineteenth century. As the industrial revolution progressed more 
and more people were influenced by considerations of price,
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quality and environment in addition to nearness to employment 
when deciding where to live. Whereas social historians are paying 
increasing attention to the residential patterns of nineteenth- 
century towns, 1 and the consequences to the family of the loss of 
working cohesion as a result of the transition, 2 the geographical 
changes following the setting up of the first large-scale employing 
units have been neglected. This is partly because sources for the 
earlier period are scarce and require considerable manipulation 
to be of use. One purpose of this paper is to demonstrate that by 
careful and selective handling of maps, directories, contempor 
ary surveys and censuses, an acceptable account of these 
geographic responses may be made. In outline, this purpose is 
pursued by examining the experience of one town, Chorley, in 
the period from 1780 to 1850. For each of three dates, at the 
limits and at the midpoint of this period, an attempt is made to 
reconstruct the town's geography and its occupational structure. 
By closely inspecting these two features at each date, and 
particularly as they developed over the seventy years, an 
assessment of their interdependence becomes possible and, it is 
hoped, well founded.

In the period before 1780 Chorley was a dominantly agricul 
tural township, with a small commercial and market function. 
Its situation on the western side of a corridor running north to 
south between Rossendale and low-lying ill-drained land towards 
the west stimulated these functions, for communications and 
traffic have been channelled to some extent through this corridor, 
as can be seen on Figure 13 (inset). Despite this stimulus, the 
town never became a route centre or market of more than local 
importance, largely because its competitors, Wigan and Preston, 
were more favourably situated. Rather, it was the relatively 
dense rural population of the area, arising out of the local 
dominance of arable land over pasture (in contrast to much of 
south Lancashire in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries), 3 that 
supported the low grade urban functions of Chorley. By 1700, as 
Rawlinson estimated from the bills of mortality, the population 
of the township was between 1,100 and 1,200. He considered 
that even in 1760, 'one short street, narrow, irregular, and with 
a shop built across it comprised the whole of the town'. 4 In

1 For example, the work of W. A. Armstrong. See The interpretation of the 
census enumerators' books for Victorian towns', The Studv of urban historv, 
ed. H. J. Dyos (1968), pp. 67-86.

2 E. P. Thompson, The making of the English working class (\ 963), pp. 201-2.
3 H. B. Rodgers, 'Land use in Tudor Lancashire', Transactions of the Institute 

of British Geographers XXI (1955), pp. 79-97.
4 R. Rawlinson, Report to the general board of health on a preliminary inquiry 

as to the sewerage, drainage and supply of water . , . of the town and parish of 
Chorley (\953), pp. 14-15.



Figure 13 
CHORLEY: PLACE NAMES AND THE BUILT-UP AREA IN 1848
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1778, 300 houses were recorded in Chorley, suggesting a popu 
lation of anything between 1,500 and 2,400. 5

OCCUPATIONS AND LANDSCAPE OF THE TOWN IN C. 1780

Soon after 1778 population growth accelerated. Various 
estimates of Chorley's population in the 1780s by John Aikin 
and William Yates include no figure below 4,200. This accelera 
tion was common to many other townships in Lancashire, as 
were its underlying causes, which may here be simplified to one, 
the expansion of the 'cotton' goods weaving trade stimulated by 
the mechanisation of spinning. This replaced the scarcity of yarn 
of previous years with a scarcity of weavers, who were able by 
1780 to attract high wages. 6 Nevertheless, even in 1780, the 
landscape mainly reflected pre-industrial conditions. It was not 
for this reason that 1780 was chosen as the base date for the 
study but because more details of the township's geography can 
be reconstructed for this than for any preceding time. Even so, 
the reconstruction has been forced to rely on skeletal facts 
supplemented by interpretation. To a large extent it is founded 
on the topographic details recorded on William Yates' Map of 
Lancashire. This map was published in 1786 but surveyed six or 
more years earlier. Although it has been called 'a primary 
historical document, it cannot be accepted as an unambiguous 
record of Lancashire topography. ... It undoubtedly gives a far 
more detailed picture of rural settlement than any previous map, 
but the smaller cottages. . . were often omitted a fact confirm 
ed by comparison with contemporary estate maps and rentals'. 7

According to Yates' map, the original axis of the town, 
Market Street, was continuously built-up on both sides from the 
parish church overlooking the River Chor, to the junction of the 
Bolton and Wigan roads (street and place names used in the text 
are located on Figure 13). The continuation of this axis to the 
north, Water Street or Chorley Bottoms, was intermittently 
built-up to the junction of the Preston and Blackburn roads. 
Elsewhere in the township, there were no concentrations of 
buildings, unless a group of about four along Northgate is 
included. This cluster, after the construction of the Lancaster

5 Chester Record Office: Articles of inquiry prior to the visitation by the 
bishop of Chester. Information kindly supplied by Mr C. M. Law.

6 P. Deane and B. R. Mitchell, British economic growth 1688-1959 (1967), 
p. 50.

7 J. B. Harley, William Yates' map of Lancashire (1968), 10. See also, Idem, 
'William Yates and Peter Burdett', Transactions of the Historic Society of 
Lancashire and Cheshire (hereafter T.H.S.L.C.), CXV (1963), pp. 107-32.'
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Canal, came to be known as Botany Bay. There were no buildings 
at Cowling Bridge, and only one or two at the junction of Eaves 
Lane and Lyons Lane, at Chorley Moor, Hartwood Green and 
Red Bank. In total, in the area that became the parish in 1793, 
52 buildings, or one-sixth of the number recorded in the 
Articles of Inquiry, were represented outside the central 
nucleation. This proportion, in the light of Harley's warnings, 
may be much too small. The density of the scattered houses was 
not appreciably different from that of the surrounding district, 
excepting Anglezarke Moor to the east, nor does it seem that 
they were attracted to stream-side sites. In sum, the settlement 
pattern in 1780 consisted of two elements; a fairly even scatter of 
isolated houses, and super-imposed on this, a single, discrete and 
nucleated town. The only distortion to this pattern was the short 
straggle of buildings north from the town along the River Chor.

With modern sources of data, it would be no great task to 
explain the two elements within this settlement landscape. But 
occupational information for the town at this date is absent, and 
must be inferred from our knowledge of surrounding townships, 
and of Lancashire as a whole. It has been said of the county that 
in the seventeenth century, 'the divorce of the worker from the 
land had hardly begun outside the larger towns. The extensive 
changes of that and the previous century were favourable to the 
growth of a numerous class of small-holders. . . . The two 
movements, industrial and agrarian, went on side by side, and it 
is hard to say how far the breakdown of medieval economy 
turned men to industry, and how far industrial opportunities 
hastened the making of new farms at the expense of old grazing 
rights on the common wastes'. 8 This process probably continued 
without much alteration into and through the eighteenth 
century in Chorley, for it was only after 1767 that the commons 
and waste grounds of Chorley-Moor, Hartwood Green, Eaves 
Green and Knowley Moss were enclosed. Although Yates' map 
shows few small-holdings on these areas, both Greenwood's 
map of 1818, and the first Ordnance Survey map of 1848, show 
a close correspondence between the new, outlying clusters of 
settlement, and the formerly enclosed areas.

