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ABSTRACT 

Urban studies relating to the period before 1750 have, only 

recently come to the fore in Scottish history, partly as a 

result of the relative lack of appropriate source 

materials such as comprehensive household and tax lists. 

However, in recent years, a start has been made on 

assessing the social and economic structures of Scottish 

early-modern towns, but no comprehensive assessment of 

Edinburgh has yet been attempted. The fortuitous survival 

of the 1694 Poll Tax records for the whole of greater 

Edinburgh has enabled such an examination to be 

undertaken. The Poll Tax is the central source for the 

work, although many other records, such as Hearth Tax and 

local tax lists, testaments, Merchant company,, craft and 

council records and private papers, have been used to 

complement and reinforce the analysis of this unique town 

at a, point in its development at the end of a fascinating 

and turbulent century, prior to the many changes which 

were to take place during the Enlightenment period. 

Although there are almost certainly omissions and 

inaccuracies in most of the lists, provided these 

deficiencies are explained, and appropriate allowances 

made, a realistic assessment is possible. In most of the 

sources used, complete groups rather than samples have 

been used. 

Using these sources, a study of the social and economic 

structure of Edinburgh has been carried out using a 
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thematic approach. Assessments have been made of (1) 

household and family structure, with particular reference 

to household size and composition; (2) the distribution of 

wealth and its functions, by means of an examination of 

the various investment and other activities enabled by the 

possession of wealth, as well as the distribution of tax 

payments; (3) occupational structure, using a 

classification system devised to allow the inclusion of 

all of Edinburgh's great variety of occupations, and 

including a comparative survey of occupations in mid- and 

late-seventeenth century; (4) a study of the economic 

activities of several groups within the population - 

merchants, burgesses and apprentices, women, shopkeepers, 

the middling sort, and the large and flourishing group of 

professionals. Some of these groups have been rather 

neglected in previous analyses which dealt mainly with the 

activities of merchants and craftsmen in isolation. (5) An 

attempt has also been made to examine the various methods 

by which the poor were provided for. They appear only 

rarely in most taxation or other occupational and 

household lists, and it is virtually impossible to 

confidently estimate their numbers, but a useful study of 

their effect on the community which had to sustain them is 

possible. A major shortcoming of most available sources 

for Scottish urban history is that they do not include the 

poor, who were a sizeable group, although perhaps not the 

30-40% estimated for some English towns in this period. 
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In each area of assessment, comparisons have been made 

among the various Edinburgh parishes, to determine whether 

significant differences are evident in relation to 

'parameters of urbanness', which include, on a parish 

basis (1) high proportion of large households; (2) high 

number of maximum tax level householders; (3) high 

proportion of householders participating in investment 

activities; (4) a strong professional presence, 

particularly relating to legal and medical services; (5) 

evidence of an established middling sort. These factors 

have been assessed for all parishes, and a final ranking 

made acccording to these parameters of urbanness, showing 

inter-parish variations, even within the small geographic 

area of late seventeenth-century Edinburgh. 
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INTRODUCTION 

'I am not sure that you will find anywhere so 
many dwellings and such a multitude of people 
in so small a space as within this city of ours' (1). 

Thus wrote David Buchanan in his detailed description of 

Edinburgh in mid-seventeenth century. This 'city of ours' 

has been the subject of numerous descriptions and 

analyses, ranging from the many narratives of the 

development of the town produced over the last few 

centuries (2) to more detailed treatments of aspects of 

political, religious and economic life (3). The town had 

developed from a community of 400 houses in 1400 to 

become, by 1500, by far the largest Scottish urban centre; 

by 1694 there were well over 5000 households listed in the 

Poll Tax records. Edinburgh merchants had dominated 

overseas trade since the fourteenth century'(4), and from 

the late fifteenth century her political supremacy, was 

consolidated as a result of the presence of-crown, court 

and parliament. From at least that point Edinburgh was 

unrivalled as the main Scottish urban centre, until the 

early eighteenth century, when her political significance 

was 'diminished by the removal of parliament, and her 

economic'prowess began to be challenged, partly due to 

the erosion of. Edinburgh's virtual monopoly of overseas 

trade (5), and partly as a result of the economic 

expansion of Glasgow based on active participation in the 

tobacco trade with America (6). Yet in terms of 

population, Glasgow did not outnumber Edinburgh until the 

ea. y nineteenth century. 
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The final decades of the seventeenth century, although not 

a period of great economic expansion, nevertheless saw 

important cultural developments in Edinburgh, particularly 

in relation to the Duke of York's enthusiastic patronage 

of the professions, who were an important group in the 

economic as well as the cultural life of the capital (7). 

The institutional bases of the legal, medical and 

educational professions were consolidated during this 

period, and this helped to lay the foundations for the 

intellectual flourishing of the capital during the 

Enlightenment period. Thus it seems entirely appropriate 

that a detailed analysis of the social and economic 

structure of Edinburgh should centre on the closing years 

of the turbulent seventeenth century, during which its 

population had probably doubled in size, in order to 

assess the town as an urban (as opposed to political) 

centre, in terms of household, wealth, occupational 

structure and activities and care of the poor. Studies 

have recently been completed on the Edinburgh merchants in 

the earlier decades of the seventeenth century (8). and on 

the burgess community from 1600-1680 (9), and an 

assessment of Edinburgh in the mid-seventeenth century has 

provided a great deal of useful information on the general 

history of the town (10). However, none of these works 

provides a comprehensive view of all levels and aspects of 

Edinburgh society, which is necessary in order to provide 

as complete a picture as is possible within the 
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limitations of the extant source material. 

The survival of the Edinburgh Poll Tax records for 1694 

(11) enables such a study to be undertaken. The record is 

extant (although not always complete) for the whole of 

greater Edinburgh, including Canongate and Leith, and thus 

affords a unique opportunity to assess the social and 

economic structure of each parish, as well as of the whole 

town. Many other records will also be used in order to 

complement and reinforce the study, particularly in the 

section dealing with the poor, but the Poll Tax data will 

provide the central and largest source, covering over 

20,000 individuals. 

The main focus of this introductory chapter will be on an 

outline of the general themes of the study, together with 

a description of the Poll Tax record and the various 

parish boundaries, as these records are the foundation for 

much of the study. 

GENERAL OUTLINE OF STUDY 

Demography based on Poll Tax and other household and 

taxation records is still in its infancy in Scottish 

historical work - studies have been carried out on 

Lasswade, St Andrews, single Edinburgh parishes 

(Canongate, Old Kirk), and more recently a comparative 

analysis of the economic structure of 37 burghs (12) but 

to date no detailed assessment of Edinburgh as a whole has 
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been undertaken. The Canongate parish has been used as 

representative of Edinburgh in a comparative study with 

London and Dublin (13), but since that parish was not part 

of inner Edinburgh (although the superiority had been 

acquired by the capital in 1636), it is difficult to 

justify the claim that it was typical of 'central' 

Edinburgh until a full comparative study of Edinburgh 

itself has been undertaken. It will in fact be shown that 

Canongate was not comparable with the centre of Edinburgh 

in relation to degree of urbanness. It has been stated 

that an important question in relation to the 

historiography of the early modern town is 'what was the 

size and distribution of the burgh's taxable 

population? '(14), and detailed analysis of the Poll Tax 

and other records will help to provide the answer. The 

taxable population included many who perhaps had not 

hitherto featured on lists of taxable inhabitants, apart 

from the Hearth Tax, such as labourers and indwellers of 

little substance. The basis for local taxation was now 

house rent, rather than income, and this resulted in a 

widening of the taxation net. For example, two entries 

for the Greyfriars parish refer to taxpayers Mathew 

Murray, 'ane poor man' and John Caskie -'with hard labour 

I gain my bread'; also, an example of the vagaries of 

merchants' fortunes is seen in the case of Archibald 

Campbell, who stated that he had 'lost my stock by man of 

warr and privateers being severall times captured at sea, 

and by downcoming mercatts and fyre losses'(15). The Poll 
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Tax will also provide a major comparative source for 

assessment of the size of the burgess community in 

relation to the taxable population, as well as analyses of 

wealth and economic structure and activities. 

The main questions to be addressed by the study are: 

1. What was the general composition of the taxable 

population in terms of numbers, sex ratio and social 

status? What was the 'typical' household and family 

structure? Did the extended family form a significant 

feature, and were there significant differences among the 

households of the various parishes in relation to these 

parameters? (Chapter 1). 

2. How was the wealth of the population (as deduced by 

inference from taxation payments) distributed among the 

various socio-economic groups? What were the 'functions' 

of wealth, i. e. what activities could be undertaken by 

individuals'as a result of the acquisition of wealth? A 

particular area for analysis here is that of moneylending 

and investment, and other 'invisible' earnings. The large 

group of individuals who pledged money to the Darien 

Scheme, Bank of Scotland and Newmills Cloth Manufactory 

have been assembled into an 'investors group', and their 

activities analysed in detail. (Chapter 2). 

3. What was the general occupational distribution and how 
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may it be classified in order to produce a system of 

classification adequate to cover the unusual variety of 

occupations to be found in Edinburgh (which included such 

diverse callings 

engraver to the 

Edinburgh Castle, 

maker,, virginal 

the revels, teach, 

and horse hirer). 

as unicorn pursuivant, assay master, 

mint, royal wardrobe keeper, surgeon to 

mortcloth keeper, executioner, quaich 

maker, violer, arithmetician, master of 

er of fencing, cheesemonger, ale seller 

An'appropriate classification system has been devised, and 

the occupational distribution determined in relation to 

'type-of-activity' and also to 'type -of -product'. An 

attempt will also be made to assess changes in the balance 

of the various occupational groups between mid- and 

late-seventeenth century, to try to establish whether 

political, fashion or other current trends altered the 

occupational distribution (Chapter 3). 

4. To complement the general occupational analysis,, -more 

detailed studies will be made of the economic activities 

of several groups within the general population, some of 

which have hitherto not received particular attention. 

These are (1) the merchants, who were the pivot of trading 

activities, and who were conventionally recognised as the 

most important socio-economic group in any urban centre; 

(2) burgesses and apprentices, whose economic importance 

was declining with the apparent relaxation of the strict 

trading regulations which ostensibly restricted trading to 
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burgesses; (3) shops and shopkeepers (shops separate from 

merchant and manufacturing premises were becoming a 

feature of many urban centres); (4) women and their 

economic contribution (which was rather more than may have 

been anticipated); (5) the 'middling sort', who formed an 

important group in all urban centres and who formed one of 

the main parameters of urbanness (6) the professions, 

which in Edinburgh were a very significant group, 

numerically outnumbering the merchants in several 

parishes, and who were increasing in numbers during the 

period under review, when numbers of merchants were 

falling, or at best static. Professional training was 

evidently becoming more important, and it will be asserted 

that professionalisation of many occupational activities 

was a significant feature of the period (Chapter 4). 

5. How were the poor catered for in terms of 

institutional, charitable, church and other sources? The 

certificated and itinerant poor did not feature on the 

Poll Tax lists, but other sources will be used, 

particularly Kirk Session and Kirk Treasurer's records, to 

try to estimate the numbers and parish distribution of the 

poor, who remain the most undocumented section of most 

pre-industrial communities, the principal reason being 

dearth of relevant records (Chapter 5). 

In each of the analytical themes, in addition to general 

assessments of the whole population, inter-parish 
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comparisons will be made, in order to establish 

geographical changes in socio-economic composition, and in 

order to determine and assess the criteria and degrees of 

urbanness among the various parishes. The main factors 

associated with urbanness are deemed to be -a higher 

proportion of large households, a higher percentage of 

large sibling and servant groups in individual households, 

a larger number of households in the upper taxation 

classes, a significant proportion of professionals in the 

population, and the presence of a strong middling sort 

group. These factors will be assessed in relation'to all 

parishes, and a comprehensive assessment made. 

Although the main purpose of this study is to determine 

the social and economic structure of Edinburgh, in order 

to achieve a comprehensive view, several of the main 

themes have included analyses of social and economic 

activities. While the term 'structure' tends to suggest 

a static arrangement of the various social groups and 

occupations, some assessment of the activities related to 

these structures is necessary. For example, in relation 

to the wealth of the population, apart from deductions 

made from the Poll Tax entries and other taxation lists, 

assessment is made of the functions of wealth, including 

activities such as investment and moneylending. This 

provides a much better overall view than investigations 

based solely on tax lists. Similarly, in relation to the 

examination of the poor, it was necessary to draw 
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extensively on the activities of poor relief in order to 

assess both the size of the sub-taxation group and their 

influence on the social and economic structure of 

Edinburgh as a whole. It is believed, therefore, that 

whereas a fairly comprehensive structural analysis may be 

gained from examination of the Poll Tax and other lists, 

the inclusion of detailed analysis of activities serves to 

complement and enhance the overall assessment. 

THE POLL TAX 

The 1694 Poll Tax was commissioned, not as a convenient 

tool for future historical demographers, but as a means of 

fulfilling a need for finance for 'making up arrears due 

to the country', the statute being contained in an Act of 

Parliament dated 29th May 1693. The Town Council took 

action on 15th August 1694, stating that 

'All masters of Families and households of this parioch 
compear upon Tuisdaye next being twentieth day of August 
instant at ten acloak in the forenoon at his parrioch 
church where they shall be attended by some of the 
magistrates to give up their names, qualities, degrees and 
value of their estates with a full and true list under the 
hand of ther whole servants, prentices and residents 
within their families to the effect the respective poles 
may be stated and set down by the saids magistrats' (16). 

By virtue of these requirements 

records of the period, providing 

the members of each household. 

and the regular series of sten, 

be used in subsequent chapters) 

sometimes the occupation, of 

this document is unique in 

information on most of 

The Hearth Tax roll (1691) 

t rolls (some of which will 

stated only the name, and 

the head of the household 
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together with either the number of hearths or the annual 

rental of the property. Although these are valuable 

sources in themselves, the survival of the Poll Tax as the 

central pivot provides the opportunity to construct a 

picture of Edinburgh society as a whole, and not merely 

'isolated' assessments of merchants, burgesses, craftsmen, 

landlords or local taxpayers. 

The amounts of tax to be paid were scaled according to 

status and 'stock' i. e. value of goods and cash in the 

possession of the householder, and this provides a means 

of assessing the distribution of wealth in the community 

and among the parishes-, although the declarations did not 

always reflect the true wealth of the householder (the 

schedules of taxation are described in detail in Chapter 

2). Also, even the volumes which appear complete-probably 

did-not include all those liable for tax. For example, in 

relation to the-subsequent 1695 Poll Tax, which covered ,a 

more restricted population, at a higher tax threshold, 

records show that the drawing up of the list had to be 

postponed, ý'there being-yet little or no payment made of 

the -pole money' (17), and therefore even the most 

apparently comprehensive list must be treated with 

caution. 

The record itself is contained in eleven volumes, in 

various states of preservation, one for each parish in 

'greater Edinburgh' i. e. College Kirk (North East), 
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Greyfriars Kirk (South West), Lady Yester Kirk . (South 

South East), Old Kirk (South), New Kirk (North), Tolbooth 

Kirk (North West), Tron Kirk (South East), West Kirk, 

Canongate, North Leith and South Leith. These are 

illustrated diagrammatically in Figure Ia. 

The volumes were not compiled in a standard fashion. Some 

appear to have been completed randomly, with entries 

copied direct -from the tax return slips (small pieces of 

paper completed by or on behalf of the householder, 

listing the household details) as they were received. 

Others are roughly in alphabetical order (the list 

relating to the Greyfriars parish being somewhat 

eccentrically compiled alphabetically by christian name), 

and it is also evident that separate cash books were kept, 

at-least for some parishes, the only surviving example 

being that, of North Leith. It has been stated that the 

1694 roll listed 199'households in North Leith (18), but 

if the cash book and list are correlated, the actual 

number of households appearing is `274. Similarly, 

although it has been stated in a previous study that the 

tax roll for the Canongate parish covered only four 

quarters (19), it is evident from the inscription on the 

first page of the tax roll that a cash book had also been 

kept, and that the list should be correlated with this 

book: 'This is the book for the Cannogat paroch for 

finding out the number of pollable persones. To which 

number is to be added the haill number of persones which 
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ar crost in the margine of the cash book for this paroch 

they not being contd in this book'. It may be that 

households in the remaining quarters were listed directly 

into the cash book, and not entered on separate rolls. If 

this is the case, then the poll tax roll for the Canongate 

accounts for only around two-thirds of the taxable 

population (Holyrood being exempted from taxation). 

The Greyfriars poll tax book is severely depleted, with 

approximately two-thirds of the entries missing (as 

deduced from'the original size of the pages in the tax 

book). Fortunately however, the return slips for the 1695 

Poll Tax have survived, and these were correlated with the 

surviving 1694 entries to produce a taxable population of 

516 households (those households for which returns were 

made in 1695 but which did not appear on the damaged Poll 

Tax book for 1694 were included) - which seems a fairly 

realistic estimate when compared with Hearth Tax listings. 

For example, the old Kirk parish, with 544 taxable 

households, had 2738 hearths in 1691, and Greyfriars 2256. 

Although the Old Kirk-parish may have had a higher ratio 

of hearths per household, the estimate of households in 

the Greyfriars parish would seem reasonable. 

The tax books relating to Lady Yester and South Leith 

parishes are eroded to either side of the centre fold, 

thus on one side obliterating the record of the amounts of 

tax paid, and on the other obscuring the details of the 
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occupants, but from the general layout of the books it is 

still possible in the majority of cases to deduce the tax 

paid from the household details, and similarly, albeit 

somewhat less confidently, the household structure from 

the tax paid. It is usually possible to classify the 

householder, for example 18s invariably refers to a 

married craftsman, £3 to a gentleman and £6 to a writer. 

The main difficulty occurs with the other members of the 

household: for example 6s could refer to a child, an 

apprentice or an unpaid servant. Even here, however, the 

particular layout of each book gives clues as to the 

likely composition of most households, although precise 

numbers may not be accurate for each group, and it seems 

justifiable to include such 'estimated' households in the 

analysis. 

The West Kirk volume, although complete, is less reliable 

in relation to household differentiation, with servants 

sometimes listed completely apart from the main household. 

Where a single (often male) servant was listed in 

isolation as a separate household, and stated to be 

'servant to' another householder at a stated wage, he or 

. she was included in the main household for the purposes of 

this analysis. This is in contrast to those male servants 

who obviously lived away from their place of employment 

and were responsible for their own households. 

These then were the main general features of the poll 
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books, the principal note of caution being that they did 

not represent the total taxable population, even where a 

list of deficients is given (these were included in the 

household numbers for analysis). In relation to the 

information contained in the lists, the major likely 

deficiency, apart from the omission of children under 16, 

is under-valuation of stock and servants' wages by the 

householder in order to reduce the total household 

assessment. However, if these qualifications are borne in 

mind, analysis of the households represented should give a 

fairly accurate overall picture. 

In terms of the Act of Parliament, it was only necessary 

for the clerks to list the following items of information 

relating to each household: 

Name, financial valuation and marital status of the 
householder 
Children over 16 and all children of 'rich' families 
Servants and their wages 
Apprentices 
Others resident in the household 

This basic required information is recorded in South 

Leith, North Leith and West Kirk (although occupation is 

relatively frequently also given). Other parishes 

variously record occupation, details of under-age 

children, names of children and servants and incidental 

details, which, perhaps more than the statutory 

information, give glimpses of the real lives of the 

citizens. For example Agnes Stirling, a widow in the 

Canongate lists in her household Christian Conn, 'ane 
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idiot keept for nothing', while Mungo Strachan, notary in 

the Greyfriars parish had a maid servant who had 'gone 

away with ane soger'. In contrast, Francis Hannay, 

musician and precentor in Greyfriars Kirk wrote his tax 

return slip with extreme care, stating 'God's providence 

is mine inheritance', and, as if to emphasise the point, 

'nec habes, nec cares Deus providebit'- hinting at the 

sort of education available to musicians. Also, there are 

frequent references to the plight of 'outted' clergy, who 

had been dismissed from their livings in 1688, many of 

whom journeyed to seek shelter and sustenance in 

Edinburgh. It should be possible to estimate the number of 

such deprived ministers who migrated to the capital, thus 

adding a -further dimension to the already extensively 

documented and analysed disruption of the kirk after the 

presbyterian church 'settlement' of 1688-90. Several of 

these clergy appear to have settled in the Lady Yester 

parish, including Mr John Dalgleish, 'late minister at 

Strathavane, no benefice nor stipend'. It is apparent 

therefore that an analysis of the social structure of 

Edinburgh can be related to the wider issues and attitudes 

of the day. 

A further feature of some lists, perhaps serving as an 

indication of contemporary views on the social order, is 

that wives are frequently unnamed, the householder being 

merely designated 'married'. Since wives in this period 

still retained their own surnames, and therefore might 
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have merited listing in their own right, one conclusion is 

that, in the eyes of the recording officials at least, the 

wife occupied a somewhat subordinate position'. However, 

since widows frequently carried on their husband's 

businesses, and also ran business affairs in their 

husbands' absence, the omission of wives' names may not 

have the significance suggested, although it is tempting 

to visualise the wife as 'taken for granted' until 

required to take a more active role in the household. One 

example of a business wife is that of Widow Boog, in 

Greyfriars parish, the centre of much of -Edinburgh's 

brewing industry,: who carried on her husband's brewing 

concerns after his death. Other economically active women 

included college printer Agnes Campbell (Mrs Anderson). 

and trading merchants such as Mrs Graham, Martha Ogston 

and Mrs Melville, who kept shops and appeared on port 

records as trading in their own right, and not on behalf 

of their husbands or other male merchants (assessed in 

detail in Chapter 4). 

Notwithstanding the deficiencies and inconsistencies of 

the record, it is possible to elicit a great deal of 

information relating to the size, structure and wealth of 

the households contained in the taxable population, and 

the economic' activities of the inhabitants of Edinburgh. 

The main advantage of such an analysis is that it is able 

to provide a much more comprehensive view of the town as a 

whole than the previously rather more restricted studies 
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of the merchant community or the burgess community (20) 

during the seventeenth century, as well as being 

complementary to these studies. Importantly also, 

comparisons among the various parishes which comprised 

'greater Edinburgh' may be made, to establish whether 

substantial differences in degrees of urbanness were 

apparent. 

The parishes 

In 1598 the burgh was divided into four parishes, relating 

to the four quarters of the town, and in 1641 new 

divisions were created resulting in six parishes in the 

inner town. In 1655 the easterly part of the south east 

parish was made into the Lady Yester kirk parish, but 

after the Restoration the church was closed and the parish 

reattached to the Tron Kirk, being re-established and 

expanded in 1691. In 1655 the boundaries were set as 

follows (21): 

North West (Tolbooth) 'West port on north side of street, 

up the over bow to the castlehill, upon the south side and 

down the north side of the high street to William Reid's 

close'. 

North (New Kirk) 'North side of high street from William 

Reid's close to the laird of Haltoun's house called the 

Black Turnpike'. 

North East (College Kirk) 'From Haltoun's house to the 
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Netherbow and the town lands on the south side of the 

Canongate to St John's Cross and the correction house'. 

South East (Tron Kirk) 'From the Netherbow to Peebles wynd 

on the south side of the high street, from the Cowgate 

port on the north side of the Cowgate to Peebles wynd on 

the south side of that street to Rapley's close excluding 

the College'. 

South (Old Kirk) 'The high street from Peebles wynd 

exclusive to Forresters wynd and the north -side of the 

Cowgate from the foot of Peebles wynd to the foot of 

Forresters wynd, and also the bounds from the foot of 

Rapley's close to the Potterow port, and down the east 

side of the horse wynd, and including the Luckenbooths'. 

South West (Greyfriars Kirk) 'South side 

from Forresters wynd exclusive down the 

bow to the Cowgate, thence in Cowgate 

Forresters wynd, the south side of 

Potterow port, down the west side of Ho 

west port and including the College'. 

of high street 

east side of over 

to the foot of 

the Cowgate from 

rse wynd to the 

In 1691 the Lady Yester parish was established as 'that 

part of the town from the east side of the horse wynd 

inclusive to the Cowgate port on the south side of the 

Cowgate to the Lady Yester Kirk'(22). In 1693 the council 

increased the size of the parish to include 'that part of 
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the Cowgate opposite to which is allready annexed, viz, 

from the Cowgate port on the north syde of the Cowgate 

fronting to the high street whither the same enter from 

the high street or otherways unto the foot of the fish 

market Gloss which is hereby declared to be a part of the 

said parioche in all time coming'. 

