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Abstract


This thesis explores the history of juvenile delinquency in England during the decades bracketing the nineteenth century’s turn and how modern historians have analyzed this period. The purported birth of juvenile delinquency during this tumultuous period is widely attributed by both historians and Victorians to the explosive growth in England’s urban population. Contemporary statistics of criminal prosecutions confirmed emergent literary tropes that viewed childhoods spent on city streets as inevitably corrupting. Public policy and private charity for more than a century thereafter would recommend removal from the city’s corrupting cultural influences to a highly romanticized vision of rural space as healing innocence. This thesis challenges the juxtaposition of country and city on which such explanations of juvenile delinquency rest.  Utilizing the neglected testimony of magistrates, constables, rural residents, and juvenile criminals themselves, it will demonstrate that rural England also suffered from increasing juvenile crime in this period. It will illuminate the complex social, economic, and political dynamics responsible for the oft-cited statistical gap between rural and urban arrest rates, showing that the latter were in neither case transparent measures of criminal activity. Crime was on the rise in English rural counties as transformed by industrial capitalism as were England’s booming cities, suggesting that historians who continue to emphasize the dichotomy between the city and the country have not only recycled a Victorian narrative but also limited their own understandings of the time. 
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Thesis Introduction

“Oliver, whose days had been spent among squalid crowds, and in the midst of noise and brawling, seemed to enter a new existence there. The rose and honeysuckle clung to the cottage walls; the ivy crept round the trunks of the trees; and the garden-flowers perfumed the air with delicious odours.”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Charles Dickens, Oliver Twist. Ware: Wordsworth Classics, 1992. 292.] 



	In the Victorian worldview of the early nineteenth century, cities were viewed as crowded, dangerous, and dirty locations that corrupted the morality of youth. Reading stories about children like Oliver Twist being tempted into crime by urban Fagins and Artful Dodgers, commentators reflected back on the “good old days” of pre-industrial England where the countryside evoked emotions of innocence and purity. The excerpt above from Charles Dickens’ Oliver Twist particularly demonstrates this Victorian dichotomy between the city and the country of the 1830s, the time period in which this novel is set and was originally published.  In corrupting and degrading London, Oliver is, among many other unfortunate events, brought into a gang of young criminals, instructed in the art of picking pockets, and arrested for his companions’ offences. The countryside, on the other hand, is presented as the antithesis of the city, providing a transformative, peaceful, and comforting setting for Oliver to gain back his strength after the teeming streets of London.
	At the start of the nineteenth century, a nine-year-old boy like Oliver was legally an adult with respect to criminal law. Only the very young were exempt by a legal formation called the Doli Incapax, a doctrine that dictated that only offenders less than seven years of age were not to be charged criminally responsible for their actions. An individual younger than seven was considered incapable of knowingly committing a crime, an individual between seven and fourteen years old was given partial legal immunity (had to be proven to have acted with malice and fully aware of their actions), and anyone fourteen years and older was given equivalent treatment to any adult.[footnoteRef:2] Thus, individuals older than seven and much older criminals could be ordered to serve sentences in the same prisons, face punishment at the same gallows, and held in the same prisoner ships along the River Thames. [2:  Henry Worsley, Juvenile Depravity (London: C. Gilpin, 1849).] 

	Victorians particularly emphasized the immorality and corruption of the city in relation to young criminals, because this is the time period in which juvenile offending is becoming increasingly problematic. Street literature is advertising wanted juvenile criminals, philanthropic organizations are widely asking for donations for the creation of reformatories to rescue delinquent youth, and rates of urban juvenile arrests are reaching unprecedented levels, with juveniles coming to be tried at the Old Bailey, London’s central criminal court, quadrupling between 1790s and early 1820s.[footnoteRef:3] Viewing these soaring rates of juvenile crime as a symptom of England’s unprecedented urbanization, contemporaries reflected back on pre-industrial England and viewed the countryside as the antithesis of the commotion and depravity of urban cities.  [3:  Peter King and J. Noel, “The Origins of the Problem of Juvenile Delinquency: The Growth of Juvenile Prosecution in London in the Late Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries.” Criminal Justice History 14. (1993), 22.] 

	The term “juvenile” is preferred in this thesis, because this was the central terminology around which investigations about the extent of crime in regards to younger offenders were being increasingly conducted in the early nineteenth century. For example, in 1816, Parliament set up a Committee for Investigating the Alarming Increase in Juvenile Crime in the Metropolis, and references within the report of this Committee referred to individuals younger than fourteen as “juveniles.” However, it is important to note that this term was fluidly used by contemporaries and did not have a singular definition. For example, the 1828 Committee on the State of the Police of the Metropolis advocated that a “juvenile penitentiary” be created for those up to seventeen years old.[footnoteRef:4] However, in accordance with the legal classification of ages, this thesis will use the term “juvenile” to refer to anyone between the age of seven and fourteen and reserve the terminology of “child” to individuals younger than seven. [4:  Report from the Select Committee on the Police of the Metropolis (London: 1828), 4. ] 

	British historians have studied crime primarily in the city. Scholarly interest in juvenile delinquency rose in the 1970s and 1980s as part of the general turn towards illuminating the history of subaltern groups, the “marginalized and vulnerable” members of society.[footnoteRef:5] This era of historians exploring the role of juvenile crime in British history include Victor Bailey, John Gillis, Susan Magarey, Margaret May, and John Springhall.[footnoteRef:6] These historians paved the tradition of viewing the increasing preoccupation of Victorians with juvenile delinquency as the period of the “invention” of juvenile crime (first coined by Magarey). They argued that changes in law and police enforcement during the Victorian period ensured that more and more juveniles were arrested, generating statistics that further fueled an almost continuous public alarm regarding juvenile delinquency that persists today. [5:  Heather Shore, "Inventing and Re-Inventing the Juvenile Delinquent in British History." Memoria Y Civilización 14 (2011): 105-32.]  [6:  Victor Bailey, Delinquency and Citizenship: Reclaiming the Young Offender, 1914-1948 (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1987); John Gillis, “The Evolution of Juvenile Delinquency in England, 1890- 1914,” Past and Present, 67 (1975), pp. 96-126; idem., Youth and History: Tradition and Change in European Age Relations, 1770-Present, New York, Academic Press, 1974; Susan Magarey, “The Invention of Juvenile Delinquency in Early Nineteenth-Century England,” Labour History, 34 (1978), pp. 11-27; Margaret May, “Innocence and Experience: The Evolution of the Concept of Juvenile Delinquency in the Mid-19th Century”, Victorian Studies, 17/1 (1973), pp. 7- 29; John Springhall, Coming of Age: Adolescence in Britain, 1860-1960, Dublin, Gill and Macmillan, 1986.] 

	The historiography of the 1990s revisited these themes and challenged the view of the juvenile criminal as somehow solely Victorian. While some historians such as Leon Radzinowicz and Roger Hood continued to categorize “the concept of the young offender” as a “Victorian creation,” several historians adopted more empirical investigatory approaches and began to concentrate on exactly when and where juvenile crime increased.[footnoteRef:7] Rather than concentrating on the language of the state and political debates about crime as Magarey and May had done, Peter King, Joan Noel, and Heather Shore adopted more quantitative approaches and dated the increase of juvenile crime not just to the Victorian but two decades before the Victorian. Collecting juvenile arrest data on London, Peter King and Joan Noel found in 1993 that juvenile arrest rates began increasing at the end of the Georgian Era (1790s) rather than just during the beginning of the Victorian (1830s), indicating that more than just policing changes must have been responsible for this growing number of young offenders.[footnoteRef:8]  [7:  Leon Radzinowicz, and R. Hood, A History of English Criminal Law and Its Administration from 1750 (London: Stevens, 1948), 133.]  [8:  Peter King and J. Noel, “The Origins of the Problem of Juvenile Delinquency: The Growth of Juvenile Prosecution in London in the Late Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries,” Criminal Justice History, 14 (1993), 17-41.] 

	Heather Shore’s 1999 juvenile arrest data for Middlesex, a county in southeast England that is now known as part of Greater London, confirmed the pattern of juvenile crime rising in heavily populated localities before the Victorian period.[footnoteRef:9] Noting this trend, Shore’s explanation echoed her Victorian sources, “an increased population led to an increased youthful underclass resulting in a rise in juvenile offending.”[footnoteRef:10] Thus, like Dickens, Shore locates juvenile crime to the urban environment, because steeply climbing arrest rates suggest that the juvenile problem is an urban problem. [9:  Heather Shore. Artful Dodgers: Youth and Crime in Early Nineteenth-century London (Rochester, NY: Royal Historical Society/Boydell, 1999).]  [10:  Ibid. 20.] 

	Taking this concept a step further, seven years later, King added 12 other counties of both urban and rural populations to his original London data with Noel and Shore’s data for Middlesex.[footnoteRef:11] Using prison calendars, King determined that by 1820-2, juveniles dominated the age structure of property offenders not only in the London metropolis but also the four major cities of Liverpool, Bristol, Manchester and Warwickshire. King’s graph for Manchester is provided below to demonstrate how the age distributions can be visually represented. Comparing the percentages between 1801-5 and 1820-2 reveals that juveniles (defined by King as those younger than seventeen) did significantly increase, becoming almost the majority of all property offenders. Incorporating the data from all 12 counties, King calculated that the 1820-2 data sets of urban localities showed proportions of 0-19 year olds being between 35% and 48%, while the other six predominantly rural counties reached about half of that level, at between 13% and 24%.  [11:  The twelve counties King added to the 2006 study were Berkshire, Shropshire, Bedfordshire, Gloucestershire, Bristol, Lancashire, Salford Hundred, Essex, Hertfordshire, Kent, Surrey, and Sussex. Peter King, Crime and Law in England, 1750-1840: Remaking Justice from the Margins (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 73-114.] 


Age Structure of Property Offenders: Manchester 1801-5 and 1820-2[footnoteRef:12] [12:  King, Crime and Law in England, 1750-1840: Remaking Justice from the Margins, 82.
] 


	King further broke down rural counties into the fastest growing regions and determined that they averaged 22%-34% while predominantly agricultural regions such as Bedfordshire, Berkshire, Gloucestershire, and rural Shropshire averaged four times less juveniles at only 4-8% of property offenders. To consolidate his information and present this “urban-rural contrast,” King also incorporated the Middlesex data from Heather Shore to create the graph below of the percentage of offenders aged 1-17 years in the urban London and Manchester in contrast with the rural Bedforshire and Gloucestershire. The graph demonstrates how urban juvenile crime rates seemingly greatly outpaced their rural counterparts.

Percentage of Offenders Aged 1-17 Years, Bedfordshire, Gloucestershire, and Manchester, and 0-18 in London 1790-1850.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Ibid. 84.] 


	King interprets this “rural-urban divide” in a way that is almost identical to that of the explanation provided by Shore. Arguing that the high proportions of crime in cities and low proportions of juvenile crime in rural areas indicate a “decisive shift” in juvenile crime and attributing it to the unparalleled growth of English cities, King labels juvenile crime like the Victorians he was studying had done- a product created and contained within cities: 
“The first twenty years or so of the nineteenth century witnessed a decisive shift in the proportions and numbers of juveniles being indicted for property theft, and it was rapidly expanding industrial and commercial cities like Manchester and established metropolitan centres like London and Bristol that brought about that change.”[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Ibid. 85.] 

	This thesis will challenge the tradition of historiography that King is representing.  By arguing that crime did exist in the countryside and explaining exactly how it was able to escape traditional measures of crime, this thesis will not only dispel the strict Victorian dichotomy of the city and the country but also provide a critique of modern Victorian historiography. By using uncritically the available sources and statistics from the period, historians have imposed limitations on their research of juvenile crime, and their analyses have been recycling the historical narrative that was first produced by Victorians themselves. 
	To explain the dynamics of both the urban and rural crime cultures, this thesis must draw on a rich variety of sources, including political works such as Parliamentary Committee papers, literary sources from as early as the seventeenth century, street literature, newspapers, crime records, censuses, brochures, pamphlets, interviews, and maps. Particularly highlighted in this thesis is the archived evidence of the 1839 Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales. Spread among nine evidence boxes at the British National Archives, these hundreds of queries, personal notes, letters, calendars, advertisements, newspaper clippings, and interviews allow this thesis to formulate an argument about rural juvenile crime culture based on the neglected testimony of magistrates, constables, rural residents, and juvenile criminals themselves.
	The first chapter explores the panic over juvenile delinquency that occupied the minds of urban nineteenth century contemporaries. Highlighting the influence of many factors, including street literature, mainstream press, the penal system, first hand experiences with crime, and climbing arrest rates, it also provides the historical and social context that shaped urban awareness of and concern about juvenile crime. Furthermore, this chapter emphasizes how the urban preoccupation with arrest rates rested on demonization of the city, with its inherent romanticization of pre-industrial rural England, and how these assumptions informed solutions that sent juvenile delinquents to colonies.  	 
	The second chapter focuses on rural crime and suggests that arrest rates are not as transparent as contemporaries had thought. Statistics did not incorporate the full reality of juvenile crime and by utilizing primary testimonies from nineteenth century constabulary forces, district judges, rural residents, social investigators, and juvenile criminals, this chapter will demonstrate that rural England had a dynamic juvenile crime culture of its own. The third chapter will explain why statistics did not capture this rural crime and how this data has since influenced both historians and modern historiography about rural and urban crime.  