What did change during the eighteenth century was the 
increasing reliance of the smallholder on manufacturing. In the 
words of William Radcliffe, writing in 1828, 'between 1775 and 
1785 a fever of production seized upon certain districts . . . the 
number of weavers and looms increased enormously, without 
being able to cope with the work. The old loom shops being

8 A. P. Wadsworth and J. de L. Mann, The cotton trade and industrial 
Lancashire 1600-1780 (1931), pp. 25-6.
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insufficient, every lumber room, even old barns, carthouses and 
outbuildings of any description, were repaired . . . and all fitted 
up for loom-shops'. 9 There is no evidence to suggest that 
Chorley differed from this 'golden age', and some to affirm its 
participation in the prosperity of domestic manufacture. It was 
at the heart of the area where the manufacture of finer cotton 
goods, particularly muslins, first flourished. As early as 1764 
Joseph Shaw of Bolton had attempted to make the first British 
muslins at Anderton to the south east of Chorley. Twenty years 
later, at the same place, Samuel Oldknow became the first to 
achieve eminence in muslin manufacture. In the short period 
from 1783 to 1786 the number of weavers employed by Old- 
know from Anderton increased from 59 to 159. Many details of 
his enterprise have been described by Unwin; they can be used 
to suggest the kind of factors that influenced the location of the 
weavers' smallholdings. Both the weavers and the yarn spinners 
travelled, perhaps once a week, to the Anderton warehouse for 
their raw materials and with their completed articles. They 
worked for Oldknow but not on his property under factory 
conditions; the value of his stock of manufactured goods was 
£812 in contrast to the £60 valuation of his 'Fixtures and 
Utensils' including office furniture and machinery. 10 Under 
Oldknow's system of capitalistic manufacture, or the more 
usual practice of muslin and fustian manufacturers of employing 
'putters out', the labour force of the industry was distributed 
over a wide area. As the manufacture prospered and grew so the 
density of settlement increased, but initially it did not lead to the 
creation of nucleated settlements. Instead, as may be seen from 
Yates' map, the distribution of smallholdings around Chorley 
was being conditioned first by the pattern of landownership; the 
large estates to the south, south-west and west of the town had 
not acquired dispersed houses; and, second, for obvious reasons, 
by the availability of cultivable land, which tended to counteract 
the preference for stream-side sites. Water was obviously 
needed, but mainly for domestic purposes, not yet for power.

Up to this point there has been no contradiction between the 
cartographic evidence of Chorley's human landscape, and the 
inferences that can be made about its population's occupations. 
Neither does one arise when considering the reasons for the

9 W. RadclifFe, Origin of the new system of manufacture, commonly called 
power-loom weaving (1828), p. 65; cited by P. Mantoux, The industrial revolution 
in the eighteenth century (1964 edn.), pp. 65, 246.

10 This section draws heavily from G. Taylor, The land loom weavers at 
Stockport and Anderton', Samuel Oldknow and the Arkwrights, ed. G. Unwin 
(1924), pp. 42-9; also the remainder of Unwin's volume, and G. W. Daniels, 
The early English cotton industry (1920), p. 129.
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restricted enlargement of the town's central nucleus. Although 
the increased density of settlement in Chorley's hinterland, the 
declining degree of self sufficiency of the smallholders and the 
increasing circulation of merchants and their goods, together 
explain why the area could support a larger market centre, 
nowhere had large employing units been formed; most people 
still lived at or immediately adjacent to their place of employ 
ment. Thus, the conditions for large scale, nucleated, urban 
growth had not been created by 1780. Only later, when weavers 
devoted all their energies to the cotton trade, could these arise. 
When workshop weaving and mechanical spinning concerns 
began to spread, their larger scale and increased power require 
ments demanded new locations. Then, towns with their superior 
transport and their superior opportunities for contact among 
manufacturers and labour, and stream-line sites with their 
ability to provide mechanical power, became desirable sites for 
settlement.

1780-1816: THE FIRST FACTORIES

By 1816 the population had increased to about 6,000. Of 
greater interest is the fact that this growth was stimulated by 
new forms of employment, which in turn encouraged a new 
pattern of settlement within the township. It was in this period 
that factories and the clusters of houses about them first 
became an established part of the landscape, although the role of 
the factory, and particularly the cotton mill, can easily be 
overstressed. There is little evidence of renewed attempts to 
establish cotton mills in Chorley for a generation after Ark- 
wright's abortive and well documented attempt of 1777 to set up 
a spinning mill at Birkacre on the banks of the Yarrow. 11 The 
role of factory employment in the total fortunes of the town 
probably remained small until the end of the Napoleonic wars. 
Nevertheless, in 1795, Chorley was recognised as a manufac 
turing district of considerable attraction to labour due to the 
concentration of domestic and 'workshop weaving' of muslin, 
and other fine cotton goods. An 'ingenious correspondent' of 
John Holt's observed in c!795, 'that the rate of wages is in 
proportion to the distance of the township from the seats of 
manufacturers; e.g. at Chorley the wages of a common labourer 
3s. with ale; at Euxton 2s. or 2s. 6d.; at Eccleston 1 s. 6d. or 2s.; 
at Mawdsley and Bispham, I am told, you may get them at

11 For example, in R. S. Fitton and A. P. Wadsworth, The Strntts and the 
Arkwrights (1958), pp. 77-80; and in A. E. Musson and E. Robinson, 'The 
origins of engineering in Lancashire', Journal of Economic History XX (1960), 
pp. 209-33.
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harvest time for Is. 2d. and Is. 4d.' 12 John Aikin's account, also 
of 1795, does not show the factories as any more than one of 
many equal industrial features. He found a 'small, neat market 
town [with] several mills, engines, and machines for carding and 
spinning of cotton', the River Chor being used to work the 
machinery. On the banks of the Yarrow also were 'many 
bleaching and printing grounds, with cotton factories inter 
mixed'. 'Plenty of coal and cannel are produced about Chorley', 
and in the neighbourhood were 'quarries of ashlar, flag and 
millstone, and mines of lead and alum'. 13 Aikin reminds us that 
it was not just the textile industry that was seeing the rise of 
larger employing units; the same process was taking place in 
iron founding, coal mining and, indeed, to a greater or lesser 
extent, in most spheres of activity. The process was, however, 
most rapid in textile manufacture, with each new factory 
taking an abrupt step towards large-scale production. Yet, even 
in this industry, the period was probably characterised more by 
a gradual increase in the average size of workshops than by the 
replacement of such units by factories.