A further alteration to the parish boundaries was made 

when the New North Kirk was established in 1698 from parts 

of Greyfriars, Old Kirk and Tolbooth parishes (23). 

I 

CANONGATE. This parish occupied the area from the 

Netherbow down to and including Holyrood and its environs. 

The superiority was gained by Edinburgh in 1636. 

WEST KIRK. This was the sprawling, semi-rural community 

which virtually surrounded the town, including Broughton, 

Portsburgh, Water of Leith, Greenside, Boroughmuir, 

Gorgie, Canonmills, Bristo, Grange, Mayfield. 

NORTH AND SOUTH LEITH. These two communities occupied the 

area round the shores of the Forth, North Leith being a 

small, poor community. 

The approximate geographical areas of the inner Edinburgh 

parishes-are shown in Figure Ib. 
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The general aims of the study are therefore to provide the 

first comprehensive study of the social and economic life 

of late seventeenth-century Edinburgh, including the whole 

taxed population, at all levels of society. Although 

there are many problems related to the question of 

comprehensiveness of the various sources used, a 

reasonable analysis of the social and economic structure 

of Edinburgh should be possible, providing that these 

difficulties are explained and appropriate allowances 

made. 

As an indication of the feelings of the population towards 

the Poll Tax, although not the primary purpose of this 

study, the following tax return provides an entertaining 

insight into the problems faced by seventeenth century 

taxpayers: 

'I Walter Denneston well known 
For scribbling rhymes not all my own 
Before your worships here declare 
I am not worth a rotten pear 
My debts far greater than my stock 
Which is to me a grievous yoke. 
If all should crave what I did borrow 
I durst not face the street tomorrow 
of the Good toun: which Bankrupts shun 
as much night owls do the sun. 
I was thrust from my occupation 
Another coming in my station 
Myself my wife and children three 
Make up my sorry familie 
And two of these are babies small 
All which do keep me in great thrall 
To gentry I have no pretences 
I have what brings me to expences 
Thus I suppose my valuation 
Will little add to your taxation' (24). 
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CHAPTER 1 

HOUSEHOLD AND FAMILY STRUCTURE 

The main purpose of this chapter is to describe, analyse 

and assess the information contained in the eleven volumes 

of the Edinburgh Poll Tax record for 1694 (1), in relation 

to household size and composition. It has been stated 

that the average size of a rich household in Aberdeen was 

6.8 and in Perth 5.7(2), while research on 100 (mainly 

rural) English parishes has shown an average household 

size of 4.73 (3), and detailed analysis of Edinburgh will 

add a further dimension to Scottish historical demography. 

(The definition of 'rich' in the period was not perhaps 

comparable to twentieth century notions of wealth; for the 

purposes of the Poll Tax households paying tax of over 30s 

were deemed 'rich' and had to pay for under age children, 

but this however was probably not akin to general 

contemporary ideas of 'wealth'). Comparative analyses will 

also reveal differences among the various parishes in 

relation to household composition, and an initial 

breakdown of the households into social 'classes' will be 

made. More detailed examination of occupational patterns 

will be undertaken in a subsequent chapter, as will 

assessment of the poor, the burgess and apprentice 

communities, and the various legal and professional 

bodies, which formed significant proportions of the 

taxable population of Scotland's largest and - till the 

rapid rise of Glasgow - the only burgh which could compare 
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in terms of size with English regional centres such as 

Norwich and Exeter and in terms of function with London, 

although not remotely comparable with the English capital 

in relation to population or geographical area. (It has 

been estimated that Edinburgh had a population of around 

25-30,000 in the late seventeenth century, while that of 

London was in the region of 575,000 (4)). 

An important point of definition is that of the 

'household' and what contemporary citizens regarded as the 

household group. One rather cumbersome definition is 

'that unit or block of persons which was recognised by 

pre-industrial Englishman to be distinct from other units 

or blocks of persons when the inhabitants of a community 

were listed' (5). A simpler definition might be merely 

'those individuals stated by the head of a household to be 

part of'that household'. Although the quality of the Poll 

Tax record varies widely, it is usually fairly clear where 

household divisions occurred. The physical configuration 

of such documents forms an important source in itself and 

it would seem reasonable to follow the clerks' guidelines 

when separating household groups. Not all of the eleven 

volumes were prepared with the same degree of care, but it 

is generally possible to separate households without too 

much difficulty if the individual pattern of each volume 

is established and followed. 

A further point which must be clarified at the outset is 
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that 'household' and 'family', although inextricably 

linked, were not interchangeable terms. Laslett describes 

the family as 'the co-resident primary group of man, wife 

and children, excluding servants, relations and others' 

(6), and the current view of early modern households is 

that multi-generational family groupings were the 

exception rather than the rule. Whereas Sjoberg states 

confidently 'the large extended family with numerous 

relatives residing in a single household is the ideal 

toward which all urbanites strive' (7), according to 

Laslett 'in England the large joint or extended family 

seems never to have existed as a domestic group at any 

point in time covered by known numerical records' (8) 

while Wrightson's view is that 'the vast majority of the 

households which constituted the basic units of England's 

local community consisted of a simple nuclear family, with 

or without resident servants' (9). It will be shown that 

this was also the case in all of the Edinburgh parishes, 

rich or poor - the large households, which were numerous 

in some parishes, gaining their numbers principally from 

servants and unrelated lodgers, together with a few 

relatives, but not in the main from extended family 

groups. For example, the largest household in the central 

and prosperous Old Kirk parish, that of George, Viscount 

Tarbet, consisted of the Viscount, his wife, one daughter, 

one other female (Lady Clackmannan) and 24 assorted 

servants, cooks, footmen, and gardeners - the entry 

occupying a complete page of the Poll Tax record. 
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The Poll Tax thus provides a unique opportunity to make a 

detailed analysis of household structure in all parishes 

and at all social levels. The main sections of the 

chapter will be concerned with: 

General household statistics I 

Household composition 

'Other residents' 

Family structure 

Ranking of parishes according to household parameters 

It must be remembered throughout that the Poll Tax is by 

no means a complete and definitive source for the taxable 

population (and that the numerous destitute and itinerant 

poor are unaccounted for - see Chapter 5), although it 

will be possible to make fairly detailed assessments - as 

Hollingsworth states, 'The historical demographer's aim is 

to produce the best conclusions that can be drawn from the 

extant -=material. Scholarship that tries to do more must 

be vain' (10). 

Table 1.1 outlines the numbers of households contained in 

the Poll Tax record, the numbers of complete households 

used for analysis and, as a means of estimating the 

proportion of the total households which appeared on the 

Poll Tax, the numbers of domestic establishments listed in 

the Hearth Tax returns of 1691 (11). Although there were 
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slight differences in the parish boundaries between the 

two dates, and in some cases domestic hearths were not 

always distinguishable from trade/manufacturing hearths, 

it is apparent that the households on the surviving Poll 

Tax lists represent something in the region of 55-60% of 

those listed in the Hearth Tax. The data are not 

sufficiently secure to state categorically that the 

taxable population was 60% of the total population, 

particularly when many of the lists were not complete, but 

it does appear that around two thirds of the community 

were liable for tax. 

GENERAL STATISTICS 

Table 1.2 is a general numerical survey of the numbers of 

households and inhabitants for whom some sort of 

information is directly available or confidently deducible 

from the records. The Poll Tax covers some 5500 

households although this does not represent the finite 

total of taxable households, as some-lists are obviously 

deficient, and it is probable that the proportion of the 

population liable for tax is in excess of that estimated 

from Table 1.1. For example, it is known that the 

Canongate list is incomplete, and the Greyfriars list is a 

combination of the surviving part of the 1694 list and the 

return slips for 1695. However, it is reasonable to 

assume that the households appearing on the surviving 

lists are representative of the composition of the whole 
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taxable population. The non-taxable community will be 

assessed in Chapter S. 

The main feature of the overall statistics is the 

under-registration of children. Since this was not 

officially necessary in certain circumstances (see above), 

it was only the discretion of the clerks in some parishes 

which allowed many children to appear on the lists. The 

most obvious example here is the West Kirk,, where very, few 

children are registered, thus giving a distorted picture 

of the community. The same is also true of the College 

Kirk parish, whereas the Canongate parish clerk was 

careful to record many under-age children; the effect of 

this on the statistics will be demonstrated below. 

It has been stated that the West Kirk was an 'urban 

parish' (12) but it is apparent even from these initial 

numbers that this was not the case. For example the total 

of resident domestic servants is extremely low, as is the 

number of 'others' i. e. resident kin and lodgers, and also 

the number of apprentices - these low numbers not being 

consistent with an 'urban' parish where many trades were 

being practised. Although registration of apprentices may 

have declined during the later part of the seventeenth 

century, this does not alter the conclusion here, as many 

apprentices were listed as such while not appearing in the 

apprentice registers (13), indicating that the general 

contemporary perception of the status of apprentice still 
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remained even although official registration may not have 

been rigorously carried out, and also some apprentices 

belonged to unincorporated crafts and to legal households. 

As a corollary to the situation in the West Kirk, the 

higher totals of 'others' in the inner parishes is 

consistent with the active merchant, legal and 

manufacturing communities who were more likely to have 

lodgers than the more rurally-orientated areas of the West 

Kirk, North and South Leith where trade and manufacture 

were more family-centred. 

Of all the totals contained in Table 1.2, that for the 

children is most deficient, and this must be borne in mind 

when assessing average household size. It may be the case 

that households not listing a domestic servant employed 

under-age children, but since the description 'a poor boy' 

or 'a young lass' is frequently given when servants are 

listed, it is probable that under-registration of domestic 

servants was not a major feature of the lists, although 

understatement of wages was another matter, one which 

directly affected the tax burden on the household. 

Throughout the analysis, children listed as domestic 

servants have been classed as servants, not as children, 

since, while they may have been as young as ten or 11 

years of age, they were perceived by the householder, and 

functioned, as servants. One such example is that of 

Andrew Dunbar in the household of Mr John Mair, 
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schoolmaster in the Tolbooth parish, who was described as 

having no fee but 'dyeting with us' - one instance where 

the more modern connotations of the word 'dyeting' may 

have been only too appropriate, particularly in times of 

food shortages. 

With reference to the totals for children, in households 

where a wet nurse was employed, it was assumed (and 

sometimes stated) that each would have a child of her own, 

and these have been added to the overall total, but not 

included in the analysis of sibling groups. Similarly, 40 

children-listed as 'scholars' (31 in the old Kirk and nine 

in the Tron parish) have been added to the total. A few 

parishes, notably Canongate, did register many children, 

and this is reflected in the overall household average, 

and will be apparent in the more detailed analyses of 

household structure. The Canongate household average was 

one of the higher figures, there being listed more 

children than domestic servants (this seems to be one 

indicator that the numbers of children are more 

realistic), whereas the College Kirk average was lower, 

although it was one of the inner parishes of the town. 

Perhaps the most useful information to be gained from the 

general numerical household statistics relates to overall 

numbers. Of 20,600 inhabitants covered by the known 

taxable households, almost 20% of the householders were 

female, Also, the large group of servants, approaching 
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5000, represents a sizeable proportion -of the community 

(23%) and must have created a ready outlet for the 

employment of young people (male and female) of poor 

households and probably, at least in the case of 

Edinburgh, partly accounts for the 'non-appearance of 

children over 16' in the Poll Tax record (14). 

The numbers are also helpful in relation to comparisons of 

various sectors of the community which hitherto have been 

assessed mainly by 'moving averages', for example the 

apprentice community. The Poll Tax record lists 732 

apprentices, 3.56% of the population. Since the Poll Tax 

list probably does not account for all the apprentices, 

the figure is not inconsistent with that of 4% for London 

in the same period (15). A fuller assessment of the 

apprentice group is made in chapter 4. 

Progressing from the overall figures, the male/female 

distributions are obtainable from the Poll Tax data. 

Table 1.3 gives the male/female distribution for all 11 

parishes, with an overall ratio of 76 males: 100 females. 

This is rather more unbalanced than the ratio of 85 as 

deduced from the Edinburgh population in the Old 

Statistical Account (16), and may be accounted for by 

several factors. The main reason is probably the 

availability of domestic work for females in Edinburgh. 

The adult ratio for the old Kirk parish is 69: 100, and 

that of the West Kirk 93: 100, further confirmation that 
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the West Kirk cannot be classed as urban in nature. The 

Lady Yester parish ratio is 68: 100, showing that the urban 

situation was different from the rural, even in poorer 

parishes, while the-Canongate ratio is 80: 100 -a sort of 

half way point. It seems that the Canongate may have 

formed an"'intermediate' parish, not quite 'central urban', 

and yet by no means rural in composition; there is thus 

further doubt as to whether analysis of the Canongate can 

be used as representative of Edinburgh as a whole. North 

and South Leith, with ratios of 76: 100 and 79: 100 

respectively, also demonstrate this intermediate status. 

Overall, the male/female ratio tends rather more towards 

equality in the more rural areas. 

It may be that the male totals in the inner parishes were 

depleted because of men serving 'in his majestie's 

service', but the numbers of households stating that the 

husband was at sea or in the army does not suggest that 

this was a major cause of the imbalance in population. 

The sex ratio of the parish of Clayworth (a rural English 

parish) is given as 102: 100 (17) in 1688 (demonstrating 

the more equal distribution in rural areas) and that of 40 

London parishes in 1695 as 87: 100 (18). This is rather 

higher than Edinburgh, and the reasons are difficult to 

assess, as the social composition of inner London must 

have been akin to that of Edinburgh. It may be that the 

poor and others not listed on the Edinburgh Poll Tax 

showed different sex ratios, but the lists in respect of 
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charity in the Kirk Treasurer's Accounts show that the 

recipients were predominantly female. For example in 1693 

the recipients of quarterly pensions in the College Kirk 

Parish consisted of 31 women and nine men, while 

'supports', i. e. one-off 'special needs' payments, were 

made to six women and four men (19). 

The most obvious area to examine in the search for an 

explanation of the Edinburgh sex ratio is the domestic 

servants. Accordingly the sex distribution and ratio of 

the servants in each parish are detailed in Table 1.4. 

The overall ratio is 33.08: 100, and therefore the female 

servants outnumbered the male by a factor of 3: 1. When 

the apprentices are added to the total the- ratio is 

55: 100. The ratio for the West Kirk again shows the 

contrast, at 63: 100 the Old Kirk being 29: 100 - further 

evidence of the different social focus of urban life, and 

a reasonable explanation for the apparently anomalous sex 

distributions. It may be argued that male servants were 

not always listed as such and may have been added as 

'lodgers', but their overall numbers do not radically 

alter the balance (the lodgers are predominantly female, 

see below). 

The adult sex ratio, excluding servants, at 87: 100 is almost 

identical to that of London indicating perhaps the unique 

status of Edinburgh in the late seventeenth century as a 

provider of female employment, although it must be 
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remembered that the Poll Tax did not cover the entire 

population, and the balance may have been redressed 

somewhat when the poor. were included (who were not likely 

to employ large numbers of domestic servants). 

As a further comparison of overall raw data, a sample for 

London in 1688 is available, and gives the following 

figures for 40 parishes (20): 

Households 
Children 
Servants 
Apprentices 
Lodgers 
Sex ratio 
Total 

4724 
6526 
5805 

755 
2475 

87 males: 100 females 
28507 

This shows relatively similar figures to those for 

Edinburgh, although there appears to be a higher total of 

servants, at 1.22 per household, as against an overall 

figure of 0.86 per household in Edinburgh. It is not 

clear whether the London total included the 755 

apprentices in the servant total. If these are added to 

the Edinburgh total, the figure becomes 0.99 per 

household, somewhat closer to, but still not equal to that 

of London. The total of apprentices, however, is similar 

to that of Edinburgh, (although the population covered is 

higher) and confirms the view expressed above that the 

apprentices formed between 3-4% of the population in 

Edinburgh and London during this period. 
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HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE 

Table 1.5 gives the overall numerical distribution of 

households by size. It is clear from this that in all 

parishes, inner and outer, the majority of the population 

lived in households within the range 1-8. The totals for 

two-person households are unreliable, as are, perhaps to a 

lesser extent, the one- and three-person households, due 

mainly to the non-registration of under-age children. 

This is demonstrated by the Canongate parish, which did 

list many children under 16, with the resultant 

distribution of households in the range 1-5 being much 

more even - note the low number of single-person 

households. The totals in the range 1-3 for the West Kirk 

are particularly unhelpful, given the almost universal 

non-listing of under 16 children. 

Perhaps the main evidence offered by these figures is 

visual, particularly demonstrating the pattern and 

distribution of the larger households. This shows, not 

unexpectedly, the main concentration of these households 

in the inner parishes of Old Kirk, New Kirk, Tolbooth and 

Tron. The largest household of all, at 28 is that of 

George, Viscount Tarbet, while one of the more interesting 

large households in the West Kirk was that of Mr David 

Williamson, minister - seven times married, arrested in 

1688, restored in 1690 and known as 'Dainty Davie' (21). 

The Old Kirk had the largest number of large households, 
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and the Canongate again shows that it was not quite 

typical of the main urban centres, although stated to have 

been a 'dormitory for gentry' (221. 

Table 1.6 converts the numbers into a grouped percentage 

frequency distribution of all the households (these are 

illustrated in Figures la and 1b. Even in the central 

areas the majority of households fell into the range 1-8-. 

At the upper end of the scale 3.67% of households in the 

Old Kirk parish were 13 and over, while-in the West Kirk 

only 0.85% were in this category, and accounted for in the 

main by the landed tenants. Canongate is slightly 

anomalous, with 5.47% (slightly above average) households 

between nine and 12, but 0.54% at 13 and over. It may be 

that some of the larger households were in parts of the 

parish not covered by the surviving list (Holyrood was 

completely exempted also) but the other characteristics of 

this parish tend to confirm its somewhat less than totally 

urban composition. North and South Leith also had few 

large households, explained in part by the assertion that 

Leith was 'poverty stricken to a degree that caused remark 

even in seventeenth century Scotland' (23). 

In the rural parish of Lasswade, of 232 households 

distinguishable as separate units on the computerised tax 

list (24), 1.29% were 13+, and 0.86% 9-12, a distribution 

comparable to that of the West Kirk. Overall, -therefore, 

there were distinct differences between central urban, 
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more peripheral urban and overtly rural areas - inner 

cities were not yet abandoned to business and manufacture. 

Since there is considerable inaccuracy at the lower end of 

the scale, for the reasons outlined, a further analysis 

has been undertaken of those households in the seven main 

Edinburgh parishes, and the Canongate, which were known to 

be complete, i. e. those falling into tax categories where 

children had to be stated, and those where the under 16 

children are given. For comparison, the 'known' 

households in the parish of New Aberdeen have been 

similarly analysed (25). Tables 1.7 and 1.8 give the 

numerical and grouped percentage frequency distributions 

of these households. The overall configuration is almost 

identical, with the concentration of large households as 

before - Aberdeen being fairly similar to the Tolbooth 

parish, although one anomaly seems to be the large number 

of single households. Many of these were merchants, and 

probably had only a trading base in Aberdeen and a main 

household elsewhere, or else were unmarried males who had 

migrated to Aberdeen to carry on their business 

activities. 

In general, the totals and percentages of the households 

of six and over are similar, confirming the assumption 

that the larger households fell into the tax brackets 

which required details of all the occupants of the 

household. Canongate again shows a rather different 
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pattern. The 'known' households in the Canongate 

comprised 64% of the listed households, whereas the 

College Kirk, in which the children were not stated) shows 

only 35.84% of known households. The low percentage of 

31% in the Lady Yester parish is explainable by the state 

of preservation of the record, which made demarcation of 

households less reliable. Extrapolating from the totals 

of known-size-households, it is possible to estimate that 

if the Poll Tax covered c60% of all households, the known 

households accounted for some 35% of the total population. 

Table 1.8 gives a more realistic assessment of the known 

(not necessarily 'rich') households. It is again clear 

that the majority came in the 1-8 category, the main 

differences between this and the analysis of all the 

households being in the larger households. Again, it is 

the Old Kirk, New Kirk, Tolbooth and Tron which have an 

above average percentage of these, while Canongate shows 

together with Lady Yester and, to a lesser extent 

Greyfriars, its intermediate composition, at least in 

terms of household size. The College kirk parish is now 

seen in its true light, the under-registration of children 

not distorting the picture here. 

The main conclusions on basic household size are therefore 

that, while there. were fairly substantial numbers of large 

households, the great majority of the population lived in 

households of between one and eight persons. The average 
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household size for the known households is as follows: 

COLLEGE KIRK 5.95 
GREYFRIARS KIRK 5.37 
LADY YESTER KIRK 4.85 
NEW KIRK 5.70 
OLD KIRK 6.08 
TOLBOOTH KIRK 5.50 
TRON KIRK 5.85 
CANONGATE 5.32 
ALL PARISHES 5.57 
ABERDEEN 5.09 (possibly distorted by the high 

number of single households) 

Even here, the highest figure, that of the old Kirk 

parish, is 6.08. These totals included some poorer 

households where the children were stated, and as a 

further illustration of the household sizes, the average 

sizes of the households of merchants worth 5000 merks and 

over in the Old Kirk, Greyfriars and Canongate parishes 

have been calculated and are as follows: 

OLD KIRK 7.00 n=45, only one household over 13 
GREYFRIARS 6.22 n=31, no households over 11 
CANONGATE 7.66 n=6 

This shows that the prosperous merchants did not 

habitually live in abnormally large households, even in 

the Old Kirk parish, although the (proportionately) high 

Canongate average tends to suggest that the merchants in 

that parish were rather more elevated in social status in 

relation to the rest of the population, whereas in the Old 

Kirk parish, there were many larger householders belonging 

to professionals and several to craftsmen. For example, 

12 craftsmen were valued at 5000 merks+ (average household 

6.91), including six goldsmiths, one of whom, James 
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Penman, had a household of 15; a glover, a tailor, a 

wigmaker, a mirror maker, a wright and a baker - showing 

the possibilities open to a wide range of crafts. In the 

Canongate parish only three craftsman admitted to 5000+ 

merks (average household 7), these being a tailor, a baker 

and a feltmaker. The average rich merchant household in 

the Canongate appears high, but there were only six such 

households, and it is not possible to make dogmatic 

generalisations from this number, especially when the 

record is known to be particularly deficient in this 

parish. 

Table 1.9 outlines the ocokpational status of the heads of 

households of 12 and over. From this, the West Kirk again 

appears 'rural' as the large households were almost 

totally accountable for by gentry. Of the Canongate 

households, three of the four were gentry, but the 

position is rather more complex in the inner parishes. In 

the Old Kirk, 11 households were legal, and four craft, 

including the baker Adam Keir, whose household consisted 

of himself, his wife Christian Mitchell, five children, 

one apprentice, three menservants and two maidservants in 

a house of only three hearths; together with the goldsmith 

John Penman, whose rather more diverse household of 15 

consisted of himself, his wife, seven children, one 

apprentice, two journeymen, two female servants and one 

male lodger. Two large New Kirk households were those of 

the vintners John Mitchell (13, including seven servants) 
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and William Ross (17, including 11 servants, eight of whom 

were male). These may be contrasted with the equally 

large household of Mr Robert Innes, Writer to the Signet, 

the bulk of whose household was accounted for by his 12 

children. This serves to illustrate the point that while 

the overall -patterns of household size were relatively 

similar, the functional status and capacity of these 

establishments varied. Two of the large Tolbooth 

households were occupied by a duke and a baker; three of 

the Greyfriars' by an apothecary, a gardener and ýa 

candlemaker. It was much less likely in more rurally 

orientated areas for bakers and the like to live in 

households of comparable size to those of the landed 

gentry. 

The principal conclusion to this section is that, while 

town households were on the whole larger than their 

'rural' counterparts, the numbers of households of 12+ 

comprised a fairly small proportion of the total 

population. One reason for the larger households in the 

urban parishes may be that the types of activities carried 

on necessitated more living-in servants, also the 

perceived status of 'wealthy' urban dwellers required the 

employment of several servants as a matter of status. 

Also, in the more rural areas there was a larger gap 

between the more substantial and the lesser households, 

reflecting the continuing dominance of the landed gentry. 