Chapter 1: Crime in the City

City of London (Base Map: Rocque's 1746 London, Westminster and Southwark)[footnoteRef:15] [15:  “Local Government,” London Lives, http://www.londonlives.org/static/LocalGovern ment.jsp] 



I. The “Alarming Increase” of Juvenile Criminals

	According to the Oxford English Dictionary, one of the earliest references to the term “juvenile delinquency” is in the title of an 1816 report by the London Committee for Investigating the Causes of the Alarming Increase of Juvenile Delinquency in the Metropolis.[footnoteRef:16] This Committee was founded by Peter Bedford, a Quaker silk merchant and philanthropist of Spitalfields, a suburb bordering the east end of the City of London, after Bedford had recently failed to prevent the execution of a young boy named John Knight for the crime of theft. Bedford believed him to be innocent. He was deeply troubled not only by the faulty judicial proceedings of this particular case, which ignored relevant testimony and the confession made by the actual thief, but also by the large number of incarcerated juvenile offenders with whom he came into contact during his investigations of Knight’s case.  Consequently, he convened a group of his friends and fellow philanthropists interested in the issue of juvenile crime, who not only helped raised funds to support some of Knight’s young friends but who also formed a Committee for “investigating, and, as far as possible, for removing, the causes of the terrible amount of juvenile crime and degradation found to exist in London.”[footnoteRef:17] [16:  “Juvenile Delinquency,” Oxford English Dictionary, http://www.oed.com/view/Entry /102272?redirectedFrom=juvenile+crime#eid222700069.]  [17:  William Tallack. Peter Bedford, the Spitalfields Philanthropist (London: S.W. Partridge, 1865), 15.] 

	The Committee consisted of fifty “benevolent and intelligent gentlemen, of various religious denominations, united together in the general operations of the association.” According to the roster on the final report, they included future Member of Parliament Thomas Fowell Buxton, Reverends James Towers and Robert Crosby, Doctor Tuthill, and Quaker banker Samuel Hoare Jr.[footnoteRef:18] These men spent twelve months interviewing nearly 800 delinquent children in an effort to provide with a clearer understanding of what was causing rising rates of juvenile crime in London. Their report was extremely influential and is credited by modern historians with being the first significant investigation into a subject that would hereafter occupy center stage amongst Victorians’ social concerns--namely juvenile criminality.[footnoteRef:19] [18:  First Report of the Committee for Investigating the Causes of the Alarming Increase of Juvenile Delinquency in the Metropolis (London, 1816), 199.]  [19:  For example, Pamela Horn identified it as “the first serious attempt to examine the problem of child offending” and Helen Johnson categorized it as “one of the first reports to deal solely with crime committed by juvenile offenders.” Pamela Horn, Young Offenders: Juvenile Delinquency from 1700 to 2000 (Stroud: Amberley, 2010), 30; Helen Johnston, Crime in England 1815-1880: Experiencing the Criminal Justice System (New York: Routledge, 2015).] 

	The Committee firstly asserted, “In prosecuting these inquiries, it was found, that Juvenile Delinquency existed in the metropolis to a very alarming extent.”[footnoteRef:20] The Committee did not cite specific numerical figures or provide evidence for this statement. However, Victorians were already convinced of the growing extent of juvenile crime that a statistical chart in the Appendix was hardly necessary. Juvenile offences had indeed reached unprecedented proportions. Peter King’s meticulous study of English court records, published in 2006, revealed that the percentage of offenders, aged 0-17 years, increased in the City of London from approximately 11% in 1794 to 24% in 1815.[footnoteRef:21] Heather Shore’s 1999 count of Middlesex criminal registers (See map on p. 15: Middlesex included all of London north of the Thames River, excluding the independent City of London) similarly reports a doubling of juvenile arrests, aged 0-16 years, recording 2% in 1794 and 7% in 1815.[footnoteRef:22] In addition, the numbers of offenders under 17 brought before the Old Bailey, London’s central criminal court, rose nearly fourfold between the 1790s and early 1820s.[footnoteRef:23] [20:  First Report of the Committee for Investigating the Causes of the Alarming Increase of Juvenile Delinquency in the Metropolis (London, 1816), 5.]  [21:  Peter King. Crime and Law in England, 1750-1840: Remaking Justice from the Margins (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2006), 80.]  [22:  Shore, Artful Dodgers: Youth and Crime in Early Nineteenth-century London, 172. ]  [23:  Peter King and J. Noel, “The Origins of the Problem of Juvenile Delinquency: The Growth of Juvenile Prosecution in London in the Late Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries,” 22.] 

	This growing social problem was the subject of the street literature that proliferated in London during the early decades of the nineteenth century. Since newspapers were expensive, selling sheets of large inexpensive pages that were quickly folded into pamphlets proved to be an easy way of spreading information, including information about criminal youth. Philanthropic organizations utilized this media to solicit public donations and to raise support for projects designed to moralize the criminal classes. The first of these organizations, the Philanthropic Society of London, established an “asylum” for delinquent juvenile males in 1788 and regularly released pamphlets that documented their goals and periodic progress. Another group, the Society for the Reformation of Juvenile Offenders, established a similar refuge in 1816. Their reports were also published as pamphlets that like those of the Philanthropic Society, loudly warned respectable Victorians of the growing threat of juvenile delinquency: 

“the records of all the police offices; the commitments, trials, and convictions at Newgate and other gaols; all the information, howsoever acquired, unites in demonstrating the lamentable fact, that juvenile delinquency has of late years increased to an unprecedented extent, and is still rapidly and progressively increasing.”[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  Report of the Committee of the Society for the Improvement of Prison Discipline and for the Reformation of Juvenile Offenders (London, 1818) 11.] 


	Sensational stories of juvenile crime and violence also filled the pages of mainstream press after 1800.[footnoteRef:25] Newspapers regularly reported the gritty details of criminal gangs of boys and girls recruited by adult bosses. According to the 1844 issue of Mogg's New Picture of London; or, Strangers Guide to the British Metropolis, newspapers in London were widely-read and circulated, passing from one hand to another, with approximately 28,000 morning papers and 12,000 evening papers. The guide reports that “Of all these, the Times takes decidedly the lead the superiority of its general information, its continental in particular, having long since designated it with the honourable appellation of ‘The leading Journal of Europe.’”[footnoteRef:26] Yet, even The Times could not avoid the issue of juvenile criminality and regularly chronicled the shocking actions of Charles King, a boss who ran a gang of professional pickpockets, all throughout the early 1800s. Scores of newspapers also typically published advertisements and summations of court cases involving children, further alarming the Victorian public.[footnoteRef:27]   [25:  Matthew White, “Juvenile Crime in the 19th Century,” British Library, http://www. bl.uk/romantics-and-victorians/articles/juvenile-crime-in-the-19th-century#authorBlock1.]  [26:  Edward Mogg, Mogg's New Picture of London; or, Strangers Guide to the British Metropolis (London: E. Mogg, 1844), 63.]  [27:  Paul Fyfe, By Accident or Design: Writing the Victorian Metropolis (New York: Oxford UP, 2015), 103.] 

	Lastly, many Victorians needed no further convincing because they witnessed criminal children with their own eyes. The easy access to these striking visions for Victorians was well summarized by Scottish advocate and historian, Sir Archibald Alison in his 1840 work, Principles of Population: “If any person will walk through St. Giles’, …  he will meet with ample proof of these observations… his astonishment will be, not that there is so much, but that there is so little crime in the world.”[footnoteRef:28] Alison’s suggestion that crime should be much higher given the abundance of young criminals he had witnessed in the London district of St. Giles confirms the ease with which contemporaries could have observed young offenders if they attempted to do so.  [28:  Archibald Alison. The Principles of Population, and the Connection with Human Happiness (Edinburgh: W. Blackwood & Son, 1840), 76-78.] 

	The most common way people had “proof of these observations” was by being victims of juvenile criminals or by watching other people become victimized. Trial proceedings recorded during sessions of the Courts of Assizes, or periodic courts held in towns and presided over by visiting judges from higher courts, cataloged thousands of these witnesses’ testimonies.[footnoteRef:29] For example, when 11-year-old Joseph Denham was found guilty of stealing in January of 1814, his fate was sealed by the testimony of a hatter named Richard Holman. Holman explained, “I saw the prisoner kneel down; he put his arm round the doorpost and took a hat; he ran away with it. I pursued him, and caught him about ten yards from the shop.”[footnoteRef:30] [29:  Testimonies can be reviewed on the Old Bailey online or logbooks at English archives, including the National Archives and the London Metropolitan Archives.]  [30:  “Old Bailey Proceedings, 12th January 1814,” Old Bailey Online, http://www.oldbaileyonline.org/browse.jsp?path=sessionsPapers%2F18140112.xml] 

	Another method of observing juvenile criminality was to purposefully enter poorer neighborhoods. In the 1830s, journalists and police chiefs went there to observe and monitor the condition of the lower classes. For example, police commissioner and social commentator, William Augustus Miles explored the poorest parts of London and explained in 1835 that he witnessed “a youthful population in the Metropolis devoted to crime, trained to it from infancy.”[footnoteRef:31] Prominent social critic Henry Mayhew was similarly later struck in 1862 by the “thousands of neglected children loitering about the low neighborhoods of the metropolis, and prowling about the streets, begging and stealing for their daily bread.”[footnoteRef:32] In their journals and publications, these investigators even noted specific streets that stood out to them during their ventures into slums. In the 1880s, this practice became even more popular with philanthropists, religious missionaries, social investigators, and wealthy people who were either innocently or crudely interested in the conditions of the urban poor.[footnoteRef:33] Nevertheless, whether this issue was learned through media or experience, the majority verdict of Victorians was that juvenile delinquency existed in city centers to “a very alarming extent.”[footnoteRef:34] [31:  Report of the Select Committee on Gaols (London, 1835), 91.]  [32:  Henry Mayhew, London Labour and the London Poor (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin, 1985), 273. ]  [33:  Ellen Ross, Slum Travelers: Ladies and London Poverty, 1860-1920 (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2007).]  [34:  Shore, Artful Dodgers: Youth and Crime in Early Nineteenth-century London, 21. ] 


II. Juvenile Crime as a Symptom of Urbanization

	Given this proliferation of commentary on the increase of juvenile crime, it is not particularly surprising that many historians point to this time period, or the late eighteenth century and early nineteenth century, as the period of the “invention” of juvenile crime.[footnoteRef:35] However, echoing historians Peter King and Heather Shore, this thesis will not assign this period that distinction, because anxiety over criminal behavior of youth was certainly not new. It is not as if misbehaving children had somehow suddenly emerged only in this time period. Rather, this issue was now being amplified by a plethora of social issues stemming from what the 1815 Committee associated with the impact of urbanization: [35:  Magarey, “The Invention of Juvenile Delinquency in Early Nineteenth-Century England,” 11; May, “Innocence and Experience: The Evolution of the Concept of Juvenile Delinquency in the Mid-Nineteenth Century,” 7-29; Radzinowicz and Hood, A History of English Criminal Law and Its Administration from 1750.] 

“Of late, the supply of labour in the metropolis has been far greater than the demand; and the Committee are of opinion, that the distress, to which the poor have been exposed, from this circumstance, has in a great measure, produced that laxity of morals.”[footnoteRef:36]  [36:  First Report of the Committee for Investigating the Causes of the Alarming Increase of Juvenile Delinquency in the Metropolis. 13.] 


	Indeed, London was fast becoming the world’s first modern city, experiencing an explosive growth in population that was profoundly altering the pressures on the poor. While it was a sizable European city in the eighteenth century, London had become the largest city and financial center in the entire world by 1815.[footnoteRef:37] According to the 1696 computations of leading English statistician Gregory King, English villages and hamlets contained 4,100,000 individuals while small cities and towns held only 870,000 and London housed 530,000.[footnoteRef:38] Yet, the first modern census in 1801 revealed that the English population had risen to a staggering 10,917,433 with 864,845 of all individuals living in London, and by 1851, the total population approximately doubled to 21,121,967, with 2,362,236 people living in London. The 1851 census also shocked contemporaries by recording that the majority of English people (slightly above half) were no longer living in the countryside and instead occupying cities.[footnoteRef:39] Population density maps from census records are included below to illustrate how quickly London had expanded within a time period of only 60 years.  [37:  R. A. Rees, Britain, 1815-1851 (Harlow, Essex, England: Longman, 1990), 18.]  [38:  Gregory King. Natural and Political Observations and Conclusions upon the State and Condition of England, 1696 (London: Printed for J. Stockdale, 1804). Although often criticized, Gregory’s calculations continue to be a common starting point for historians seeking an understanding of pre-industrial English society and economy. The exact precision is contested but the overwhelming rural majority is undisputed. Paul Slack, “Measuring the National Wealth in Seventeenth-century England.” Economic History Rev The Economic History Review 57.4 (2004), 607-35. ]  [39:  Edward Cheshire, The Results of the Census of Great Britain in 1851; with a Description of the Machinery and Processes Employed to Obtain the Returns. Also an Appendix (London: J.W. Parker and Son, 1853), 46.] 



London’s Population Growth Density Maps, 1801-1861[footnoteRef:40] [40:  “London’s Population by Borough,” Savills for Financial Times, https://next.ft.com/ content/8dfd a5f2-b824-11e4-b6a5-00144feab7de.] 


