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The Enclosure of Pirton


The process of parliamentary enclosure, focusing on Pirton, North Hertfordshire
1. Introduction and definition of enclosure

This essay investigates the process of parliamentary enclosure in Pirton, a village in North Hertfordshire, and in particular is concerned with the period from the end of the 18th century until 1818.
There were three methods of enclosing land for agricultural use: informal enclosure, enclosure by informal agreement, and enclosure by private Act of Parliament. Parliamentary Enclosure was the process followed in Pirton and this created a wealth of documents which have been used as the basis for this essay.

Parliamentary Enclosure was the last stage of a process that was centuries-old.  It occurred where agreement to enclose by all the owners of land in a parish could not be obtained.  A hostile minority could be overruled by a private Act of Parliament.  Parliamentary enclosure was not common until after 1750 when it became the dominant process. The period covered by the Napoleonic Wars accounted for 45 percent of all parliamentary enclosures. Over 85 percent of parliamentary enclosure was completed by 1830
.
The enclosure of arable land allowed owners to exchange and consolidate their scattered strips in order to create fields of manageable size within separate ring fenced farms. The abolition of communal rights, especially the regulation that allowed all commoners to graze their cattle and sheep together over arable land after harvest, enabled farmers to choose their own system of cropping and to sow, harvest, or leave their land fallow, as they wished.
2. Pirton before enclosure
The parish of Pirton lies on low ground in the northwest of Hertfordshire, to the East of the market town of Hitchin, on the edge of the Bedfordshire plain. The land is chalk overlaid with clay, with the depth of the clay varying from very thin on the slopes of the Chilterns to thick in the lowland and immediate surroundings of the village. Before enclosure in 1818, the Parish of Pirton comprised five open fields containing blocks of half acre strips surrounding the nucleated settlement, which included all farmsteads. Farming was mainly arable with little pasture or meadow. At that time, only 606 acres out of a total of 2,661 acres were enclosed, or part of a dwelling.
The majority of the land in Pirton (70 percent) was held by absentee landlords and let to tenant farmers. The absentee Lord of the Manor, Emilius Radcliffe, held 45 percent of all land and the absentee Lay Rector, Sir John Filmer, 9 percent.  Dr Witherington Peers, the pluralist Vicar, held only one acre, the Church and Churchyard. He was also absent, choosing to live in his main parish of Merton in Surrey.  In North Herts he was the Rector of Ickleford and Vicar of Pirton, but only held land in Ickleford. James Hanscombe with 260 acres (10 percent) was the only large owner-occupier (see Table 1).  Tenants of the larger farms (Wright, Throssell, Hailey and Kingsley) also owned and occupied their own land
.  Small owner occupiers held land of between 3 and 13 acres, sometimes comprising just a cottage and garden. It is unclear whether these small areas of land would actually have supported a farmer without a second income. Wills give further insight into the status of proprietors, four being described as blacksmith, wheelwright, farmer and carrier, and labourer. Although a high proportion of land was held by Radcliffe in the pre-enclosure period, there were 42 proprietors of land in total. 
Table 1: Proprietors their status and holdings

	Proprietor
	Status
	Pre enclosure acreage
	Post enclosure

acreage 

	Radcliffe
	Absentee landlord
	1,150
	1,032

	Filmer
	Absentee landlord
	240
	420

	Whittingstall 
	Absentee landlord
	250
	213

	Hanscombe
	Owner/occupier
	260
	255

	The Vicar
	Absentee landlord
	1
	156

	Willes
	Absentee landlord
	10
	9.5

	Caton
	Absentee landlord
	80
	82

	Wright
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	73
	76

	Wilshere
	Absentee landlord
	60
	81

	Crabb
	Absentee landlord
	50
	36

	Throssell
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	50
	51

	Hailey
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	30
	3

	Lucas
	Absentee landlord
	23
	16.5

	Kingsley
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	20
	40

	Weedon
	Owner/occupier
	13
	2.5

	Holland
	Owner/occupier
	8
	9

	Hodson
	Owner/occupier
	6
	17.5

	King
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	5
	10

	Turner
	Owner/occupier
	3
	2.7


Note: only proprietors whose pre-enclosure acreage is known are included above.
Village bylaws governed farming practices and had done so from" time out of mind." This meant that the whole village had to agree to any agricultural changes and improvements, such as new crops, which was no easy matter with so many proprietors