A SURVEY OF THE TOWN IN 1816

To what extent the Napoleonic wars hastened or slowed these 
changes is largely a matter of conjecture; it is possible, however, 
to gain a firmer impression of the net results of the period by 
closely examining the town in 1816, using a Vestry Committee 
Survey of the town recorded in Chorley Town's Book which is 
preserved in the public library. To support this evidence, there 
are the first two directories making reference to the town, 
Rogerson's Lancashire General Directory of 1818 and Pigot's 
Commercial Directory of the same year, an 1826 tract by a 
Chorley cotton spinner, W. Hall, which contains useful descrip 
tions of the cotton factories, and Greenwood's Map of Lancashire 
which was surveyed in 1818. 14 The latter, it is worth noting, 
despite its early date, 'is an exceeding fine map which, although 
published considerably earlier than the one inch Ordnance 
Survey maps of Lancashire, closely resembles them in style and 
execution'. 15

12 J. Holt, General view of the agriculture of the coitntv of Lancashire (1795), 
p. 219.

13 J. Aikin, Description of the country from thirty to forty miles around 
Manchester (1795, 2nd edn. 1968), p. 289.

14 Chorley public library; W. Hall Vindication of the Chorley spinners, 
5 Feb. 1826.

15 H. Whitaker, 'A descriptive list of the printed maps of Lancashire 1577- 
1900', Clietham Society Publications, CI (1938). pp. 117-18.
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Little survives about the organisation of the vestry survey, but 
it was certainly carried out in August or September 1816. As 
early as 18 December 1806, the committee had resolved 'to make 
a new survey of all messuages, cottages or dwelling houses, lands 
tenements and hereditaments within the town of Chorley'. 
Further resolutions to the same effect were made on three 
occasions in the next fifteen months, but, subsequently, the 
committee's attention was diverted until 26 August 1816. Then, 
the survey's purpose was stated as 'for ascertaining the individual 
situation in which the respective families therein are to be placed, 
particularly with respect to the amount of their earnings, their 
occupations, the number of the family under five years of age, 
and under twelve, the Parish they belong to and any general 
remarks that the Committee may think right'. It also resolved 
that the town be divided into eight districts which consisted of 
the following streets: . ;

1. Market St Back Mount, Back Sq., Chapel St, Dole Lane, Mealhouse 
Lane, Market St, Peter St, St Thomas's Sq., Union St.

2. Bengal St Bengal St, Bengal Sq., Hollinshead St.
3. Bolton St First part of Bolton St, Back St, Leigh Row, Leigh St, 

Standish St.
4. Bolton Rd Second part of Bolton St (almost certainly from the 

Lyons Lane junction), Fox Sq., Red Bank.
5. Cowling Baganley, Cowling Bridge, Eaves Lane, Lyons Lane, 

Stump Lane.
6. Chorley Moor Cheapside, Chorley Moor, Elbow St, Eaves Green, 

Fleet St, Gillibrand Walks, Moor St, Pall Mall, Tootell 
St.

7. Botany Botany Bay, Knowley.
8. Water St Hartwood Green, Preston St, Water St.

From this information, the districts can be delineated with 
precision, as on Figure 14. On this illustration, the extent of the 
built up area in 1816 has been estimated from the street listings 
above, the contents of the directories, and from Greenwood's 
map. The following details were recorded in the committee's 
minutes for 13 September 1816.

TABLE i: Findings of the vestry committee survey of Chorley, 1816
DISTRICTS

	12345678 Total

Families 103 87 110 100 36 88 67 82 673
No's of heads of families 201 171 213 195 68 162 126 164 1,300
Those well off 17 28   19 4 14 30 13 125
Those meddling 42 24 57 26 12 41 22 22 246
Those very poor 46 35 53 55 20 31 15 47 302
Males, children 144 113 185 163 66 140 89 102 1,002
Females, children 134 112 195 177 67 104 102 114 1,005
Looms 33 82 117 190 67 89 89 53 720
Unemployed 16 4 28 53 5 10 20 4 140
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The only other information was a note that the 'major part of 
the inhabitants belong to other parishes who have taken up their 
residence here for the sake of employment'. A failing of the 
survey is that only 3,307 persons are accounted for, a total that 
we would suppose from the census figures of 5,182 in 1811 and 
7,315 in 1821 to be about half of the total population. The cause 
of this under-enumeration is not clear, although the fact that 
there is only one category of children does conflict with the 
committee's stated intention. Perhaps those under five were not 
after all included. Whatever the cause, the under-enumeration 
was certainly not a result of incomplete area coverage: it is 
obvious that all of the built up areas were surveyed.

As can be seen, the greater part of the survey was concerned 
with the 'prosperity' of the town's inhabitants, but some 
attention was paid to the employment of the population. All 
these details, despite being ill-defined and essentially qualitative, 
are of immense value, not least because of their arrangement 
into detailed geographical divisions. They are used here both to 
trace the population characteristics in the various parts of the 
town, and to suggest, with the help of the supporting sources, 
explanations for these differences. Given the limitations of the 
survey, such findings must be regarded as provisional at best.

First, the numbers of heads of families (parents) in each of the 
three prosperity categories, well off, meddling and very poor, 
and in each of the eight districts have been converted into 
percentage figures. Each proportion may then be compared with 
the percentage of the population in each district, either directly 
or, as in the second part of Table II, by calculating an index of 
the over- or under-representation of each prosperity group in 
each district. This index was calculated by taking the ratio of the 
percentage of group x in district y to the percentage of the town's 
population in district y.

TABLE ii: Charley 1816: Residential distribution of prosperity

Percentage representation of prosperity groups in 8 districts
District 12345678 Chorley
Well off 13-6 22-4   15-2 3-2 11-2 24-0 10-4 100
Meddling 17-1 9-7 23-2 10'6 4-9 16-7 8-9 8-9 100
Very poor 15-2 11-6 17-5 18-2 6-6 10-2 5-0 15-6 100

Population 14-5 12-0 17-9 16-1 6-1 12-3 9-6 11-5 100

Index of over- or under-representation of prosperity groups 
District ... 12345678 Chorley
Well off -94 1-87   -94 -52 -91 2-50 -90 1-0
Meddling 1-18 -81 1-30 -66 -80 1-36 -72 -77 1-0
Very poor 1-05 -97 -98 1-13 1-08 -83 -40 1-36 1-0
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As this index shows, only two districts, Bengal and Botany, 
had an over-representation of well off families. On the other 
hand, four districts had a surplus of very poor families, the most 
conspicuous in this respect being the Water St district. In order 
to make further use of the information it was decided to sum 
marise the prosperity data to a single index in order to compare 
prosperity with the details on age-structure, unemployment and 
the number of looms. To do this, the ratio of the well off families 
was multiplied by three, the ratio for those meddling by two, 
and the products of these were summed with the ratio in very 
poor circumstances. This, divided by six, gave an index of 
prosperity, by which the districts were ranked. The vestry 
survey provides other indices of prosperity apart from these 
direct references. The numbers of unemployed, for example, 
reflect, even if they do not account for, variations in prosperity. 
Similarly, the percentage of a district's population recorded as 
children may be used as a measure of prosperity. This is justified 
not because we assume that the less prosperous were more 
fertile, but because these groups suffered higher mortality rates 
and a shorter expectation of life, and hence the proportion of 
adults in their total numbers will be smaller. These various 
measures of prosperity are brought together in part a of the 
following table. The scores in each measure are ranked in 
descending order of prosperity in part b, and an average of the 
three ranks for each district is presented at the end of the table.