This is well illustrated by the household of William Dick 
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of Grange, descendant of the legendary Dick of Braid. The 

main feature of the distribution of urban households is 

therefore that the gradations were more subtle, as were 

the gradations in social 'class', particularly in the 

large group containing wealthier craftsmen and poorer 

merchants who were of similar financial status. 

There are a number of different criteria or aspects of a 

distinctly urban environment, such as an active merchant 

community, and a range of professional services and 

crafts, and when combined with the evidence as to the 

household characteristics of urban areas, it should be 

possible eventually to construct a ranking of parishes by 

degree of 'urbanness'. In terms of household size and 

distribution the parishes may be tentatively ranked thus: 

OLD KIRK 
COLLEGE 
NEW KIRK 
TOLBOOTH 
TRON 
GREYFRIARS 
LADY YESTER 
CANONGATE 
NORTH LEITH 
SOUTH LEITH 
WEST KIRK 

This ranking will be reassessed in relation to other 

criteria, and in all probability will not represent the 

final ranking. 
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HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION 

The households will be considered in relation to the 

following: 

Head 
Children 
Servants 
Others 
Family type 

Heads of households 

Table 1.10 shows a breakdown of the marital status of the 

heads of households in the eleven parishes. From this, it 

is apparent that in all cases the majority of households 

were headed by married couples, although the proportions 

were somewhat less in the inner parishes (the figures for 

the Lady Yester parish may be suspect since the status of 

the householder is not known in 10% of the households). 

The figures for North Leith also appear somewhat 

anomalous, with only 62% married couples, and 26% of 

households headed by females. It may be that the 

particular circumstances in North Leith produced a larger 

than usual community of female householders. The parish 

was poor, and consequently would provide less opportunity 

for widows and single women to find work as domestic 

servants. Of the 71 female householders, 12 listed their 

husbands as 'at sea' or 'in the king's service' (as 

opposed to fishermen and skippers who were listed as 

household heads) and it may be that these should be 

included in the total of households headed by married 
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couples, in which case the percentage of married couples 

would be 67%. Many of the single women were widows, with 

or without children, keeping no servants. Poverty was 

often stressed, for example Christian Barton was described 

as an 'object of charity'. This lady did not appear on 

the cash book, and it may be that the initial list 

included some households not liable for tax. The majority 

of the poor were female, and this is one possible 

explanation for the situation in North Leith. 

As a contrast, several of the widows in the old Kirk 

parish had been married to wealthy husbands, such as 'Jean 

Gibson, Lady Piltone, widow of Major John Montgomery, who 

headed a household with three maidservants, one boy and 

two lodgers - her income from rents totalling some-E800- 

Another example was Grisell Trotter, widow of John 

Wallace, merchant, worth 10,000 merks at his death, 

although there were others at the opposite end of the 

scale, such as Isobel Barclay, a 'poor pensioner'. Other 

parishes provided evidence of women in business, such as 

Widow Boog who carried on her husband's brewery business 

in the Greyfriars parish, and who employed several married 

male servants heading their own households. It is not 

surprising that the better-off widows tended to migrate to 

the central parishes, as here they were close to legal and 

other services and domestic servants were not difficult to 

obtain. Several poor women were variously listed as fruit 

wife, cellar woman or ale seller. Analysis of the 
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economic efforts of women will show that many, were 

actively participating at all social levels, particularly 

in relation to shopkeeping and general merchanting (see 

Chapter 4). 

The low percentage of female heads in the West-Kirk parish 

may be explained by the migration of widows to work as 

domestic servants in other parishes. In an analysis' of 

the English rural parish of Clayworth, it was found that 

20% of the householders were female, (26) and in Lasswade 

the Poll Tax showed 26% female householders, and the 

situation in the West Kirk is therefore not accountable 

for in terms of 'ruralness'. One possible explanation is 

that many of the single women were poor, not appearing on 

the tax lists. Also, proximity to the urban centre would 

assist migration, particularly, in times of famine, 

although the poor were not officially entitled to relief 

outside their own parishes. A survey of English 

households from 1650 has shown that houses headed by 

widows comprised 8.8% of the population in Kent, and 12.5% 

in London, and it was stated that 'in respect of those 

specifically said to be widows, urban-rural differences 

were quite marked' (27). In the Old Kirk parish roughly 

16% of householders were widows, 12% in Canongate and 7.2% 

in West Kirk, and therefore the figures generally 

correlate with those for the English survey in relation to 

urban and rural areas. 
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Perhaps a more significant factor in relation to the 

analysis' of Edinburgh is the percentage of households 

headed by single men. ' In Edinburgh this varies from 3% in 

the Canongate to a surprising 20% in the New Kirk parish. 

Several New Kirk heads were gentry or legal men who either 

lived alone or with a few servants - their main residence 

probably outwith Edinburgh. These included Sir Thomas 

Moncrieff, whose valued rent in Perthshire was of the 

order of £2000, and Mr John Murray, brother to the laird 

of Auchtertyre. A further feature was men who were 

employed as servants in other parishes, such as Alex 

Ogilvie, servant to John Row, merchant in the old Kirk 

parish. This indicates a degree of commuting across 

parish boundaries, also illustrated by the married 

servants, such as William Halliday who lived with his wife 

in the New Kirk parish but worked as servant to Dr Burnet 

in the Old Kirk parish. I 

The concentration of the legal profession in the New Kirk 

parish helps to account for the numbers of single men (as 

the merchants do in Aberdeen). While it was probably the 

case that social ratherA occupational zoning was the norm 

in Edinburgh as in London, where it has been shown that by 

1635 residential differentiation was no longer related to 

localisation of occupation (28), professional zoning was a 

feature of the inner Edinburgh parishes. Thirty-two 

advocates and Writers to the Signet lived in the New Kirk 

parish and 12 in the Old Kirk (households 353: 544), 14 in 
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College Kirk, 13 in Tolbooth, ten in Tron and three in 

Greyfriars). The upper echelons of the legal profession 

were thus concentrated in the centre of Edinburgh. 

Evidently the New Kirk parish served both as a lodging 

centre for single or unmarried members of the legal 

profession, and also, to a lesser extent, as a dormitory 

for married servants working in neighbouring parishes. 

This may appear to be over-interpretation of data from a 

single, imperfect source, but is postulated as one 

explanation. It has been stated that 'collectively, the 

lawyers remain one of the more obscure groups in 

seventeenth century society' (29) and they will be more 

fully assessed in a subsequent chapter. 

Children 

This is probably the most difficult area to assess in 

relation to poll tax evidence, although it is still 

possible to make some general observations. Table 1.11 

details the percentage distribution of sibling groups in 

the various parishes. Here the Canongate is the most 

reliable reference point. Although it is by no means 

certain that all, or even most, of the children were 

noted, a large number of under-age children were recorded 

by the clerks. This is reflected in the lower percentage 

groups of 0,1 and 2, -resulting in a more realistic 

distribution. Since most of the 'complete' households 

fell into the larger groups in relation to numbers of 

children, the 4-6+ groups represent a fair estimate of the 
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true distribution. Here again, the Old Kirk households had 

most large sibling groups, with New Kirk, Tolbooth and 

Tron also possessing a fair number. Although it has been 

stated that in rural areas more siblings remained in the 

households than in urban areas (30), this is not borne out 

in the West Kirk (apart from instances such as the 12 

children of 'Dainty Davie'). It may be that many of the 

unrecorded children lived in large-sibling groups and thus 

did not appear on the lists, ' but even in the tax-paying 

households the sibling groups were on the whole not large. 

In Wall's work on English towns the mean sibling group in 

Kent was 2.6, Southampton 2.4 and London 1.9 (31). 

Wall also stated that in London there was an 'abnormally 

low percentage of children in the population'(32). The 

London sample referred to above shows children as 22.897. 

of the population as compared with 23% for the Edinburgh 

survey, which is overtly deficient, and it-may be that the 

London data were similarly wanting. Children of rich 

families were however frequently boarded out in the 

country, one Edinburgh example being that of Mr Nicol 

Somervill, writer in the Old Kirk parish, two of whose 

five children were 'in the country at Corstorphin'; 

another being Mr Thomas Skein, advocate, one of whose ten 

children was 'at present in the parish of Kirkliston'. 

The percentages of households with large sibling groups 

were small, but it is by no means certain that this 
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percentage would rise significantly if the poorer children 

were included. For example, of the 215 households in the 

Canongate occupied by craftsmen, only 11, or 3%, contained 

four or more children. At the other end of the 

probability scale, the figures for the West Kirk parish 

are particularly meaningless as it is inconceivable that 

87% of the households had no children. College Kirk, a 

central parish, was blatantly deficient, although the 

distribution at the upper end of the scale is comparable 

with the other inner parishes. 

The Poll Tax generally gives little information as to the 

ages of the children. However, an attempt has been made 

to illustrate- the age distribution for those children of 

known age. The ages of 505 children from six parishes are 

determinable (15.45% of all children) and the range is 

illustrated in Figure 1c. On many occasions a sibling 

group was referred to as, say, 'four children under nine', 

and it was assumed that one child was therefore aged 

eight. This child was included in the sample but the 

others were not, as it was not possible to establish their 

ages. It is apparent that the main stability lies in the 

range 6-10. Below age six, and especially in the range 

0-2, the numbers indicate a lower survival rate (although 

some infants were nursed in the country outwith the family 

unit). The decrease at the upper end of the age range is 

probably explained by children of age 10-14 being employed 

as servants and not recorded as children. This picture is 

^4 J\. 
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not inconsistent with the peak for burials in Edinburgh in 

1695-1697 during the 'ill years' of the 1690s' (33). 

Although many of the inhabitants of the capital may have 

been protected from the worst ravages of the famine years, 

epidemic disease was also a factor in the crowded parishes 

with their middens and polluted water supplies, the 

effects 'showed, not in great sweeping intermittent waves 

of mortality but in a high urban death 

rate ..... particularly among children' (34). One graphic 

example of this is recorded in the Town Council minutes 

for 2 September 1692 when Patrick Johnson was given the 

contract for cleaning the south west quarter of the town, 

and instructed to 'set carts... in such places as the 

magistrates appoint for receiving dung and excrement' 

(35). 

Apart from the sibling groups, a further group of children 

were employed- as domestic servants and listed as such in 

the record. It is reasonable to classify these children 

as servants, since they did not form part of the sibling 

groups in the parent household, although the householder 

acted in loco parentis. It must be remembered in this 

connection that the sibling groups demonstrated those 

children` resident in the family home at the time of the 

tax, and not necessarily all children born to the parents 

before then. For example, James Denholme's return 

(Tolbooth) states 'no children in Edinburgh being all at 

service'. The 'child servants' formed a fairly 
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significant group in the servant body in some of the 

central areas. For example in the Greyfriars parish 'a 

little boy for his meat' is listed in the household of 

flesher John Stevenson; 'a boy for meat and cloathes' 

served Thomas Smyth, merchant; and Elspeth McMillan 'poor 

chylde' is listed among the servants of William Law, 

merchant. 

Therefore the perception of the status of children 

depended on their status in relation to the household, so 

that a ten-year-old child in a rich household could be 

classed as a child, whereas another of the same age, in 

the same house, could be noted as servant. Servants in 

the Orkney islands were described as 'half lings' - people 

not fully grown (36). It has been estimated that in 

England in pre-industrial settlements 5% of males and 4% 

of females aged-between ten and 14 were in service at any 

one time, although the actual period of service completed 

by any one child'may have been short (37). 

There were, therefore, three categories of children: those 

listed as offspring, "servants or scholars (boarders) (31 

in the Old Kirk parish). Grandchildren ('oyes') appear 

relatively rarely, perhaps surprisingly in view of the 

high maternal death rate. It is possible however that 

grandchildren were not always identified on the tax 

returns. Only six children in the Tolbooth (a 'parish 

which did list some under 16 children),, were stated to be 
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grandchildren, and 14 in the Greyfriars parish, five of 

whom were the grandchildren of Marion Cleghorn, widow of 

Thomas Robertson, merchant and former baillie. 

A final point of note is that the sibling groups could be 

composed of the children of two marriages. For example 

the four children of Alexander Dewar, writer in the 

Tolbooth parish and his wife Christian Udney are listed as 

Elspeth, Elizabeth and John 'their children' and Marie 

Ferquhare 'her chylde'. This was the case in several 

other households, indicating that the children of widows 

tended to accompany them on their new marriage (38). 

To summarise, the Poll Tax information on children is the 

least reliable facet of this record, but with caution it 

is still possible to draw some general conclusions. it 

appears that very large sibling groups were not common, 

occurring, not unnaturally, in richer households. 

Alexander Stevenson, merchant worth 10,000 merks in the 

Tolbooth parish had eight children and Harry Douglas, 

writer in the same parish listed seven, but generally 

between one and four children was the norm, even at the 

upper end of the social scale, although the Poll Tax 

evidence may be misleading here. For example, when 

Alexander Young, keeper of the Canongate Tolbooth was 

sacked for releasing prisoners without permission, the 

Town Council stipulated that 'considering his present 

poverty and his family of ten children, whoever is 
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preferred to the office shall be burdened with the payment 

of 20 merks scots monthly to him' (39). It is possible 

that in rural areas there was a higher survival rate in 

times of 'plenty', away from the polluted atmosphere of 

Edinburgh, but this cannot be determined from the Poll Tax 

data. It is evident that the contemporary perception of 

children had subtle variations, indicating perhaps that 

apparently unsophisticated early modern communities were 

rather more complex in their composition than might be 

assumed. 

A final factor is shown in Table 1.12 i. e. the 

distribution of sibling groups according to the social 

grouping of the head of the household (40). (These groups 

will be discussed in detail later in the final section of 

this chapter). This shows fairly clearly the spread of 

the sibling groups in the two parishes, the large groups 

tending to be in the Old Kirk, with the Canongate having 

smaller groups. The main point of difference appears to 

be at group 4 (craft/manufacturing). Groups 1-3 tend to be 

dominated by the Old Kirk, although the Canongate did have 

a number of group 1 households. 

Servants 

In contrast to the figures for the children, those dealing 

with servants are rather more comprehensive, although not- 

devoid of problems. For instance, in some parishes 

journeymen are listed among lodgers in craft households, 
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and it is not clear whether men listed as 'servant' were 

in fact journeymen (a clue here is sometimes found in the 

wages given to the male servants who, when listed as 

receiving 'drink money only', may be assumed not to have 

been time-served craftsmen (41)). If a wage was stated, 

it was generally higher than that for female servants. 

James Dinnis is listed in the household of Peter Shaw 

(Tolbooth) as servant at £20p. a. (together - with a 

ten-year-old girl at £4); James Laurie, servant to 

William Lawson, flesher, received £20; David Crockat, 

servant to James Paterson, £50. Significantly, Robert 

Johnson appears as servant in the household of Robert 

Brown, candlemaker, at £40p. a., and one Robert Johnson is 

also listed in the Burgess Roll as gaining burgess status 

in 1708 as apprentice to Robert Brown, candlemaker (42). 

It is reasonable to assume that this was the same 

'servant'. 

It was decided however to classify servants and lodgers as 

listed, -although bearing in mind the possible 

mis-classification of a proportion of the male servants in 

craft households. Where journeymen were listed as lodgers 

a wage was not always stated, and it is not clear whether 

these men invariably served the householder in question, 

or lodged there and worked for other craftsmen. The 

numbers of craft lodgers will be assessed in relation to 

'other residents in the household'. 
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Table 1.13 gives the percentage groups of servants in all 

11 parishes. It is evident that the central parishes 

again had the bulk of the large servant groups, and at the 

opposite end of the scale over 80% of` the West Kirk 

householders denied keeping any domestic servants. The 

West Kirk also had a very high percentage of households 

headed by married couples, and there may be a correlation 

between the two, with family units tending to, work 

together both in the household and on the small farming 

plots, using under 16 children as domestic servants. One 

view is that 'the nuclear family without servants was the 

predominant type of household in rural cottage ý industry' 

(43). These figures correlate with work done on some 

areas of England, which has shown that 24% of households 

had servants in Kent (West Kirk 19%) and 58% in London 

(Old Kirk 68%, New Kirk 74%, Canongate 497)° (44). The 

higher figures in Old Kirk and New Kirk reflect the 

concentration of upper social groups and 

professional/merchant households, whereas the London 

figure referred to a combination of 40 diverse parishes. 

The overall percentage of households with servants in 

greater Edinburgh was 51.43%, reflecting the urban-rural 

trend from inner to outer parishes, and is comparable to 

the London picture. 

The sex composition of the servant group provides a 

further dimension (see Table 1.4). The West Kirk was much 

nearer parity, at 173 male: 223 female (ratio of 77)', 
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similar to Shrewsbury (70), although much different from 

that of Kent (226: 100), although the proportions of the 

respective populations-designated as°servants were similar 

- Kent 16.6% and West Kirk 14.97% (45). It may be that 

more Scottish rural males worked on their own account as 

cottars than in the south of England. Servants formed 

20.97 of the population in London, as compared with 28.14% 

in Old Kirk and 29.47% in the New Kirk parish. Therefore, 

if the assumption that servant-keeping was an urban 

characteristic, the central Edinburgh parishes were 

urbanised to- a comparable degree with London'. Flinn 

states 'in the-countryside there were slightly more male 

servants than female' (46), and the distribution in the 

West Kirk probably reflects that parish's close 

geographical and socio-economic links with Edinburgh, ýwith 

its slightly lower ratio of male/female servants. 

A higher percentage of female servants is given by Flinn 

as a mark of urbanness (47), and in all Edinburgh parishes 

there was a majority, the difference in percentage between 

the male and-female proportions of the population being 

14% more females than males in the Tron, 13% in Old Kirk, 

7% in Canongate and 3% in West Kirk - thus confirming the 

gradations of urbanness. In the West Kirk parish the male 

servants formed 15% of the adult male population. A 

recent study has shown that male domestic servants formed 

'almost a quarter of the male workforce of Edinburgh' 

(48), and thus the West Kirk again falls short of the 
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urban level. However, an important point of definition is 

that of 'servant', which in the urban parishes covered 

many types of occupation, from labourers to fairly 

comfortably-off servants in legal households, where it is 

reasonable to assume that their 'domestic' tasks were 

rather more clerical in nature. The Poll Tax does not 

provide such subtleties of degree in its descriptions of 

household servants. Whyte refers to smaller burghs as 

'semi-rural in character' (49) and the differences in 

servant distributions between the urban and the more 

'rural' areas of Edinburgh confirm the shades of urbanness 

in relation to the numbers and groups of domestic 

servants in the various parishes. 

While the sex ratio of servants may be an indicator of 

urbanness, perhaps more direct illustration of the 

situation will come from examination of the servant groups 

themselves. It might be assumed that male servants would 

be more frequently found in labour-intensive 

craft/manufacturing and merchant households, and thus the 

percentages of households with male servants belonging to 

craft, merchant and professional households in the Tron, 

Old Kirk and Greyfriars parishes have been ascertained and 

appear in Table 1.14. (One perhaps unexpected cautionary 

note here is that names were not automatically 

interpretable as male or female, for example Geils and 

Nicholas were female names in this period). 
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The immediate reaction to these figures is that they do 

not represent confirmation of the assumption that male 

servants usually worked for craftsmen. However, a 

contrast between the Tron/Old Kirk and Greyfriars is 

apparent, with the largest percentage in the Greyfriars 

coming in the craft households, while those of the other 

two parishes were in the professional category. This 

reflects the general functions of the parishes, with the 

Greyfriars being more craft/manufacture orientated, while 

the Tron and Old Kirk performed more professional and 

service functions. The subject of categorisation of 

crafts and occupations is complex and is dealt with in 

detail in Chapter 3, but it should be remembered that 

rigid compartmentalisation of pre-industrial trades and 

professions is fraught with difficulty, and the present 

divisions are made in order to enable a comparative study 

of households only. The professionals included several 

prominent medical men, such as Sir Archibald Stevenson 

(Tron), Doctor of Medicine, who had three male servants 

among his complement of six. The Old Kirk parish listed 

no less than nine medical professionals, including Sir 

Thomas Burnett 'their Majesties physician' (two male 

servants); William Eccles (two male servants). John Knox 

(Greyfriars) 'chirurgeon to the castle of Edinburgh' did 

not list any male servants, but may have been assisted by 

members of the castle garrison. 

These figures serve to illustrate the point that the 
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designation of 'servant' covered many different duties. 

Several of the Greyfriars craftsmen with male servants 

were maltmen or litsters, none of whom appear in the Old 

Kirk households. There were also several stablers paying 

the craft rate and keeping male servants, and it is clear 

that the occupational bias of each parish was a major 

factor in determining the distribution of male servants in 

particular. 

Returning to servants in relation to household 

composition, the percentage of households in each parish 

with the larger groups of servants correlates with the 

overall ranking of the parishes on household size - this 

is tobe expected (rank correlation 0.9, p<0.01), 

although even in the prosperous Old Kirk parish one-third 

of all households had no servants and 60% between one and 

three servants only. Table 1.15 gives the distribution of 

servant groups according to the social grouping of the 

householder in New Kirk and Canongate, two parishes with a 

comparable number of households on the extant lists. This 

shows the distribution, with the larger servant groups 

mainly in the New Kirk parish, and also demonstrates that 

the number of households without servants in the Canongate 

was almost double that in the New Kirk, despite the 

apparently more comprehensive recording of the details'in 

the Canongate lists. Figures given by Flinn for Perth in 

1694 showed 2.5 servants per professional household, 1.5 
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per merchant household, and less- than one per craft 

household (50), and the Edinburgh figures are relatively 

comparable. Flinn also states that towns with a high 

proportion of the population in the merchant class had 

comparably large numbers of servants (51). The figure of 

eight servants: ten households is given for Perth. In 

Edinburgh, 23.4% of Greyfriars householders were 

merchants, and the overall ratio was ten servants: ten 

households; Canongate (5.47% merchants) eight: ten, and 

West Kirk (2.57 merchants) three servants: ten households. 

This confirms that the various parishes in Edinburgh had 

some fairly complex differences in their' social 

composition. it has been stated recently that 

'significant differences in social structure existed 

between one burgh and another behind the facade of their 

similar constitutions' (52) and it is apparent that the 

same is true of the various Edinburgh parishes. 

One feature which may provide insight into whether 

extended households still functioned at' the level of 

servant is the number of servants who shared the same name 

as the householder or his spouse. The servants' names in 

three parishes, Old Kirk, College and Canongate have been 

compared with those of their employers and their wives 

(53), and it is clear that occurrences of the same name 

were fairly infrequent. In the case of Old Kirk parish, 

only 12 households contained servants sharing the surname 

of the householder or spouse (although this will probably 

62 



be an underestimate, given that servants were not always 

named, and also that the name of the householder's wife 

was not universally obtainable). Among the 12 households 

were Janet Pettigrew, serving Margaret Pettigrew, widow of 

a baker; Stephen Dickson, in the household of candlemaker 

John Dickson; Barbara Paterson, servant to merchant George 

Smith, whose wife's name was Alison Paterson; Andrew 

Moffat, servant to flesher David Moffat at £8 p. a.; Bethia 

Hamilton, servant to litster John Lindsay, whose wife was 

Agnes Hamilton. All of these individuals were designated 

by the householder as servants, and at stated fees, or 

working for keep only, as in the case of Agnes Sheill, in 

the household of merchant William Sheill, described as 'a 

young lass who receives no fee but is to serve for her 

meat'. I 

In College Kirk parish only eight such individuals could 

be located, including Robert Thomson, servant to Mr 

William Thomson, at the higher than usual salary of £30 

p. a.; Isabel Darling, servant to cook Andrew Reid, his 

wife being Janet Darling; Jean Alexander, in the household 

of Dame Grisell Hay, widow of collector James Alexander, 

at £22 p. a.; and Helen Chalmers serving Patrick Chalmers, 

who ran a large and apparently successful beltmaking 

enterprise. 

Canongate produced only four servants sharing the name of 

the householder, and these included Anna Forrester, 
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servant to Captain Stratton (wife Elizabeth Forrester), 

and John and Marion Mure, in baker John Brand's household. 

Brand's wife was Grisell Mure, and the youngsters were 

described as 'a little boy and lass, no fee'. Given the 

prevalent distress and poverty exacerbated by famine 

conditions in the 1690s, it is to be expected that 

children would be left destitute, and that they would be 

taken in by relatives, but had to work for their keep. 