3. Who wanted enclosure and why

From Table1, it is clear that most large landowners such as Radcliffe and Whittingstall had large amounts of capital invested in their in land. They probably believed that they would achieve a better financial return if they had their land consolidated into blocks as this would mean that they could command higher rents.  For example, at the beginning of the 19th-century, land in the Hitchin area was rented at 14-16 shillings per acre. After enclosure, there was normally an increase of 5 shillings per acre, an increase of about one third
.  Furthermore, landowners often held land in more than one parish, for example in Pirton and the adjacent parishes of Ickleford, Holwell and Shillington. Enclosure would give them a chance to exchange land in order to consolidate their holdings.
Many tenants also wanted enclosure. Consolidation would mean improved efficiency and productivity. It would also provide an opportunity to introduce new farming methods, alternative crop rotations and new crops. It would bring independence in farming practice for each farm, rather than having to be bound by the village bylaws. The extinguishing of common rights would bring a mix of benefits and drawbacks for landowners, with a decline in pasture for their animals on the one hand, but the removal of the rights of others to graze their fallow on the other. For landless cottagers, however, losing the right to pasture a cow according to the village custom, was a large loss without compensation.
There was a drawback to any increase in production as one tenth had to be given to the church as a tithe.  However, in Pirton at the start of the period being studied, tithes were not given in kind, but were rated at about 3 shillings per acre
. Tenant farmers wanted tithe commutation as part of the enclosure.

For both landowners and tenants, the reallocation of land would probably bring a chance to acquire better quality land or justify investment to improve its quality – for example by improving the drainage. Better roads would create a better transport system to help with the marketing of agricultural products. 
The records show that at the start of the enclosure process, both the Lay Rector Sir John Filmer and the Vicar Dr Witherington Peers had the right to collect tithes.  The Rector was entitled to the ‘great tithes’ and the vicar to the ‘small tithes.’ But both had found collection of the tithes problematic as farmers refused to pay, or argued about the amount, or disputed which tithes they were going to pay
.  The Lay Rector was one of the larger absentee landowners after Radcliffe, with 240 acres, but this land was scattered across the five fields.  Letters written at the time, show that he wanted to exchange land to make his holding “more convenient” to his farm in Pirton.
4. The processes of Parliamentary Enclosure

The process for enclosure followed in Pirton was one of Parliamentary Enclosure. 
The prime mover for enclosure seems to have been the largest landowner, Emilius Radcliffe, a member of the landed in gentry. Radcliffe's main residence was in Hitchin, but he held land in all surrounding villages including Pirton, where he was the Lord of two of the manors. Correspondence written in 1772 shows that Mr Radcliffe had “a scheme for inclosing the fields of Pirton”.  He may have been influenced by the fact that surrounding parishes were enclosing as can be seen to the table below.
Table 2: Time span for the process of enclosure in North Hertfordshire and South Bedfordshire