TABLE in: Charley 1816: Comparison of prosperity indices 
District 12345678

a Unemployment index 0-79 0-24 1-12 2-35 0-59 0-58 1-49 0-25
Percentage children 58 57 64 64 66 60 60 57
Prosperity index 1-04 1-35 0-60 0-88 0-71 1-05 1-56 0-93

b Unemployment rank 51683472
Children 31768451
Prosperity rank 42867315

c Average rank 4 1-3 7 6-6 6 3-6 4-3 2-6

In general, the agreement among the indices is high, for only 
three of the districts show a variation of more than two in their 
various rank scores. The survey findings are claimed, therefore, 
to have successfully distinguished a pattern of dissimilarity among 
the residential areas of the town. It is clear, for example, that the 
Bengal district (2) was the most prosperous and healthy part of 
the town, while the Bolton St district (3) was clearly the least 
desirable residential area. To allow a sharper impression of the 
pattern of variation, the mean ranking of each district has been 
mapped on Figure 14. The contradications which arise between
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Prosperity measures 
Mean Rank Score

Figure 14
CHORLEY: DISTRICTS OF THE 1816 VESTRY COMMITTEE 

SURVEY OF THE TOWN, AND THEIR PROSPERITY
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the indices for certain districts are themselves of interest. The 
rankings for Cowling (5), Botany (7), and Water St (8) have the 
greatest variation. Water St, which had an exceptionally high 
representation of very poor families, had the second lowest inci 
dence of unemployment and a fairly high proportion of chil 
dren. In contrast, Cowling, had an exceptionally low rate of 
unemployment.

The limited occupational information is two-fold; in addition 
to the statement of the numbers of unemployed the number of 
looms in each area is given. If the number of looms in each area 
is divided by the number of people recorded in each district the 
relative distribution of weaving employment throughout the 
town can be established:

TABLE iv: Charley 1816: Looms per person in eight 
districts

District 12345678 Chorley 
 07 -21 -20 -36 -33 -22 -28 -14 -22

These looms are assumed to be hand-looms used in domestic 
premises. The varying ratio of looms per head therefore indicates 
the distribution of weaving employment among the districts of 
the town. Proof that this assumption is justified is provided by a 
simple test. If all workers were employed in their home districts 
we should expect a high ratio of looms and consequent large 
number of weavers in a district to be matched by a low incidence 
of other occupation groups. By the same token, a district with 
few weavers should have a large number of workers engaged in 
other occupations. If, however, it was common for men to 
journey to work, from one district to another, then it would not 
necessarily follow that large numbers of weavers within a 
district would be matched by low numbers of other workers, or 
that a district with few weavers would contain large numbers of 
other types of worker. The evidence we have does in fact suggest 
that alternative employment opportunities were at a maximum 
in those districts with the lowest ratio of looms, and vice versa, 
from which we may conclude that little separation of homes 
from workplaces had taken place in Chorley by 1816.

The most striking example of weaving and other employment 
complementing each other is found in the Market Street district 
(district 1 on figure 14), where an extremely low ratio of looms, 
only one to about every fourteen persons, was balanced by 
many long-established commercial enterprises. From Rogerson's 
Directory we find that eight of the town's ten attorneys and fire 
and office agents practised in this district. Every druggist, grocer, 
grocer and tea dealer, linen and wool draper, butcher and the
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one ironmonger trading in Chorley had his shop there. Moreover, 
only four of the lesser 'shopkeepers and dealers in sundries' 
traded elsewhere. In total, the directory lists 24 retailing and 12 
professional premises in the Market Street area; if we add to 
this the 33 looms recorded by the vestry survey, we probably 
have occupational information for the majority of this area's 
population. Apparently, there was little need to travel out of this 
particular area to find work.

If we now turn to the area with the second lowest proportion 
of looms, Water Street (8), where the number per head was about 
two-thirds of the town's average, we also find alternative 
employment, but of a different kind. This area, strung along the 
River Chor, had for many years been associated with powered 
machinery and non-domestic occupations. 16 Of the three 'cotton 
spinners and manufacturers' listed in Rogerson, one, probably 
the largest, was in this district. Ten years later, this works, 
owned by Samuel Hilton & Co., was said to employ 36 spinners 
and altogether about 400 hands. 17 Apart from a modest spinning 
establishment in the Market Street district, the other cotton 
factory mentioned by Rogerson was in the Bolton Street (3) 
district which, interestingly, had the third lowest ratio of looms, 
with about one for every five persons. Two more areas had similar 
ratios, namely Bengal (2) and Chorley Moor (6), leaving only 
three, all on the eastern margins of the town, with a high ratio of 
looms, one for every three or four persons. Bengal's somewhat 
low loomage may be explained by its high representation of 
well-off families. Hollinshead Street, originally New Street, was 
a popular residential area for the town's 'nobility, gentry and 
clergy', and may be seen as the first sign of a specialised high 
class residential area in the town. Chorley Moor had alternative 
employment opportunities in coal-mining.

In large measure, then, the variations in weaving employment 
among the districts were compensated for by alternative occu 
pations. Consequently there was little need of journeys to work 
in order to balance the distributions of employment and workers. 
This is not altogether surprising as the only activities operating 
at greater than workshop scale were the three spinning mills and 
two calico printing works. Collieries in the south of the town 
may also have expanded beyond the capability of domestic 
organization, but unfortunately no details of their development 
have come to light.

If, in this respect, the best interpretation of the available 
sources demonstrates that the period 1780-1816 did not see 
radical alterations in daily working habits, this is not the case

16 As described by Aikin, see above note 13. 17 W. Hall, op. cit. p. 24.
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when we look at the structure of the town. The new forms of 
employment had led to a changing distribution of settlement. 
This can be illustrated by separating the population into those 
dwelling in the central nucleus and those dwelling in peripheral 
areas. Districts 1, 2, 3, and 8 approximate to the continuously 
built-up settlement aligned along the north-to-south road. The 
surveyors recorded 1,848 people, 55-9 per cent of the total 
population, in this core where five sixths of the population was 
estimated to live in 1780, although the inaccuracies of Yates' 
map almost certainly inflates this fraction. Despite the many 
uncertainties, buildings and population seem to have increased 
more rapidly in the outlying parts of the town than in the central 
nucleus between 1780 and 1816.