Apparently therefore, while it was by no means a frequent 

occurrence, and it cannot be proven that such servants 

were indeed related to household members, it is a 

reasonable assumption that destitute relatives were 

occasionally employed as domestic servants, but this in a 

small proportion of the households. In most cases, 

domestic servants, both male and female, appear to have 

found work in households other than those of family and 

relatives. It is probable that younger children in most 

households were expected to make a -contribution to 

everyday tasks, but on reaching an age where they could, be 

formally employed, were sent elsewhere to work. 

A final aspect of the Edinburgh servant population relates 

to those married servants heading their own households. 

This is a feature perhaps rather rarer in- rural 

communities. The Old Kirk Poll Tax' list contains 14 

married servants, Canongate 11 and Tron seven. Ten of the 

11 in Canongate were servants to gentry, such as William 
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Simpson, servant to the earl of Sutherland, indicating the 

still strong links between Holyrood and the gentry, 

although the court had been translated to London almost a 

century previously. Ten of the married sevants in the Old 

Kirk parish were connected to the legal profession, such 

as Hugh Crawford, servant to Mr James Dalrymple, clerk to 

the Court of Session. His household consisted of himself 

and wife, one child, and two maidservants, although he 

stated that he was 'worth nothing if all my debts be 

paid'. Another example was Thomas Inglis, servant to Mr 

Hugh Dalrymple, who listed besides his wife, two children 

aged two and eight months, two maidservants and two 

lodgers, one of whom served another of the Dalrymple legal 

fraternity. The other married servants in the three 

parishes served households ranging from brewers, 

merchants, military officers to tolbooth keepers and a 

servant in the coffee house (an institution unlikely to 

appear in tax lists for rural communities). 

Although the figure of 2.5% of householders in the Old 

Kirk parish being married servants may not appear 

significant, these men provide a rather different notion 

of servanthood. It is likely that, particularly in the 

legal establishments, these servants did not carry out 

basic manual labour, but rather acted in some capacity as 

assistants to the householder in his professional work. 

The Poll Tax therefore gives detailed information as to 
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the numbers and distribution of servants. It has been 

shown that servants formed a significant proportion of the 

population, and in the rural areas the sex ratio was 

nearer to parity than in the central areas. The small, 

but significant, number of married servants indicates a 

further dimension. On the whole, servant groups were not 

large (although one household had 24 servants), and the 

composition of the servant group in any household depended 

on the functions of that household. 

According to Laslett 'in England, 'servants were the 

largest single occupational group until within living 

memory, that'is, up to the early 1900s' (54). Edinburgh 

Town Council obviously regarded the employment and conduct 

of servants as a matter to be supervised with care, and an 

embryonic employment agency was established 'for 

provydeing masters with 'servants and servants with 

masters' (55). Records were to be kept, and a book 

maintained for 'recording all faults or misdemeanours of 

servants hyred from the said office'. A fee was to be 

paid for each transaction, and although this is open to 

the more cynical interpretation that the council merely 

wanted to find more ways of accumulating money (in the 

same manner as the Kirk Sessions' diligent pursuit of 

fornicators for their fine money as much as for their 

moral well-being), this serves to illustrate that servants 

were regarded as a significant body, and presumably one 

capable of taking concerted action against the council. 
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Other residents in household 

Apart from family and servants, a feature of Edinburgh 

household structure was'the number and diversity of 'other 

residents' - forming from 1.94% of the population in North 

Leith to 6.41% in the Tron parish. Table 1.16 gives the 

numbers and percentages of households with other residents 

in each parish. Once more, it is the central core of the 

town which had the highest percentages, " with a 'sharp 

distinction between the 12-19% of the majority and the 

3-9% in Lady Yester, North and South'Leith and West Kirk. 

It may appear surprising that Leith did not have more 

lodgers, being the focus of sea trading, but probably the 

majority of Leith lodgers were transient, casual 

'stopovers' rather than the more permanent members'of the 

household generally covered by the Poll Tax. The Town 

Council did attempt to keep records of lodgers, 'frequently- 

issuing instructions for lists of lodgers in lodging 

houses and stables to be produced, one edict of 1696 

requiring 'a list of the lodgers names.. and an account 

of their horses and arms, to the commander of the guard 

each night' (56). This was no doubt a sensible precaution 

in a still fragile political situation. It is evident, 

however, that a clear distinction must be made between 

those listed as lodgers in the Poll Tax and those merely 

passing through the town or staying on a temporary basis. 

However, the main issue here is the numbers and variety of 

other residents who formed parts of permanent household 
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groupings. It may be that in the more rurally-focussed 

areas and seaports there was less opportunity, or need, 

for householders to keep permanent lodgers, one factor 

being the poorer economic state of these areas, with 

consequently fewer employment opportunities. 

The 'other residents' may be divided into two broad 

categories - relatives (kin) and 'lodgers'. Table 1.17 

provides a breakdown of the two groups, with subdivisions 

in each category. The percentages of resident kin were 

remarkably similar in all parishes, suggesting that 

resident relatives were not in themselves a peculiarly 

urban phenomenon. The percentage in each case (apart from 

the Greyfriars) was below 2%. Wall's figures on English 

towns show, 2.2% of London's population to be composed of 

resident kin (57), although these figures were not divided 

into parent or sibling-relationships. In the Edinburgh 

analyses 'parent' refers-to both husband and wife. In all 

parishes except North Leith there were substantially more 

horizontal and downward kin relationships than upward, 

i. e. parents and parents-in-law. One possible reason is 

the relatively low life expectancy in this time. The 

figures support Wrightson's view that 'large and complex 

households containing resident kin 
..... are notable by 

their comparative rarity' (58). Work on English and 

European areas has shown percentages of resident relatives 

to be 3% of the population in England, 2% in Holland, 6.6% 

in France, 7.9% in Germany and an unusual 36% in Tuscany 
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(59) (each being derived from study of a single area of 

the country in question), and therefore the Edinburgh 

situation was comparable to that of England and northern 

Europe. 

The second group of 'others' is the non-related residents, 

and these are a much more diverse group. For the purpose 

of this analysis they have been sub-divided into: married 

couples; professionals/ merchants; students; journeymen/ 

craftsmen; -widows; lodgers (although technically all of 

these groups were lodgers). It is immediately apparent 

that the professionals, merchants and students were 

concentrated in the central areas. For example, in the 

Old Kirk parish 20 lodgers were in the 

professional/merchant group. Mr William Brody, advocate, 

and Mr Robert Gordon, writer, lodged with Elizabeth Todd, 

widow of John Brown, merchant; John Currie, merchant worth 

500 merks, lodged with William Anderson, merchant. In the 

New Kirk parish Alexander Ramsay, merchant, lodged with 

David Ramsay, writer, and Mr William Wilson, notary 

public, is listed in the household of Mr David Haliburton, 

Writer to the Signet. At the other end of the scale, 

Margaret Millan, aleseller, lodged with George Gilchrist, 

messenger. One of the more interesting lodgers is Robert 

Currie, arithmetician, residing in the household of a 

slater, Andrew Baverage (New Kirk). 

Among the other residents in the Tron parish were Mr 
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George Erskine, student of law, James Mason, fencing 

master and 'a young woman who lives by working lace' - 

showing the wide variety of status and occupation of these 

lodgers, a variety not to be found in rural areas. Craft 

lodgers tended, not unnaturally, to live in craft 

households, although not always those of the same craft. 

For example, David Scougall and James Black, wrights, 

lived with James Robinson, tailor in the Tron parish. The 

numbers of craft lodgers were not great, the largest, 17, 

in the Old Kirk parish, forming only 0.64% of the 

Kopulation. The numbers of lodgers generally reflected 

the overall distribution of other residents in households. 

The percentages of non-related residents ranged from 0.7270 

in North Leith to 4.77/oin the Tron parish, the overall 

percentage range depending on the non-related residents 

rather than the relatives. It is clear that several 

categories of lodger were drawn to the core of Edinburgh. 

These included 31 schoolchildren in the Old Kirk parish, 

students, journeymen, craftsmen and professionals - but 

also a fair sprinkling of the poor, often stated to be 

'maintained by the good toun'. These included 'ane poor 

old French woman' and 'a French girl' in the earl of 

Forfar's household' in the Canongate. The small number of 

unrelated married couples indicates that house-sharing 

among non-relatives was not a significant feature of 

household structure. The high number of lodgers in the 

Tron parish reflects the concentration of the legal 
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profession here, and in the New Kirk and Old Kirk 

parishes. It has already been seen that there was at 

least a certain amount of commuting across parish 

boundaries, and it is reasonable to assume that some of 

these lodgers worked for lawyers or advocates in the 

neighbouring parishes. 

The overall percentage for the Old Kirk (5.88%) requires 

explanation. Thirty-one of the listed lodgers were 

schoolchildren, many from the families of landed gentry 

outwith the town, such as Marion, sister of Sir Thomas 

Kennedy of Kirkhill; Euphan, daughter of Craigend; 

Christian, daughter of Frances Scott of Greenhill and 

Margaret, daughter of the late William Ritchie, merchant 

in Aberdeen, all of whom resided in the household of 

Robert Grant, writer in the Old Kirk parish. These 

children did not appear to act as servants, and were 

therefore included in the overall totals for children, 

while not appearing on the breakdown given in Table 1.17. 

The greatest disparity in numbers between related and 

unrelated lodgers is seen in the main urban centres of New 

Kirk, Old Kirk, Tolbooth and Tron - the Canongate and 

peripheral parishes being rather closer to parity, thus 

lending further support to the hypothesis that, in terms 

of detailed household analysis, the degree of urbanness 

varied among the 11 constituent areas of greater 

Edinburgh. It is not clear how much the other residents 
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formed an integral, functional component of the household. 

Some occupied chambers but apparently did not participate 

in household matters generally, such as John Christie, 

writer, lodging with Mr Robert Stewart, younger, advocate 

(Tolbooth) 'who stayes in my chamber but not in famely'. 

These men perhaps should be regarded more as sub-tenants 

than lodgers such-as kin and children, who, would form a 

more active facet of household life in the crowded 

tenements of Edinburgh. 

Overall, therefore, the analysis of -other residents 

reveals that in all parishesýa-similar percentage of kin 

appeared, but the non-related residents were concentrated 

in the central parishes, coming into the major categories 

of 'work', 'education' and 'charity'.. - Those not on 

charity no doubt provided much needed revenue for the 

householder as well as making their own economic 

contribution to the town. The percentage of such people 

was not high, at around 3% (similar-to the'4% estimated to 

be accounted for by apprentices), but the group 'provides 

some interesting household patterns nevertheless. The 

actual numbers of lodgers in any one house was not great, 

but these formed a diverse and varied group, from fencing 

masters to paupers, adding a further dimension to the 

analysis of Edinburgh households. 
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FAMILY 

It has been shown that the majority of households in all 

the parishes were based on the nuclear family, with 

multiple or extended households not the norm. As further 

illustration, an analysis has been carried out on family 

(as opposed to household) composition"in three parishes - 

Old Kirk, Canongate and West Kirk"- as representative of 

three shades of the urban spectrum. The classification is 

based on the 'Cambridge ' system, evolved and extensively 

used by the Cambridge Unit for Population Studies, and 

illustrated in 'Laslett's analysis of Clayworth and 

Cogenhöe' (60). - This has been slightly modified to 

accommodate the configurations of the Poll Tax data, 

although the general divisions have not been altered 

(these are detailed in 'Appendix 1). The families are 

divided into the major "categories of Solitaries; No 

Family; Simple Family; Extended Family and Multiple Family 

- the subdivisions in each category relating to children 

and servants. If the nuclear family is indeed dominant, 

the bulk of households would be expected to fall into the 

'C' divisions of this classification, particularly C1-4, 

and this is confirmed in Table 1.18. In the Old Kirk, 72% 

of the families were in the C divisions, one third of all 

households` consisting of couple, children and servants. 

The Canongate analysis shows a higher percentage 'of 

families without servants, reflecting the differences in 

economic function and status. Apart from this, the 
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distribution of family type in Canongate is similar to 

that of the Old Kirk in the C and D areas, although the 

percentages in the A sections are rather different, with 

21% of Old Kirk families headed by singles without 

children as compared with 8% in the Canongate. This is 

partly accounted for by the high number of female 

householders in the Old Kirk parish. Somewhat 

surprisingly, the A section in the West Kirk formed almost 

15% of the households. Here there were several single 

male cotters (against a background of less than rigorous 

composition of the lists) and it may be that some of these 

should be included in larger households. Sixty-two 

percent of the West Kirk households were in division C2, 

i. e. married couples with no children or servants, and 

this is misleading, as the non-listing of children 

markedly distorts the picture. However the overall 

percentage in section C for the West Kirk, at 82%, is 

probably -accurate, given the lower percentage of the 

parish in extended households, it is the internal 

divisions of the category which require some 

rearrangement. The percentage in the C division for the 

Canongate is 86%, the difference here lying in the 

disparity in category A, where is has been shown 

previously that a similar percentage of the population 

lived in extended families (i. e. those households with 

resident kin). Laslett has shown that in the parish of 

Clayworth in 1688 84% of the families were in the. C 

categories (61) and 8% extended (5.5% Old Kirk; 4.32% 
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Canongate; 1.9% West Kirk) - the low figure for the West 

Kirk being somewhat at variance with that given for rural 

Clayworth. 

Combining Tables 1.17 and 1.18, it can be seen that in the 

Old Kirk parish 44 resident kin lived in 30 households; in 

the Canongate 21 lived in 16 households and in the West 

Kirk 28 in 20 households, showing that the extended 

households normally did not contain more that one 

relative. For example, Christian Steidman, 'cussing to 

the said Sir Thomas', lived in Sir Thomas Burnett's 

household in the old Kirk; Dr Mathew Sinclair's niece Jean 

Rutherford shared his household; while one of the more 

notable households was that of Mr James Smollett, in whose 

house lived Tobias Smollett, father of the novelist, his 

wife and servant. The only category B household in the 

Old Kirk was that of Mary and Christian Christie (i. e. 

co-resident siblings). Extended households in the 

Canongate were similar and included Sir James Hamilton and 

his wife, residing with Lady Lucy Hamilton, and the mother 

of wigmaker Alexander Ferguson. It was rare to find 

resident kin and lodgers in the same household - one 

exception being the household of gunsmith Robert Henderson 

which contained his mother and three male lodgers. An 

example of multiple household in the West Kirk was that of 

Lady Skein, whose establishment also contained Lady 

Wastraw and her daughter as well as Mr William Johnston, 

gentleman, his wife and daughter. 
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There was similarity in family pattern over the whole of 

the urban spectrum, and there is little reason to doubt 

that this would hold good for the other parishes not 

classified - these parishes all following similar patterns 

in relation to other parameters. The Edinburgh evidence 

confirms the view that while there was diversity and 

complexity of household structure and function, 'it is 

untrue... that there was ever a time or place when the 

complex family was the universal background to the 

ordinary lives of ordinary people' (62) (The only 

exception to this being serf settlements in Great Russia 

in the late 18th and early 19th centuries). 

The percentage of population in extended households was 

low and remarkably consistent throughout Edinburgh, with 

seemingly no great difference between the inner and outer 

parishes. In terms of family composition also the picture 

is fairly clear and consistent with categories A and C of 

the Cambridge classification covering- most of the 

households. It cannot be confirmed from Poll Tax lists 

that the same structures applied to the poor, but the very 

state of poverty must have militated against extended and 

multiple households, since, as Stone remarks, two 

generations were not usual 'since their houses would be 

too small to accommodate them and their incomes too 

marginal and precarious to have any surplus with which to 

feed them' (63). This would be particularly true of the 
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'ill years' of the 1690s, when already endemic poverty was 

increased by food shortages. 

SOCIAL GROUPINGS 

One of the most difficult, well-nigh impossible, tasks 

facing the historical demographer, and historians in 

general, is the division of a community into-social 

'classes'. Different groupings may be made for various 

purposes, such as occupation, wealth and political 

assessments. Wrightson's view is that, social groupings 

were very much related to specific local situations, since 

'however strong the awareness of status within a specific 

local context, broader class consciousness was inhibited 

for those below the level of the gentry by their lack of 

alternative conceptions of the social order' (64). It may 

be that in the more complex, cosmopolitan atmosphere of 

Edinburgh, where many 'political, religious and 

socio-economic forces interacted, the ordinary citizens 

were even less aware of social differences than in the 

tightly-knit rural communities, but whatever the 

situation, it is clear that artifical compartmentalisation 

carries a degree of arbitrariness, and must be viewed 

merely as a framework for assessment only, and not as a 

definitive description of social groups as perceived by 

the seventeenth century citizens. 

Although sociologists may make much of the minutiae of 

differential definitions of 'status' and 'class', it seems 

that in the context of an examination of household 
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patterns in the seventeenth century it is enough simply to 

define status as an individual's position and function 

within broad general socio-economic groups. There is no 

doubt that the Edinburgh city fathers were concerned about 

correctness of behaviour. For example, in 1694 the Town 

Council issued detailed instructions as to the dress and 

conduct of town porters who had" to swear an oath that 

'every work day `I shall wear ane whyte apron... and the 

touns badge upon my breist and be discreit carefull and 

faithfull in going about any work I may happen to be 

intrusted with-or imployed in by any of the nighbours or 

inhabitants' (65). They were to report any'of their 

number'who 'have not oblidged or inacted themselves in the 

manner-above written'. This 'correctness of conduct' 

seems to have been of more concern than any ideological 

notions of class. Gregory King's 'Naturall and Pol'iticall 

Conclusions Upon the State and Conditions of England 

(1696) is based on occupational gradation in the broadest 

sense (if 'temporal lord' can be classed as occupation). 

For the purpose of household analysis in relation to broad 

social groups, the Edinburgh households have been divided 

into six groups - Gentry: Professional (Legal, Medical, 

Educational); Merchant; Craft/Manufacturing; Military and 

Civic Officers; Indwellers (including all workmen, 

labourers, widows in the low tax classes where husband's 

occupation unknown, cotters and undesignated households). 

A detailed occupational classification is given in Chapter 
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3, but for the present purpose these are broader 'social' 

groups, and in each case the widows are assigned to the 

group to which their husband would have belonged, so that, 

for example, widows of merchants are included in the 

merchant class, and those of craftsmen in the 

craft/manufacturing class. This provides a more 

meaningful analysis than if widows were placed in a 

miscellaneous class. Classification under any heading is 

difficult, and it may be argued that it is inappropriate 

to compartmentalise households in this manner, but this 

system appears to have the merit of allowing some sort of 

analysis of social groups in terms of household 

distribution. The classification of occupations is 

equally difficult,. and is dealt with in detail in Chapter 

3. The distribution of households in each category is 

shown in Table 1.19. This shows that, as expected, the 

higher percentages of merchant and professional. households 

were in the central parishes - Old Kirk, New Kirk, 

Tolbooth and Tron - the high percentage of professional 

households in the New Kirk being accounted for in the main 

by various branches of the legal profession. The 

significant percentage of merchant households in the 

Greyfriars parish is somewhat atypical of that parish in 

terms of comparative household structure, but there was 

also a high number of craft households, thus the 

Greyfriars tends to present itself as functioning as, and 

therefore containing the households of, merchants/traders 

and manufacturing craftsmen. Its complement of 
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professional households was somewhat lower than in the 

four central parishes. There were few merchants in the 

Canongate (although this particular Poll Tax list is known 

to be deficient), and it appears that this parish, with 

58% craft households, functioned as a manufacturing 

suburb, trading through Edinburgh merchants, and thus the 

household pattern reflected this both in numbers and 

internal composition. 

It should be stated at this point that categorisation for 

the purpose outlined was not based rigidly on listed 

occupations in the Poll Tax - for example, the obviously 

wealthy brewing and printing households were assigned to 

the broad 'merchant' group, since their household 

configurations and implied social status were more in 

keeping with this group than with the craft group 

(although different classification may be made when 

assessing occupation in terms of the economic structure of 

Edinburgh, and alternative breakdowns into e. g. 'type of 

product' categories will be made later). For example, it 

did not seem appropriate to list John Yetts (Canongate) as 

a craftsman for this particular exercise. He is listed as 

'brewer' but was worth 10,000 merks and employed several 

male servants, served as a bailie and was appointed 

treasurer of the Canongate in 1689 (generally only 

merchants fulfilled the office of bailie). It therefore 

seems reasonable to classify his household in the merchant 

group for this particular exercise, especially since the 
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office of bailie was normally restricted to merchants. 

Also, although it has been stated that there were no 

merchants in South Leith (66), 41 households have been 

assigned to this class, including several rich brewers and 

vintners, such as Jasper Johnson, who owned property with 

valued rent of £254 and who was appointed as cautioner for 

the tack of 2d per pint of ale and beer in 1693. His 

household contained five male servants. Three 

householders who were listed as brewer were gild brothers 

and burgesses of Edinburgh. Two of the householders in 

South Leith who actually stated themselves to be merchants 

were Maurice Trent and Adolphus Durham (both 10,000 

merks). Occupations will be examined in detail later, but 

these illustrations serve to demonstrate the range of 

types within the status groups. 

Most parishes had a substantial proportion of 'indweller' 

households - the rather lower figures for the Canongate 

and New Kirk probably explainable by different factors 

i. e. the large craft presence in Canongate and the 

concentration of professional/merchant households in the 

New Kirk. The Old Kirk, being the oldest part of the 

town, still retained a spread of households over the whole 

spectrum. 

The percentages of military and civic officers were small, 

but covered a variety of occupation and status levels, 

including John Adam, macer to the session; John Shand, 
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trumpeter; William Home, unicorn pursuivant; and John 

Fletcher, captain of artillery. ` These all resided in the 

Old Kirk parish, but similar householders were to be found 

in most parishes, providing a further dimension of urban 

society and accounting for up to 5% of the population. No 

member of this group appeared in the West Kirk parish. 

There was a fairly significant military presence in North 

Leith, but these were mainly the households of 'other 

ranks' and not military officers or senior civic 

officials. The Castle garrison and the community of 

Holyrood Palace were not liable for payment of the Poll 

Tax. 

It is'evident, therefore, that while any definition of 

'status' or 'class' is fraught with difficulty, the 

distribution of the householders across the social group 

spectrum adds further to the detailed demography of the 

Edinburgh parishes and emphasises the point that each 

parish was different in one or more respects from the 

rest. In a concentrated urban environment such as 

Edinburgh the usual social divisions of merchant/ craft 

/professional/ journeymen/ labourers/ poor are not 

altogether adequate to account for the complexity of the 

situation, with the apparent gradation of the parishes 

from distinctly urban to quasi-rural in composition. 

82 



RANKING OF PARISHES 

Various references have beem made throughout to 

'urbanness' in relation to-household and family structure, 

and a tentative ranking according to household size has 

been made. However, there are several factors which must 

be combined to produce a more realistic assessment. Whyte 

concludes from his investigations of the occupational 

structures of 37 burghs that 'a complete range of 

professional services, a merchant community and all the 

major branches of manufacturing' (67) were required for a 

centre to be truly urban. Consequently the 11 parishes 

have been ranked according to professional and merchant 

presence: 

PARISH PROFESSIONAL MERCHANT HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

NEW KIRK 1 2 3 
OLD KIRK 2 4 1 
TRON 3 5 5 
TOLBOOTH 4 3 4 
GREYFRIARS 5 1 6 
COLLEGE 6 6 2 
LADY YESTER 7 7 7 
CANONGATE 8 9 8 
NORTH LEITH 9 10 9 
SOUTH LEITH 10 8 10 
WEST KIRK 11 11 11 

When the Professional and Merchant ranks are correlated, 

the rank correlation is 0.86, which is highly significant 

(p <. 001). The correlation for the Professionals and 

Household Size is 0.89, again very significant; while that 

of the Merchants and Household Size is 0.74, slightLy lower 

but still significant. From the rankings alone it is 
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clear that the parishes at the lower end scored 

consistently low, while those at the upper end varied 

according to the parameters but overall maintained their 

relative order for positive urbanness. It has been 

speculated above that households with lodgers had a 

further dimension of urbanness, and the ranking for this 

correlates with the professional ranking at 0.86; while 

the parishes ranked according to numbers of large servant 

groups correlates with the professionals at 0.74, all of 

which show a markedly positive correlation. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Although these may appear rather artifical and arbitrary 

classifications, it is fairly clear that household 

structure varied according to several factors, all of 

which played a part in forming the 'urban' household. it 

has been shown that the presence of gentry households and 

households with resident relatives were not in themselves 

indicators of urbanness, but a combination of several 

components - servants, sibling groups, social status, 

lodgers, added together, offers a description of urban 

households, although cannot be put forward as the only 

factors involved. Perhaps the main evidence is that the 

household average, even in the inner parishes and 

including only households known to be complete, did not 

exceed six (the general average being four). In an 

examination of Aberdeen in 1636, Tyson has calculated a 
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household average of four, and this confirms that smaller 

households were not a feature confined to the later 

seventeenth century (68). 