	Parish
	Acreage estimated
	Acreage awarded
	Date of Enclosure Act
	Date of award

	Hexton
	2,000
	1,171
	1766
	1767

	Lilley, Offley
	NS
	952 L  217 O
	1768
	1769

	Ickleford
	NS
	600
	1776
	1777

	Kings Walden
	500
	544
	1797
	1802

	Shitlington and Holwell
	NS
	4,036
	1802
	1817

	Barton
	NS
	1,776
	1809
	1814

	Pirton
	2,661
	2,159
	1811
	1818


In January 1773, Radcliffe tried to elicit support by organising a meeting for proprietors to discuss the subject.  He received no reply from Filmer, the Rector Impropriate, and other proprietors also refused to attend.  Pym, a large landowner thought that "it should be deferred to another year"
.  Radcliffe was having difficulty finding tenants for his farm as “enclosure is near"
.  Without support, the initial petition failed. In 1801 a General Enclosure Act was passed by Parliament giving a framework for private Acts.Radcliffe did not take advantage of this easier process until 1811 during the Napoleonic war, when agriculture was booming. Grain prices were high as there was a blockade on imported grain and farmers wanted to increase productivity to reap the benefits. The only record of attitudes towards the second attempt at enclosure, were from the vicar who felt that "the inclosing of parishes is a national advantage"
.

In January 1811 William Wilshire, a Hitchin solicitor who normally acted for Radcliffe, set the enclosure procedure in motion.  Notice was given that a private Act to enclose was being sought.  In February 1811 a meeting for all proprietors, freehold, copyhold and holders of common rights, was held in the Sun Inn in Hitchin. A draft bill was presented and approved. Agreement was obtained on manorial rights and tithe commutation. There had to be a unanimous resolution to proceed, therefore solicitors had also gained the approval of absentee landlords. The final bill was drawn up in March that year and presented to the House of Commons and Lords for approval in April
.  
The next step was to carry out a survey to provide a ‘statement of property.’ This statement would describe the area of land being enclosed and the degree of consent available. The promoters of the scheme had to make sure that the majority of proprietors (in value rather than number) were going to consent to enclosure. In the Pirton document there was some changing of positions. James Hanscombe, a member of the landed gentry, changed his position from ‘dissent’ to ‘neuter’. One wonders what pressure was bought to bear. As can be seen in Table 3, it seems to be mainly those people who already had a large proportion of enclosed land that did not want to go to the expense of enclosing the rest of their land. There were often difficulties in obtaining accurate totals. The initial estimate of the area of land to be enclosed in the Parish was 2,378 acres, but the accurate figure noted in the final award was 2,661 acres 3 roods and 18 perches.
  Of this total, 2,116 acres was awarded and enclosed by the end of the process in 1818.
Table 3: Pre-enclosure acreages, with the enclosed and open field land
	Proprietor
	Status
	Preenclosur acreage
	Open fields
	Old enclosures
	Views on enclosure

	Radcliffe
	Absentee landlord
	1,150
	73 %
	27 %
	Consent

	Filmer
	Absentee landlord
	240
	96%
	4%
	Consent

	Whittingstall
	Absentee landlord
	250
	88%
	12%
	Consent

	Hanscombe
	Owner/occupier
	260
	54%
	46%
	Dissent/neuter

	The Vicar
	Absentee landlord
	1
	0%
	100%
	Consent

	Willes
	Absentee landlord
	10
	100%
	0%
	Consent

	Caton
	Absentee landlord
	80
	94%
	6%
	Neuter

	Wright
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	73
	78%
	22%
	Consent

	Wilshere
	Absentee landlord
	60
	97%
	3%
	Consent

	Crabb
	Absentee landlord
	50
	94%
	6%
	Consent

	 Throssell
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	50
	83%
	17%
	Consent

	Hailey
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	30
	3%
	97%
	Neuter

	Lucas
	Absentee landlord
	23
	90%
	10%
	Consent

	Kingsley
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	20
	74%
	26%
	Consent

	J Weedon
	Owner/occupier
	13
	!0%
	90%
	Consent

	T Weedon
	Owner/occupier
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	Neuter/Consent

	Holland
	Owner/occupier
	8
	40%
	60%
	Consent

	Fletcher
	Absentee landlord
	8
	n/a
	n/a
	Not found

	Charity
	Absentee landlord
	8
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Hodson
	Owner/occupier
	6
	100%
	0%
	Consent