By comparing Greenwood's and Yates' maps, it can be seen 
that this change was not entirely due to the proliferation of 
smallholdings. The Lancaster canal had opened through the 
town in 1795 along the glacial overspill channel to the east of the 
centre (see Figure 13). At Northgate, where the valley is 
narrowest and was crossed by the Blackburn turnpike, canal 
wharves were built which stimulated the growth of Botany Bay. 
By 1816 this district (7) housed 10 per cent of the town's 
population. The more southerly but similar geographic situation 
of Crosse Hall had also acquired a small settlement by 1816, 
doubtless associated with the calico printing works mentioned 
by Rogerson. Greenwood also marks many buildings at Red 
Bank and Chorley Moor, many of whose inhabitants were 
undoubtedly colliers. Finally, a small nucleus of buildings had 
arisen at the junction of Lyons Lane and Eaves Lane, possibly 
associated with, but somewhat removed from, the Crosse Hall 
Print Works. 18

By this time, then, the settlement pattern was more complex 
than that of 1780. As well as the commercial core and the 
dispersed smallholdings, small and scattered clusters of settle 
ments associated with specific forms of occupation had arisen. 
Outstanding among these were the canal and coal mining 
settlements, partly because of their separation from the town, 
but there were also clusters associated with the textile trade; 
some, like the Crosse Hall calico works, were isolated from the 
town, others, like the cotton spinning factories, added buildings 
to the existing built up area. Yet, even in this more complex 
situation, residential location was still to a great extent deter 
mined by the location of employment and not usually by the 
social differences among the population. The only observed 
exception to this rule was within the nucleated core settlement,

18 See Figure 17 for the location of this works.
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where there were noticeable differences in the residential 
composition of its parts, one district in particular being inhab 
ited by relatively prosperous families.

1816-1850: THE INCREASING PRACTICE OF JOURNEYING TO WORK

The years from 1816 to 1850 witnessed the transformation of 
industry in Chorley as in Lancashire to a factory system. By 
1851, the 527 hand looms weavers in the town totalled only 8-5 
per cent of the working population, while a large proportion of 
workers were employed at mills separated by short distances 
from their homes. During this period the town also acquired more 
recognisable urban functions, and with them a larger middle 
class to cater for the consuming, educational and spiritual needs 
of the increasingly specialist population. Consequently, the 
conditions for a recognisable pattern of social segregation were 
beginning to develop. Despite this, the structure of the town in 
these years was most affected by the simple fact of continuing 
rapid growth; during the half century to 1850 the population 
increased from 4,500 to 12,700. This pace of growth, although 
not as fast as in some other Lancashire towns, was nevertheless 
greater than in the settlements closest to Chorley. For example, 
the town had twice as many people as Leyland in 1801, but four 
times as many in 1851.

The town's growth was of course related to its increasing 
employment opportunities. Although the early decades of the 
century were wretched for the hand loom weavers, the very fact 
that they would work for very low remuneration meant that 
their numbers did not greatly decline during these years. 19 It also 
meant that the spread of the power loom was delayed, although 
the numbers of weavers with the improved machinery in England 
increased from about 12,000 in 1820 to 85,000 in 1833. 20 Power 
looms were usually associated with a factory system because of 
their greater power requirements, greater expense and the smaller 
labour demands per loom. They were often grouped in sheds, 
which were occasionally operated independently of spinning 
mills, but often, and increasingly, as an adjunct of them. 
Edward Baines gives the first indication of this tendency in 
Chorley; in his Gazetteer of 1828 he lists four of the cotton 
spinners as also being manufacturers, and one he specifically

19 Report from the select committee on land loom weavers (1834), p. 421, 
cited by J. L. and B. Hammond, The skilled labourer 1760-1832 (2nd edn. 
1965), p. 72.

20 Ibid, also E. Baines, History of the cotton manufacture in Great Britain 
(1835), p. 237.
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mentions as manufacturing by power loom. The significance of 
this tendency for us is that it stimulated the working conditions 
which involved a journey to work.

Inspection of the commercial directories referring to the town 
before 1850 does not yield impressive evidence of expansion in 
the town's cotton industry. 21 They do not, of course, reveal the 
likely expanding scale of establishments, but instead simply list 
the various concerns. The enumerators of the 1851 census 
recorded 1,192 persons in recognisable cotton spinning occupa 
tions, and these, according to Mannex's 1851 Directory, were 
employed in but eight mills. There were 418 printing employees, 
but only two calico print works. The period was in fact charac 
terised by the increasing scale of employing units, not only in 
the cotton industry, but in many spheres of economic activity. 
In many branches of trade, improving technologies were 
increasing the optimum scale of the producing unit, and so 
concentrating numbers of employees at a place where they could 
not live.

CHORLEY AT MID-CENTURY

Despite a much expanded range of sources for this date, and 
their much improved quality, considerable problems attend a 
reconstruction of the geography of Chorley in 1850. A full 
discussion of these has been given elsewhere. 22 The major 
sources were the enumerators' books of the 1851 census, the roll 
of rateable values of 1848, and the first six inch Ordnance 
Survey or 'Record' map. These were supplemented by Rawlin- 
son's contemporary inquiry into the health of the borough and 
by the local directories.

The first task was to establish the employment structure of the 
town and, in particular, to discover the proportion still engaged 
in domestic employment. In outline, this was achieved by 
extracting all occupations from the enumerators' books and 
classifying them into industrial groups: (a) occupations per 
formed at home, (b) those performed in a factory or other 
specialised employing unit, and (c) those performed both 
domestically and in larger units. There was also a residual 
category of those with no fixed work place, e.g. hawkers. In 
some cases there was little doubt about the allocation of a

- l All those directories referring to Chorley, listed in S. Horrocks (ed.), 
Lancashire directories 1684-1957, have been consulted.

-- A. M. Warnes, The increase of the journey to work and its consequences 
for the residential structure of towns with special reference to Chorley (1969), 
unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Salford, pp. 161-6.
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particular occupation; domestic servants, dressmakers and 
farmers were assigned to (a), winders, reelers and railway 
labourers to (b). In other cases a large amount of guesswork was 
involved in placing an occupation. Wherever there was consid 
erable doubt about the correct allocation of an occupation, a 
leaning towards the domestic category was adopted in order to 
yield a minimum figure for the proportion engaged in a journey 
to work. Abridged details of Chorley's occupations are given 
in the Appendix, 23 from which it can be seen that, even with this 
bias, only a third of the occupied population were found to be 
domestically employed in 1851. Over one half of the economi 
cally active were engaged in branches of the textile industry that 
necessitated a journey to work. In fact, those branches with a 
particularly low domestic sector, spinning, bleaching and dying, 
printing and 'not specified', accounted for 2,287 workers, or over 
one third of the total occupied population. Apart from those in 
this industry, iron founding and mining, however, few people 
were considered to travel to work.