	This unprecedented growth of Britain’s urban population was fueled in large part by large-scale immigration from the countryside. The Napoleonic Wars (1803-1815) recruited many countrymen and employed them in fighting services. At the same time, rising demand from urban areas coupled with a succession of bad harvests to increase the price of grain, resulting in what historian A.J. Peacock described as “the most dreadful time of the English labourer’s existence.”[footnoteRef:41] Hunger and poverty drove those who could to move from the countryside and into towns to seek a living. [41:  A.J. Peacock, “Village Radicalism in East Anglia” in Rural Discontent in Nineteenth Century Britain, ed. by J. Dunbabin (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1974), 39.] 

	Enclosure and machinery also intensified the pressure for relocation. Enclosure was the English process of consolidating open fields (closing fields for communal use and selling them to wealthy farmers), and although it had been occurring since the sixteenth century, it was the 1801 General Enclosure Act that greatly simplified the enclosure process and sealed the fate of many small, rural farmers. Consequently, open fields that had once been granted to village populations for public use were now being taken away from the commons and sold only to politically connected farmers. Small farmers could not afford the legal and other associated costs of enclosure and were forced out. Additionally, the industrial reformation of machinery greatly decreased the farmer’s need for extra laborers, further contributing to rural unemployment.[footnoteRef:42] [42:  A cluster of famous inventions in the later eighteenth century is attributed to this industrial transformation. Ready examples can be drawn from cotton spinning (Hargreaves’ jenny, 1764; Arkwright’s spinning frame, 1769, Cromford mill, 1771; Crompton’s mule, 1779), iron refining (Cort’s puddling and rolling process, 1784), and steam-power generation (Watt’s separate condenser, 1769). Brian Hearn, “The British Industrial Revolution in a European Mirror” in The Cambridge Economic History of Modern Britain, ed. by R. Floud (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2014), 8.] 

	Another important consideration is the way in which enclosure impacted both rural and urban family structures. Families that built cottages on open, communal fields had oftentimes passed down these farms for generations.[footnoteRef:43] Thus, many children either inherited their parents’ cottages or built a cottage on the family plot. However, enclosure effectively blocked these options for many families. Large farmers dominated the purchase industry for land, and parents could no longer give their children a plot of land to build a cottage on, as they were themselves being either totally removed from their lands or relocated to other regions.[footnoteRef:44] Additionally facing the food shortage and rural famine, poorer farming families could not provide for their children and increasingly urged them to leave the nest, resulting in a massive migration of youth to urban locations.[footnoteRef:45]     [43:  Keith Snell, Annals of the Labouring Poor: Social Change and Agrarian England 1660-1900 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).]  [44:  The desire for families to desperately hold on to this old lifestyle is particularly well documented in emigrant letters. As an emigrant wrote on her new life outside England, “We have got grants of land… if the Lord give strength we are going to bild ourselves Cottageas its for our own and for our Children after us and we should never have had that in England.” Ibid. 12. ]  [45:  Mary Abbott, Family Ties: English Families, 1540-1920 (London: Routledge, 1993).] 

	Therefore, the increasing city population was disproportionately young, confronting their new urban environment without families, friends, or employers on whom they could rely upon. These new migrants occupied a front row seat of Britain’s Industrial Revolution (1780-1850) as they noticed their cities becoming busier by the day with trade, further filled by manufacturing institutions, surrounded by a plethora of businesses and commodities, and filled by the ever-increasing pool of primarily young wage laborers. Sadly, they were in the line of fire for not only the excitement but also for the challenges of the population explosion that transformed London into the world’s first modern city. 	
	The urban economy could not keep pace with this growing population, ensuring widespread un- and under-employment. Large numbers of both skilled and unskilled people were looking for work, resulting in low wages, barely above subsistence level. If work dried up, or was seasonal, people were laid off, and because they had hardly enough to live on when they were in work, they usually had no savings to fall back on. When they grew older or became injured, people were isolated unless given minimal assistance by a parish or taken care of by their families. As explained by historian Eric Hobsbawm, “Nothing is more characteristic … and harder for us to imagine today, than this virtually total absence of social security.”[footnoteRef:46] Meanwhile, Londoners were expected to stay afloat in the midst of chronic underemployment, unsanitary and overcrowded living conditions, serious diseases, and low wages.[footnoteRef:47] Under conditions such as these it is unsurprising that some among the poor, both young and old, turned to crime to survive.[footnoteRef:48]  [46:  Eric Hobsbawm, Industry and Empire: The Birth of the Industrial Revolution (New York: New Press, 1999), 133.]  [47:  There are many books written by contemporary reformers and observers that graphically portray the harshness of Victorian England for a migrant (i.e. Hector Gavin, Sanitary Ramblings: Being Sketches and Illustrations of Bethnal Green (London: 1848); Mayhew, London Labour and London Poor (1851)).]  [48:  Between 1805 and 1842, the proportion of people per 100,000 of the population committed for trial rose seven times higher (Eric Evans, The Forging of the Modern State: Early Industrial Britain, 1783-1870 (Longman Pearson: London, 2001))] 

	That said, some of the statistical increase of juvenile delinquents could also be attributed to the severity of the criminal code, a factor that the 1815 Committee also singled out in its report.[footnoteRef:49] By the time of the Committee’s examination, the number of offences carrying the death penalty increased enormously, from about 50 in 1660, to 160 by 1759, and 288 by 1815.[footnoteRef:50] English laws ascribed to Doli Incapax, a doctrine that placed the age of responsibility at seven years old. Thus, a juvenile as young as seven could be hung in a public ceremony for offences such as picking pockets, writing a threatening letter, damaging Westminster Bridge, impersonating a Chelsea pensioner, or cutting down a young tree. These laws were later collectively referred to as “The Bloody Codes.” [49:  First Report of the Committee for Investigating the Causes of the Alarming Increase of Juvenile Delinquency in the Metropolis, 206.]  [50:  Chris Hale, Criminology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 32.] 

	Thus, it has been argued by some historians that these codes criminalized behaviors that had previously been treated with a slap on the wrist and were thus themselves at least partly responsible for the reported growth in juvenile arrests. As explained by King, “By criminalizing forms of juvenile behavior previously ignored by the courts, parliament legislated juvenile delinquency into existence.”[footnoteRef:51] Furthermore, the law’s unequal application also impacted crime rates. Numbers of children were arrested for “crimes” of petty larceny for which adults, or young offenders from a different class, would have been more lightly treated: [51:  Peter King, “The Rise of Juvenile Delinquency, 1780-1841,” Past and Present, 160 (August 1998), 116.] 

Robbing orchards or hen-roosts is regarded only as a clever feat in the gentleman’s son at a public school; and while the boy who steals lead from the top of a house is threatened with transportation on the next conviction, stealing knockers from the door by a young student is considered a spirited feat, to be punished, if at all, only by a fine and a reprimand.[footnoteRef:52]  [52:  Mary Carpenter, Reformatory Schools For the Children of the Perishing and Dangerous Classes and for Juvenile Offenders 1851 (Independence: Taylor and Francis, 2013), 288-9.] 


	In many ways, juvenile offenders were a problem because Victorians wanted to avoid and quell, respectively, the public disorders of the lower classes they had witnessed both across the Channel and within their own borders. Parliament was aware of the fact that the French Revolution (1789-1799) demonstrated that typical citizens could uproot an entire government and still inspired British citizens who wanted to extend reforms of the British government. They had also continuously watched their own lower-class citizens challenge authority, namely the outbreaks of Luddism in the Midlands and North in the 1810s, the Peterloo Massacre of 1819, and the Swing disturbances in the agricultural districts of southern England during the early 1830s. Therefore, it is no wonder that the Committee of 1815 focused on the factors of urban life that corrupted the youth of the “lower classes.”[footnoteRef:53] They wanted to avoid any future rebellions from the poorer masses. Therefore, Victorians felt the pressure to swiftly and aggressively deal with these young offenders, to carefully document their indiscretions, and to thoroughly discuss related issues in Parliament and in the media. [53:  First Report of the Committee for Investigating the Causes of the Alarming Increase of Juvenile Delinquency in the Metropolis, 27.] 

	Some observers regretted the harsh treatment of juvenile offenders. They sensed it was too tough and unfair. For example, Thomas Barwick Lloyd-Baker, the founder of Hardwicke Reformatory School, observed with a typical lightness of touch in a letter to a newspaper, referring to some magistrates’ sentences he had read:
“No. 1 11-years old – cutting off a branch of a laurel hanging over a lane, 3 years. No. 2 Using very bad language to a donkey, 3 years. Nos. 3 and 4, ages 10 and 14 – highway robbery. A small boy had been sent to buy three pennyworth of sugar, and passing nos. 3 and 4 in the village street, they hustled him down and ate up the sugar. Very wrong, I grant.”[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Walter Lowe Clay and W. Forsythe, The Prison Chaplain: A Memoir of the Rev. John Clay, B.D (London: Routledge/Thoemmes, 2000), 464.] 


	Meanwhile, even some magistrates felt an increasing compassion to younger offenders and oftentimes gave them lighter sentences on “account of their youth.”[footnoteRef:55] By the 1840s and 1850s in particular, death sentences for juveniles were often commuted to incarceration in a “Reformatory,” a reform school for criminal or homeless youth, or “transportation,” the shipping of the offender to a British penal colony, such as Australia, for a punishment of manual labor. Historian B.E.F. Knell has conducted significant research to this point. B.E.F. Knell found that between 1801 and 1836, none the 103 children aged under fourteen sentenced to death at the Old Bailey were ever executed, and of the five cases most often quoted to illustrate the application of capital punishment, only one was actually executed.[footnoteRef:56] However, Reformatories such as one established by the Philanthropic Society (founded in 1788) and The Refuge for the Destitute (founded in 1804), the institution to which Bedford sent Knight’s friends, were limited in size. Thus, transportation was the preferred sentence, particularly for children over the age of fourteen.  [55:  HO 73/16]  [56:  Vic Gatrell, The Hanging Tree: Execution and the English People, 1770-1868 (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1994), 4.] 

	Two standard newspaper summaries from the Morning Post and Fashionable World (left) and The Morning Chronicle (right) are provided below as examples of how officials were caught between contradictory imperatives: the desire to enforce the law with consistency and the desire to make allowances for childhood.  In November 17, 1810, an article describes a “young offender” as “only eight years of age,” barely above the Doli Incapax threshold of adulthood. At the same time, the author attributes the boy’s criminal behavior to “the dictates of his own depraved mind.” Such sentiments would have justified a death sentence fifty years earlier and might have yet in a courtroom presided over by a harsher judge than the magistrate who sentenced him to the Philanthropic Society’s reformatory, “Mr. Ford.” A second case is described in The Morning Chronicle on October 2, 1812. A magistrate’s judgment here is explicitly justified on the basis of the offending child’s age: “the magistrate being of opinion that a punishment of that description [flogging] on so young an offender would act more beneficially than sending him to gaol.” Here too though, the child in question, while  “only 10 years of age” is described as “an old and hardened offender.” The record of capital punishment suggests that most magistrates were more merciful to children than the magistrate who sentenced Bedford’s young friend, John Knight.  

  
Court Summation Records Excerpts from Morning Post and Fashionable World (1810) and The Morning Chronicle (1812)[footnoteRef:57] [57:  Left to right: Morning Post and Fashionable World (London: Nov. 17, 1810); The Morning Chronicle (London: Oct. 2, 1812)] 



III. Crime of the City vs. Purity of the Country

	Victorians resolved the tension between being tough on crime and kind to children by attributing juvenile delinquency, unlike adult crime, to the urban environment. Rural life was increasingly represented as a moral antidote to urban corruption. If it was the modern city that was fueling the vices for youth to misbehave, removing juvenile offenders from the menacing city with the favored punishment of transportation was a very sensible step in the eyes of Victorians. Idealizing space away from the city, London officials argued it would provide youth with “removal from the buds of corruption by which he or she was tainted at home.”[footnoteRef:58] [58:  Heather Shore, “Transportation, Penal Ideology and the Experience of Juvenile Offenders in England and Australia in the Early Nineteenth Century,” Crime, Histoire & Societes, 6.2 (2002), 2.
] 

	After all, London was famous for its immorality. A French visitor in 1866 remarked, “crime is developing itself into a mania… London has ceased to be a city in which one can traverse at night with mind at rest and the hands in the pockets.”[footnoteRef:59] Victorian writers seconded this view, as they tended to ignore socio-economic factors in favor of an argument about morality, framing the urban environment as what historian Fraser Joyce describes as an inherent place of  “vice, depravity and sexual danger.”[footnoteRef:60] The respected British doctor and author, William Acton, argued that the growth of the city increased the proximity of upper class people to mix with the urban poor, thus promoting the ideal conditions for sins such to spread from the poor to the wealthy.[footnoteRef:61] Prominent Bishop William Walsh also lectured about the easy spread of sins within an urban setting: [59:  Liza Picard, Victorian London The Tale of a City, 1840-1870 (New York: St. Martin's, 2006), 329.]  [60:  Fraser Joyce, “Prostitution and the Nineteenth Century: In Search of the 'Great Social Evil,'" Reinvention: An International Journal of Undergraduate Research 1.1 (2001). http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/cross_fac/iatl/reinvention/issues/volume1issue1/joyce/.]  [61:  William Acton, Prostitution Considered in its Moral, Social and Sanitary Aspects in London and Other Large Cities and Garrison Towns with Proposals for the Control and Prevention of its Attendant Evils (London: John Churchill and Sons, 1870).] 