	King
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	5
	97%
	3%
	Consent

	Turner
	Owner/occupier
	3
	73%
	27%
	Consent

	Hill
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	D Brown
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Hornet
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	I Hodson
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Mrs Hudson
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Neuter

	Osborne
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Neuter

	Moore
	Absentee landlord
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Allen
	Absentee landlord
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Walker
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Odell
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Dilley
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	J Brown
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Hipgrave Sn
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Hipgrave Jn
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	J Burgess
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Dissent

	Ja Burgess
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Dissent

	Sheppard
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	J Brown
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Jeeves
	Absentee landlord
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent

	Payne
	Owner/occupier
	>5
	n/a
	n/a
	Consent


The Act of Parliament used for procuring enclosure had to provide information about the parish concerned. It gave a brief description of the parish, named the Lords of the Manor, the Rector Impropriate, the Vicar and other leading proprietors of land
. 

In the Pirton enclosure, three Commissioners were appointed in 1811. These were: Thomas Brown senior of Luton nominated by Radcliffe, Lord of the Manor; Thomas Thorpe of Great Barford, Bedfordshire, nominated by the Rector Impropriate; and William Sedgwick of Rickmansworth, nominated by the proprietors of land. A surveyor was not named in the Act, but the pre-enclosure draft map identifies Thomas Brown of Willian as the surveyor. The Act also specified how a vacancy for a Commissioner was to be dealt with. If the vacancy arose for a Commissioner nominated by particular party to enclosure, such as the Lord of the Manor, that party had the right to nominate a replacement.  
This was particularly important in the process of enclosure in Pirton as both the Rector’s and the proprietor’s nominees died and had to be replaced. The Rector’s nominee was replaced towards the end of the process. The proprietor’s nominees died two years after the Act was passed and he was replaced by the surveyor, Thomas Brown Jnr, who was son of the Lord’s commissioner. This dual role of surveyor and commissioner was unusual and often barred in an Act, but as the survey of land had been completed by 1813, perhaps it was agreed that it was better to have a local man who had already been involved in the surveying as the process had already been delayed by two deaths. In addition, the agricultural market was facing recession.
The duties and powers of the Commissioners were clearly outlined in the Act. They were empowered to reallocate land, set out the boundaries of the manor, extinguish rights, determine differences, and award costs. All meetings were advertised both with a notice fixed in south door of the Church -- and by being read out at divine service – and via an advertisement placed in the County Chronicle, perhaps to inform the absentee landlords to present their claims. The meetings had to be held either in the Parish or within an eight mile radius of its boundaries. Evidence shows that most meetings for Pirton took place on market day at the Sun Inn in Hitchin, a venue which was “convenient” for farmers and businessmen.
Road construction was an important aspect of enclosure.  Roads dividing parishes were to be at least 30 feet wide and repairs shared equally between parishes.  Commissioners had power to stop the roads, bridleways and footpaths in between old enclosures, but these orders had to go before the Justices of the Peace at Quarter Sessions to be ratified.  The Act also demanded that up to five acres of land should be set aside for public pits for gravel, stone, chalk and sand.  These pits had to have good road access to be used to repair public roads. 
Drainage of land was to be improved, after assessment by the Commissioners. Old watercourses were to be scoured, deepened, straitened or diverted and new ones dug as needed. The benefits to each proprietor were to be assessed so that they could be charged proportionally. 
The Lord of the Manor was allowed an allotment from the ‘waste’.  He was to receive one 18th part of the commons and waste in lieu of the Lord’s right to soil.