These figures attest that by 1851 the transition to the discipline 
and timetabled regularity of employer-employee relationships 
was entering its final stage. For understanding changes in urban 
structure, though, the fact of a conversion away from domestic 
employment is not enough and must be supplemented by know 
ledge of the distance men travelled from home to work. We have 
already seen that isolated settlements hard by a mill or bleach 
works, which had been growing since 1780, maintained the close 
contingency between employment and population distribution. 
By 1851 the proximity of home and workplace was breaking up, 
at least for certain sections of the workforce. This can be shown 
because the sources allow not only the fact but also the extent of 
separation of homes from workplaces to be reconstructed. For 
example, it is possible to discover the place of employment of 
those, who, because of their profession, trade or craft, are listed 
in the directories, and of those engaged in a specialised task 
which could only have been performed at one location in the 
town. This can then be compared with the corresponding home 
addresses available from the enumerator's books, or the less 
cumbersome rating valuations. The Record Map even permits 
the sophistication of reconstructing the likely route between 
front door and factory gate. To carry out this procedure would 
be quite simple for the professional classes, particularly as by 
this time they tended to segregate themselves into superior

23 Full details, involving the classification of every occupation recorded by 
the enumerators, are contained in A. M. Warnes, op. cit. Appendix 2, pp. iv-xi, 
or may be obtained from the author.
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residential areas. If the same exercise were attempted for petty 
entrepreneurs, the numbers would become larger, and the task 
more time consuming and hazardous, because we may expect a 
proportion of tradesmen and craftsmen not to be household 
heads and not to be registered in the directories. To continue 
with the unskilled occupations would be impossible because 
rarely do we find their individual workplaces recorded.

The information that would be accumulated by this procedure 
would be of high quality for individuals but of little value for 
representing the journey to work behaviour of the town, or of its 
occupational groups and social classes. It was decided, therefore, 
to concentrate on estimating groups', rather than individuals' 
journeys to work. Whereas it is often impossible to establish 
the exact workplace of an individual coal miner, bleacher 
or carder, it is possible to establish in many cases the location of 
all places where that occupation could have been performed. 
The results will not give precise average distances of separation, 
but will produce a more representative picture of journeys to 
work in the town. For each worker, the minimum and maximum 
possible journeys can be established, and the averages of these 
quantities for each occupational group can be calculated and 
compared.

Nine groups were considered in this way. They were chosen 
for the confidence that can be placed on our knowledge of 
possible workplaces. Three small groups may be examined first; 
railway employees, canal employees and ropers. The first 
consisted of 22 persons variously described as rail clerk, inspec 
tor of railway, railway labourer and railway porter; the second of 
11 persons divided amongst boat men and canal labourers; and 
the third consisted simply of 23 ropers. These small groups show 
a very close juxtaposition of homes and workplaces, which, on 
the strong assumption that their respective workplaces were at 
the railway station, canal wharves and the single rope works, can 
be accurately measured.

The reconstruction of the separation between home and work 
is only slightly more difficult for three more small groups; 
brickmakers, quarrymen and ironfounders. Although the 
directories are unhelpful for establishing their workplaces 
(apart from Mannex's reference to two iron foundries), the 
Record map does indicate one brick-field, one quarry and four 
foundries. A degree of uncertainty about the workplace there 
fore arises. When all the so far mentioned workers' homes are 
mapped and compared with all possible workplaces, as on 
Figure 15, the immediate impression is the great difference 
between the groups in the proximity of workplace to residence.



124 URBAN STRUCTURE OF CHORLEY

This is confirmed in the following table which gives the average 
distance of homes from the nearest possible workplace, as well 
as figures for the minimum and maximum cases.

TABLE v: Separation of homes from workplaces for six 
occupational Groups in Charley in 1851

Distance (yards) 
Average Minimum Maximum

Railway employees 581 205 1789
Canal employees 108 44 190
Ropers 361 176 1056

Brick-makers 777 352 1320
Quarrymen 903 44 1789
Iron-founders 192 15 763

Only for these small and probably unrepresentative groups 
can a precise indication of the distance between homes and 
workplaces be given. With other groups, the numbers of em 
ployees and of possible workplaces increases, and often there is 
uncertainty about the location of one or more workplaces. 
These difficulties may be illustrated by the case of the coal 
miners. In addition to uncertainty about their numbers resulting 
from an inadequate census classification and record, 24 it is 
exceedingly difficult to locate the pits that were working at any 
particular date. Fortunately, a number of independent sources 
relating to the town in 1851 are available.

A. J. Taylor has tabulated information from a 'List of 
collieries round Haigh in 1851', which he compared with two 
other sources, finding, 'sufficient correlation ... to warrant its 
general acceptance'. 23 Although Taylor expresses doubt 
whether the list covers the whole of Chorley, the absence of pits 
in the north of the town can be accounted for by the northern 
boundary of the coalfield. The details of Chorley's pits are as 
follows:

TABLE vi: Coal pits or collieries in Chorley, 1851
Owner Colliery or No. of No. of Colliers Output 

pit pits workings i.e. day/tons 
hewers

Blundell Millstone 2 2 32 100
Hargreaves    1 1 12 50
Jn. Whittle    2 2 23 67

Mannex's directory broadly confirms this information, and 
adds that Hargreaves owned Burgh and Coppull collieries (the 
latter outside the township), and that the executors of Whittle

M Ibid. pp. 132-50.
25 A. J. Taylor, 'The Wigan Coalfield in 1851', T.H.S.L.C. CVI (1954), pp. 

113-26.
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owned those at Duxbury. Although the 1847 County Rate 
Valuation mentions only two coal mines, the Record Map 
confirms the three main areas of coal mines, but on the other 
hand disagrees with the other sources on the number of pits in 
each area. This, in view of the ephemeral life of contemporary 
pits, is not surprising, especially in an area noted for the 
difficulty of its seams. Figure 16 indicates collieries and pits that 
appear on the Record Map, apart from two cases, possibly no 
more than shallow non-galleried pits, near the southern end of 
Market St. It also locates the residences of all 317 workers in this 
industry which could be deduced from the enumerators' books. 

From this map it is clear that a close correspondence of 
homes and workplaces did not characterise the industry. While 
the majority of its employees lived on the south side of the town, 
they did not congregate at the pit-head, and the remainder are 
scattered throughout the town. Significantly, no miners' settle 
ment had grown on the Burgh Hall estate, but rather at Chorley 
Moor, the nearest eighteenth-century enclosed wasteland, to 
which Burgh Colliery was linked by a tramway. The general 
lack of association between homes and pits renders the estima 
tion of the miners' journey to work impossible, so an alternative 
and less satisfactory course was undertaken. By drawing con 
centric circles with radii in quarter mile units, and by counting 
the numbers of miners living within the successive bands, their 
dispersion from the nearest possible workplace is shown, as in 
Table VII.