Until relatively recently, assessment of the internal 

household and social structure of urban centres has been 

rather neglected, understandably, since so much that was 

of political, religious and national importance was taking 

place within and around Edinburgh during the eventful 

century prior to the transition of 1707 and the dawning of 

the classical era in the town. It is sometimes forgotten 

that the backcloth to these events was human, diverse and 

worthy of more detailed attention. 
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Table 1.1 

NUMBERS OF HOUSEHOLDS 

PARISH POLL TAX USED FOR HEARTH TAX(I) POLL TAX AS % 
ANALYSIS OF HEARTH TAX 

--------------- 
COLLEGE 

----------- 
491 

---------- 
491 

-------------- 
695 

-------------- 
71.65(2) 

GREYFRIARS 516(3) 516 949 54.37 

LADY YESTER 335 288 ---(4) 

NEW KIRK 372 343 570 65.26 

OLD KIRK 544 544 1085 50.13(5) 

TOLBOOTH 459 459 672 68.30 

TRON 520 520 977 53.22 

WEST KIRK 1044 1040 1580 65.82 

CANONGATE 365 365 798 45.73 

NORTH LEITH 274 274 433 63.27 

SOUTH LEITH 691 674 949 71.02 
------- --------------- 

TOTAL 
----------- 

5611 
----------- 

5514 
-------------- 

8708 
----- 

63.32 

(1) These totals include only occupied domestic households, 
although in North and South Leith and West Kirk, commercial 
premises were not always distinguished and the totals may 
therefore not be completely reliable. 

(2) The hearths for College Kirk were derived from a combination 
of those listed for that parish and those listed as 'Edinburgh 
without the walls', which at that time was annexed to the College 
Kirk parish. 

(3) The household total for Greyfriars was derived from a 
combination of 268 households on the depleted tax roll, 248 from 
the 1695 Poll Tax returns. 

(4) The Lady Yester parish was temporarily annexed to the Tron 
parish during the period of religious difficulties, but was 
derived from parts of the College Kirk also, and the hearths are 
therefore distributed among at least two parishes. 

(5) This percentage seems remarkably low, given the relative 
'affluence' of the parish, but is probably explained in part by 
the large number of households on the Hearth Tax list headed by 
gentry who were not listed on the Poll Tax record, and probably 
appeared on lists for their respective country estates. 
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Table 1.4 

SEX DISTRIBUTION OF SERVANTS 

PARISH MALE FEMALE NOT KNOWN TOTAL 7 OF 
POPULATION 

-- ------------ 
College 

--------- 
96 

------ 
371 

----------- 
13 

-------- 
480 

--------- 
25.95 

Greyfriars 139 382 39 560 25.08 

Lady Yester 32 119 53 204 22.97 

New Kirk 102 313 67 484 29.47 

Old Kirk 165 563 9 737 28.14 

Tolbooth 109 390 11 510 24.56 

Tron 130 423 62 615 26.66 

West Kirk 173 223 9 405 14.97 

Canongate 73 225 10 308 19.33 

North Leith 8 50 32 90 10.92 

South Leith 57 217 97 371 19.54 
-------- ----------- 

Total 
---------- 

1084 
----- 
3276 

----------- 
402 

-------- 
4764 

-- 
23.12 

Ratio of ma le/female = 1: 3 . 01 

Source: Poll Tax 
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TABLE 1.6 

GROUPED PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS 

PARISH 

--- 
(N) 1-4 5-8 9- 12 13+ 

--------- 
College Kirk 

-------- 
(491) 

--------- 
73.93 

--------- 
18.53 

--------- 
5.90 

------ 
1.62 

Greyfriars (516) 62.59 17.62 7.17 0.57 

Lady Yester (288) 81.94 14.93 2.77 1.04 

New Kirk (343) 54.81 32.65 10.20 2.32 

Old Kirk (544) 59.92 28.30 8.08 3.67 

Tolbooth (459) 60.78 28.97 8.27 2.39 

Tron (520) 59.61 30.38 7.30 2.68 

West Kirk (1040) 90.86 6.53 1.73 0.85 

Canongate (365) 59.45 34.52 5.47 0.54 

North Leith (274) 83.57 16.05 0.36 ---- 

South Leith 
------ 

(674) 87.83 9.05 3.11 ---- 
------ 

Total 
-------- 
(5514) 

--------- 
72.86 

-------- 
20.71 

--------- 
5.24 

------ 
1.49 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 1.8 

GROUPED PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF 
COMPLETE HOUSEHOLDS 

PARISH 
------------- 

(N) 

-------- 
1-4 

-------- 

5-8 

--------- 
9- 12 

---------- 

13+ 

------ 

College Kirk (176) 36.93 42.61 15.90 4.53 

Greyfriars (285) 39.64 46.66 12.28 1.40 

Lady Yester (90) 46.66 43.33 6.66 2.22 

New Kirk (228) 39.03 41.66 15.78 3.50 

Old Kirk (353) 41.07 41.35 12.18 5.37 

Tolbooth (294) 42.85 41.49 12.92 3.06 

Tron (298) 37.91 45.30 12.41 4.35 

Canongate (234) 41.45 49.57 8.54 0.85 

Total 
------------ 

(1958) 

-------- 

40.34 
--------- 

43.97 
--------- 

12.41 
---------- 

3.47 
------- 

Aberdeen (330) 43.63 42.12 10.90 2.72 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 1.12 

SIBLING GROUPS ACCORDING TO SOCIAL GROUPING OF HOUSEHOLD 

SIBLING SOCIAL GROUP 
GROUP 

1 
------ 

2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL 
--------- 

OK C 
------- 

---- 
OK 

---- 
C 

---- 
OK 

--- 
C 

---- 
OK 

--- 
C 

--- -- 
OK 

--- 
C 

----- 
OK 

---- 
C 

----- 
OK 

-- 

--- 
C 

--- -------- 
0 15 7 

---- 
55 

---- 
5 

---- 
39 

--- 
3 

---- 
80 

--- 
77 

------ 
9 

--- 
5 

----- 
78 

---- 
28 

--- 
276 125 

149 25 3 8 6 23 61 4 8 19 14 83 101 

243 27 2 13 8 4 47 2 1 11 9 81 70 

332 9 5 11 2 2 18 2 2 5 8 37 31 

401 12 2 11 2 2 3 2 1 1 0 29 14 

522 5 2 4 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 13 8 

610 2 0 6 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 13 3 

701 3 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 

820 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

900 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

10 00 
--- - 

1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

----- - ---- 
ALL 31 25 

----- 
141 

--- 
20 

----- 
94 

--- 
22 

---- 
140 

--- 
215 

------ 
21 

--- 
17 

----- 
117 

---- 
60 

----- 
545 

--- 
353 

OK -OLD KIRK PARISH Source: Po ll Tax 
C -CANONGATE 

1= Gentry; 2 = Professional; 3= Mer chant; 4 = Craft/ 
Manufacturing; 5= Civic/Military; 6 = Indwell er 
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Table 1.14 

HOUSEHOLDS WITH MALE SERVANTS (%) 

TRON OLD KIRK GREYFRIARS 

-------------------------------------------- 
Merchant 18.64 13.82 14.16 

Professional 22.68 25.53 11.84 

Craft 11.94 9.28 25.55 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 1.15 

SERVANT GROUPS ACCORDING TO SOCIAL GROUPING OF HOUSEHOLD 

SERVANT 
GROUP 

SOCIAL GROUP 

1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL 
------- ------ 

------ 

---- 
NK 

---- 

----- 
C 

----- 

----- 
NK 

----- 

---- 
C 

---- 

----- 
NK 

----- 

---- 
C 

---- 

----- 
NK 

----- 

----- 
C 

----- 

---- 
NK 

---- 

---- 
C 

---- 

---- 
NK 

---- 

---- 
C 

---- 

--- 
NK 

----- 

C 
----- 

0 7 1 7 2 27 7 22 123 0 6 28 39 91 178 

1 10 9 23 5 35 9 39 63 4 7 18 18 129 111 

2 4 7 24 6 31 3 10 24 2' 2 2 3 73 45 

3 1 3 11 4 11 2 6 7 0 1 2 0 31 17 

4 2 4 3 2 4 1 1 4 0 0 0 0 10 11 

5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

7 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

8 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

9 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

10 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

------ ----- 
ALL 

----- 
25 

---- 
25 

------ 
74 

--- 
20 

------ 
110 

--- 
22 

------ 
78 

---- 
221 

----- 
6 

--- 
17 

---- 
50 

---- 
60 

----- 
343 365 

NK -NEW KIRK PARISH 
C -CANONGATE 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 1.16 

HOUSEHOLDS WITH RESIDENTS OTHER THAN FAMILY AND SERVANTS 

PARISH NUMBER 7. OF HOUSEHOLDS 
-- -------------- 

College 
---------- 

56 
---------------- 

12.20 

Greyfriars 81 15.69 

Lady Yester 26 9.02 

New Kirk 55 16.03 

Old Kirk 104 19.11 

Tolbooth 78 16.99 

Tron 88 16.92 

West Kirk 39 3.75 

Canongate 45 12.32 

North Leith 16 5.83 

South Leith 29 4.30 
-- ------------- 

Total 
----------- 

617 
--------------- 

11.19 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 1.18 

ANALYSIS OF FAMILY STRUCTURE BY MODIFIED CAMBRIDGE CLASSIFICATION 

- 
OLD KIRK CANONGATE 

---- 
WEST KIRK 

- ---------- 
CATEGORY 

------ 
N 

--------- 
% 

------ 
N 

-- ----- 
% 

---- 
N 

------- 
R 

- ---------- 
Al 

------- 
18 

--------- 
3.30 

------ 
7 

----------- 
1.91 

---- 
58 

------- 
5.57 

A2 31 5.69 7 1.91 16 1.53 
A3 34 6.25 11 3.01 68 6.53 
A4 32 5.88 4 1.09 14 1.34 

-- ---------- 
B2 

------ 
1 

---------- 
0.18 

------ 
2 

----------- 
0.34 

---- 
0 

------ 
0.00 

-- ---------- 
C1 

------ 
65 

---------- 
11.94 

------ 
38 

---------- 
10.41 

----- 
92 

------ 
8.84 

C2 60 11.02 43 11.78 649 62.40 
C3 186 34.19 135 36.98 70 6.73 
C4 34 6.25 81 22.19 24 2.30 
C5 38 6.98 9 2.46 20 1.92 
C6 13 2.38 11 3.02 6 0.57 

---- ---------- 
D1 

------ 
1 

---------- 
0.18 

------ 
6 

---------- 
1.64 

---- 
6 

----- 
0.57 

D2 3 0.55 2 0.54 4 0.38 
D3 14 2.57 2 0.54 4 0.38 
D4 0 0.00 1 0.27 2 0.19 
D5 12 2.20 4 1.09 2 0.19 
D6 0 0.00 1 0.27 2 0.19 

---- ---------- 
E1 

------ 
1 

---------- 
0.18 

----- 
0 

----------- 
0.00 

---- 
0 

---- 
0.00 

E3 1 0.18 0 0.00 0 0.00 
E4 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 0.19 
ES 0 0.00 1 0.27 1 0.09 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 1.19 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY 
SOCIAL GROUPING* 

GROUP 

PARISH 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- --------------- 

College 
------- 

7.12 
-------- 

13.03 
------ 

8.35 
---------- 

47.25 
-------- 

3.25 
---- 

20.97 

Greyfriars 4.65 14.72 23.44 34.88 1.93 20.34 

Lady Yester (1) 6.09 12.54 8.24 36.20 1.79 35.12 

Old Kirk 5.69 25.91 17.21 25.73 3.86 21.50 

New Kirk 7.28 32.06 21.57 22.74 1.74 14.57 

Tolbooth 7.18 22.44 21.56 23.09 3.26 22.44 

Tron 7.88 22.88 11.34 29.20 --5.00 22.60 

West Kirk (2) 7.77 0.87 2.52 16.90 0.00 72.01 

Canongate (3) 6.84 6.02 5.47 58.90 4.65 16.43 

North Leith (4) 0.00 1.68 5.46 26.47 5.04 61.34 

South Leith (5) 3.34 1.67 6.24 34.39 1.36 52.96 

Social Groupings: 1-Gentry 
2-Professional 
3-Merchant 
4-Craft 
5-Military/Civic Officials 
6-Indwellers 

(1) 9 households could not be classified out of 288 
(2) 11 households could not be classified out of 1040 
(3) 6 households could not be classified out of 365 
(4) 36 households could not be classified out of 274 
(5) 17 households could not be classified out of 674 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Figure 1c 

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF 505 CHILDREN 
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CHAPTER 2 

WEALTH, TAXATION AND INVESTMENT 

Any assessment of the distribution of wealth in a 

pre-industrial town, even the largest and by far the most 

important in Scotland, must be based to a considerable 

extent on indirect rather than direct evidence of 

individuals' substance. General conclusions must be made 

with care, but nevertheless several major sources survive 

which, when taken together and related to various other 

types of evidence, should provide a fair assessment of the 

levels and distribution of wealth across the whole 

community, and of specific groups within that community. 

Before any detailed assessment is made, it is important to 

establish a definition of 'wealth' in the social context 

of the period. Wealth, according to one dictionary 

definition, is 'an abundance of riches' (1) - and indeed 

this must form an important element of the analysis. 

However, it would seem that a more appropriate, albeit 

complex, definition would be not only an abundance of 

riches, but also 'the ability or potential to influence 

and direct social and economic trends and activities', 

according to contemporary perceptions of status and 

function. In other words, the assumption is that it was a 

function of wealth to be able, for example, to run a large 

household, own a large and well-stocked house, and, 

importantly, to accumulate and use money, particularly for 
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moneylending activities, before the Banks were fully 

established, as well as investing in such risky ventures 

as the Darien Scheme, Bank of Scotland and Newmills Cloth 

Manufactory, following the 1681 Act for Encouragement of 

Trade (2). It has been stated of Glasgow in this period 

that 'the basic dynamic in Glasgow's enterprise came from 

men who were prepared to risk their fortunes if not their 

lives, in new ventures' (3), and the substantial number of 

Edinburgh merchants, lawyers and others who risked their 

money at least, in the Darien Scheme and Bank of Scotland 

confirms that the ability to invest and speculate was 

indeed a function derived from wealth (a function not 

reserved exclusively to merchant princes). The record of 

early transactions in the Bank of Scotland, contained in 

the Adventurers Journal, shows considerable movement of 

money assets between investors in payment of debts. For 

example on -22 May 1697, George Clerk, one of the leading 

figures in the merchant community, transferred £10,000 to 

William Menzies and £10,000 to James Marjoribanks (two 

other active merchant speculators (4). The lending of 

money to the Town council, purchase of tacks and 

participation in the government of the town may also be 

subsumed in the broad definition of wealth, so that this 

aspect of socio-economic structure may be fully assessed. 

The economic activities of the merchants in relation to 

their commercial enterprises will be discussed in Chapter 

t, but for the present purpose, assessment of merchants' 

wealth, apart from the evidence of taxation, will be 
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allied to their use of money in investments not 

immediately related to manufacture and trading on their 

own behalf. 

There are several sources providing information on wealth. 

The major source is the 1694 Poll Tax, which, as with the 

analysis of household structure, provides a unique 

opportunity to assess the taxable wealth of the community 

as indicated by the rates of tax paid by the householder 

and the various taxable members. Allied to this, the 

returns for the 1691 Hearth Tax survive for the whole of 

greater Edinburgh, and will be analysed and correlated 

with the Poll. Tax - numbers of hearths being taken as a 

general pointer to the substance of the householder. 

Further evidence is also forthcoming from a 1699 stent 

roll for inner Edinburgh, and a 1687 annuity roll for 

Canongate (5). These give indications of household rents 

and landlords' incomes, as the tax paid was related to 

rental value of property. 

In addition to these general assessments, the wealth 

distribution of specific groups will be investigated, 

including the list of investors in the ill-fated Darien 

scheme, the initial subscribers to the equally ill-fated 

Bank of Scotland, the managers of and investors in, the 

New Mills Cloth Manufactory, the group of merchants and 

craftsmen who served on the Town Council during the 1690s, 

the masters of the Merchant Company and a sample of 
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landlords. Testamentary evidence is available for a 

substantial percentage of the members of these groups and 

will provide a further dimension, although there are many 

problems with the use of testaments alone as an indicator 

of wealth. 

The main sections of this chapter, therefore, will be 

concerned with: 

(1) An overall analysis of wealth as disclosed by the Poll 

Tax 

(2) An overall analysis of wealth as indicated by the 

distribution of hearths and house rentals 

(3) Investment 

(4) Assessment of wealth as evidenced by testaments and 

other records. 

(5) Analysis of wealth distribution in several groups 

within the general taxable population 

THE POLL TAX AS AN INDICATOR OF WEALTH 

Overall distribution 

The configuration of the 1694 Poll Tax data allows fairly 

detailed examination of the substance of the different 

social groups in Edinburgh. The rates of tax to be paid 

by the head of the household and the various other members 

were detailed in the Act of Parliament which initiated the 

proceedings on 23 May 1693 (6). Those exempted included 

persons living on charity, children under 16 in those 

households where the householder paid less than £1 10s in 
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tax (i. e. a level of 500 merks of stock/money). All other 

persons were liable, and the scale of charges is detailed 

in Appendix 2. 

The 'surgeons were apparently still regarded as a craft, 

with appropriate representation on the Town Council in 

that capacity, but in the subsequent 1695 Poll Tax they 

were taxed as professionals with other medical and legal 

groups (7). It was stated of the 1660s that 'a physician 

was a gentleman while apothecaries and surgeons were mere 

craftsmen' (8) (although apothecaries had previously been 

ranked with merchants for taxation purposes),, but their 

situation seems to have been rather more complex, or at 

least 'changing, by the latter part of the century, as 

evidenced by the placing of surgeons in the professional 

taxation category only one year after the 1694 Poll Tax. 

The status of the surgeons as a profession is discussed in 

Chapter 4. 

From Appendix 2 it can be seen that the professionals were 

equated for tax purposes at rates comparable with sections 

of the community taxed at 5000 merks and over. The 

professionals had to pay whichever rate in relation to 

their status was the highest, but even so, it seems 

reasonable to assume that the professionals were worth at 

least the equivalent in movable stock. (Value of landed 

country estates was not considered in the assessment for 

urban Poll Tax liability, although properr rentals were, 

116 



" but it appears that the upper professionals were regarded 

as socially comparable to the lesser landed gentry, paying 

similar amounts of tax). 

The workings of the system did produce some anomalies, 

whereby, for example, householder could be liable for less 

than his/her domestic servants. For example Margaret 

Gilmore, widow in College parish paid 6s whereas her 

maidservant paid 12s on an annual salary of £12; Jean Hay 

(whose husband John Lothian is listed as 'baneshed') paid 

6s while her maidservant paid 16s; William Burrell, 

vintner in New Kirk paid 19/4d for himself and his wife 

(i. e. stock between 100 - 500 merks), while his manservant 

paid £1 on a fee of £20 per annum. Evidently a 

considerable proportion of the taxation money accrued came 

from the large servant population, being reclaimed out of 

their wages by the householder);. for example, the total, 

tax paid in relation to New Kirk servants, at some £550 

was twice the tax paid for the whole of North Leith - this 

perhaps a factor not previously fully appreciated. The 

role and significance of the large servant community will 

be assessed in a subsequent chapter. 

Table 2.1 gives a general assessment of the tax 

distribution among the various parishes (illustrated in 

Figures 2a and 2b), and from this it can be seen that, as 

was the case with the analysis of household structure in 

Chapter 1, the central group of parishes sustained the 
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main wealth of the town. Twenty per cent of the 

householders in the New Kirk parish, and 19.30% in Old 

Kirk, stated their means (or profession) to be 10,000 

merks or over, as compared to 4.93% in Canongate, 0.8% in 

West Kirk and none in North Leith -a fairly clear pointer 

to the concentration of wealth within the more urbanised 

areas of the town. A recent thesis dealing with the 

activities of Edinburgh merchants from 1600-1638 concluded 

that the wealthiest parts of the burgh were the north-west 

quarter and the first two-thirds of the north east, i. e. 

Tolbooth and New Kirk parishes, while the southern 

quarters were 'mainly inhabited by craftsmen and were the 

areas in which manufacturing took place within the burgh' 

(9). From the Poll Tax distribution, however, while the 

north central quarter (New Kirk) did head the list of 

parishes in relation to number of households taxed at over 

10000 merks, the Old Kirk Parish in the south came a very 

close second, followed by Tron, also in the south of the 

burgh. The thesis referred to dealt with merchants only, 

and in view of the fact that a large measure of New Kirk 

wealth reclined in the coffers of the legal community, it 

seems that an account of merchants' fortunes and 

activities alone cannot accurately reflect the entire 

wealth spectrum of the town. Around 30% of the merchant 

households in the New Kirk parish were rated at 10,000 

merks, as compared to 36% in Old Kirk, 28% in Tolbooth and 

24% in Tron (see Table 2.10), and it is clear that by the 

end of the century at least, the central southern parish 

its 



was holding its own in relation to even the degree of 

merchant wealth. notwithstanding the considerable input of 

legal money, often largely derived from moneylending and 

house rents rather than legal fees. One merchant 

testament quoted a sum of around £350 paid to his legal 

advisers 'for paines in going about the defunct's affairs 

for severall years' (10), and it seems therefore that 

legal fees were not exorbitant. 

At the opposite end of the scale, a further, reverse 

indicator of wealth is seen in the percentages of 

households where the householder stated his means to be 

less than 100 merks. This ranged from the lowest figure 

of 27.347. in New Kirk to 91.67. in North Leith and 78.457. 

in South Leith, confirming the contemporary view of Leith 

as a poverty-stricken community (11). Here the Canongate 

once again shows its intermediate status, with 53.697 of 

households at the lowest taxation scale and 4.937 at the 

highest - much less 'rich' than central Edinburgh, but not 

as 'poor' as West Kirk, North or South Leith - being 

roughly comparable to the Greyfriars parish (which shared 

approximately similar configurations in social 

distribution and household structure, as well as showing 

substantial craft activities) - all this serving to 

emphasise once more that a complex set of intermingling 

factors made up the socio-economic structure of the 

largest pre-industrial town in Scotland. 
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Probably one of the most significant characteristics of 

urbanness is the wealth of the so-called 'middling sort' 

i. e. the merchants, craftsmen and minor legal 

professionals who enjoyed a less ostentatious comfort than 

the legal, gentry and upper merchant communities, this 

achieved by trade and manufacture rather than heredity. 

Therefore, a solid body of householders in the upper 

middle tax bracket should give an indication of middling 

urban wealth, and if the established pattern holds good 

these people would be expected to inhabit the central 

areas of Edinburgh. From Table 2.1, relating to the 5000 

- 10.000 merk category, it is evident that the general 

trends are upheld, although College Kirk fares relatively 

less well than the other core parishes, while Greyfriars 

does surprisingly well. This is partly explained by the 

strong presence of the brewing trade and a large number 

of fairly affluent craftsmen and manufacturers (35% of 

Greyfriars households were craft/manufacturing) -a 

further indicator that facets of any community cannot 

easily be assessed in isolation, as each affects the 

other. For example, in the Greyfriars parish, the 

percentages of households paying at the 5000 - 10.000 merk 

level in each social group making up this level of the 

social structure were; gentry 3.127.; professional 44.799.; 

merchant 40.627.; craft 11.457., showing that over one-tenth 

of the households in this taxation class were craft or 

manufacturing. 
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It is particularly notable that in the West Kirk and North 

Leith parishes only around 1% of households were in this 

category. In the more rurally-orientated parishes there 

was a more definitive gap between the rich and poor (this 

would be even more marked if the non-taxable communities 

could be added to the lower end of the scale, although the 

central parishes sustained large groups of resident and 

transient poor also, as evidenced by one entry in the Town 

Council minutes (12)). This evidence correlates with that 

detailed in Chapter 1 in that large households were in the 

minority in those parishes with a more rural 

configuration. 