The Act decreed that the tithes were to be extinguished and land allocated in lieu. The allotments were usually in proportion of total land being enclosed -- that is 1/5 arable, 1/10 wood, and 1/8 residue. Such land was to be ring fenced with ditches and quickset hedges at the expense of the proprietors of adjoining land. They also had to maintain them for the following seven years. Thus the outer perimeter was fenced by others, but if the Rector wanted to subdivide the fields, it was at his own expense.  Common rights and were to be compensated by common pasture instead of distinct allotments of land
All expenses of the Act were to be borne by proprietors, owners or persons having rights or interest in the land [except the Rector Impropriate and the Vicar]. Commissioners had to present annual accounts to JP’s and this may account for the survival of such large numbers of financial documents
As soon as the Act was passed the Commissioners assumed power to conduct the course of husbandry. In order to make the transition from open field to enclosed fields as smooth as possible, the Commissioners arranged for land to be ploughed, dunged, sown and harvested. This process can be seen in the bill for farming in Pirton in Table 4.  The cost of production of 30 acres of wheat was £222, which was sold for £337 -- the profit being £115, or nearly four pounds per acre. Bills were presented by the tenants and paid by the Commissioners. The tenants continued to work on their own farms.
Table 3: Bill presented to the Commissioners by Thomas Kingsley for working Mrs Hailey’s land for one year 1812 

	Tillage of 30 acres
	£ 36.11.0

	Ploughing once
	£ 9.0.0

	Seed wheat sown
	£63.0.0

	Salt lime
	£ 3.0.0

	Ploughing harrowing
	£22.10.0

	Dunging
	£42.0.0

	Malt dust
	£45.0.0

	Weeding
	£1.0.0

	Total cost of production
	£222.1.0

	Sale of wheat crop
	£337.10.0


The Commissioners next had to deal with claims to land and common rights.  Enclosed land could be allocated to proprietors on two main counts. First, new allotments could be awarded in lieu of land previously held in the open fields.  Second, an area of land could be awarded in lieu of grazing rights in the open pastures, commons and wastes. Witnessed claims detailed land held by the proprietors. Some wanted specific land in exchange. For example, the vicar wanted land in Ickleford near to his Glebe farm, or if not, land adjoining the Bedford/ Hitchin Turnpike.  Other claimants wanted similar things.

In Pirton there was no waste and only previously farmed land was exchanged. This transaction seems to have been relatively trouble-free, but where land was being given in lieu of common rights, there were objections
.  In Pirton, 24 proprietors objected to the claims based on the common rights of 37 tenants of cottages and houses
. The outcome of these objections is not recorded.

After all the claims were received and objections resolved, the Commissioners had to consider the quality of the land as well as the quantity, so that their final award would be fair and just.  The Commissioners must have worked very closely with the surveyors and quality men to verify the acreages, using local knowledge, land tax or poor rate for valuations.

The surveyors’ work mainly lay in mapping the fields and commons and drawing up the plan of who held what.  This information, together with claims, was submitted to the quality men who valued the land having regard to local conditions.  Early enclosures appointed separate quality men or ‘qualiteers,’ 
 but after 1800 when the procedure was more standardized, the Commissioners seem to have taken on this role.  
In Pirton the Commissioners acted as quality men as normally the valuation of arable land was more straightforward. It appears that in this case the Commissioners used the land tax to achieve a valuation of the land and these values were recorded meticulously in the allotment book giving acreages, with values in shillings and decimals
.  The vicar objected strongly to his valuations of his land, saying that he lost 22 acres because it was valued at too high a rate. It left him "no possibility of improvement in the land ". In fact, he was so incensed that he changed his claim from land which was "convenient" for his Ickleford farm in order to receive more land in Pirton with a higher improvement value.

The second part of the Pirton allotment book dealt with who received what, from whom. All transactions were accurately recorded, before being enrolled in the Award Book.
By the end of this 18th-century it was becoming normal for surveyors to draw up an enclosure plan or map. Therefore the award document itself was shorter, with no need for abuttal information. Pirton is fortunate in the survival of both a pre-enclosure plan and the enclosure map showing the location of land and its owners. 