The concentrations of vice and their rotaries… the sanction lent by example; the concealment offered by numbers to every sort of sin; the facilities provided by commerce for multiplying the means of enjoyment; the inducements held up by the love of gain to sacrifice integrity to advancement; the very refinement which attaches itself to vice when it has so many elegant appliances.[footnoteRef:62]	 [62:  William Walsh, The Temptations and Trials Peculiar to Young Men: A Lecture Delivered to the Young Men’s Christian Association (Dublin: George Herbert, 1858), 3.] 


	The accumulation of great masses of people in cities had long been worrisome for social commentators who viewed it as an unnatural anomaly. As early as 1686, Robert Southwold asked Sir William Petty, “Is there not a Tumour in that place [London] and too much matter for mutiny and Terror to the Government if it should burst?”[footnoteRef:63] Similarly, in the early nineteenth century, radical pamphleteer William Cobbett hated “the great Wen” (“the great boil/cyst,” a disparaging nickname for London) and escaped from it whenever he could to his farm at Normandy, a village in Surrey. He wrote, “If it be in your power, be as little populous as possible… Jails, barracks, factories, do not corrupt by their walls, but by their condensed numbers. Populous cities corrupt for the same cause...”[footnoteRef:64] Rousseau made the same point in his late-eighteenth century work, Emile, explaining, “Men are not made to be crowded together in ant-hills, but scattered over the earth to till it. The more they are massed together, the more corrupt they become. Disease and vice are the sure results of over-crowded cities.”[footnoteRef:65]  [63:  Asa Briggs, Victorian Cities (New York: Harper & Row), 60.]  [64:  William Cobbett, Advice to Young Men: And (incidentally) to Young Women, in the Middle and Higher Ranks of Life, in a Series of Letters Addressed to a Youth, a Bachelor, a Lover, a Husband, a Father, a Citizen or a Subject (London: Charles Griffin, 1868), 264.]  [65:  Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Emile (New York: Dover Publications, 2013), 30.] 

	Historian, Asa Briggs argues that, “the old fear of the mob was given a new dimension in an industrial context.”[footnoteRef:66] Briggs points to an increased use of natural metaphors by nineteenth-century social commentators when expressing their apprehension of the unpredictable “masses.” Take for example industrialist William Cooke Taylor’s description of the city’s teeming streets in 1842 as being “like the slow-rising and gradual swelling of an ocean… bear all the elements of the society aloft upon their bosom.” Also comparing the uncontrollable masses to “winds of change,” he explained, “The population is hourly increasing in breadth and strength. It is an aggregate of masses, our conception of which clothe themselves in terms which express something portentous and fearful.”[footnoteRef:67] [66:  Asa Briggs, Victorian Cities (New York: Harper & Row), 61.]  [67:  William Taylor. Notes on a Tour in the Manufacturing Districts of Lancashire in a Series of Letters to His Grace the Archbishop of Dublin (London: Duncan and Malcolm, 1842), 201.] 

	Appalled by the city, commentators increasingly began nodding back to the rhetorical “good old days,” or the largely rural England of the 1700s and compared the lifestyles of the city to the lifestyles of the countryside. As explained by historian Raymond Williams in The Country and the City, “on the country has gathered the idea of a natural way of life: of peace, innocence, and simple virtue. On the city…. powerful associations have also developed: on the city as a place of backwardness, ignorance, limitation.”[footnoteRef:68] Williams points to George Eliot, one of the leading female English novelists of the nineteenth century, as an exemplification of how urban Victorian intellectuals increasingly treated the rural past as a lost form of escape. Within her work, “natural country ease is contrasted with an unnatural urban unrest.”[footnoteRef:69] For example, in Adam Bede, Eliot “looks back with a generalizing affection to the first years of the nineteenth century, ‘those old leisurely times:’”[footnoteRef:70]  [68:  Raymond Williams. The Country and the City (New York: Oxford UP, 1973), 1.]  [69:  Ibid. 180.]  [70:  Ibid. 177.] 




“Old Leisure… was a contemplative, rather stout gentleman, of excellent digestion- of quiet perception, undiseased by hypothesis: happy in his inability to know the causes of things, preferring the things themselves. He lived chiefly in the country, among pleasant seats and homesteads, and was fond of sauntering by the fruit-tree wall, and scenting the apricots when they were warmed by the morning sunshine… life was not a task to him”[footnoteRef:71] [71:  George Eliot, Adam Bede: In Two Volumes (Leipzig: Tauchnitz, 1859), 462.] 


	Thus, while the city was branded as a dangerously fast-paced and crowded place of vice, the countryside was being reimagined with an endearing affection where people were simpler and happier. This perception can also easily be traced with arguably the most popular Victorian author of the early nineteenth century– Charles Dickens and his most famous fictional child, Oliver Twist. Charles Dickens was widely regarded as “the epic poet of city life.”[footnoteRef:72] His stark depiction of Oliver’s entry into London is a devastating critique of the urban condition: [72:  The Eclectic Review. “Charles Dickens's ‘Great Expectations” (London: 1861) 458.] 

 “A dirtier or more wretched place he had never seen. The street was very narrow and muddy, and the air was impregnated with filthy odours. There were a good many small shops; but the only stock in trade appeared to be heaps of children, who, even at that time of night, were crawling in and out at the doors, or screaming from inside.”[footnoteRef:73]  [73:  Charles Dickens, Oliver Twist (Ware: Wordsworth Classics, 1992), 50.] 


	Nine-year-old Oliver enters this environment like any other desperate migrant of the early nineteenth century. Heartbreakingly, all he discovers is one miserable predicament after another until a family who lives in the countryside, the Maylies, takes him in and away from the inner city to their comfortable suburban home. Place seems even more important than the Maylies’ kindly company; the sights and smells into which he relaxes are themselves profoundly therapeutic:
 “Oliver, whose days had been spent among squalid crowds, and in the midst of noise and brawling, seemed to enter a new existence there. The rose and honeysuckle clung to the cottage walls; the ivy crept round the trunks of the trees; and the garden-flowers perfumed the air with delicious odours.”[footnoteRef:74] [74:  Ibid. 292. ] 

	
	Dickens’ juxtaposition of London’s slums to the Maylies’ peaceful dwelling reflects and reinforces the pervasive romanticization of the countryside as a place where fresh air purifies a malleable child’s very soul of the city’s corrupting influence. It is important to realize that this narrative was informed by Dickens’ own painful personal experience. When his family faced financial troubles in the 1820s, twelve-year-old Dickens had to drop out of school, work at Warren’s Blacking Factory in the center of London, and live in the Mint, one of London’s most notorious rookeries. Working “side by side” with other factory boys, Dickens confessed to his biographer and friend, John Forster, “no words can express the secret agony of my soul as I sunk into this companionship… and felt my early hopes of growing up to be a learned and distinguished man, crushed in my breast.”[footnoteRef:75] Dickens maintained that his happiest childhood was living in Chatham, a rural town area near the Thames estuary.[footnoteRef:76]  [75:  John Forster, The Life of Charles Dickens, Vol. I-III, Complete (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott Y Co., 1872), 53.]  [76:  Jane Smiley, Charles Dickens: A Life (New York: Penguin, 2011). 
] 






Conclusion
	This chapter demonstrates how concerns about juvenile delinquency reached a fever pitch during the opening decades of the nineteenth century.  Arrest records supported the popular perception that youth crime was on the rise. This crime wave coincided with an explosive growth in London’s population, and contemporaries understandably assumed these developments were related.  Such assumptions reflected and reinforced an increasingly romanticized view of rural English life.  The country was increasingly viewed as a mirror image of the rapidly changing city.  In contrast to the latter’s filth, the countryside was clean.  In contrast to the latter’s vice, the countryside was virtuous.  These tropes were hugely influential in the Victorian diagnosis of juvenile delinquency as a symptom of urbanization, and there was plenty of proof that urban crime was certainly on the rise.  However crime was also on the rise in rural areas to a degree historians have yet to recognize.  Rural crime then is the subject of the next chapter.









Chapter 2: Crime in the Countryside

Nine Administrative Regions of England[footnoteRef:77] [77:  “The Development and Role of the Regions,” Parliament, http://www.publications.par liament.uk/pa/cm200607/cmselect/cmcomloc/352/35204.htm

] 



Introduction

	While growing cities like London were viewed as places of corruption for youth and the countryside was reverently described as a place of old-fashioned innocence, the propensity of contemporaries to romanticize the rural past reflected a limited urban perspective. This chapter will zoom out from London and explore rural counties across England, strategically chosen from various localities to present a holistic spatial picture of rural England. This chapter will demonstrate that urbanization was not a one-way process by which people left the pure countryside to only become corrupted or tempted by vices in the city. Rather, the countryside had a unique crime culture of its own which was acknowledged by not only the people who permanently lived in these areas but also by the juvenile delinquents who frequented these locations themselves. From breaking into homes to stealing goats from pastures, juvenile delinquents viewed England’s network of rural counties as an ideal opportunity for committing crime- directly opposing the narrative of countryside purity that prominent social commentators had pronounced. 

I. The State and Historiography of Nineteenth Century Rural England

	When the census enumerators of 1851 concluded that for the first time in English history more English residents were occupying cities rather than living in the countryside, they were presenting an assertion that was founded on a particular method of classification. Rather than separating “rural” and “urban” areas from one another with a definition based on size, researchers used an administrative definition of “town.” If an area was granted that designation by law, it was deemed to be an “urban” locality. Thus, the “urban population” of the 1851 Census included residents of locations such as Lewes in East Sussex (South East England) and Aylesbury in Buckinghamshire (Southern England)- “towns” which were actually “predominantly rural in character.”[footnoteRef:78] Even ten years later as the 1861 Census asserted that England “has assumed the character of a preponderating city population,” rural populations remained numerically close and competitive with urban populations for many censuses to come.[footnoteRef:79] [78:  Alun Howkins, Reshaping Rural England: A Social History, 1850-1925 (London, UK: HarperCollins Academic, 1991), 7.]  [79:  The Lancet, "The General Report of the Census” (February 27, 1864) 255.] 


	Population Spread for England & Wales, 1851-1881

	

	Year
	Rural Areas
	Urban Areas

	1851
	8,936,800
	8,990,809

	1861
	9,132,990
	10,993,234

	1871
	9,801,619
	12,910,647

	1881
	10,529,143
	15,445,296


Tables of Census Results for England & Wales, 1851-1881[footnoteRef:80] [80:  Chart made by author using online Census records for England and Wales from the National Archives. 
The National Archives, “Census Records Guide,” http://www.nationalarchives.gov .uk/help-with-your-research/research-guides/census-records/.] 


	Population density maps particularly highlight how English population densities, or the amount of people living per square mile, between 1801 and 1851 had certainly increased but not to the tipping point contemporary census makers had imagined. These maps are included below and the differing colorations of the scales still correspond to equal values, ranging from “No Data” at the bottom of the scales to more than 5000 people per square mile at the top of the scales.[footnoteRef:81] For both maps, the dominant coloration is shades of green, indicating population densities from 175-500 people for the 1801 map and 100-250 people for the 1851 map, demonstrating both signs of migration of people from the countryside into cities and yet still a large overall distribution of rural areas. Other aspects of the census, which did not use the administrative definition of “town,” also confirmed the larger existing spheres of agricultural people, including the fact that, despite large societal shifts such as enclosure, agriculture remained the largest employer of English society (as it did for every census up until 1901).[footnoteRef:82] [81:  “Mapping the Population Geography of England and Wales 1801-1891.” The Cambridge Group for the History of Population and Social Structure. http://www.camp op.geog.cam.ac.uk/research/projects/occupations/britain19c/population/.]  [82:  Alun Howkins, The Death of Rural England: A Social History of the Countryside since 1900 (London: Routledge, 2003), 8.] 
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	Historians’ preoccupation with the origins of our urban present has neglected the experience of this sizeable rural population that persisted through the nineteenth century’s end. Singling in on this disparity, historians E. J. Hobsbawm and George Rudé bluntly explain that we know little about English farm-laborers of the nineteenth century:
“…because they are remote from us in time. Their articulate contemporaries knew little more, partly because as townsmen they were ignorant about the country or cared nothing for it, partly because as rulers they were not allowed to enter the self-contained world of subaltern orders, or because as rural middle class they despised it.”[footnoteRef:83] [83:  Eric Hobsbawm and G. Rudé. Captain Swing (New York: Pantheon, 1968) 11.] 


	The romanticism of the countryside by commentators such as Charles Dickens and George Eliot (See p. 33-35) certainly reflects the difficulty, even for contemporaries, of fully analyzing the lifestyles and experiences of rural people in the countryside. Likewise, modern historians tend to treat rural history in a manner that is either sweepingly general (providing statistics or trends without specific county by county descriptions or testimonies) or extremely localized (exploring only noteworthy rural locations or key events in agricultural communities such as the 1830s Swing riots) rather than describing the state of rural England as a coherent cultural and social formation.[footnoteRef:84] Thus, it is not altogether surprising that extensive research into juvenile delinquency within rural England has not been well explored and this research remains overall limited and largely confined to the landscapes of cities. That juvenile delinquency was, in actuality, a real problem in rural England was persuasively demonstrated by the 1839 “Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales.”[footnoteRef:85] [84:  Example of sweepingly general is Porter’s “Crime in the Countryside 1100-1800” in Gordon Mingay ed. The Unquiet Countryside (London: Routledge, 1989). Examples of localized works include Malcolm Thomis, The Luddites (Newton Abbot, Eng.: David & Charles, 1970) (focusing largely on Lancashire and Cheshire) and A.F.J. Brown, Meagre Harvest (Chelmsford, Essex: Essex Record office, 1990) (focusing on villages of Essex). ]  [85:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales (London, 1839).] 