A further dimension, ' complementary to the percentage 

distributions in Table 2.1, is the totals and averages of 

maximum/minimum wealth of the taxed households in each 

parish, and these are detailed in Table 2.2. The mean 

maximum wealth was calculated by totalling the maximum 

possible wealth in each of the taxation categories in 

Table 2.1, then dividing by the number of households. The 

professional and other fixed payment householders were 

assessed according to the-- equivalent value in merks as 

given in the Act of Parliament. For example 99 

householders in New Kirk paid 6s or 12s, i. e. the 

categories for those under 100 merks. Therefore the 

maximum possible value for these householders was 9900 

merks, and the minimum possible 0 merks. The totals for 

all categories were obtained in this manner. The mean 
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minimum wealth was similarly derived, and -the mean of 

means obtained by averaging the two values for each 

parish. Although this is a crude means of assessent, and 

can only be at best impressionistic, it seems valid to use 

the figures for the purposes of comparison, not as a 

definitive statement of the wealth of any individual 

household or tax group. From this exercise, it can be 

seen that the highest mean maximum wealth, that of the New 

Kirk parish, at £5408, was 18 times that of the poorest, 

North Leith, at £300. This does not of course mean that 

every, or any, householder in North Leith possessed stock 

and money worth £300, nor those in Canongate £1762, or in 

South Leith £655, the main conclusions are comparative. 

Here again, Canongate demonstrates its intermediate 

status, having a mean of means less than the central core 

parishes, but considerably more than West Kirk, North and 

South Leith. The poverty of North Leith is demonstrated 

by the figure relating to mean minimum wealth, which 

amounted to less than half of the figure for the next 

'poorest' parish, and 1/58 of the mean minimum for the 

wealthiest parish. The mean maximum values, taken 

individually, may seem somewhat unrealistic, but the 

comparative element is crucial. The £5408 mean maximum 

wealth in the New Kirk was heavily contributed to by the 

upper legal profession, whose professional levy of £24 was 

assumed to be equivalent to stock of 20,000 merks and 

over. 
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The distribution of mean wealth correlates almost exactly- 

with the ranking of parishes in relation to percentage of 

householders in the 5000-10000 merks bracket, and further 

strengthens the hypothesis that, notwithstanding the 

weighted professional and upper merchant contributions, 

the presence of a strong 'middle element', which helped to 

increase the average wealth, is a feature of 

pre-industrial urban social and economic structure in all 

its aspects. The large mean maximum sums in some parishes 

may seem unrealistic in view of the fact that no merchant 

admitted to more than 10,000 merks of stock, but it 

appears from the Poll Tax regulations that £10 tax related 

to sums from 10,000 merks and over (see Appendix 2), and 

it was felt reasonable to assume a maximum of 20,000 merks 

in each case when assessing the maximum possible value. 

Some five years later, in the 1698 Poll Tax, several 

merchants admitted to over 30,000 merks, but this cannot 

be claimed to indicate a sudden rise in wealth of some 

merchants, since they were not required to declare sums 

over 10,000 merks for the 1694 and 1695 Poll Taxes. There 

appears to be confusion in some accounts, but the Acts of 

Parliament are quite clear (13). In the £12 and £24 

groups, a nominal value of 20,000 merks was assumed in all 

cases. 

These crude general figures, therefore, while by no means 

providing an accurate estimate of true individual wealth, 

do provide a valid comparative view of the distribution of 
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wealth among the parishes, and clearly demonstrate the 

urban-rural progression, confirming the conclusions 

reached in relation to household structure and composition 

in Chapter 1. Other sources will be considered 

subsequently in order to clarify and confirm the position. 

Taxpaying householders 

Table 2.3 gives a detailed breakdown of the tax paid by 

the head of each household in four parishes - Greyfriars, 

New Kirk, Canongate and South Leith (covering some 20% of 

the total number of households and a fair representation 

of the range of urban types). The divisions are according 

to the sum due by the head of the household as stated on 

the tax return. In this regard, although some of the Poll 

Tax rolls were deficient, for the purposes of assessing 

general wealth every household where it was possible to 

determine the tax liability of the head of household was 

included, although in some instances the money may not 

have been paid. However, the main aim here is not to 

determine how much tax was actually paid, but rather the 

taxable capacity of the population as a whole. The actual 

numbers of households assessed in some parishes are not 

the same as those analysed in Chapter 1, as the condition 

of some of the tax rolls allowed analysis of tax paid, 

while household size was not determinable, and thus these 

households could be included in the present assessment. 

From this table"it is evident that the householders paying 

124 



the larger sums were to be found in the centre, with 9% of 

Greyfriars householders, 19% of New Kirk, 5% of Canongate 

and less than 2% of South Leith householders paying £10 

and over, reflecting the wealth of the richer merchants, 

advocates and Writers to the Signet. The largest sums of 

all were paid by several titled gentry in other parishes. 

For example, the most heavily taxed household of all was 

that of the duke of Gordon in Tolbooth parish, who paid a 

total for his household of £199 10s. 

In the £10 category, which contained merchants for the 

most part, New Kirk again heading the list, although this 

time closely followed by Greyfriars, South Leith not 

apparently being the base for numbers of rich merchants 

(14). This is probably partly for historical reasons in 

that the privileges of trading had been monopolised by 

Edinburgh merchant burgesses. Although the £10 merchants 

in Canongate accounted for only 2% of the households, the 

nine merchants in this class comprised almost 507 of the 

entire merchant group, indicating that there was a fairly 

tight merchant 'elite' in that parish, overseeing the 

large and varied craft group, which formed the main body 

of the parish. Although it must be remembered that 

perhaps one-third of the Canongate register is missing, it 

is reasonable to assume that the extant data represent a 

fair assessment of the whole population, except for the 

probable, concentration of gentry households in the 

Holyrood quarter, which was exempt from taxation. 
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Moving further down the financial scale, the £6 category 

relates exclusively to legal households, this being the 

taxation level for ordinary writers (lawyers) and lesser 

legal officials, and, as well as demonstrating the numbers 

of households, also indicates the distribution of the 

lower legal profession among the various parishes. As was 

shown with the distribution of households, the upper 

echelons of the legal profession inhabited the New Kirk, 

particularly the Advocates and Writers to the Signet, but 

at the £6 level the Greyfriars also supported a large 

group of writers, macers and other officials. From the 

full tax roll, around 180 ordinary writers practised in 

Edinburgh (although this is not the definitive total, as 

some lists are deficient). Only two individuals appear in 

this group in Canongate and, as with the merchant group, 

it is evident that the Canongate relied on Edinburgh for 

legal as well as merchant services (15). 

The £4 category is interesting, since it contains both 

lesser professionals and middling merchants and craftsmen 

(paying tax on 5000-9999 merks). This level accounted for 

10.7% of New Kirk households, but only 2% in South Leith - 

Greyfriars again showing up quite well, with its 

substantial community of craft and relatively affluent 

brewing concerns such as that of Widow Boog, who had taken 

over her husband's business affairs. The 37 households in 

the Greyfriars £4 category encompassed several 
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socio-economic groups and comprised 12 professional, 17 

merchant, eight craft (goldsmith, coppersmith, wright, 

candlemaker, dyer, litster, mason, cooper -a fair variety 

of occupations). 

£3 was the sum due by 'gentlemen' - some of these men with 

degrees, such as teachers, as well as lesser landed gentry 

- there being a fairly consistent percentage in all 

parishes of inner Edinburgh but very few in the suburbs - 

indicating perhaps that the skills and expertise offered 

by this group were not appropriate to suburban, semi-rural 

areas. Some examples in this category were Mr George 

Burnet in Canongate, designated as 'gentleman, master in 

the Grammar School'; Mr John Murray, New Kirk, 'brother to 

the laird of Ochtertyre'; David Montgomery, Greyfriars, 

'old gentleman'. 

The £2 10s group encompassed a wide range of stock, from 

500 - 5000 merks, and formed a substantial lower level of 

the 'wealth' pyramid, with, in addition to those 

households detailed in Table 2.3,10% of the old Kirk, 15% 

of Tolbooth households, but only 4% of North Leith and 2% 

of West Kirk households at this level of means. The 

composition of this category in Greyfriars, New Kirk and 

North Leith has been analysed and is displayed by 

socio-economic grouping in Table 2.4. From this table it 

is clear that this group was formed mainly from merchant 

and craft households, showing the broad band of similar 
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status. However, very few North Leith households were in 

this group. This indicates one of the difficulties 

encountered in using such apparently simple terms as 

craftsman and merchant; in some instances better-off 

craftsmen would no doubt undertake some of the activities 

of distribution and retailing normally ascribed to 

merchants. Whereas the trading members of the merchant 

guild were usually of much more substance, the lesser 

members of the group probably owned small businesses and 

booths, and sold various goods from the luckenbooths 

clustered around St Giles. 

It is in the four lowest taxation categories that the 

majority of householders in most of the parishes were to 

be found. Those admitting to no moveable goods at all, 

and belonging to no craft, amounted to 16% of households 

in New Kirk, (22% in Old Kirk), but 55% in South Leith. 

(73% in North Leith and 71% in West Kirk), a further 

demonstration that in the suburban areas the social 

patterns were different from those in the centre. The 

vast majority of the members of this category in West Kirk 

were cottars, together with a few cottar/craftsmen, mainly 

weavers who did not pay the craft rate, and were therefore 

probably not time-served craftsmen, but rather part-time 

out workers as well as small cottars. The indwellers in 

North Leith consisted mainly of poor seafarers and 

workmen, most of whom had no servants and appeared to be 

at the lower extremity of the taxable population. North 
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Leith also proved a significant source of supply for the 

armed forces, as several entries in this category listed 

the husband as being 'abroad in the King's service'. 

The 13s 4d category (Table 2.3) affected those with means 

from 100-499 merks and the £1 10s (the cut-off value 

dividing 'rich' and 'poor') related to the single value of 

500 merks. This Qrouo again consisted mainly of 

craftsmen and small merchants, with fairly significant 

percentages in College and Canongate, two parishes with 

large craft communities. The £1 10s group was relatively 

small, at 3% of the total number, but this is not 

surprising, since it referred to a specific amount, and 

did not encompass a broad tax band as did several of the 

other categories. The 12s division related to craft 

households with no movable stock, and, as well as showing 

the numbers of such households, gives an impression of 

their distribution over the community. Thirty-one percent 

of the Canongate households were in this category, 

reflecting the large craft presence in that parish. 

Overall, some 960 craft households admitted to no stock 

i. e 177 of the total households included in the 

assessment. 

From these figures, it is evident that households up to 

the rich/poor divide (as inferred from the terms of the 

Act of Parliament) formed some 68% of the taxable 

population, perhaps a surprising figure, given that the 
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'official' poor were not taxed, and giving the impression 

that to be classed as poor meant to be in a state of 

considerable deprivation (16). The remaining 32% of the 

taxable population came in the 'supertax' brackets, and 

paid a major portion of the overall money due (see below). 

Figure 2c shows the distribution of taxation classes, and 

gives a clear visual display of the spread of households 

over the 12 tax classes in the four parishes analysed. 

If it is assumed that 500 merks (tax of £. i; 10s) forms the 

division between 'poor' and 'rich', it can be seen from 

Table 2.5 that the proportions of householders deemed 

'rich' ranged from 607o in New Kirk to 7% in North Leith, 

with Old Kirk divided exactly 50%-50%. The central 

parishes ranged from 60% to 40%, while Canongate at 25%, 

West Kirk at 10% and South Leith at 14% show the typical 

distribution over the area of greater Edinburgh. Only 

three parishes - New Kirk, Old Kirk, and Tolbooth - had 

half or more of the taxpayers in the 'rich' categories, 

indicating that the taxable population was not heavily 

dominated by the so-called rich, thus making for a more 

even distribution of the tax burden in the middle range, 

although most of the taxpayers were much poorer in the 

suburbs (it will be shown below that in West Kirk, for 

example, 46% of the tax burden fell on the gentry 

households, which formed only 7% of the population). It 

appears therefore that, according to the evidence from the 

the Poll Tax, the 'ordinary' citizen, as well as 
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professionals such as lawyers who had not been taxed 

previously (17) now became part of the taxable population, 

and thus an increasing source of public revenue, which had 

previously been restricted mainly to merchants and 

craftsmen. While the regular stent rolls to collect 

Edinburgh's proportion of the national and other taxation 

were compiled from the 1680s on house rental, it was felt 

necessary on some occasions. to tax a greater part of the 

population (although whether the tax was eventually fully 

ingathered is another matter entirely). 

A recent thesis (18) established a merchant elite during 

the early decades of the seventeenth century in Edinburgh, 

based on merchants paying over three times the average tax 

on three stent rolls in the early part of the century. If 

the same procedure is applied to the Poll Taxpayers 

(although the groups taxed may not be strictly 

comparable), the overall average tax paid by all 

householders is almost exactly £2 10s. Table 2.6 shows 

the average personal tax of householders in each parish, 

from a high of £5 16s in New Kirk, to less than £i in 

North and South Leith. Taking the multiplier of three - 

which excludes the large body of 'writers at £6 - an 

'elite' of 528 households emerges - 9.57% of the taxable 

households, (although a rather smaller percentage if the 

amorphous non-taxable population were included). The 

distribution of these elite households among the various 

parishes is shown in Table 2.7, with one-fifth residing in 
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Old Kirk, and none in North Leith. The main inner 

parishes had figures within a relatively small range - 

from 22% to 15% of parish totals, but it is once again 

clear that the social structure of Edinburgh in terms of 

wealth followed a fairly definite pattern, correlating 

with household structure. It has been stated that 'Old 

Edinburgh was very populous but very small and its 

internal variations were less significant than its 

similarities' (19); yet within the very small area of the 

seven parishes of inner Edinburgh there were clear and 

consistent differences, which surely serve to emphasise 

rather than negate these differences, particularly when 

the pattern is consistent over several parameters of 

assessment. Within the central core of the town, old and 

New Kirk consistently outstripped College, Tolbooth and 

Tron, and it seems therefore that within the crowded 

confines of old Edinburgh, urban life was rather more 

complicated than general descriptions of life in the 

chaotic closes of the old town would initially suggest. 

The social composition of the elite households is detailed 

in Table 2.8. The main bulk of these elite taxpayers was 

divided almost equally between merchants and 

professionals, with gentry slightly less and craft at only 

6%. The figure for military/civic officers is perhaps 

insignificant, but these people performed functions not 
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common in smaller, less important early modern towns, and 

merit separate consideration in this instance. For 

example, the engraver to the mint, unicorn pursuivant and 

royal wardrobe master would not appear on tax returns for 

small towns or rural areas. Significantly, although 

Canongate was a manufacturing stronghold, none of its 

craftsmen achieved tax-elite status, although College and 

Greyfriars craftsmen formed above average percentages of 

the elite in their respective parishes. The small number 

of gentry in New Kirk is perhaps an indication of a 

'nouveau riche' quality in that parish - the hereditary 

wealthy apparently choosing to remain in the traditional 

heart of old Edinburgh (although the New Kirk tax-elite 

provided the highest percentage of elite households). 

Again, the gentry presence in Canongate and West Kirk is 

significant, although perhaps comprising different types 

of gentry - landed gentry in West Kirk and more 

court-orientated gentry in Canongate (even a century after 

the monarch had emigrated south), and it is evident that 

some subtlety of interpretation is necessary, even when 

analysing an apparently simple tax roll. 

At the other end of the scale, those taxed households 

claiming no movable goods show both the perhaps unexpected 

range of the taxed population, and also the problems 

involved in assessing seventeenth century notions of 

poverty. The 6s and 12s groups i. e. those basic and trade 

levels with no movable stock, formed a substantial basis 
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to the wealth pyramid in most parishes, particularly in 

the poorer areas, ranging from 91% in North Leith to 25% 

in the rich New Kirk (see Tables 2.1 and 2.3). 

Merchant Households 

Notwithstanding the significance of the functional wealth 

of the legal community, the merchants and craftsmen were 

still responsible for the manufacture and disposal of the 

physical manifestations of wealth as opposed to the 

'invisible earnings' of moneylending and investment. 

Therefore the tax pattern of these two groups has been 

separately analysed. The 1690s was not a , period of marked 

economic upturn - indeed, as Bingham, writing on the early 

history of the Darien Company has stated, 'during" the 

civil war industry almost died out and there were scarcely 

any well-to-do merchants' (20). The famine conditions of 

the ill-years of the early 1690s must also- have affected 

trade, as did the continuing armed conflicts in Europe 

(the reason for the Poll Tax to be collected). Therefore, 

if Edinburgh merchants compared less favourably in' terms 

of wealth with London merchants (21), these factors 

undoubtedly played their part. Any downturn in merchant 

activity (which may have explained the 47 waste hearths 

occupied by Patrick Steill) would have`a domino effect on 

small traders and craftsmen, but these conditions would 

not affect the overall balance of wealth between the two 

groups. 
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Table 2.9 details the mean maximum and minimum wealth of 

the merchants and craftsmen in each parish. Here, the Old 

Kirk merchants were collectively the wealthiest, followed, 

surprisingly, by Canongate. As was established previously 

however, the merchant community in Canongate was small and 

formed an elite in that parish, thus the Canongate 

merchants did not cover a broad spectrum of merchant 

function and, therefore, wealth. When compared to the 

overall cumulative wealth averages (Table 2.2) the 

difference is clear, with Canongate positioned more 

correctly in relation to overall parameters. Forty-two 

percent of Canongate's 21 merchant households were valued 

at 10,000 merks - the highest percentage of all the 

merchant groups, and these included men such as Bailie 

David Denoon, George Jolly, who also owned extensive 

property in Edinburgh (as noted in the Hearth Tax), Bailie 

Patrick McAra and Lawrence Ord, who owned 14 hearths and 

kept eight domestic'servants. Interestingly, as a pointer 

to Scottish trading activities and culture in the time, 

David Denoon's testament written on his death in 1729 

included in his small library a copy of the Dutch New 

Testament (valued at 6s) (22). 

The mean maximum merchant wealth for all parishes is 

relatively high - even in North Leith, athough referring 

to only 13 individuals, but probaby the mean minima give a 

more realistic view of the range of wealth. In the four 

central parishes the minimum values were still 
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substantial, but North Leith had a small average. The 

ranking of the parishes in relation to overall, merchant 

and craft mean of means, is as follows: 

PARISH OVERALL MERCHANT CRAFT 

College 6 4 5 
Greyfriars 5 7 3 
Lady Yester 8 9 8 
New Kirk 1 3 1 
Old Kirk 2 1 4 
Tolbooth 3 5 2 
Tron 4 6 7 
West Kirk 10 11 11 
Canongate 7 2 6 
North Leith 11 10 10 
South Leith 9 8 9 

This ranking list shows the comparisons and indicates the 

areas where merchant and craft wealth were distributed, 

particularly for example the craft rating of Greyfriars 

and the high position of New Kirk. 

Table 2.10 gives a more detailed breakdown of merchant 

wealth throughout the whole of Edinburgh. This shows that 

36% of Old Kirk merchants admitted to the highest 

valuation category, followed by College and New Kirk. 

North Leith comes lowest with only 13 merchants in 

total. Comparing the 5000-9999 merks band - the upper 

middle sector, this again shows strong representation in 

the centre, contrasting with only 5% in West Kirk and 9% 

in Canongate. The percentage of merchants claiming no 

movable goods is small in most parishes, although in Tron 

27% of merchant households claimed to be in this class. 

In Old Kirk 6% paid no form of surtax and 2% in West Kirk 
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- perhaps surprising, but the structure of West Kirk, as 

in Canongate, did not allow for a varied merchant class. 

In the inner areas several of the householders placed in 

this class were widows of merchants, paying only minimum 

tax (although there were also a fair number of widows 

paying one-third of the 10p00 merk rate). For example 

Helen Watson in Tolbooth paid only 6s and 'declares she 

cannot write'. At the other end of the merchant wealth 

scale, also in Tolbooth, was the 13-strong household of 

Bailie George Clerk, prominent merchant, investor of £1000 

sterling in the Darien Scheme and elder in the Tolbooth 

Kirk (incidentally also, his two apprentices were sons of 

landed gentry). Therefore it is apparent that while in the 

central areas one economic group spanned a variety of 

degrees of wealth, this did not occur to the same extent 

in the suburbs. 

However, there was an apex to the merchant pyramid, 

merchants who had the means and will to participate in 

organisations such as the Merchant Company and to finance 

schemes like the Merchant Maiden Hospital (23). Of the 

528 households classed as 'elite', 165 (31.257) were 

those of merchants (or their widows), 106 of whom lived in 

the four central parishes. 

Craft households 

If the urban character includes a spectrum of wealth as 

opposed to a more bipolar rural spread, and if that 

wealth were attainable to some degree by members of most 
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socio-economic groups, the wealth distribution of the 

substantial community of craftsmen must be an important 

area of consideration. Table 2.9 shows the craft mean 

wealth as compared with the merchant and overall means, 

and Table 2.11 shows the overall distribution of craftsmen 

by tax class. Although the picture is rather more 

complex, the overall distribution is similar to the 

general pattern in Table 2.1. In the categories of 

5000-1Oß00+ merks, the parishes with wealthy craftsmen 

were again in the central area, although this time with 

the addition of the Greyfriars parish. While the New Kirk 

parish was apparently an enclave for rich lawyers and 

merchants, even in the craft community the highest 

percentage in the 10,000+ merk class was in this parish, 

although the percentage in the 5000-10,000 merk category 

was rather less, as compared with some of the other 

parishes. Those craftsmen in the highest class in New 

Kirk included goldsmiths Thomas Cleghorn and Robert 

Inglis, pewterer William Harvie, glover Andrew Kerr and 

tailor Thomas Preston. 

In the 501-4999 merk class which is probably most 

significant in terms of the 'middle craft sector', the 

distribution is somewhat unusual. Those parishes with the 

larger percentages of craft households in this class were 

not predominantly in the central conurbations of the town, 

but rather more evenly spread, particularly in Greyfriars 

and Canongate, where 17.31% and 16.51%, respectively, of 
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the craft householders stated their means to be " within 

these limits. Admittedly, this is a fairly broad 

category, one for which the same tax was due, whether the 

householder admitted to 501 merks or 4999 (the single 

figure of 500 merks was taxable at £1 lOs, and amounts 

between for 501-4999 merks were charged at £2 10s). The 

situation is evidently one in which the three parishes 

with the largest lower-middle craft sector were not the 

most 'urban' when tested against the parameters of 

household. overall wealth and family (see Chapter 1), but 

those where the crafts formed a substantial proportion of 

the community because of the concentration of certain 

activities within their bounds. In the College Kirk 

parish 477. of the households were classed as craft, 34% in 

Greyfriars and 587. in Canongate, which was a significant 

craft centre, but without a comparably substantial 

merchant community. In contrast, only 227. of New Kirk 

households were craft (this is in comparison with 

professional households at 13% in College, 14% in 

Greyfriars, 67. in Canongate and 32 % in New Kirk - see 

Chapter 1, Table 19)). It seems therefore that in the 

parishes where the main activity was craft-orientated 

manufacture, it was possible for a fairly significant 

number of craftsmen to acquire a middling sort of wealth. 

To illustrate the variations, the crafts of those assessed 

at 500-5000 merks and 10,000+ have been analysed for 

several parishes. In New Kirk, those assessed at 10,000+ 
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comprised three goldsmiths; one glover; a pewterer, 

William Hannay, who had a household of 12 and kept four 

apprentices; a tailor and a skinner - all of these being 

the crafts which might be expected to produce the superior 

goods desired by the large and prosperous merchant and 

professional communities. Those in the lower category 

included three goldsmiths, two bakers, a wigmaker, a 

skinner, a tanner, a glover, a tailor and'a barber - 

again, all of these could conceivably have been involved 

at the 'luxury' end of the craft market - certainly the 

glover and wigmaker would have little difficulty in 

securing a steady income. The average household size of 

the 10,000 merk craftsmen was 8.2 (range 4-12) and that of 

the 500-5000 merk craftsmen 5.9 (range 3-10) these being 

well above the general averages determined in the analyses 

of household structure (see Chapter 1, Table 1.2). 