The surveyor presented a detailed bill for surveying and mapping, showing charges of £45.9.0 for the 606 acres of old enclosures and £ 101.11.0 for 2,031 acres in the common fields. Even £6.15.6 is noted as “beer, bread and cheese for farmers”. The gap between professional and unskilled worker was maintained in wages. Labourers were paid a guinea a week while the surveyor received 2 guineas a day!
The next stage in the process was the hedging, drainage and road building. As there was a large acreage in Pirton, a separate contractor, Mr Twydell Dear, was appointed for this task.
The contents of the Award followed the headings of the Act, since the Act detailed the scope of matters to be dealt with by the Award.  The process is described, followed by definitions of parish and manorial boundaries, roads, bridleways and footpaths.  Descriptions of routes and widths are set out and these are still used in legal disputes today.  As drainage was a major motive for enclosure, each public drain is described.  But the main section of the Award deals with the allocation of land in the new enclosures, and these allotments are laid out in the schedule at the end of the book. 
The schedule allows provides a true picture of property and landholding in Pirton at the end of the Napoleonic war. Copyhold tenure must have been declining with only 12 percent of the total acreage lying in the five manors. There were twelve large farms in the village, numerous smallholdings, houses and cottages. As can be seen in Table 5 below, most proprietors exchanged over 70 percent of their total holdings and most of the exchanged land was in the open fields. It is not surprising therefore that it took such a long time to complete, a further five years from the completion of the surveying work to the final award.
Table 5: landholding identified in the Pirton Enclosure Award

	Proprietor
	Status
	Post enclosure
acreage 
	Exchangd land
	Non exchangd land
	Exchanged land in open fields
	Exchanged land in old enclosures 

	Radcliffe
	Absentee landlord
	1,032
	73 %
	27 %
	98%
	2%

	Filmer
	Absentee landlord
	420
	96%
	4%
	99%
	1%

	Whittingstall 
	Absentee landlord
	213
	88%
	12%
	97%
	3%

	Hanscombe
	Owner/occupier
	255
	54%
	46%
	94%
	6%

	The Vicar
	Absentee landlord
	156
	94%
	6%
	99%
	1%

	Willes
	Absentee landlord
	9.5
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%

	Caton
	Absentee landlord
	82
	94%
	6%
	62%
	38%

	Wright
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	76
	78%
	22%
	93%
	7%

	Wilshere
	Absentee landlord
	81
	97%
	3%
	90%
	10%

	Crabb
	Absentee landlord
	36
	94%
	6%
	97%
	3%

	Throssell
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	51
	83%
	17%
	96%
	4%

	Hailey
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	3
	3%
	97%
	100%
	0%

	Lucas
	Absentee landlord
	16.5
	90%
	10%
	88%
	22%

	Kingsley
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	40
	74%
	26%
	86%
	14%

	Weedon
	Owner/occupier
	2.5
	40%
	60%
	100%
	0%

	Holland
	Owner/occupier
	9
	40%
	60%
	67%
	33%

	Hodson
	Owner/occupier
	17.5
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%

	King
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	10
	97%
	3%
	99%
	1%

	Turner
	Owner/occupier
	2.7
	73%
	27%
	100%
	0%


Most enclosures, no matter how small, were expensive, particularly when drainage projects were undertaken. The Commissioners had to raise the money, sometimes by taking out a mortgage
, but more often by levying a rate on proprietors. In Pirton a total of three rates were levied. The first was in October 1811. This brought in £5198.11.5. The second two years later brought in £1732.17.1 and the final one at the end of the whole process generated £170. It was obviously difficult to extract the money. Five months after the first rate was due, Mr Hampson, Clerk to the Commissioners, had to write to eleven proprietors reminding them that their rate was unpaid. The second rate was even harder to collect, the initial request to 50 proprietors was ‘neglected’ by 32 of them and further letters had to be sent at a cost of £1.12.0.
Table 6: Costs of enclosure in Pirton
	Costs
	£
	s
	d

	Obtaining and passing the Act
	615
	0
	0

	Solicitors and public meetings
	527
	10
	4

	Commissioners
	1,053
	2
	6

	Surveyor
	774
	8
	0

	Enrolling Award 
	250
	0
	0

	Roads
	2,657
	6
	9

	Drains and bridges
	423
	11
	4

	Fencing
	896
	8
	4

	Total cost
	7,197
	7
	3


The above table shows the total cost, highlighting the high cost of roads, over one third, and the expenses of the Commissioners themselves, about fifteen percent. 