	This Commission was created after England instituted the 1829 Metropolitan Police Act, an Act of Parliament that established a full-time, organized police force for the greater London area. The Metropolitan Police Force was deemed to be so successful in monitoring London’s crime that Parliament, under the reign of King William IV, wanted to see if and how the “most useful service in the great centre of the kingdom” could be adopted in the greater surrounding counties of England.[footnoteRef:86] Due to the death of the King in 1837, however, this commission was suspended and ultimately dissolved until Queen Victoria formally reconstituted it during the first year of her reign. Thus, on October 26, 1838, the new commission was issued, headed by Whig appointees politician Charles Shaw-Lefevre, Colonel Charles Rowan, and social reformer Edwin Chadwick. [86:  Benjamin Richardson. "Chapter 4: A Biographical Dissertation" in The Health of Nations: A Review of the Works of Edwin Chadwick. Vol. 1 (London: Longmans, Green, 1887), xlix.] 

	The Committee’s first step in conducting research was to send out questionnaires and to conduct interviews with Justices of the Peace, district judges charged with preserving of the peace in rural counties, and with local Boards of Guardians (the parish administrators of English poor relief). The returns they received from these questionnaires created other leads that the Commission pursued, including residents of rural areas and prison investigators such as William Miles.  The body of evidence they collected was extensive and the hundreds of letters and papers stored within the National Archives contained in the eight boxes I consulted (photos of some of this evidence taken by the author are included below to show the physical condition of the sources) do not encompass all the interviews cited within their 400 plus page-long report.[footnoteRef:87] In comparison, the 1816 “First Report of the Committee for Investigating the Causes of the Alarming Increase of Juvenile Delinquency in the Metropolis” was only 35 pages long.  [87:  National Archives (Richmond, England): HO 73/2 – HO 73/9, HO 73/16] 
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Left: Evidence Box HO 73/2 (Parts 1 & 2)
Right: Returned Questionnaire “William Proudlove Aged 14 Felony” (Printed Questions on left panel, handwritten responses on the right)
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Stacks of Returns from Knutsford Prison in Chester, England (North West England)
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Left: “Evidence of Thieves collected by William Augustus Miles No. 1”
Right: Chester Chronicle newspaper clippings, “Police Suggestions” (1836)
	The Commissioners themselves acknowledged the extraordinary breadth of their investigation, stating in the opening of the report that they “believe the body of evidence collected to be more extensive than has yet been elicited on any branch of penal administration.”[footnoteRef:88] Of particular interest is the amount of evidence collected about juvenile offenders and their impact on rural communities. Although the Commissioners had set out to explore criminals of all ages, their data, both that which was specifically recorded in the report and the evidence that was not included but preserved in the National Archives, reveals that juveniles were actively involved in a rural criminal subculture connecting rural areas to London as well as one another.    [88:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 8.] 


II. Nature of Juvenile Crime in the Countryside

	The archival findings of the Committee firstly indicate that despite much lower records of arrests, criminals were active in rural areas.  When prisoners were asked to describe the number of offences they had committed in rural counties, the Commission stated that common responses included “Impossible to state,” “Could not remember a tenth of them,” “Hundreds,” “Many hundreds,” “Sometimes more, sometimes less,” and “Too many to remember.”[footnoteRef:89] Having interviewed several criminals, Mr. Chesterton, the Governor of Cold Bath Fields prison in central London, estimated that in the countryside they must steal about “six pocket-handkerchiefs or things of the same value to live.”[footnoteRef:90] Similarly, magistrates of less urbanized counties reported that not only did many crimes occur, but that there were also more crimes that they themselves were probably unaware of. For example, the magistrates of Suffolk in South East England explained, “There is no doubt [that many crimes are occurring] which are not brought officially before the magistrates; and in very many cases there is reason to believe that felonies are compounded.”[footnoteRef:91]  [89:  Ibid. 6.]  [90:  Returned Questionnaire from Cold Bath Fields Prison, The National Archives, HO 73/6, 2.]  [91:  “Compounded” means the affected party accepted a reward or other consideration in exchange for an agreement not to prosecute. Returned Questionnaire from Suffolk, The National Archives, HO 73/8, 4.] 

	The Commissioners were particularly mindful of how juveniles factored into these expressed high trends of rural criminality and stated in the opening of their 1839 report that they were interested in “the causes of juvenile delinquency and the crimes connected… and the means of suppressing them.”[footnoteRef:92] Understanding younger criminals was particularly important because contemporaries understood crime as an enterprise that began at the cusp of the end of legal childhood. According to a document within evidence box HO 73/4 entitled “History of the Thief’s Life in the Nineteenth Century,” thieves typically begin their criminal lifestyles at a young age with the theft of personal property: [92:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 2.] 

“most thieves commence their career at 7 or 9 years of age and are engaged for some time in petty thefts of loose articles … having attained the booty they all make off together… articles of this description are disposed of to Irishwomen at streetstands or in the low neighbourhood.”[footnoteRef:93]  [93:  “History of the Thief’s Life in the Nineteenth Century,” The National Archives, HO 73/4, 2.] 


	According to over fifty interviews present in the evidence boxes, most children and juveniles from the countryside began their careers at a young age under either the influence of older children or adults. For example, 9-year-old James, who had been schooled and came from a working family, stated in an interview with Edwin Chadwick that the first time he stole was because of peer pressure from another boy: “A Boy [who] had been in Kirkdale Gaol [a Liverpool prison] put me up to it and threatened to beat me if I did not do it, he got 8 pence and I spent the remainder.” This action tempted him to commit further crimes and even travel to London to pawn his stolen items:  “I afterwards stole another shilling… afterwards stole my Fathers Clothes and my Brothers shoes and pawned them in Manchester Street and destroyed the Tickets to prevent being found out.” James was then able to join with other children his own age to commit more serious crimes in both cities and villages: “Me and some other Boys not older than myself once Robbed a drunken man of his watch and money…me and other Boys could always get Lodging both in Town and with Villages. Boys and Girls in the same house.”[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Interview with James, Kirkdale Gaol, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 1-4.] 

	Other juvenile delinquents began committing crime under the guidance of criminal adults. One such case is that of 10-year-old John who revealed he started to “pug [street term for stealing] about a year ago when [his] Mother died.” He began committing thefts by joining other boys in stealing ropes from the backs of carts. These boys were recruited by older adults and paid for their crimes: “The Slummy fags [slang for older pick-pockets in slums] get little boys when they are coming from School to loosen the Ropes and give them a halfpenny or penny when they … got it clear off.”[footnoteRef:95] Some juveniles were less descriptive in their interviews but also alluded to the importance of outside influence. For example, in a joint interview, 13-year-old John Jones, a utensil maker, and 15-year-old John Berry, a stonemason, gave the following answers for the Commissioners’ questionnaire in Knutsford, a county in Northwest England: How was it that you lost your employment? “Bad company.” What circumstances led to your first offence? “Bad advisers.” What circumstances carried on to other offences? “Bad company.” With whom did you associate? “Thieves and prostitutes.”[footnoteRef:96] [95:  Interview with John, The National Archives, HO 73/4, 1.]  [96:  Returned Questionnaire from Knutsford, The National Archives, HO 73/6, 7.] 

	The most common offences committed in rural areas, based on the returns of the surveys sent out by the Commissioners, were “depredations on produce.” As explained by the administrator of the parish of Clyst St .Lawrence in Devon, a county in southwest England, “the crimes committed by residents are those of petty robberies, such as stealing wood, which goes on here to a great extent, even to the lopping of trees, cutting up of hurdles, gates, etc.”[footnoteRef:97] Frequent nighttime crimes include “stealing turnips, poultry, and portions of ricks (stacks of hay, corn, or a similar material).” The authority figures of Northbourne, a village in southeastern England, reported, “The principal felonies are those of sheep-stealing… Other minor depredations are very frequent, such as poultry stolen; also, of late, the bee-hives, with their honey: fruit, when in season; the produce.”[footnoteRef:98] The statements from Holbeach, a small town in the eastern midlands of England, similarly explained that “sheep-stealing and horse-stealing are very prevalent: twenty sheep and six horses have been stolen out of the parish of Holbeach alone… twelve felonies in Sutton… same number in the hamlet of Whaplade, Drove…”[footnoteRef:99]  [97:  Returned Questionnaire from Clyst St .Lawrence, The National Archives, HO 73/7, 3.]  [98:  Returned Questionnaire from Northbourne, The National Archives, HO 73/7, 1.]  [99:  Returned Questionnaire from Holbeach, The National Archives, HO 73/7, 2.] 

	In some counties, the thefts were so serious that they irreparably threatened the entire county’s productivity for the season. In Braughing, a village in Hertfordshire of Southern England, the crimes had periods of being so severe that they caused permanent repercussions: “The destruction of hedges materially interferes with the proper cultivation of the land, particularly in this neighbourhood, where the large proportion of heavy soil renders under-draining indispensable.” The official elaborated, “It is quite impossible to get the proper growth of bushes to afford wood for the purpose while the present destruction of all fences remains unchecked.” The winter months were particularly difficult, because “during the whole of last winter scarcely a week passed without sheep, pigs, poultry, corn, or straw, being stolen.”[footnoteRef:100] In Hinton Charterhouse, a small village in southwestern England, Reverend Thomas Spencer also recounted the attempts of his residents to create solutions for their thieving issues, including hiding their products and creating a watch force: [100:  Returned Questionnaire from Herfordshire, The National Archives, HO 73/5, 10.] 

“I saw one of the tenants, who, having lost several sacks of potatoes, was actually putting a great number of sacks of potatoes into an inner room of his cottage, which he would have wished to have used, as he kept a little shop, not being able to trust them out in the potato pit”

“I have another case of a man… He told me that in the summer-time, about the time when he had got his onions and other vegetables in different parts of his garden, and late in autumn when he had got his potatoes in his pits, he was obliged to watch, and to have generally a couple of dogs with him to watch the field to prevent persons going along the road from taking his goods away.”[footnoteRef:101] [101:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 76-77.] 


	Children were repeatedly singled out as culprits in the theft of rural products. For example, a farmer from an unspecified county described his challenges with young depredators in the following manner, “I have one field adjoining a foot-path, from which I lost half an acre of potatoes in the course of a week by children. They scratched them up with their hands, their parents standing a little way off ready to carry them home.”[footnoteRef:102] From the opposite perspective, a 13-year-old named Robert Canham, who was convicted for stealing bacon from a warehouse, recounted his first thieving experience as having occurred in a farmer’s field when he was 10:  “I was walking along a footpath through a field of cabbage sprouts about three years ago. I picked up a few of the sprouts and put them in my lap – for which I was in this prison 14 days at hard labor.”[footnoteRef:103]  [102:  Ibid. 75.]  [103:  Interview with Robert Canham, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 3.] 

	However, besides the thieving of rural products, other types of crimes were also being committed in rural regions. Wallington, a village in Hampshire, reported that their biggest issue was the robbing of travelers: “By far the most serious and the most frequent of such crimes is that of highway robbery, which of late has been carried on in the county to an alarming extent; several convictions have taken place…”[footnoteRef:104] Some counties were so disturbed by the frequency of road robberies that an article titled “Rural Police” in the Chester Chronicle most stressed that “our high-roads are naked of defense” and “the late outrages withing our own neighbourhood, as by Knustford, Ellesmere, and the Forest, shew the necessity of an extended Road Police.”[footnoteRef:105] [104:  Returned Questionnaire from Wallington, The National Archives, HO 73/9, 2.]  [105:  “Rural Police” Chester Chronicle, The National Archives, 73/16.] 

	The size of juveniles also made them useful for crimes such as house breaking and crimes common to the city such as pick pocketing. For example, 14-year-old William Proudlove, a boy convicted for an unspecified felony, said he and his older companions “did not commit our Robberies near the Towns we stopped at, but went a good ways off. We went to Chester, Shrewsbury and different towns in Lancashire, Yorkshire, Cheshire, Staffordshire, Shropshire, and many places I did not know the names of.” Within these rural locations, William helped the group maintain a livelihood “by cracking [housebreaking], buzzing [picking pockets], drawing dampers [stealing money drawers]… They used to put me sometimes through a window by taking a square out, and I opened the doors sometimes down a Cellar-Hole.”[footnoteRef:106] Charles Dickens even mentions some of these activities in Oliver Twist. When professional adult criminals Fagin and Sikes are contemplating their next criminal activities, one of their plans involves breaking a window and making Oliver climb through the hole to unlock the front door for them.[footnoteRef:107] [106:  Interview with William Proudlove, Knutsford Gaol, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 2-5.]  [107:  Dickens, Oliver Twist, Chapter 15-22.] 