. The breakdown of crafts in Greyfriars shows some 

differences. The five households in the 10,000 merk class 

comprised two wrights, a pewterer, a tanner and a 

coppersmith (average household size 8). Although the 

household sizes are comparable with those of the New Kirk 

craftsmen in the same class, the types of craft are rather 

more appropriate to a parish wih a strong, but less 

specialised, craft community. For example, the Wright 

James Somerville would find much lucrative business during 

this time in the building trade (assuming that the term 

'Wright' was not confined to the wheelwright trade, but 
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included general carpenters). As an illustration, on 27 

January 1699 the Town Council charged John Wardrop, 

Wright, with the task of 'taiking down the meeting house 

in the land mercat and building and erecting Haddocks hole 

into a kirk and furnishing the same with all necessaries 

therein for the neighbours accommodation, and for 

repairing the Canongate tolbooth .... 
for payment to him 

be the good toun of the soume of two thousand merks 

scots'(24). Also noted in the Town Council minutes of 5 

September 1716 is a payment of £400 to wrights for 

'accounts for work to the barriers and fortifications 

during the recent Rebellion' (25). Wardrop served on the 

Town Council on two occasions, in 1704 and 1705, and it is 

clear that whatever the results of political or other 

conflicts, building workers need not be unemployed, no 

matter who might be the victor or the vanquished. 

In Greyfriars' 500-5000 merk category, which included a 

watchmaker and a glazier - one of a small glazing 

community - five of the householders were stablers (the 

designation of stabler as craft is perhaps a point of 

debate, but most of those declaring themselves as stablers 

with no movable goods paid the craft rate of 12s and have 

therefore been included as craftsmen for the purposes of 

the present assessment), three were bakers, and the other 

crafts represented included wrights, smiths, fleshers, 

skinners and candlemakers - all of of whom were necessary 

for the maintenance and sustenance of the population - not 
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merely the upper echelons of that population. The average 

household size here was 6.2 - again similar to the 

equivalent craft households in New Kirk - leading to the 

conclusion that similar tax classes generally presumed 

similar household size, while the type of crafts practised 

depended on the overall wealth, location and urban status 

of the parish. 

The pattern is echoed in Canongate, although, inýkeeping 

with its less than totally urban configuration, there were 

no craft households in the 10,000+ merk category. The 

average household size of those worth 500-5000 merks was 

5.97 - again similar to New Kirk and Greyfriars. The 

range of crafts here was general, including five bakers, 

six tailors, four cordiners, two feltmakers, two gunsmiths 

and a cowfeeder - the last mentioned being far- from a 

'luxury' craft. 

To further assess the craft community, the breakdown of 

tax classes for the incorporated crafts has been 

calculated, and is shown in Table 2.12. From this, it can 

be seen that, although some of the numbers were small, and 

thus the percentages less meaningful (for example the 

single furrier noted on the Poll Tax), in general most 

craftsmen were worth less than 5000 merks. The crafts 

with significant numbers in the highest class were the 

surgeons and the goldsmiths, although throughout the rest 

of this chapter, and subsequently, the surgeons have been 
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included in the professional class. However, they were 

still one of the foremost of the incorporated crafts, and 

for this specific part of the analysis have been included 

as a craft. The bakers, bonnetmakers, shoemakers, 

waulkers and weavers seem to have been relatively poor 

crafts, with few members in the upper tax brackets, while 

the hammermen, skinners and tailors were relatively more 

substantial. Masons also seemed to make reasonable 

livings, particularly during a period when stone was 

replacing timber as the material of choice for the 

construction of houses. For example in 1674 the Town 

Council minutes note that 'the town within thir few years 

wes visited and afflicted with burning and great fires in 

divers corners of the same' and go on to state that the 

devastation would have been much greater 'if God in his 

mercie and goodness had not sett bounds to the same and 

ane tenement entirely built with stone and lyme had not 

made interruptione' (26). The largest group noted in the 

Poll Tax was the tailors, and it is evident that in this 

labour intensive industry many workers were required to 

fulfil the needs of the large and growing population some 

305 in all, of whom 94 were in the lower middle tax 

class. The surgeons and goldsmiths, as expected, were the 

wealthiest of the crafts, with 14 of their combined 

membership of 42 in the highest tax category, although a 

recent thesis on the seventeenth century Edinburgh burgess 

community lists the 'book trades' and surgeons as the 

wealthiest crafts, with only 6% of goldsmiths paying the 
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highest rate (27). Evidently the fortunes of goldsmiths 

had improved towards the later part of the century. Such 

individuals would not be present in numbers, if at all, in 

smaller burghs, but formed a group of some significance in 

the urban situation. Several goldsmiths and surgeons were 

sufficiently wealthy, as will be seen below, to make 

substantial investments in the Darien Scheme and Bank of 

Scotland. 

To further elucidate the question of geographical 

concentrations of wealth, the parishes of residence of six 

of the the incorporated crafts have been determined and 

the respective wealth of each has been detailed according 

to parish and tax class, in Tables 2.13-2.18. 

The wealthiest wrights (Table 2.13) lived in Greyfriars 

and Lady Yester parishes, although neither of these 

parishes had any wrights in the upper middle range. The 

central parishes, while having no wrights at 10,000 merks, 

had fair representation at the middle levels; South Leith 

also had a fair-sized community, no doubt heavily involved 

in shipbuilding, but again none in the highest class. 

Apart from the highest class wrights in Greyfriars and 

Lady Yester parishes, it is clear that wealthy wrights 

did not generally inhabit the less wealthy areas, although 

they were concentrated in numbers in the more 

craft-oriented parishes. 
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Turning to the tailors (Table 2.14), there were few in the 

upper two tax classes, these being in New and Old Kirk, in 

the centre of town, while the majority in each parish, 

apart from College and Canongate, came in the lowest tax 

group. It is tempting to suggest that the College and 

Canongate tailors were wealthier because of their 

proximity to the University and Holyrood, which might 

provide increased income from more careful and specialised 

tailoring, the same being true of the legal community in 

New Kirk, but there is no evidence from the sources being 

examined at present to confirm or refute this hypothesis. 

The tailor communities in Leith were poor, as were those 

in West Kirk - which housed the largest number, but whose 

tailors were probably able to supplement their meagre 

incomes by working part-time as cotters. It is clear 

throughout that several factors must be considered 

together, when attempting to assess wealth from indirect 

sources in relation to specific social groups. 

The majority of the hammermen (Table 2.15) (who embraced 

several trades, including smiths, saddlers and lorimers) 

were worth less than 5000 merks, and were again mainly in 

the lowest class in most parishes, apart from College Kirk 

parish (where 18 out of the 24 were obviously men of some 

small substance), Tolbooth and Canongate - again showing 

that in parishes where crafts were generally strong, those 

of specific crafts apparently had more opportunity to 

acquire a small degree of wealth than those, say, in West 
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Kirk or Leith. 

The picture is markedly different when the goldsmiths are 

considered (Table 2.16). Here, only one claimed to be in 

the lowest tax class, and most lived in New Kirk and Old 

Kirk, with two in Greyfriars. This is one instance of an 

urbanised craft inhabiting parishes appropriate to their 

product, although rather different from an occupational 

zoning in relation to physical resources such as water 

supply, necessary for brewing or papermaking. Evidently 

it was almost a matter of course for a goldsmith to be 

able to amass a degree of wealth, whereas for the poorer 

crafts such status was only open to the few. For example 

seven goldsmiths pledged a total of £800 sterling in the 

Darien Scheme, and James Cockburn subscribed £20,000 Scots 

to the Bank of Scotland (28). 

A similar pattern is seen for the surgeons (Table 2.17), 

although slightly more diverse. Again, most were in the 

upper tax classes, only three out of the 24 being in the 

minimum tax class. The central parishes had good 

representation, and it is interesting to note that the two 

surgeons in Greyfriars were in the two lowest tax classes 

- confirming that for some crafts wealth was not to be 

found in the suburbs. One of the Greyfriars surgeons, 

John Knox, was surgeon to the Castle, and even this 

apparently did not reap financial rewards. Several 

surgeons participated in investment ventures (discussed 
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below), for example Gideon Elliot pledged £500 sterling in 

the Darien Scheme, and John Baillie invested £20,000 Scots 

in the Bank of Scotland (29). 

Lastly, the weavers (Table 2.18) were evidently a poor 

community, probably having to supplement their weaving 

work with market gardening or general labouring. Weaving 

was not apparently a lucrative business in the central 

parishes or the suburbs, and again it would be expected 

that those in West Kirk, and perhaps Leith, would not rely 

on one occupation for their living. It was probably the 

case that in the central parishes those in the wealthier 

crafts could devote all their time to their craft, and 

would not have to seek other ways of increasing their 

income - yet another aspect, albeit unproven, relating to 

wealth in its widest sense i. e. wealth at the craft level 

meant that single-occupation work was probably more common 

in the central, richer parishes than in the poorer crafts 

in the suburbs. 

To summarise, therefore, the spread of taxable wealth in 

the craft community generally followed the established 

trends, although with rather more complexities than in the 

merchant classes. Wealth did not only relate to parish of 

residence and overall movable stock, but was also 

influenced by the type of craft and the situation of 

various crafts throughout the eleven parishes of greater 

Edinburgh. The analysis of the taxable population has 
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given an indication of the spread of taxable wealth over 

the various areas of the town, as part of the first 

comparative study of the taxation structure of the eleven 

constituent parishes of greater Edinburgh at the end of 

the seventeenth century. 

DISTRIBUTION OF ACTUAL TAX DUE 

Apart from assessment of the notional liability of 

householders in various categories, it should be 

instructive to make some assessment of the total tax 

burden falling on each parish and on social groupings 

within these parishes. Although some of the records are 

deficient, it is generally possible to make a reasonable 

assessment of the actual sum due for most households, and 

these sums have been calculated for all parishes. Some of 

the taxation records give overall totals, others do not; 

some are illegible, such as the grand total for South 

Leith, which is tantalisingly present but unreadable. 

Table 2.19 lists the total tax due for each parish (a) as 

stated on the record and (b) as calculated from the 

available lists. From this, it appears that the 

calculated totals for those parishes without stated totals 

may be assumed to be a reasonable reflection of the actual 

sums, since there is fair comparison between the parishes 

where original totals are available and the calculated 

totals. The New Kirk tax record is eroded, accounting for 
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the discrepancy, and the Greyfriars record was equally 

deficient, and for the present purpose formed from both 

the remaining tax list and the returns from the 1695 Poll 

tax (see Chapter 1). 

Assuming therefore that the sums calculated household by 

household represent a fair assessment of the general tax 

burden, the total tax due for greater Edinburgh has been 

calculated at around £20720 (see Table 2.20). The average 

tax per household, and the percentage of the tax bill due 

by each parish are also shown here. It is immediately 

apparent that the higher tax liabilities fell on the 

central areas, contributed to in no small measure by the 

professional tax levels and by several gentry households. 

The largest sum of all, £199, was paid by the duke of 

Gordon in the Tolbooth parish, while £105 was paid by 

Viscount Tarbet for his large household in Old Kirk 

parish. Almost 60% of the entire tax burden was due by 

the four central parishes, the highest figure being that 

of Old Kirk, at 17.047. West Kirk, at twice the number of 

households in Old Kirk, paid half the amount of tax, and 

Canongate less than half the New Kirk tax, although almost 

exactly comparable in terms of numbers of households 

examined. The intermediate position of the Canongate 

parish is seen here again, with that parish paying an 

equal percentage of the tax burden to that borne by South 

Leith, but having around half the number of households. 

The lowly position of South Leith in this regard may be 
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somewhat surprising, given that the parish was assessed 

fifth in a tax roll of 1639 (suggesting a downturn in 

economic fortunes), but, as with West Kirk and North 

Leith, the requirements of the Poll Tax probably give a 

much more accurate reflection of the overall spread of 

wealth, and demonstrate the large infrastructure of taxed 

poor households in the suburban parishes. Although the 

household patterns of Greyfriars and South Leith were 

relatively similar (see Chapter 1), the difference in 

taxable capacity is due to the professional group, which 

formed 15% of Greyfriars households, but-only 2% of South 

Leith households, and here again it is evident that the 

pivot around which revolved the wealth distribution of 

greater Edinburgh seems to have been the professional 

class - dominated by the legal profession, although 

several equally wealthy doctors of medicine also inhabited 

the central areas. The apparently top-heavy legal 

profession was somewhat counterbalanced in the 

professional group by poorer ministers and teachers, most 

of whom did not pay high levels of tax, but were included 

in the professional group for the purposes of this 

assessment. In the seventeenth century wealth of 

knowledge. was regarded as wealth in its broadest sense, 

even although this intellectual wealth might not manifest 

itself in material riches. For example, of the 14 

schoolteachers and ministers listed in Old Kirk, 12 paid 

minimum tax. Throughout this assessment, division into 

social groups, though perhaps crude, has been made on the 
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basis of contemporary perceptions of status and function. 

This perception changed over the course of the century -a 

case in point being the surgeons, who were regarded as a 

'mere' craft for Town Council purposes, although always 

represented in first craft position on the Council (as 

apparent from listings in the Town Council minutes), but 

were soon to be taxed in the professional group according 

to the 1695 tax regulations. Although smaller burghs 

would perhaps not have had such a large and diverse 

professional group, the presence of such a group, together 

with a much wider spread of substance, particularly among 

the craftsmen, forms one of the most important parameters 

of late seventeenth century urban structure. More 

detailed divisions into occupational groupings will be 

made in Chapter 3. 

The percentages of parish and total taxation due by each 

social group are detailed in Table 2.21. From this it can 

be seen that proportions of tax paid by each group varied 

according to parish. For example, almost half of the 

overtly rural West Kirk parish tax bill was met by the 

gentry, and only 3% by the professionals, with 10% and 117. 

by merchant and craft respectively. In contrast, however, 

the percentages paid by the professional groups in New 

Kirk and Old Kirk amounted to 56% and 46% respectively, 

with merchants accounting for some 22% in each case. The 

professional contributions from all the inner Edinburgh 

parishes formed the largest group contribution, although 
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the Greyfriars merchants came a close second to the 

professionals in that parish. In the outer parishes, 

however, the situation was somewhat more complex. In 

South and North Leith the large indweller communities bore 

the brunt of taxation, with 52% of the tax paid by the 

indwellers in North Leith - where, in contrast to West 

Kirk, no help was at hand from gentry or landed tenant 

farmers. 

From the figures for craft contributions, even more 

subtleties appear in the pattern. Those parishes with an 

active and large craft community i. e. College, Canongate 

and South Leith, showed a contribution from these groups 

of 23%, 38% and 27% respectively, reflecting the strong 

craft presence in these parishes. However, Greyfriars, 

with an equally strong craft presence (176 of 516 

households) shows a tax contribution from the craftsmen of 

only 17%. However, the professional and merchant groups 

in Greyfriars together provided over 60% of the parish 

total, whereas in College this was 47%, Canongate 25% and 

South Leith 33%. The Greyfriars parish was consistent 

with the inner parishes in relation to the indweller 

proportions of tax, all of which were under 10%, while the 

percentages were much higher in the suburbs. The 

proportion of tax due by the craftsmen of greater 

Edinburgh was around 16%, but the contribution from this 

group was rather less in the central areas than in the 

manufacturing suburbs, with 40% of Canongate taxation 
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accounted for by the crafts. 

The proportions for gentry contributions over the 11 

parishes are rather more uneven, with New Kirk, in most 

other aspects the foremost part of Edinburgh, being rather 

less prominent in this area. Table 2.22 shows adetailed 

breakdown of gentry tax liability, and while it can be 

seen that the percentages of gentry households in the 

various parishes were relatively consistent, the 

proportions of overall taxation were widely spread. The 

reasons for this are several, and a good illustration of 

the complexities of pre-industrial urban society. It was 

shown in Chapter 1 that, from the household structure of 

each parish, the presence of gentry households was not per 

se an indicator of urbanness, but, from the taxation 

levels, the percentages of gentry households when taken 

together with the other groups, do form an indicator of 

town/country differences. As was noted above, the gentry 

bore the main tax burden in West Kirk, because of the gulf 

between gentry and indweller, i. e. the lack of a 'middle' 

sector. However, the relatively high proportion in 

Canongate is probably explained by two factors: the 

presence of gentry households slightly out of proportion 

to Canongate's general less than 'central urban' 

characteristics (because of its close links with Holyrood 

even after the translation of the Court); and the smaller 

percentage of taxation due by the middle sector merchants 

and professionals, in keeping with Canongate's 
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intermediate urban structure. The gentry totals in 

College and Tolbooth parishes were considerabtr influenced 

by single large contributions from the duke of Gordon, 

Lord Anstruther and the countess of Argyll. The gentry 

contribution in the main urban centre was generally 'less 

than the total gentry portion. It must be remembered here 

that the overall numbers of gentry households may be 

deficient in the Poll Tax, as it is possible, even 

probable, 'that some of these individuals would claim to 

have been taxed elsewhere. For example George Mitchell in 

New Kirk is noted as 'payes in Aberdeen for his valued 

rent'. Some of the gentry of Edinburgh were probably not 

resident in their town houses for part at least of each 

year. This is well instanced by George Baillie 'of 

Jerviswood, who sustained a large household in Tolbooth 

and an estate in the Borders, described in detail in-the 

faithfully kept household accounts of his wife Grizell 

Hume (30). Although in many instances the Provost of 

Edinburgh had direct connections with the landed gentry, 

usually by this period being forced on the council by the 

Crown, the conclusion seems reasonable that the gentry did 

not on the whole form one of the exclusively 'urban' 

characteristics of Edinburgh. The role of the landed 

gentry in the country was, naturally, much more forceful 

and influential. Although a single taxation roll may not 

provide incontrovertible evidence for these conclusions, 

taken with other factors the point would seem to be 

adequately supported. 
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Turning to the merchants, historically deemed to be the 

traditional backbone and main economic force of any urban 

settlement of note, and hitherto the group on which the 

majority of urban historical research has been centred, 

the details of merchant contributions to the total tax due 

are shown in Table 2.23. The merchant contribution was 

some 21%, and the contributions from New Kirk, Old Kirk, 

and Tolbooth closely approached this figure. The figure 

for South Leith, at 27%, reflects the relative status of 

the South Leith merchant community vis a vis the rest of 

that parish, which did not feature a professional or 

gentry sector of note. The Greyfriars total is 

interesting, as here there was a fair professional 

presence. However, merchants formed over one-fifth of the 

household total in this parish, and this, combined with 

the relatively lower professional proportion, helps to 

explain this fairly substantial figure. The household 

averages for Greyfriars and South Leith were comparable, 

indicating that wealth and household size were also 

similar. 

Once again, however, notwithstanding the 'average' 

merchant contributions of the core parishes, the average 

paid per' household was greater, with a high of £8 in the 

Old Kirk. Here, the Canongate merchants, although small 

in number, were apparently of similar status and household 

composition to those in the main centre. For example, of 
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the 21 merchant households in the Canongate, the 

householder admitted to stock of 10,000 merks in nine. 

While the merchant contribution to the tax due in the 

Canongate was small, individual merchants held similar 

status to those of the inner parishes. Apart from the low 

average household contribution from North Leith, the 

averages for all the other parishes fell within a fairly 

small range - the inference being that merchants, of all 

the socio-economic groups common to all parishes, inner 

and outer, were able to achieve fairly high standing - it 

was the overall socio-economic grouping which determined 

the relative degree of urbanness in each parish. For 

example, from the distribution of merchant tax alone, the 

Canongate would appear to rank with Tron and New Kirk, but 

it is necessary to consider many other aspects in a 

comprehensive assessment. 

The professional group, as has been claimed above, is 

perhaps the most vital group to be investigated here. it 

is immediately apparent from Table 2.24 that the 

professionals in the centre of Edinburgh made substantial 

contributions to the overall tax due, with 56% of New Kirk 

taxation coming from this group. The household averages 

were higher for these parishes than the merchant averages, 

with a high of over £13 in New Kirk. In Canongate and 

South Leith, however, the professional averages were lower 

than the equivalent merchant averages, reflecting the 

scarcity of members of the legal and upper medical 
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professions here. The 21 Canongate professionals included 

only one writer, two procurators and one notary, all 

paying £6 or less, while the New Kirk professionals 

included many Writers to the Signet, advocates and 

doctors of medicine. The lowly group of professionals in 

North Leith included two ministers and one student of 

divinity. In these cases financial wealth and 

professional status were not synonymous. The total 

professional tax due amounted to some 34% of Edinburgh's 

putative liability (although what proportion of this was 

eventually paid is another matter entirely). Here the 

contrast between Greyfriars and South Leith is evident - 

Greyfriars well up to average, but South Leith third 

lowest, with only North Leith and West Kirk showing lower 

percentages. 

Analysis of the distribution of tax paid by the 

professionals therefore seems to provide the most 

clear-cut evidence to support the claim that there were 

significant differences among the eleven parishes 

comprising greater Edinburgh, and, notwithstanding the 

physical compactness of the town, there were- differences 

here also, particularly in Lady Yester and Greyfriars, but 

also to some extent in College, Tolbooth and Tron. It is 

perhaps instructive to note that the Lady Yester parish, 

which fares badly against all parameters, was, till 1691 

part of the Tron parish, and thus demonstrates that even 

within the confines of one parish, the outer periphery 
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could be rather less urban than the inner part of the 

parish in relation to the distribution of wealth. 

Although it has been claimed that the upper echelons of 

the legal profession were drawn in the main from landed 

gentry origins (31), on the basis of all the evidence 

considered so far, the professional group was a 

significant factor in the composition of any substantial 

urban community, and while many of these people may also 

have had country houses, their main permanent 'business' 

centres and homes were in Edinburgh. As will be 

demonstrated, they participated fully in financial 

dealings, in particular moneylending and investment, and 

it therefore seems entirely reasonable to make the 

distinction between the stated socio-economic function of 

the legal group and their antecedent history, (although in 

the case of the merchants in particular, the question of 

means of acquisition of burgess-ship had some effect in 

determining social function, for example membership of the 

Town Council). 

The taxpaying capacity of the craftsmen forms yet another 

dimension to the urban picture. Some parishes had large 

craft communities, for example College, Greyfriars and 

Canongate, which supported many craft households. The 

overall proportion of tax due by craftsmen was some 16%, 

perhaps surprisingly close to that of the merchants, 

although craft households were much more numerous, and 

consequently the average tax per craft household was £2 is 
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as compared with £6 16s per merchant household and £10 5s 

per professional household. Table 2.25 shows the 

distribution of craft tax by parish, the percentages of 

the population of each parish involved in craft activities 

indicating the geographical spread and concentration of 

crafts. College and Greyfriars had substantial 

percentages of craft households, as did Canongate - 

College was geographically adjacent to Canongate, and in 

fact the bounds of the College Kirk parish encroached on 

the Canongate to some extent. 

Table 2.26 details the tax commitments of the military and 

civic officials, admittedly a small group, but one which 

would not readily be absorbed into one of the other 

general social groupings made here. Here, the largest 

percentage of parish taxation in this class came from the 

Canongate, not surprising in view of its historical links 

with the erstwhile royal residence in Scotland. The 

military -in North Leith mainly comprised ordinary 

soldiers, and thus the total sum ingathered from this 

group was meagre, and less than the individual tax per 

household of the central parishes. The largest single 

number of households in this group was in the Tron parish, 

and included such officials as Lawrence Graham, sergeant 

to the town company, Andrew Ker, trumpeter and Edward 

Fountain, master of the revels. It might be expected 

that the proximity of Tolbooth and Greyfriars parishes to 

the Castle would ensure a concentration of the military, 
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but this does not seem to have been the case, with only 

nine households in Greyfriars in this category (although 

the surgeon to the Castle, John Knox, did reside in this 

parish). While this particular social group did not 

greatly influence the social structure and wealth 

distribution of greater Edinburgh, paying only 2% of 

overall tax, it does seem reasonable to treat them as a 

discrete group, appropriate to the functions of Edinburgh 

at the time. 

The indweller groups formed fairly substantial proportions 

of the population in most parishes, and their tax is 

detailed in Table 2.27. The largest percentage of parish 

taxation paid by this group was in North Leith, where 61% 

of households were in this group. The large numbers in 

South Leith and West Kirk only accounted for some 30% of 

taxation here, West Kirk explainable by the gentry tax 

bias, and South Leith by the substantial craft community, 

which helped to spread the tax burden. The percentages of 

parish taxation in the four central parishes were small, 

as might be expected, and reflect the substantial 

contributions from the professional and merchant classes. 