5. Summary of the outcomes of the enclosure process

The enclosure brought major changes to the landscape of the parish. These can be summarised as:
· Large absentee landlords consolidated land around their farms

· Small proprietors’ holdings became concentrated in the north east of the parish 
· No new farms were built on new enclosures, but remained in the centre of the village as access to land had improved and holdings were adjacent as far as possible
· Common rights were extinguished, with land being awarded in lieu.

· Fields were enclosed with fences and quick thorn hedges

· Rents increased significantly

· There was the same number of proprietors after enclosure as there had been before, with the only changes being caused by the death of the owner.

· Tithes were commuted, but proprietors lost land. The Rector Impropriate doubled the area of land owned from 260 to 520 acres, while the Vicar gained about 132 acres, which he then rented.
· An important new road was built linking Pirton to the market town of Hitchin, which avoided the turnpike. Other roads were improved. 
· The manorial and parish boundaries, roads, bridle paths and footpaths were defined.

· Sixteen new drainage channels were constructed and the old water courses improved.

· Three public gravel pits were identified for maintaining the roads.
6. Issues arising from enclosure
The costs of enclosure and the ability to pay them were very important factors that affected both rich and poor. However, the issue of the financial impact on the population was also greatly influenced by changes in agricultural markets. When the Pirton enclosure was taking place, the Napoleonic Wars were in progress. The demand for British grain was strong and prices were high. In general, landowners and tenants were prosperous and they had positive expectations for the outcome of enclosure. What had not been foreseen, however, was the collapse of agricultural prices in the depression which set in after Waterloo, but it is clear that many landowners got into financial difficulties in the two decades following the cessation of hostilities. In prosperous war years men had acquired land on fixed mortgages, but generally rising prices cut the real rates of borrowing.  Falling prices after 1815 made these debts much harder to service. Poor harvests in 1825 and wet harvests in 1828-1830, a time when sheep suffered foot rot, made the problems worse
The cost of enclosure in Pirton seems to have been approximately £3.9s per acre.  Added to this would be fencing costs and loss of acreage due to tithe commutation.  Looking at a sample of tillage bills for the early period 1811-12, when grain prices were high, the profit of wheat appears to be £3 .15s per acre. So if loans were taken out, it must have been hard to pay these back, when grain prices fell.

Whether very small landowners went out of business immediately seems unlikely, as they are all recorded in the award. It is difficult to say whether they lost land or not as there is no record of the pre-enclosure acreage; only land tax payments are recorded.  A detailed analysis of this would need further research. Certainly by 1820, five small farmers had sold most of their land to a new absentee landlord Samuel Allen. Whether this was because the financial burden of enclosure had been too great, or that the value of land had now risen considerably and it would be profitable to sell, is not clear without consulting Manor Court records.

There has been much discussion about the impact of enclosure on the economic and social position of the small landowner. The Marxist idea that enclosure was the main agency which permitted the growth of large estates at the expense of small owner
 was not borne out by experience in Pirton. The largest landowner, Radcliffe, had less acreage after enclosure than before. The exact position of owner occupiers with landholdings ranging from 1 acre to 240 acres is not totally clear, but they appeared to be as numerous after enclosure as before.