III. Why the Countryside?

	In many ways, these crimes were occurring in the countryside, because it was safer for juvenile delinquents to commit them in rural areas than attempt similar offenses in a city.  After all, London and other major cities such as Manchester and Liverpool were experimenting with police forces, and the last thing a juvenile criminal wanted was to be apprehended.  As explained by 13-year-old Thomas Weggins, convicted for a felony in Knutsford prison in northwestern England, “When we thought the Constables were a down upon us we bolted to some other place where we were not known … Warrington, Macclesfield… picked several pockets at the Faer, Congleton, Stockport, Pallares, New Castle, Stone Stafford, Birmingham Country.”[footnoteRef:108] Likewise, when 14-year-old Edward Lanigan (alias John Cash), a professional criminal for more than two years, was asked “What, in your opinion, are the most important obstructions which could be placed in the way of depredations?” he responded with a single word- “Constabulary.”[footnoteRef:109] Many boys cited the lack of police as a prime motivator for rural crime. [108:  Interview with Thomas Weggins, Knutsford Gaol, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 1.]  [109:  Interview with Edward Lannigan (Alias John Cash), Salford, Manchester, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 2.] 

	Furthermore, juvenile delinquents were impacted not only by the simple presence or absence of a police force but also by its overall competency. After all, several young offenders said they felt they could easily fool or bribe an inexperienced officer. For example, an 11-year-old told an interviewer, “In large towns we were soon known to the constables, but in small towns we cared nought about them.” The young offender even revealed that the criminal gang had a consistent plan that they followed if they were caught in these areas: “if a lad gets nailed in a small town, his companions go and represent him to the constables as a relation, stating that he has been led off by bad lads, and often gammon the constables to let him go.”[footnoteRef:110] [110:  Interview with James Morload, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 4.] 

	The countryside was also attracting crime, because rural counties hosted many fairs. Fairs were traditional forms of traveling markets with an added element of entertainment. Firstly, fairs brought together merchants who could buy items from other merchants and then carry them home for further distribution. For example, merchants could purchase cloth, mirrors, jewelry, and food items to sell to other people in their home regions or in second-hand sales at smaller fairs. Fairs also provided entertainment in the form of sporting events, fortune telling, eating, and drinking. They were held throughout the year, usually in the fall or spring, with a focus on visiting rural communities at the end of harvest season so farmers and their families would have some spending money after bringing in their own harvest and selling the animals they had killed. Thus, fairs brought together a large number of people who could be robbed and various commodities that could be stolen. The following brief excerpt from an older criminal (21 years old) is provided as an example of the extensive travel plans which could be made by depredators, simply based off the great quantity and rural network of fairs:
….Then there is Lincoln April fair; Boston May fair; Newmarket in May; then to Birmingham or Sheffield fairs; then to Coventry, to Newport Pagnell (bucks), then back to Boughton; and then there is  a place called “Stow Green Fair.” Then Peterboro’s summer fair, then Fairlop Forest…Then come on the winter fairs,- Nottingham Goose Fair, Leicester cheese fair, Mansfield statties… ”[footnoteRef:111] [111:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 30.] 


	Many fairs were also places for labor exchange so individuals in need of work would stand at the fairs with “symbols of their trade.” For example, an unemployed cook would hold a ladle or an aspiring maid might hold a broom. Thus, juvenile criminals could simply disguise themselves as young people looking for jobs or opportunities to learn a new trade.[footnoteRef:112] For example, 14-year-old Josiah Smith, a juvenile committed for Burglary stated, “I always preferred going from town to town and fair to fair where the Constables were most Green (slang for inexperienced). I have visited nearly all the fairs in Lancashire and many small fairs up and down the Country.”[footnoteRef:113] Similarly, 13-year-old Thomas Weggins of Knutsford, who was committed for a Felony, described how he and his companions manipulated the experience of the Fair to their advantage as the following: [112:  Kelley Graham. Gone to the Shops: Shopping in Victorian England (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2008). 22.
]  [113:  Interview with Josiah Smith, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 6.] 

“If we were at a Fair Market or Races we watched if we saw a likely Chap until he got in a Crowd; I generally buzzed [picked pockets] and my companions were ready to stop the Chap if he missed anything. If I was caught my companions would try to get me off by kicking me out of the crowd and calling out “Punch him give him a good milling!” If that would not do, they would knock the Constable [if he was a person who did not know them] or person who held me, down, and then we would lammas [slang for go] away to another place.”[footnoteRef:114] [114:  Interview with Thomas Weggins, Knutsford Gaol, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 5-6.] 


	Young criminals could also physically plunder rural areas, because they had strategic living accommodations in the forms of lodging houses. Lodging houses were forms of cheap residences in which people are lodged together in one or more rooms in common with the rest of the residents. The Commissioners described them as “the ‘flash house’ of the rural district.”[footnoteRef:115] Since London’s flash houses were infamous meeting places for all members of the criminal underworld, the Commissioners viewed lodging houses in rural districts as centralized spots of planned and taught crime. Magistrates were specifically asked about the state of their county’s lodging houses. The magistrate of Warwick, located in central England, acknowledged that “In the borough of Warwick such houses are both numerous and a very general receptacle of petty offenders.”[footnoteRef:116] Similarly, the magistrate of Chelmsford in eastern England explained, “The houses are small, and yet as many as thirty travellers, or even thirty-five, have been found in one house… three or four in a bed, men, women, and children promiscuously…”[footnoteRef:117] Convicted of a felony, 12-year-old James Morload directly credited lodging houses to the start of his criminal career, explaining that he became a part of the criminal world “by going as a Kid to a man I met in a Lodging house who travelled from one town to another and who supported one and who looked out while I went on the sneak or looking.”[footnoteRef:118]  [115:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 64.]  [116:  Returned Questionnaire from Warwick, The National Archives, HO 73/5, 2.]  [117:  Returned Questionnaire from Chelmsford, The National Archives, HO 73/8, 7.]  [118:  Interview with James Morload, The National Archives, HO 73/2, 2.] 

	The importance of lodging houses to the recruitment and training of young depredators was so evident to the commissioners that they singled them out as “the most extensively-established school for juvenile delinquency.”[footnoteRef:119] An older delinquent described this system in his answer to the following question: “What, in our opinion, are the most important obstructions which could be pace din the way of depredations?” He responded, “Lodging houses are a very great evil… A lad who has overrun his parents is sure of a home there where he is picked up by some known prig [thief]… He meets with persons from every county; and, if he has a mind to travel, he can go anywhere with them.”[footnoteRef:120] [119:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 64.]  [120:  Ibid. 68.] 

	Lodging houses, in short, facilitated the wide ranging travel of youthful offenders, allowing them to avoid the urban risk of apprehension by the newly established police and to take advantage of the unpoliced opportunities of the countryside: isolated homes, unprotected fields, lonely highways, and local Fairs. Why risk being caught by the New Metropolitan Police Force in London when there are many Fairs only a county away and a lodging house that will provide further connections and criminal companions in rural England? Thus, not only was rural crime generally present, as demonstrated in the previous section, but it was also allowed to flourish because of this existing network of movement that created certain benefits which even London, the supposed crime center of England, could not guarantee.
Conclusion

	Though contemporaries idealized rural England as a safe haven from the corrupting influence of city life, the evidence reported by the Commissioners paints a very different picture. Rural magistrates, farmers, housewives, and actual offenders all concur that crime was a serious problem in rural areas and surprisingly organized. Rural areas provided opportunities and protections that encouraged criminal activities. These activities belie the urban fantasy of rural England frozen in a more prosperous pre-industrial time. The good old days were long past in the country as well as the city.  The commercialization of agriculture was causing at least as much distress as cities’ surplus population, making crime a virtual condition of survival to many of the laboring poor.  
	The rural world described in this report also challenges the chasm we imagine separating country and city life. Juvenile offenders not only moved back and forth between the urban and rural environments but also strategically picked which locations they wanted to occupy as to best enact different parts of their crime enterprises. Robbing a rural home and pawning the stolen goods at a London market or, vice versa, stealing from London shops and selling the goods at rural fairs, crime connected widely dispersed localities in early Victorian England.





Chapter 3: “The Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary”

Introduction

	Residents of the English countryside readily acknowledged that juvenile criminals plagued their environments. From stealing produce to breaking into rural homes, young offenders strategically sought out rural areas with few constables, frequent fairs, and lodging houses. However, Victorian arrest records of juveniles indicate otherwise. According to Peter King’s calculations, while the juvenile crime rates of urban areas such as London and Middlesex had more than doubled, rural areas maintained the same rates of recorded juvenile crime as they had experienced when England was a pre-industrial nation.[footnoteRef:121] These records suggest that rural arrest rates were not increasing on the scale of their urban counterparts. Explaining both this discrepancy and its implications for both Victorians and modern historians are the goals of this chapter. There were specific social, economic, and political factors that influenced not only the ability of rural authorities to capture criminals but also the desire of rural victims of crime to seek compensation. These factors strongly influenced how rural residents viewed the 1839 Commission and their own opinions about “the best means of establishing an efficient constabulary.” [121:  Peter King, Crime and Law in England, 1750-1840: Remaking Justice from the Margins (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 73-114.] 





I. Victorian Understandings of Rural Crime Rates
	
	It is important for the rates of juvenile arrests and subsequent trials to be analyzed, because many contemporaries equated these statistics to the severity of crime in rural counties. Commissioners Charles Lefevre, Charles Rowan, and Edwin Chadwick of the 1839 Constabulary Commission acknowledged this definition as an existing Parliament standard, stating “At the beginning of the Inquiry it became evident to us that the returns of the numbers of persons prosecuted or convicted, which in the reasonings in Parliament, are usually assumed as correct indications of the state of crime within any given district, cannot be relied upon for that purpose.”[footnoteRef:122] Not only did the Commissioners indicate their doubt of the accuracy of conviction rates but they were also expressing that the pervasiveness of this attitude for public officials was unsurprising because of its relation to “an existing Parliament standard” or how Parliament treated and used criminal arrests as the basis of policy. [122:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales (London, 1839) 3.
] 

	According to Parliament custom, arrest rates were ordinarily treated as reliable indicators of crime across the British court system. Two types of courts recorded these rural arrests and judgments of subsequent trials: Magistrates’ Courts (Quarter Sessions and Petty Sessions) and High Judges’ Courts (The Assizes). While the Quarter Sessions were run by magistrates and punished minor crimes such as public drunkenness, Assize courts were run by professional High Judges who traveled on a designated circuit of counties and presided over trials for serious crimes that carried sentences of death or life imprisonment, such as burglary and murder.[footnoteRef:123] When the Quarter Sessions had too many prisoners, Parliament allowed counties to adopt the Petty Sessions, an additional court for trying arrested individuals, and when there were too many cases for the Assizes, Parliament made more High Court Judges available for the district. On the other hand, when magistrates had no prisoners to try at their Assizes, they were congratulated and presented white gloves by the local High Sheriff to symbolize the purity of their districts.[footnoteRef:124]  [123:  The Quarter sessions, the principal court of magistrates, met four times a year (“quarterly”) in every county, with the addition of Petty Sessions when the Quarter sessions had too many cases. The Assizes, on the other hand, were presided over by professional High Court Judges, and were usually tried twice a year.]  [124:  The High Sheriff is the oldest office under the crown and is the sovereign’s representative for all matters relating to the Judiciary. Most counties had a single High Sheriff. Paul Millward, Civic Ceremonial: A Handbook, History, and Guide for Mayors, Councillors, and Officers (Crayford, Kent: Shaw & Sons, 2007), 163.] 

	It was widely acknowledged however that the number of arrests was not an accurate measure of the incidence of crime. The 1839 Commissioners claimed that white gloves were presented in localities where  “the defective state of the Constabulary Force” prevented “pursuit or apprehension.”[footnoteRef:125] In an article for the Red Dragon, the national magazine of Wales, reporter S.H. Jones also commented on the distrust associated with customary Parliament statistics: [125:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 4.] 

“…nor was it unfrequent for a Judge who in the morning had been presented with a pair of white gloves as an emblem of purity, and who had congratulated the county on its freedom from crime, to ask the High Sheriff confidentially after dinner if he really believed that there was an absence of crime in the Principality that outward circumstances seemed to indicate”[footnoteRef:126]  [126:  Jones Perry, S. H. "Crime in Wales." The Red Dragon, the National Magazine of Wales. Ed. C. Wilkins. Vol. 3. (Cardiff: Daniel Owen, 1883), 523.] 


	Nevertheless, whether accepted or viewed skeptically, the Parliament-endorsed treatment of arrest rates still held a sway over the magistrates, and when asked about the severity of crime in their districts, common responses to the Constabulary Commission’s queries were simply expressions of crime statistics such as lists or tables of apprehended criminals. One of these tables by the Magistrates at Knutsford is provided below as a demonstration of how contemporaries relied on numerical data to convey the extent of crime in their districts. Rather than qualitatively explaining their experiences with crime, these magistrates provided a detailed table of arrests, indicating the type of crime on the left hand-side (i.e. vagrancy, poaching, etc.), the location and age of offenders along the top, and the numbers of arrests in the center.






[image: Macintosh HD:Users:katherinechernova:Desktop:IMG_0600.jpg]Response to Question on the Severity of Crime for the Magistrates at Knutsford “Insert in page 17: Summary of the Prisons of the County House of Correction at Knutsford, Cheshire. 3 December 1834”[footnoteRef:127] [127:  Returned Questionnaire from Knutsford, The National Archives, HO 73/16, 17.] 