TABLE vii: Charley 1851: separation of workplaces from residences 
of four large occupational groups

1. Numbers living at given distances from nearest possible workplace
Distance (miles)

0-i i-1 i-i t-1 1-1 i li-H total
Coal miners 113 133 43 12 16   317 
Spinning workers 874 51 33 3     961 
Bleach workers 33 52 44 10 12   151 
Calico printers 47 63 144 79 51   384

1,813
2. Density per acre in each concentric band
Coal miners 36-8 14-4 2-8 0-6 0-6  
Spinning workers 284-6 5-5 2-2 0-1    
Bleach workers 10-8 5-6 2-9 0-5 0-4  
Calico printers 15-3 6-8 9-4 3-7 1-8  
3. Percentage distribution in each concentric band
Coal miners 35-6 42-0 13-6 3-8 5-0   100-0
Spinning workers 91-0 5-3 3-4 0-3     100-0
Bleach workers 21-9 344 29-1 6-6 7-9   99-9*
Calico printers 12-2 16-4 37-5 20-6 13-3   100-0
* N.B. Rounding error, all recorded workers accounted for.
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Other occupational groups were also examined in this way, 
the largest being cotton spinners. It was not possible to distin 
guish between the 245 spinners, 131 winders, 86 carders, 184 
reelers and 315 piecers, who together (961 persons) accounted 
for 80-6 per cent of the 1,192 workers in this industrial category. 
The choice of workplaces for this group was large, but although 
Slater's 1848 and Mannex's 1851 directories disagree on details, 
when used in combination with the Record Map, the most 
important sites were clearly identified. A working map was drawn 
at a large scale and the residences of all the spinners located on 
it; 26 concentric circles were again drawn around each of the 
eight possible working locations, and a count performed, the 
results of which are included in Table VII.

Finally, the residences and workplaces of employees in the 
two cotton finishing industries were treated in the same way. 
Unlike spinning, both bleaching and printing were concentrated 
at few works. There is no doubt about the location of the two 
calico-printing works indicated on Figure 17, although the 
possibility that other mills employed 'block printers', 'calico 
printers' and those described as 'print works' must not be 
excluded. These three occupations of, respectively, 90, 108, and 
186 persons, formed 91-9 per cent of all those included within 
this group, and are those mapped at their places of residence.

Less certain is the location of bleach works operating in 1851, 
and open to considerable doubt is the number of the industry's 
employees. The boundaries between the bleaching industry, 
chemical manufacture and cotton printing are none too clear. 
Both the 1848 and the 1851 directories record bleach works at 
Heapy and Healey, but the Record Map also marks a third at 
Crosse Hall by the higher leet of Cowling Bridge print works. 
The nomenclature of the works in this vicinity changed with 
bewildering rapidity in the mid-nineteenth century; for example 
at the time of Richard Cobden's ownership. Cowling Bridge 
print works was known as Crosse Hall works, 27 yet the 1848 
directory contains an entry, 'Crosse Hall works, Cowling 
Bridge'. Without more evidence, it must be assumed that 
bleachers were employed at the bleaching sheds by Crosse Hall 
belonging to the Cowling Bridge print works, and, by extension, 
probably also at Birkacre print works. The confusion is con 
founded because there were two dye manufacturers within the 
town; a mordaunt manufacturer is listed at Botany Bay in the 
1848 directory and confirmed by the Record Map, which also

26 A simplified version of this map appears as Figure 11.4 in A. M. Warnes, 
op. cit. p. 206.

27 See G. Turnbull, A history of calico printing in Great Britain (1951), p. 423; 
J. Morley, Life of Richard Cobden (1896), I, pp. 158-60.
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notes that it manufactured pyroligneous acid. Slater is alone in 
recording a 'logwood grinder and manufacturer of dyewood 
liquers' at Crosse Hall mill. With both the manufacture and 
application of bleaches and dyes thus present in the town, it is a 
lottery to allocate the 38 'dyers' and 'colour mixers' to a working 
location, and only a little more confidence can be present when 
placing the 109 'bleachers', 'callender men' and 'finisher, bleach 
ing'. All together, 95-4 per cent of the workers in bleaching and 
dying are represented on Figure 18 and in Table VII.

The difficulties of reconstructing the linked locations for any 
but the most clearly defined occupations, for other than clear cut 
employment sites, and for more than a small number of employ 
ment locations are clear. These problems become even more 
intractable for the remaining occupations, and it was felt 
unproductive to proceed any further with this attempt to 
quantitatively assess the separation. The following and con 
cluding section discussing the findings of this work does draw, 
however, from an inspection of all occupations in the town.

First, some limitations to the evidence must be admitted. 
Apart from the Heapy bleach works, no workplace location 
beyond the parish boundary has been considered. Although it is 
unlikely that the nearest cotton factories at Whittle-le-Woods 
and Arlington employed Chorley residents, some of the native 
coal miners may well have worked at pits to the south and west 
of the town, notably in Charnock Richard and Coppull. 
Another limitation is that only 1,932 workers, or 47-6 percent of 
all those judged to engage in a journey to work have been 
individually examined. The degree of separation between home 
and workplace will be probably exaggerated by these workers, 
for they are to a large extent drawn from the industries operating 
at the greatest size of unit. They exclude, for example, the 150 
agricultural labourers who were not allocated to the domestic 
category but who, in most cases, probably lived very close to 
their work. The major omissions from the complete picture are 
458 workers described as 'cotton mill' or 'factory worker', 
probably working in the cotton spinning mills.

The important overall conclusion of this investigation is the 
close proximity of homes to workplaces that remained in 1851 in 
a well established industrial setting. Using the assumption that 
everyone worked at their nearest possible workplace, only 79 of 
the 1,813 workers in the four large groups that were examined 
lived more than one mile from their work. As many as 1,067 
lived within a quarter-mile of a place where they could carry out 
their employment. So although two-thirds of the population 
travelled to work, the total amount of movement necessary to
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overcome the separation was not great. Nevertheless, there is no 
doubt that the average distance travelled to work had sharply 
increased since 1816, not only because more workers lived away 
from their work but also because of the increasing variety of 
employment. This is best shown by comparing the evidence from 
different occupational groups in the town.

It is strikingly apparent that the longer an industrial site had 
been established, the closer were the locations of residence of its 
employees. Normally it is difficult to establish the foundation 
date of any particular industrial site, but the following successful 
cases can be used to illustrate a general feature. The greatest 
contrast is between the small group of canal workers clustered 
around the Botany Bay wharf that was opened in 1795, and the 
widely dispersed pattern of railway workers' residences. The 
latter employment began in 1841, when the railway station 
opened. A similar distinction is found with spinning employees, 
for they were closely grouped around the oldest mills, for example, 
Lightoller's, Waterloo and North St, which existed in the 1 SIS- 
1826 period, but are not found in large numbers around the 
newer mills, such as Sherburn in Lyon's Lane, and at Stump. 
That these differences occur within one specialised branch of the 
cotton industry suggests that the more dispersed pattern of 
workers' homes around newer enterprisies resulted from delay 
between the provision of employment and of housing. It must 
not be forgotten, however, that the increasing variety of employ 
ment opportunities may have led to a reduction of the commit 
ment by workers to a particular employer or factory. Similarly, a 
continuing diversification of employment and workplaces among 
the individual members of families would have tended to 
increase the average distance from home to work.