Mingay argued that small owners only constituted a small section of the rural population by the time of enclosure is evidence that pointed to an increasing their numbers during the Napoleonic war period.  Furthermore, he argued small owners were not forced off the land by enclosure costs, and indeed enclosure could be regarded as a major advance in recognizing the rights of smaller owners
.  His research on land tax returns for some of the Midland counties indicated that the proportion of owner occupied land in the year 1802-4 was 11-14 percent. In the same period in Pirton, the proportion was 34 percent. Following enclosure the proportion for Pirton fell to 23 percent. Unfortunately, it is difficult to calculate an accurate estimate of the post enclosure figure, as records for the years 1814 -24 have not survived. In addition, there is the complication that owner occupiers often farmed land in more than one parish. It would therefore be necessary to research the records for land tax in surrounding parishes to find their total holdings. The data for Pirton that is available is shown in Table 7 below.
Table 7: Pre-enclosure and post-enclosure acreage

	Proprietor
	Status
	Pre enclosure acreage
	Post enclosure

acreage 

	Radcliffe
	Absentee landlord
	1,150
	1,032

	Filmer
	Absentee landlord
	240
	420

	Whittingstall 
	Absentee landlord
	250
	213

	Hanscombe
	Owner/occupier
	260
	255

	The Vicar
	Absentee landlord
	1
	156

	Willes
	Absentee landlord
	10
	9.5

	Caton
	Absentee landlord
	80
	82

	Wright
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	73
	76

	Wilshere
	Absentee landlord
	60
	81

	Crabb
	Absentee landlord
	50
	36

	Throssell
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	50
	51

	Hailey
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	30
	3

	Lucas
	Absentee landlord
	23
	16.5

	Kingsley
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	20
	40

	Weedon
	Owner/occupier
	13
	2.5

	Holland
	Owner/occupier
	8
	9

	Hodson
	Owner/occupier
	6
	17.5

	King
	Owner/occupier/tenant
	5
	10

	Turner
	Owner/occupier
	3
	2.7

	Hill
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	10

	D.Brown
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	1

	Hornet
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	1.5

	I Hodson
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	5

	Mrs Hudson
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	1

	Osborne
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	6.5

	Moore
	Absentee landlord
	Not stated
	0.5

	Allen
	Absentee landlord
	Not stated
	.1

	Walker
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	5

	Odell
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	6.5

	Dilley
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	1

	Hipgrave Sn
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	5

	Hipgrave Jn
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	1

	J Burgess
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	deceased

	Ja Burgess
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	2

	Sheppard
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	deceased

	J Brown
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	3.

	Jeeves
	Absentee landlord
	Not stated
	1

	Payne
	Owner/occupier
	Not stated
	1


It is also difficult to comment on improvement in agricultural output as a result of the Pirton Enclosure without detailed information on pre- and post- enclosure production. However, there did appear to be an increase in the rental value of the land in the Parish.
There is debate about whether enclosure led to agricultural improvements in the 18th and 19th century. Mingay took the view that enclosure did not achieve the economic advantages with which it had formerly been attributed and adopted a more optimistic view of open fields as efficient agricultural units
.  Beckett refutes any notion of the dramatic improvement in agricultural techniques after enclosure.  As he points out, immediately following the demise of the open fields, the principal operators were the same people as before, and they had the same outlook
. The argument was re-examined in the 1980s by Turner who highlighted enclosure as an important factor in the adoption of new agricultural techniques. Accepting that enclosure alone had not bought about a rapid revolution in agricultural methods, he believed that it could allow agriculture to become more efficient
. Many of the new techniques developed during the 18th-century were better suited to enclosed land than open field farming. 
7. Conclusions

The enclosure process in Pirton was typical for an English village and it did have a strong influence on the landscape but not on the shape of the settlement itself.  However, as noted in Section 6 above, it was not possible within the limitations of the study to conclusively prove that it directly resulted in financial difficulties for small landowners, to a greater concentration of landholding, or to a higher level of agricultural production.  
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