	The Commission wrote of this phenomenon as being very common in their report: “So habitually, it appears, is the calendar of prosecutions regarded as the index of the amount of crime, that a large proportion of the magistrates answer the queries submitted to them, by statements of the number of prosecutions, or references to the clerks of peace as the proper sources of information.”[footnoteRef:128] For example, the magistrates of Suffolk reported, “Hundreds of felonies have taken our district.”[footnoteRef:129] Likewise, the magistrates at Bedfordshire simply stated, “Very severe, many committed to the gaol for the past 9 months. Appendix provides table of crime [Chart like Knutsford’s on p. 63].”[footnoteRef:130] Thus, arrest rates were viewed both the customary way of assessing the extent of crime and forming policy, as well as a source that had legitimate flaws that made conclusions difficult to draw.  [128:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 4.]  [129:  Returned Questionnaire from Suffolk, The National Archives, HO 73/8, 9.]  [130:  Returned Questionnaire from Bedfordshire, The National Archives, HO 73/8, 3.] 


II. Factors Influencing Arrest Rates

	Arrest rates were not representative of the crime occurring in rural districts for a variety of complex reasons. This section will outline some of these issues to better qualify the validity of the concerns of the Commissioners and to better assess the implications of assessing crime with an arrest-rate-based approach. The 1839 Commission’s evidence boxes will be particularly utilized for their first-hand accounts from magistrates, constables, and local residents, providing an invaluable perspective about what the records of arrests do not capture. 
	When magistrates tried to assess the severity of crime in their districts with the Parliament-endorsed approach of relying on crime counts, they were limited in their ability to do so because they sensed that crimes were not being brought to their attention. Like the Wales Judge who questioned the High Sheriff about the validity of the white gloves presented to him (See p. 61), some magistrates were critical of their supposedly low arrest rates. When asked about the severity of crime in their districts, the magistrates of Cumberland stated, “Most proportions of offences committed do not come to our knowledge, cannot give significant answer.”[footnoteRef:131] The magistrate of Mutford and Lothingland Hundred in eastern England similarly reported, “There is no doubt but a very large proportion of offences are committed which are not brought officially before the magistrates; and in very many cases there is reason to believe that felonies are compounded.” Likewise, the magistrate of Derby in the East Midlands communicated, “Many felonies and misdemeanors are committed in this district which never come to the knowledge of the magistrates except by accident.”[footnoteRef:132] [131:  Returned Questionnaire from Cumberland, The National Archives, HO 73/7, 14.]  [132:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 4.] 

	This “accidental” procurement of knowledge expressed by the Derby magistrate is an indication of both the inexperience of local constables in successfully capturing criminals and the reluctance of rural people to report crime in the first place. Constables in rural counties were commonly established under informal arrangements such as a rotating system of local residents acting as constables or recruited constables who were paid a small sum, creating little motivation and great fear for informally trained local residents. According to the magistrates of Newcastle upon Tyne in northeast England, “the present constabulary force of this part of the country cannot by any possibility be any worse than it is. The office of constable is … sought after by indolent, low tradesmen and mechanics, who [would like] any occupation rather than their own trades.”[footnoteRef:133] The magistrates of Howndenshire in northern England similarly stated, “a constable takes his turn as a duty and a task, and is presumably utterly useless.”[footnoteRef:134] An example of this inefficiency comes from Monmouth Union from Southeast England. Their magistrates recounted an embarrassing story of a Constable’s irresponsible actions: “in the case of a man who committed murder at midnight, the constable in the tithing of Colegird refused to get up from his bed, though repeatedly and urgently called upon; in consequence the murderer got clear off.”[footnoteRef:135] [133:  Returned Questionnaire from Newcastle upon Tyne, The National Archives, HO 73/9, 3.]  [134:  Returned Questionnaire from Howndenshire, The National Archives, HO 73/9, 5.]  [135:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 195.] 

	An interview with officer William Blenkhorn from the southeastern Montgomery Constabulary Force is particularly interesting because of his wide-range of experience. Although he had only been working in largely rural Montgomery for two and a half years at the time of his interview, he had been connected and engaged with Police and Constabulary affairs for nearly 15 years. He had previously been a Watchman in Paddington, an officer for the Bow Street Patrole (London’s first professional police force), and a permanent constable for Peckham. Speaking of his experiences both in urban and rural environments, he said  “there is a vast difference between London and country practice,” particularly stressing that “there is no one to support him in the case of Riot and apprehending an offender, the Township constables are insufficient – very much so – they will not use their physical strength when required… very afraid to act.”[footnoteRef:136] This fear made constables so unreliable that residents in some counties, particularly farmers, sometimes hired their own private watchmen to protect their property. [136:  William Augustus Miles, “Interviews for Commissioners,” National Archives, HO 73/16, 25.] 

	Furthermore, residents and officials were infuriated by not only the inability of constables to capture criminals but also by their laxity in ensuring that prisoners are properly prosecuted. For example, the 1839 Commissioners included a graph in their report of the number of times reputed thieves had been in the custody of Bristol magistrates in southwest England (included below). Out of 201 people taken into custody from April 1 to October 31, 1837, 53 were reported as thieves and of these 53 thieves, 44 had previously been in custody, upwards to 5 previous times. Bristol residents were outraged by the reluctance of authorities to properly prosecute criminals such as these individuals and insisted, “It increases crime. Because those parties committing those robberies go and commit four or five more robberies before they are detected. If they were prosecuted they would be prevented from doing any more mischief.” Bristol residents voiced the concern that letting criminals go free just induces them to stay in the same district and commit further crimes, not fearing proper punishment since it had not been previously enforced. 

The Number of Previous Arrests Per Thief in the Custody of Bristol Gaol, 1837[footnoteRef:137] [137:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 188.] 


	While constables were frequently singled out, residents of rural districts also played a role in the complicated dynamics of criminal arrests. Magistrates consistently pointed out the reluctance of victims to actually report crime in the first place. This facet of rural crime particularly struck officer William Blenkhorn of the Montgomery Constabulary Force. Having been employed both by the city of London and several rural districts, he specifically acknowledged that people in the countryside were unwilling to prosecute and “has known instances of stolen property bearing the name of the parties, but they refused to swear to it- in some cases informant thinks the matter is compromised – in other cases thro fear but not generally through the dread of expense or trouble.”[footnoteRef:138] [138:  William Augustus Miles, “Interviews for Commissioners,” National Archives, HO 73/16, 26.] 

	This “dread of expense or trouble” was certainly a frequently cited reason for not reporting crime. Since constables were commonly unreliable, the duty of apprehension placed residents in a possibly expensive and inconvenient position, having to use their own laboring hours to pursue criminals or hire a watchman to carry out the investigation. As explained by the magistrates of the town of Pershore in central England, “although notice has been sent to all the neighbouring farmers, not one will own to having lost a sheep, for fear of being obliged to prosecute. They call it ‘throwing away good money after bad. Very rarely carried through.’”[footnoteRef:139] The Magistrates of Shepton Mallet, in Somerset at the tip of the southern English coast, said “Numerous complaints have been made by persons on account of the trouble and expense which they have sustained in pursuing and apprehending felons… and we are convinced that this is a considerable inducement to persons to withhold information relative to the prosecution of offenders.”[footnoteRef:140]   [139:  Returned Questionnaire from Pershore, The National Archives, HO 73/8, 4.]  [140:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 5.] 

	There was also unwillingness to pursue or prosecute criminals in the fear that the offenders were locals, or the friends or family of the victim. The magistrates of Stortford Union particularly singled out this close allegiance between locals as a limiting factor: “The facility of committing depredations with immunity is, in great measure, caused by the general reluctance of all labourers to give evidence against each other, or any member of their families. They would rather handle the matter on their own.”[footnoteRef:141] Interpersonal relations were also singled out by Richard Shute, the lead magistrate of the county of Devon, who expressed that “free and unbiased justice could not be obtained in small districts, particularly in agricultural districts, where the people hang more together than in the manufacturing.”[footnoteRef:142] Thus, the close ties between rural communities where people frequently knew one another were certainly factors that kept some from investigating crimes suspected of having been committed by members of the local community.  [141:  Unsigned letter from secretary of Strotford Union magistrates to “Commissioner Chadwick,” The National Archives, HO 73/16, 1.]  [142:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 81.] 

	On the other hand, accusing strangers had risks as well. In an examination of Mr. Richard Gregory, a farmer who owned between 400 and 500 acres of land in the parish of East and West Ham, in the county of Essex in eastern England, Gregory recounted, “If they catch a thief, they do not punish him, being afraid of having their houses set fire to, or their cattle destroyed… the next farmer had one of his horses stabbed because he had accused a man of stealing a pig he had lost.”[footnoteRef:143] The nearby magistrates of St. Lawrence also cited fear of retaliation as an effective deterrent, stating, “The nocturnal work of stealing turnips, poultry, and portions of ricks, all of which it may be said are overlooked, principally through fear of revenge from the criminal parties, and partly through the trouble of catching the depredators. Better to lose some produce than have barn burned down, as has happened before.”[footnoteRef:144]  [143:  Ibid. 73.]  [144:  Returned Questionnaire from St. Lawrence, The National Archives, HO 73/6, 3.] 

	Another motivation to avoid prosecution altogether was negative previous experiences with the criminal justice system. Having witnessed the inefficiencies of the prosecution process, many residents were not inclined to pursuit that route again. Mr. Gregory of Essex recounted that a thief of his produce would repeatedly steal his cabbage plants despite any previous stints in prison: “… He was a second time detected and convicted. He had not been out of prison a week before we caught him again.” Frustrated by the conventional apprehension having no definitive consequence for the thief, Gregory explained, “I took the law into my own hands. I inflicted corporal punishment, and it had the desired effect. I took a stick and thrashed him most soundly, and he has never troubled my fields since.”[footnoteRef:145] Rural residents like Gregory realized that in their situations, policing was not an effective solution to rural crime.  [145:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 73.] 

	Another notable example of this frustration is that of Mr. Tidmarsh, a large farmer in the division of Mutford and Lothingland in Suffolk. Tidmarsh apprehended the thieves of his “four fat sheep,” and “the evidence was so strong against two persons charged, that they made a confession before the committing magistrate, and implored the mercy of the prosecutor.” However, “the ingenuity of counsel … at the last quarter sessions prevailed, and the prisoners were acquitted. The farmers say, ‘After this, what is use in there in prosecuting.’”[footnoteRef:146] The “ingenuity of counsel” described by Tidmarsh was due the recently passed Prisoner’s Counsel Act of 1836. This Act gave prisoners in felony trials the right to have the defense of professional counsel and a plethora of new rights such as the right to see the documentation of their crime and the right to directly address the jury.[footnoteRef:147] Rural victims viewed this act as a betrayal. Why should help be given to those who had hurt others, and what was the point in even bringing a wrong-doer to a system that would provide them with assistance? [146:  Ibid. 5.]  [147:  D.J. Bentley, English Criminal Justice in the Nineteenth Century (London: Hambledon Press, 1998), 37.] 

	The Prison’s Counsel Act of 1836 was part of a wide-range of legislation that made rural residents skeptical of government authorities. As explained in an 1836 article from November 6 entitled “Rural Police” in the Chester Chronicle, “A more tender ground of objection, is an unextinguished impression against all police as ‘Spies.’” Authorities who were not local residents inherently carried an aura of distrust. As the Chester Chronicle elaborated, “Blood money was the object and reward of the conspirators.”[footnoteRef:148] This distrust was even singled out by the Commissioners of 1839 as a significant limiting factor of accurate reporting of crime: [148:  Chester Chronicle newspaper clipping, The National Archives, HO 73/16.] 

“If those for whose protection such an agency is devised, feel that their social or political liberty is compromised by the action of such a force to an extent which renders the evil of its existence preponderant over the good protection from delinquency, the action of the police will be paralyzed by the public abstaining from giving the information requisite to enable it to act.”[footnoteRef:149]	 [149:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales, 21.] 


	In some instances, besides fear of vengeance and distrust of the system, local residents avoided reporting crime because it could also be a source of opportunity. Criminals were not always the only individuals profiting off their crimes, and local residents could treat thieves as discounted traveling salesmen. Mr. Gregory of Essex recounted that his repetitive thief would sell what he stole to Gregory’s neighbors: “He had not been out of jail two days before I had him in my fields again stealing my cabbage plants, which he sold to my neighbours before my face at 18d. per hundred weight.”[footnoteRef:150] Mr. Pickford of Essex, when asked about how local residents were preventers of crime along the canals, answered, “So far from that, they are rather benefiters than otherwise. They are not parties to the robbery, and they can buy from the receivers of stolen goods their spirits or tea, at a less cost than they would if they bought it legally, cannot say I blame them.”[footnoteRef:151] Therefore, as long as they were not the direct victims at whose expense a crime was committed, rural residents could even find some benefits from nearby juvenile and older criminals.  [150:  Ibid. 75.]  [151:  Letter from “Pickford of Essex” to “Constabulary Commission,” The National Archives, HO 73/16. ] 

	From inexperienced authorities to reluctant residents, it is unsurprising that magistrates would suggest that crimes were “accidentally” discovered in the countryside. Many constables were local volunteers who were unqualified, frightened, and unmotivated, while local residents resisted breaking local ties by prosecuting those that they knew or evoking potential vengeance or extra costs by prosecuting strangers. They did not trust the criminal justice system to adequately punish or reform criminals. Many even made their peace with the problem, purchasing stolen goods from thieves. These complicated dynamics resulted in the underreporting of rural crime sufficient to explain the disparity in the statistical record in the incidence of rural and urban crime. 