There may have been many other reasons for this increasing 
separation, but the nature of the information that I have 
described does not enable them to be assessed. To what extent, 
for example, was the size of establishment related to the 
separation? In theoretical terms, as the scale of employment at a 
particular site increases, so must the average journey to work of 
its employees, because of the restricted building area available 
near the factory gate. Only imprecise statements can be made 
about the size of labour force at, for example, individual spin 
ning mills in Chorley, but as far as can be seen, any relationship 
between relative size and the journey to work was weak, 
particularly in comparison with the association between age of 
plant and its workers' dispersal. Nor is there clear evidence that 
differences in prosperity or in working hours were creating 
distinctive home-to-work links for the various occupations.
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Perhaps the lengthy average journey to work of the calico 
printers nearly sixty per cent travelled over half a mile is 
explained in terms of this group forming a labour aristocracy, 
with higher wages and shorter working hours than other textile 
employees.

Finally, consideration must be given to the consequences of 
the increasing separation on the structure of the town. It is clear 
that by the middle of the nineteenth century no simple analysis 
of the settlement pattern into its components, nor ready 
explanation of these in terms of a stimulus from individual 
industries, can be maintained. Partly because of the increase in 
both population size and employment diversity, and partly 
because of the declining similarity between the employment 
and population distributions as a result of the increasing 
journey to work, influences apart from the location of employ 
ment affected the urban structure. This is not to say that 
distinctive residential locations on the basis of occupation no 
longer existed: those recognised in 1816 to be associated with the 
canal, with mines, factories and commerce did survive, but the 
growth of Chorley after 1816 did not conform to the same 
pattern. Moreover, evidence from both an analysis of residential 
rateable values, and from an examination of the social class 
distribution in the town based on the occupational details from 
the enumerators' books, 28 shows that there was a tendency for 
those with similar incomes, educational level, or other status 
variable, to congregate in limited parts of the town.

Between 1816 and 1850 the population of the town doubled to 
over 12,000 persons. The built-up area in 1848 was still domi 
nated by a linear nucleus along the Bolton-Preston road. This 
was approximately one mile long, but nowhere more than a 
quarter of a mile wide. In 1851, this nucleus accounted for more 
than three-quarters of the total number of buildings and had, 
therefore, increased its relative importance since 1816. Neverthe 
less, the outlying nuclei had increased in size and themselves 
proliferated. Botany Bay grew little, Chorley Moor most 
rapidly; these, together with the settlement at the junction of 
Lyon's and Eaves Lanes, accounted for 254, or 17 per cent, of 
the 1,485 separate dwellings in the town. The remaining 95 
dwellings were situated mainly in distinct concentrations at 
Cowling Bridge, which had grown rapidly, Crosse Hall and 
Stump (see figure 13 for place names).

It is not hard to find explanations for some of the details of the 
changed structure, for example, the stagnancy of the canal 
settlement, or the development of the nuclei adjacent to the coal

28 A. M. Warnes, op. cit. pp. 167-88.



134 URBAN STRUCTURE OF CHORLEY

mines and calico print works. It is more difficult to explain the 
growth of the centre. Perhaps the commercial and professional 
functions of the town were becoming relatively more important. 
Perhaps the centre was a more favourable location for the new 
entrants to Chorley's industry. Yet, even if these speculations 
are correct, the changing journeys to work behaviour of families 
as well as of individuals would have strengthened the tendency 
for development to be at the centre. As the family increasingly 
broke down as a unit in employment, and as its members worked 
more and more at separate locations, the advantages of a house 
near to the centre of the town would have increased. The 
increasing diversity of employment in the town would have had a 
similar result, particularly where this resulted in a decreasing 
loyalty to any particular employment and an increase in occu 
pational mobility. 29

Whether further investigation of these particular suggestions 
will lead to an improved understanding of the changes in the 
structure of nineteenth-century towns is not known. Similarly, 
how far these findings are applicable to other towns is unknown. 
This exercise has, however, demonstrated that there are clear 
relationships between, on the one hand, the nature of the link 
between homes and workplaces, and, on the other, the structure 
of urban settlements. It has also shown that differences in the 
extent of travelling to work, at different dates and between 
different occupational groups, can be confidently attributed to 
two factors. The more important of these is the type of organi 
sation characteristic of an industry. A journey to work was 
habitual for cotton spinners, printers and bleachers, but not for 
shopkeepers, shoemakers or farmers. From this it follows that 
the scale of employment characteristic of an industry was a 
major determinant of the extent of journeys to work. The second 
factor occasionally overrode such a relationship, particularly 
within particular industries. It was the influence of conditions 
particular to the town of Chorley, the age of individual employing 
units and the policies of local estate owners. These explain such 
anomalies as the surrounding of the largest spinning mills by the 
least dispersed clusters of employees.

It is clear that by careful use of the available sources many 
details of past journey-to-work behaviour can be reconstructed, 
even within a town dominated by one industry, cotton. Although 
it has been previously argued that, in such a town, 'the relative 
standardisation of job types and a tendency towards a domination

29 The development of 'factory villages' which would have discouraged 
mobility was not important in Chorley, unlike other Lancashire towns; see 
S. Pollard, 'The factory village in the industrial revolution', English Historical 
Review LXXIX (1964), pp. 513-31.
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of the local occupation structure by those jobs make it difficult to 
reconstruct any daily flows internal to the town', it is possible to 
establish differences in the degree of separation of homes from 
workplaces. 30 When the 1871 enumerators' books are available 
for research, a study of the evolution of the journey to work over 
a thirty-year period will be possible. Its results would be of great 
interest, not only to those interested in the evolution of urban 
structure, but also to all students of nineteenth-century England.

APPENDIX

Industrial Croups

1. Agriculture
2. Coal mining
3. Quarrying 

Total primary industry
4. Cotton: Spinning
5. Cotton: Weaving
6. Cotton: Bleaching and Dying
7. Cotton: Printing
8. Cotton: Other and n.e.s. 

Total Cotton Industry
9. Other textiles and clothing 

10. Iron founding and manufacture 
1 1. Other metal manufacture
12. Other manufacture 
Total manufacturing industry
13. Retailing and wholesaling
14. Transport and trade
15. Construction and house maintenance
16. Personal and office workers
17. Misc. unskilled workers
18. Professional workers
19. Domestic servants 
Total tertiary occupations
TOTAL ALL GROUPS

Number
of

workers
393
317

9
719

1192
916
151
418
528

3205
210

58
124
265

3862
346
162

; 152
152
219

91
390

1513
6094

Number
working

domestically
236

0
0

236
0

612
0
0
2

614
187

0
75

190
1066
308

0
0

64
0

38
390
800

2102

Proportion
working

domestically
60-1
00
00

32-8
0-0

66-8
0-0
0-0
0-4

19-2
89-0
0-0

60-5
71-7
27-6
89-0
0-0
0-0

42-1
00

41-8
100-0
52-9
34-5
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