III. Modern Historians and Juvenile Crime Statistics
 
	Unfortunately, historians seem to have taken juvenile crime rates at face value. Since historians such as Heather Shore and Peter King have only adopted arrest rates as indications of urbanization fueling crime only in cities, rural nineteenth century communities have been under evaluated and largely left out of modern analyses of Victorian crime. Therefore, when modern historians discuss Victorian juvenile crime, the context is distinctly urban, and this has greatly shaped the available scholarship. 
	For an online search of the subject terms “juvenile crime” on the Bibliography of British and Irish History, the most extensive guide available to published writing on British and Irish history, 118 matching search results are presented. Of these 118 results, 61 publications must be removed from this discussion, because 28 of them relate to other countries in the United Kingdom or the world (i.e. Ireland, Australia, Kenya, Nigeria, India, etc.) and 33 publications discuss time periods that are either before or after the 1800s. Of the remaining 57 juvenile-related publications, there are 22 nineteenth-century publications that concern themselves with the general locality of “Britain” or “England.”  However, six of these results are solely about the efforts of London social reformer, Mary Carpenter, five are about juvenile literature (i.e. the characterization of pirates in Victorian children’s literature), and one is simply a bibliography, leaving 10 of these 22 English publications to discuss general aspects of juvenile criminality such as the legal system for juvenile delinquents and the role of juvenile delinquents in Victorian commercial entertainment. 
	The rest of the results, or a total of 37 publications, specifically concentrate of the role of juvenile criminals within either urban or rural localities. Of these 36 publications, the overwhelming majority is urban, with 32 works focusing on juvenile delinquents in major cities or large towns such as London, Manchester, Middlesex, and/or Lancashire. Only four publications are about rural juvenile delinquents, with two of them being about juvenile criminals in Gloucestershire. Furthermore, while many of the urban publications are books, all four publications about rural juvenile delinquents are articles, ranging in length from three to fourteen pages. In comparison, the 1839 Constabulary Commission’s report on rural crime was over 400 pages long and even the second chapter of this thesis, which discusses the rural culture of juvenile crime, is more than double the length of the longest published article on young rural delinquents. It is as if juvenile criminals were barely involved with the communities of the countryside.
	Even archive guides on nineteenth-century juvenile criminality from the National Archives, the official archive of the United Kingdom government, and the British Library, the national library of the United Kingdom, propagate the image of juvenile crime as a project of the city. The British Library’s guide to young Victorian offenders, “Juvenile Crime in the 19th Century” by historian Matthew White, opens with a reference to Oliver Twist and Charles Dickens, asking, “How realistic was Dickens’s portrayal of criminality among Victorian boys and girls?” White proceeds by setting the context for juvenile crime, singling it out as a phenomenon linked to industrialization:
 “the disruptive effects of industrialisation on family life after 1800, did much to create fears among the general public about the activities of criminal gangs of boys and girls in London and elsewhere”

	Yet the phrase “London and elsewhere” is, in actuality, used very loosely by White, because the only other localities mentioned in the guide are “London’s notorious St Giles slum,” “one lodging house in London,” “Field Lane in London,” “Greenwich Fair,” “county of Middlesex,” and “the River Thames” – all urban locations. No mention of rural counties or rural juvenile criminals is made.  Even the evidence and references cited for this guide to juvenile crime are all distinctly centered on London and the urban context:
First Report from the Committee on the State of the Police of the Metropolis (London, 1817)
Rowlandson's Characteristic Sketches of the Lower Orders, a Version of the Cries of London (1820) 
Edward Wakefield’s Facts Relating to the Punishment of Death in the Metropolis (1831)
London Labour and the London Poor Mayhew (1851)
Oliver Twist (1911)
Artful Dodgers. Youth and Crime in Early Nineteenth-Century London (1999)[footnoteRef:152] [152:  Matthew White, “Juvenile Crime in the 19th Century," British Library, http://www. bl.uk/romantics-and-victorians/articles/juvenile-crime-in-the-19th-century#authorBlock1.] 


	The London National Archives present a similar context with their guide, “Victorian Children in Trouble with the Law.”[footnoteRef:153] The background information introduces the pervasiveness of shock among Victorians as they read “Dickens’ account of Fagin’s gang of young pickpockets led by the Artful Dodger.” Yet again, Oliver Twist is presented as the poster-child of Victorian juvenile criminality and the commentary afterwards locates children like him within the city:  “‘Oliver Twist’ published in 1837, played to this popular concern… Parliament even set up a ‘Committee for Investigating the Alarming Increase in Juvenile Crime in the Metropolis’ (London).” There is no mention of juvenile crime in rural counties.   [153:  The National Archives, "Victorian Children in Trouble with the Law,” http://www.nat ionalarchives.gov.uk/education/resources/victorian-children-in trouble/.] 

	It is likely historians have not greatly utilized or acknowledged the findings of the 1839 Commission, because not only were the crime rates in rural areas supposedly low but also the recommendations of the Commission were not significantly adopted. Commissioner Edwin Chadwick was in great favor of the creation of a single national centralized police force. However, the other two Commissioners, Charles Shaw Lefevre and Charles Rowan, as well as the Home Secretary, Lord John Russell, opposed this. Lord John Russell wanted the police force to be optional and only adopted voluntarily by the rural counties if they so voted on it. Russell even wrote to magistrates of several counties requesting that they favor this option over a mandatory, nationalized police force modeled off the police system already existing in London.[footnoteRef:154] The final 1839 Report followed Russell’s opinion and recommended “an extension of the trained metropolitan force.” They further elaborated the support they expected for it by mentioning that “it would accord with the views of the majority of the magistrates.”[footnoteRef:155] [154:  David Taylor, The New Police in Nineteenth-Centu ry England: Crime, Conflict, and Control (Manchester University Press, 1997), 27-35.]  [155:  First Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales (London, 1839), 332.] 

	However, the recommendation of an optional police force based off magistrates’ suggestions may have been one of the Commission’s key mistakes in evaluating support for the program. As this chapter has demonstrated, rural residents were skeptical of public authorities or outsider intervention in their daily affairs. Having heard of policemen in London collecting blood money and personally experienced the inefficiencies of the criminal justice system, it is understandable that the eventual act advocating for the extension of urban-like forces into rural areas, or the County Police Act of 1839, did not receive the local endorsements the Commissioners had expected.[footnoteRef:156] Constabularies were only adopted in 25 out of 55 counties and many of the counties that did adopt the Act, only created constabularies for a certain district or set of districts, sometimes only adding a single officer. Furthermore, some of these counties adopted the act many later years after it was originally created with several counties not adopting a force until 1851.[footnoteRef:157] However, the reluctance to adopt a constabulary force does not indicate the lack of a need for one. Many rural communities thought that policing was simply not a dependable way of addressing rural crime. 	 [156:  This Act is alternatively often referred to as the Rural Police Act or the Rural Constabularies Act.]  [157:  Accounts Showing the Sums Received and Expended for the Purposes of the Metropolitan Police, Police Superannuation Fund and Police Courts (London, 1852), 6-14.] 

	In addition to distrusting interference from the government, it is probable that many counties did not adopt the Act because of financial concerns. While Parliament fully paid for the Metropolitan Police Force, the County Police Act dictated that rural counties would have to cover most of the costs for a police force on their own, with only 25% of it being funded by the central government. This concern was vocalized when undersecretary Fox Maule-Ramsay, representing the constituency of Elgin District of Burghs, petitioned for amendments to be made to the County Constabulary Act in February of 1840. 
	Maule-Ramsay expressed, “difficulties had arisen from the mode of payment provided for carrying into effect the regulations of the act, by levying it out of the county rates.”[footnoteRef:158] Since the police force was commonly only adopted by certain districts, there was an issue of exactly how individual districts would pay for them out of the total county tax rate. After all, if a certain district adopted the constabulary force but realized it could not afford it, the money that came out of the communal fund implied that other districts were paying for a service that they were not utilizing. Thus, financial concerns from rural residents who were already struggling to survive with looming pressures of enclosure was another reason that the Constabulary Commission’s recommendations were not adopted.  [158:  County Constabulary Act – Amendment, PP 1840, Vol. 52] 



Conclusion
	This chapter has explained why juvenile crime in rural areas was statistically underreported. The absence or inadequacy of a rural constabulary insured most offenders escaped arrest. It also meant that unprotected victims would be vulnerable to retaliation and subsequently hesitate to report crimes. Furthermore, rural residents did not want to threaten local ties, lose time and money on apprehension, or deal with a criminal justice system which previous experience had taught them was ineffective. 
	Unfortunately, historians have largely interpreted both low records of crime and the failure of many counties to adopt rural constabularies as dual indications of low juvenile crime in the countryside. However, it was not the lack of crime that distinguished the countryside from the city but the community’s way of preferring to handle crime. Most rural people seemed to find being victimized by petty crime preferable to the figurative and literal costs of establishing or improving a rural constabulary. Rural residents did not want to pay the price of their freedom by allowing outsiders to interfere in their personal affairs, and they also did not want to spend their limited finances, assuming they even had the resources, on a system that had a bad track record in rural areas. Many rural residents had determined even before the creation of the 1839 Commission that the “the best means of establishing an efficient constabulary” was to not establish one at all.




Conclusion and Implications
	This thesis has taken a path less traveled in British historiography by presenting the rural narrative of juvenile crime. Victorian commentators popularly demonized the city, because they interpreted rising urban juvenile crime rates as a direct demonstration of how cities spread immorality to the youngest members of society. They predicated this scapegoating on the romanticization of pre-industrial England, reflecting back on the “good old days” when there were no cities teeming with people and the pure and innocent countryside supposedly kept juveniles away from trouble. Victorian media and social commentators certainly reaffirmed this association with poster-child Oliver Twist acting as the perfect symbol of the Victorian mentality. Even modern historians such as Peter King and Heather Shore have referenced juvenile arrest rates in affirmation of these narratives that favor urban studies. Stressing that crime increased as cities grew, both Victorians and modern historians singled in on juvenile crime as a product created and contained within cities. 
	However, adopting the Victorian narrative has deprived modern historians of recognizing the dynamic impact that juvenile criminals had on not only the cities but also the countryside. Magistrates from counties all across England readily recounted stories of the juveniles they had witnessed committing depredations in their rural districts. Farmers griped about the devastation young criminals had caused to their produce and shared their ingenious techniques of keeping them away. Even Parliamentarians were struck by the complexity of this criminal network, with the 1839 Constabulary Commission creating a report of over 400 pages, a previously unheard of length for reports created by Commissions, to catalog the extent of rural crime and determine if a system of policing, like the kind found in London, would positively influence these areas.
	However, the evidence of the 1839 Commission has likely been ignored or largely abandoned by modern historians, because low rural juvenile crime rates and the reluctance of rural counties to adopt the Commission’s suggestions have seemed to demonstrate the lack of a problem. In actuality, crime rates in the rural countryside were low for a multitude of reasons which all had little association with the amount of crime being committed. Incompetency of rural constabulary forces, reluctance of rural residents to prosecute criminals, and the ingenuity of rural juveniles to consistently move between locales to avoid capture were just some of the factors that made arresting young offenders very difficult.  Many rural residents also viewed the adoption of a Metropolitan-like police force, the suggestion of the 1839 Commission, as the greater of two evils. It was better to lose a cow than to lose freedom in the extension of a criminal justice system that had so far proven to be inefficient and, to add salt to the burn, even have to pay for this new encroachment with your own money.
	  Given these limited interpretations of Victorian sources, it is not particularly surprising that the Bibliography of British and Irish History only includes four articles on rural juvenile crime and neither the National Archives nor the British Library include the countryside in their guides to Victorian juvenile delinquency. How can historians adequately research or write anything about young offenders in locations where juvenile delinquency does not seem to be a significant problem? The research of this thesis calls this mindset into question and urges historians to view these sources more critically in order to discover alternate solutions that not only explain particular phenomenon but also open new doors for analysis. Stepping away from the narrative of a rural-urban dichotomy, which Victorians themselves had created, allows modern historians to reformulate the relationships between urban and rural communities, as well as more carefully look at how these ties affected different populations.
	One of such major implications is the realization that methods of law enforcement were as troubling to many as the problem the police were appointed to serve. The fact that rural communities “handled” crime in ways that were cheaper and less threatening to the communities’ rights certainly suggests that further research can be done to more critically understand the dynamics of an England that is not only half urban but also still half rural. Concentrating on only the urban half of Victorian history disregards the ways that people of communities other than the city reacted to urbanization and hides the stories of those populations that are already rarely discussed characters in history, such as juvenile delinquents. Their voices are particularly important because conceptions of the city and the country directly educated contemporaries as to how they should be “saved,” or have their immoral tendencies changed. The realization that crime was a dispersed phenomenon directly undermines the arguments used by Victorian reformers to justify the forced emigration of children to serve colonial labor needs. 
	Furthermore, the fact that rural communities also suffered at the hands of these young offenders does not make crime in the city any less important but it does call into question the explanatory frameworks that privilege distinctively the urban condition. This is particularly important because this privilege has been carried on into our modern historiography. Thus, further analyzing how and why this narrative has been passed on from one generation of historians to the next would allow us to rethink the way history has been institutionalized in modern archives and how it has guided researchers to continue their analyses of Victorian crime in a manner that particularly centers around the Oliver Twists and Artful Dodgers of the city.
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