However, the figures for tax per household show that even 

in this group the larger sums came from the centre, with 

Old Kirk and Tolbooth at £1 7s, and West Kirk at only 12s 

5d. Overall, 8% of Edinburgh's tax came from the 

indwellers, a much smaller proportion than in other 

groups, but significant in relation to the apparent 
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widening of the net to include for tax purposes many who 

were poor in the sense accepted in the twentieth century 

if not in the seventeenth. 

Therefore, this breakdown of the total tax due for 

Edinburgh has shown the various proportions paid by the 

different social groups in each parish, and has again 

pointed up the differences among the parishes, which are 

maintained throughout the analysis. 

HEARTH TAX 

A further major source available for the study of the 

wealth distribution of the population of Edinburgh is the 

1691 Hearth Tax returns (32). These survive, apparently 

complete, for the whole of greater Edinburgh. This tax 

roll, while providing perhaps the most comprehensive list 

of households (and thus indicator of population), since 

all households including those on charity were ostensibly 

listed, also indirectly gives an indication of wealth as 

determined by physical size of dwelling. The general 

assumption is that the richer the householder, the larger 

the house he would wish to occupy. 

The Hearth Tax was instituted by Act of Parliament on 10th 

September 1690, in order to raise additional supply for 

national purposes, and the charge was 14s scots for every 

hearth, payable at Candlemas 1691 (33). The Edinburgh 

list appears to have been completed by 31 October, as the 
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Town Council minutes record that the Council 'ordered the 

list of hearths of this city and suburbs which wes 

delyvered in by the constables to the Councill to be 

delyvered to the thesaurer which was done accordingly' 

(34). However, as with all seventeenth century taxation 

gathering, considerable delay seems to have occurred in 

collecting the money, for it is not until 16 February 1694 

that the epilogue to the manuscript tax roll appears at 

the end of the volume listing the hearths for the six 

parishes within the walls (Lady Yester was not a separate 

parish in 1691, although by 1694 was considered separately 

for the Poll Tax). This states: 

'In presence of John Earle of Tweeddale Lord High 
Chancellor Compeared John Craig subcollr of the hearth 
money within the walls of the City of Edinburgh who being 
sworn and examined declared that the foresaid list of 
hearths extending to the number of nyn thousand fyve 
hundred sixty four which are payed; and two thousand one 
hundred sixty five which are unpayed; and three hundred 
nynty six hearths of poore, are all the hearths within the 
six parochins of Edinburgh, lyeing within the walls of the 
said Citty. Excepting the hearths of the Mint-house, 
Guards, Colledge of Edinburgh & Castle thereof, and some 
houses he could not have access into, and Myln's-square at 
the weigh-house which wanted the Rooffe. And that he used 
his utmost endeavour, conform to the Councell's 
proclamations for ingathering of the hearth money; to 
attaine to the knowledge of all the hearths within the 
saids bounds. And that he has not wittingly or willingly 
concealed any hearths, but given the samen truely as said 
is. And this is the truth as he shall answere to God' 
(35). 

A similar declaration for the parishes outwith the walls 

is dated 4 February 1695, endorsed by the earls of 

Cassillis and Breadalbane (36). 

Although there may have been some discreet omissions from 

the lists, as favours to friends of the collectors, the 
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practical problems faced by the enumerators are evidenced 

by one entry for Patrick Chalmers, beltmaker in College 

parish, who is listed as having 'five hearths (not seine) 

and did not pay'; and the rather plaintive entry for John 

Clark in Greyfriars , who 'hes noe hearths but refuses to 

shew his hous'. 

However, notwithstanding the difficulties of collection 

and the possibilities of less than rigorous listing, for 

the present purpose it is reasonable to draw conclusions 

about relative wealth in terms of size of dwelling. A 

final note of caution is that, while an attempt has been 

made to record domestic hearths only, it is not always 

certain whether commercial and domestic hearths were 

combined in single entries. For example the vintner 

Patrick Steill is listed as occupying 15 hearths (as well 

as owning 47 'waste' hearths i. e. derelict buildings), and 

it is probable that, although his household numbered some 

22 persons, a fair proportion of the 15 hearths were used 

for other than purely domestic purposes). Also, gentry 

who did not have their primary residence in Edinburgh did 

not always occupy lodgings commensurate with their social 

status. For example, while Lady Cramond occupied seven 

hearths and Sir David Thoris six, Lady Bogie and Lady 

Graden Home occupied only one hearth each. NT Alldridge, ` 

writing on mid-seventeenth century Hearth Tax returns in 

Chester refers to the earl of Derby as living in ''a 

little house' in the middle of a huge estate' (37). He 
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also remarked that the pyramid of wealth derived from 

hearths can be used as a general reference point, but no 

more. 

Table 2.28 shows the distribution of hearths throughout 

greater Edinburgh. The total number of households amounted 

to some 8934, and while Adamson suggests a multiplier of 7 

to give an overall estimate of population (38), the 

analysis of household structure in Edinburgh (see chapter 

1) would indicate that this figure is rather too high, and 

a maximum general multiplier of 4 would seem more 

realistic, giving an overall population for greater 

Edinburgh in the region of 36,000. 

Table 2.28 shows that the percentages of households with 

one hearth only ranged from 82% in West Kirk to 357* in the 

prosperous New Kirk parish - the former figure consistent 

with Adamson's view that 'in country estates almost every 

house except the mansion house and the miller's house had 

only one hearth' (39). The West Kirk, while maintaining a 

symbiotic relationship with inner Edinburgh, providing 

much of its food supply, in most respects corresponds to 

rural social structures. It has been stated that the 1635 

Annuity Tax roll for Edinburgh 'naturally shows a high 

preponderance of very small houses' (40), and around 59% 

of greater Edinburgh households were one-hearth dwellings. 

This compares with 70% in Linlithgow, 87% in Livingston 

and 63% in Dumfries (41). As with previous analyses of 
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household structure, Canongate, Leith and West Kirk were 

constructed rather differently from the inner parishes, 

Canongate being identified as 'intermediate' in type -a 

half-way point between urban and rural. Here, 62% of 

Canongate households were one-hearth, slightly above the 

overall average, although Tolbooth was not far behind at 

57%. Apart from the low 35% of single-hearth dwellings in 

New Kirk, the central parishes, although wealthy in 

comparison with the outer suburbs still had substantial 

percentages of one-hearth occupiers - not surprising in 

view of the severe restrictions on space available for 

dwellings. 

The upper end of the scale should provide a more positive 

pointer to wealth, given the cautions already indicated. 

Here the percentages of households occupying six or more 

hearths have been calculated, and once again the 

town/country thesis is generally supported. Although the 

percentages involved were not large, the differences are 

clear. In New Kirk 9.16% of households had six or more 

hearths. This is not surprising, given the cumulative 

evidence of the concentrated urbanness of this parish, 

although it may be argued that in the restricted space 

available for the jostling citizenry to set up home, size 

of house may not always be a necessary adjunct of wealth. 

Several socio-economic groups occupied the large houses in 

New Kirk, including the apothecary James Baillie (seven 

hearths); James Dunbar, merchant (six hearths); David 
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Robertson, vintner (17 hearths, although probably not all 

domestic); Lieutenant Bruce (nine hearths); Andrew Kerr, 

glover (seven hearths); Hugh Paterson, surgeon (six 

hearths); Sir Robert Baird (ii hearths); Sir Patrick Home, 

advocate (eight hea'ths). Although the main wealth of New 

Kirk was vested in the upper legal profession, others were 

apparently able to inhabit large establishments. If the 

town/country thesis holds good, it is to be assumed that 

the large houses in West Kirk would be in the hands of 

gentry, and indeed most of these were occupied by landed 

tenants and gentry, including Robert Paterson (occupied 

eight hearths, owned a further eight); Thomas Young 

(seven, owned a further 12); laird of Dean (occupied 12, 

owned a further 62); Craigleith House (eight); 

Saughtonhall Mansion (12); Tipperlinn Mansion (14); Grange 

(12). 

One problem encountered in the listing of rural areas is 

that of the collective entry, i. e. the landowner merely 

stating the total number of hearths on his estate, but not 

enumerating the houses. Fortunately, the Edinburgh list 

includes few such examples, the most significant being the 

entry for 'Wrighthouses (Whitehouse) - his interest - 50 

hearths' (42). Rural lists in particular may be deficient 

in terms of overall numbers of dwellings, but this is not 

a problem with-the urban lists, and relative wealth is 

under analysis, not finite totals of houses. 
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In terms of urban wealth as derived from household size, 

the middle range is important. It has been asserted, and 

is one of the basic deductions from the'investigation of 

Edinburgh's taxable population, that urban structure and 

activity presumes a strong middle sector. Hoskins has 

stated that 'all persons with three or more hearths were 

almost certain to be yeoman or extremely prosperous 

craftsmen of a similar status' (43) - and therefore the 

percentages of three- and four-hearth houses have been 

calculated for Edinburgh. These are as follows: 

College 17% 
Greyfriars 20% 
New Kirk 32% 
Old Kirk 21% 
Tolbooth 26% 
Tron 22% 
West Kirk 5%0 
Canongate 11% 
North Leith 7% 
South Leith 9% 
(Figures to nearest whole number) 

Again the established urban core sustained the largest 

percentages - nearly one-third of New Kirk households, 

over one-quarter of Tolbooth and one-fifth of old Kirk 

households being in this group. College and Greyfriars, 

with substantial craft communities and also fair numbers 

of professionals, were fairly close to these parishes, but 

Canongate, with many craftsmen but few merchants or 

professionals could muster only 11% of such households -a 

clear demonstration of its intermediate position between 

the centre and the outer suburbs, where West Kirk and 

Leith all had less than 107 of houses with three or four 

167 



hearths (although South Leith had a large craft 

representation also). These figures can be compared with 

11% in Linlithgow, 3% in Livingston and 8% in Dumfries 

(44). A Hearth Tax for the Northwich Hundred in 1664 

showed 63% single-hearth, 21% two-hearth, 12% three to 

five hearth and 3% six to nine hearth dwellings (45) - and 

thus the more rurally-inclined Edinburgh parishes 

corresponded generally to this distribution, although the 

12% three to five hearth level is rather greater than 

Edinburgh (although probably including several villages 

and small towns). 

Thus, the spread of hearths over greater Edinburgh shows 

the expected inter-parish variations, but it must be 

remembered that 'although the tax may be used as a guide 

to status and wealth in general, it may not safely be used 

in any individual example' (46). 

To further elucidate the situation, several smaller 

samples have been analysed. Since the Hearth Tax 

frequently did not state occupation or status, it is 

difficult to correlate exactly with the Poll Tax, given 

the relatively small' number of surnames generally 

prevalent, and thus to directly compare hearths with 

household size. However this information is available for 

some 210 households in Old Kirk (i. e. c40% of the Poll Tax 

list and 20% of the Hearth Tax list - thus a reasonable 

sample). The hearths and household size have been 
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compared and the resulting scattergram (Fig 2d) suggests 

that in general large households and large numbers of 

hearths corresponded, although there are wide variations, 

so that at the four-hearth level, household size ranged 

from 1-13, and at the five-hearth level from 1-15, 

although in general the larger households had the most 

hearths. For example, Thomas Skene, advocate, had a 

household of 16 and lived in an eight-hearth dwelling, 

while physician Sir Thomas Burnett had a household of 12 

and admitted to seven hearths. Although this correlation 

has been made for the Old Kirk parish only, it is 

reasonable to assume that the trend will be similar in the 

other parishes, following the overall structural 

variations among the various parts of Edinburgh. 

A further indication that while general impressions 

regarding wealth can be derived from the Hearth Tax, 

dogmatic conclusions are unwise, comes from the 

correlation of a sample of hearth numbers with the rental 

paid for the house. An annuity. roll for Canongate is 

extant for the year 1687 (47), close enough to the 1691 

Hearth Tax to assume that rentals would not have altered 

significantly in the interim. Comparison of the two lists 

has yielded 172 matches i. e. 21% of the Hearth Tax list, 

and the scattergram (Fig 2e) shows the results of the 

analysis, with wide variations in rent paid for houses 

with similar numbers of hearths. In the case of the 

largest rentals the corresponding hearths were more 
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numerous, for example, Sir William Hay paid £266 for six 

hearths, and Bailie James Kae, himself a landlord in 

Canongate, owned a six-hearth house valued at £100. At 

the lower end of the scale, the rentals for one-hearth 

dwellings varied from £10 to £75, and for two-hearth 

dwellings from £20-£60. Once again therefore, the 

overall impression is that more hearths presumed higher 

rentals, but with considerable flexibility and variation. 

The inference to be drawn from this evidence in relation 

to wealth, therefore, is that wealthier tenants might 

often pay more for a superior standard single-hearth 

dwelling rather than pay a similar same rent for a 

multi-hearth house. 

Although there was much overcrowding and squalor 

throughout even the most desirable parts of the town (48), 

the Hearth Tax indicates considerable numbers of waste 

hearths - suggesting perhaps that the economic 

difficulties of the period prevented large-scale 

renovation or new building. This situation was evidently 

of concern to the image-conscious Town Council, who 

decreed on 8 November 1700 that: 

'The Council recommends to the Dean of Guild to inform 
himself what waste ground within the Towne of Edinburgh 
were convenient to be built for the decorament of the 
Cittie and convenience of the inhabitants and legallie to 
intimate to the proprietors that they would build in the 
tearmes of the act of Parliament with certification if 
they neglect such wasts will be disposed on to others who 
may think it their interest to undertake so good a work' 
(49). 
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In 1691 in the prosperous New Kirk parish, 60 hearths were 

waste out of a total of 1745,1. e. 3.43%, while in South 

Leith 316 were waste out of 2250 i. e. 14%. This reflects 

the poverty of Leith (the Council had reduced Leith's 

proportion of the Cess in 1695 as the people were said to 

be 'starving and dying upon the streets' (50)), but also 

emphasises that personal wealth did not presume wealth of 

surroundings, with 60 hearths empty in the relatively 

small New Kirk parish - seventeenth century assumptions 

regarding the nature and function of wealth may not equate 

with the single-minded materialism of the twentieth 

century. 

As a further dimension, the percentages of hearths listed 

as being 'on charity' have been ascertained for each 

parish, and are detailed in Table 2.29. These figures are 

more difficult to interpret, although even in poverty 

stricken North Leith, under 6% of hearths belonged to 

householders on charity. The low figures for New Kirk and 

West Kirk may be explained by different factors, with the 

urban prosperity of New Kirk reducing the percentage of 

poor in the parish, while the agricultural predominance of 

West Kirk would ensure that at least minimal nutrition was 

available for most of the population. However, these 

conclusions cannot be substantiated on the basis of the 

taxation record alone, and further analysis of the poor 

will be undertaken in a subsequent chapter. The vagaries 

of Kirk Session policy in the different parishes may also 

have influenced the number of certificated poor in each 
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parish, and therefore, while it appears from the Hearth 

Tax that a relatively small percentage of the population 

lived in abject poverty, this does not take into account 

the many transient and itinerant begging poor who crowded 

the streets of the old town in search of sustenance, and 

who would naturally gravitate towards the rich areas. The 

town/country differences are rather less clear for rather 

more complex reasons than urbanness or ruralness, and the 

relative wealth of the population of any parish cannot be 

determined on the basis of the percentages of hearths on 

charity. The qualifications for certification as poor are 

another imponderable, producing anomalies such as Robert 

Aikman in Tolbooth, whose dwelling consisted of five 

hearths 'on charity', but he was at the same time landlord 

for a further 20 hearths. 

A survey of Chester households from hearth tax returns 

divided the population into several classes and calculated 

the mean number of hearths per household in each class, 

although the groups differed somewhat from the six broad 

divisions presently under consideration and concluded that 

the pyramid of dwelling size may not correlate exactly 

with the wealth pyramid, although the general shapes are 

similar (51). Although status is not regularly defined in 

the Edinburgh Hearth Tax record, an attempt has been made 

to make a similar assessment for the professional and 

merchant classes in New Kirk, and the merchants 

subscribing to the ill-fated Darien Scheme (see below) - 
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although only 32 of the 158 merchant subscribers could be 

matched with their dwelling house, and Table 2.30 shows 

the figures. The averages are not greatly different, 

although no Darien merchant lived in a house of less than 

three hearths. Although the New Kirk professional average 

is perhaps surprisingly low at 4, this group included the 

eight hearths of Sir Patrick Home and 13 of 'My Lord 

President', while, incidentally, the 'clerks of the 

counsell' seemingly had to make do with a business chamber 

of only two hearths. (There may be a connection here with 

an entry in the Town Council minutes for 18 November 1692, 

which states 'the Council appoynts Baillie Charteris and 

the Thesaurer to visit the high town councill house of 

this burgh and see what reparations is necessar for the 

better accommodating of the Lords of Justiciary.... ' (52). 

The Hearth Tax returns will be further analysed in 

relation to economic activities and social structure, but 

for the present purpose provide a new parameter of wealth 

distribution. It must however be taken in conjunction 

with other indicators of wealth and its manifestations, 

although the general conclusion is that larger houses 

tended to be clustered in the centre of the town, in those 

parishes where household structure has indicated a more 

urban configuration. There were naturally extremes, such 

as the 47 waste hearths belonging to Patrick Steill, but 

on the whole the house sizes even of the nobility tended 

in general to be relatively small, as were the overall 

173 



household averages previously determined. This is well 

evidenced when compared with a survey of merchant 

dwellings in Exeter in the Elizabethan period which showed 

that of 20 merchant houses only six had fewer than 10 

rooms" (53). The reasons for this apparent lack of 

ostentatious opulence (in general terms) are no doubt 

related partly to the physical restrictions of Edinburgh 

before the development of the New Town, coupled with the 

relative poverty of Scotland as compared with England. 

STENT AND ANNUITY ROLLS 

As an extension of the Hearth Tax evidence, two other 

taxation rolls have been examined. These are the 1699 

stent roll for inner Edinburgh and the 1687 annuity tax 

roll for Canongate. These cover household rentals and are 

not so comprehensive as the hearth tax (which listed all 

inhabitants, whether liable for tax or not), but do give 

an indication of the numbers of 'neighbours and 

inhabitants' who regularly bore the burden of taxation in 

Edinburgh. The 1699 stent roll was noted in the Town 

Council minutes for 28 July 1699 (54) and was to cover 

several expenses including eight months' stent together 

with one quarter of a month's stent unpaid from the 

previous year. 

Table 2.31 shows the distribution of rentals throughout 

the eight taxation districts ( 'bounds') of inner 
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Edinburgh. It is difficult to make direct comparisons by 

parish, but it is clear from correlation of names in the 

various taxation rolls that these bounds were numbered 

clockwise, starting at the north west (Tolbooth) and 

ending with the Greyfriars area, although the exact 

boundaries may not have followed the parish limits. 

Assuming that the parish areas were at least roughly 

similar to the eight tax areas, it would be expected that 

the higher rentals would be paid in the area of bounds 2-3 

and 5-7, and in general this is the case. The percentages 

of rentals at over £250 are as follows: 

Bounds 1 0.42 
2 1.92 
3 5.12 
4 0.45 
5 1.86 
6 0.00 
7 3.72 
8 1.57 

(Tolbooth) 
(New North Kirk) 
(New Kirk) 
(College) 
(Tron) 
(Lady Yester) 
(Old Kirk) 
(Greyfriars) 

If these bounds follow something approaching parish 

divisions (New North Kirk had been established in 1698 

(55)) it is evident that property rental values, as with 

numbers of hearths, household size and tax values were 

higher in the central areas. For example George Lin, 

merchant, paid £230 in rent for a house owned by Bailie 

Alexander Hamilton in bound 2, and Stephen Cuthill, 

vintner, paid £600 for his dwelling, although this was 

probably not wholly domestic in function. (As with the 

Hearth Tax returns, it is not always clear when 

non-domestic properties are referred to, apart from 

obvious examples such as the Coffee House, Exchange and 
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Clerks' Chamber). 

The total rental value for inner Edinburgh is given on the 

manuscript list as £179,623, and the proportions by bounds 

are shown in Table 2.32. From this, it appears that the 

highest average rental/household was in the north central 

quarters, although bound 7 (roughly equivalent to old Kirk 

parish) contained the most households with rental values 

at over £250. It is evident therefore, that many factors 

have to be taken into consideration in assessing wealth in 

all its functions, and although this evidence would seem 

to contradict the main claims of this chapter, namely that 

functional wealth was moving towards the south of the 

town, the historically wealthy north still apparently 

maintained good quality buildings. While one facet of 

wealth, namely household rentals paid, may indicate that 

the previously wealthier areas still provided the most 

superior residences in general, the fact that bound 7 had 

the highest percentage of rentals over £250 confirms that 

desirable property was to be had here also. In addition, 

the large number of houses in bound 7 with lower rentals 

does not correlate with previous conclusions, but it must 

be emphasised again that these tax bounds did not 

correspond exactly with the parish boundaries, and 

therefore only an impression of geographical spread can be 

gained, and, taken with all the other evidence presented, 

does not detract from the main evidence of the 

concentration of functional wealth in the central-southern 
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areas. 

A similar breakdown of the data from the Canongate Annuity 

roll is also given in Table 2.31. It is evident here that 

the great majority of houses were valued at the lower end 

of the rental scale. Although the historically strong 

links with Holyrood have been alluded to previously, it 

appears that house rentals at least brought Canongate into 

line with the less urban areas of greater Edinburgh. 

Examples of individual rentals include £144 paid by Lt 

General Douglas, who lived in property owned by the 

hammermen, and £66 paid for his house by Bailie Denoon. 

Although its appears from the lists that members of the 

legal profession were included, it is not clear how many 

of them were required to pay tax, as in several instances 

no sum paid is noted, or the words 'not poyndable' are 

written in place of a tax paid, although the rental of the 

property is given. Excusal was also given to John 

Finlayson, printer - this may have been for services in 

printing discharges, but this information is not given. 

The total number of households listed on these rolls is 

2591, and 865 in Canongate, and the comparisons with the 

Poll Tax, Hearth Tax and a 1682 list of inhabitants (56) 

(although this particular listing is of doubtful 

significance, as it appears from the numbers involved that 

only part of the town has been included) are as follows: 
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POLL TAX HEARTH TAX (1682) 1699/87 

Edinburgh 3161 5026 (1930) 2591 
Canongate 365 785 ( 136) 865 

It is evident from the above that the core of the regular 

taxable population was increasing steadily, if not 

dramatically, between 1682 and 1699. As indicated above, 

the very low figures for 1682 are difficult to explain, 

but may be related to qualification for inclusion in this 

particular list, as some lists were derived from personal 

value rather than property rental. As the 1682 list is 

merely a list of names, with no sums of money or values 

stated, it is not possible to determine exactly who were 

being listed and the completeness or otherwise of the 

list. The Canongate Hearth Tax correlates fairly well 

with the Annuity Roll, and it is probable that the 1682 

lists were restricted in scope. 

As a final comparison, the distribution of rentals accrued 

by landlords as a function of wealth is, detailed in Table 

2.33. From this it can be seen that there was a more even 

spread of high incomes over the eight districts of 

Edinburgh, with 8% of the landlords in the 'New Kirk' area 

gathering in £500+. The majority of rental incomes were 

under £200, with the distribution being relatively equal 

throughout the various sectors of the town. Here there 

was no particular concentration of rental wealth in a 

similar manner to previously noted concentrations of 

personal wealth and household structure. The landlords 

178 



included 'Edward Marjoribanks (£830) and Thomas Robertson 

(£2200 - the largest sum noted). 

Canongate landlords also had a fair spread of potential 

income, for example Bailie James Kae, who owned property 

in most of the eight quarters of Canongate was worth some 

£1054 in valued rent, the hammermen owned £506 worth of 

property and the cordiners £1427 - showing incidentally 

that corporate ownership and leasing of property was a 

feature in this period. (The 'Good Toun' also owned 

various properties in Edinburgh). This may be seen as yet 

another function of wealth - the corporate means to invest 

in-and rent out housing. These houses were not apparently 

let exclusively to members of the owning incorporations. 

Therefore, as a further illustration of the functional 

diversity of wealth, the capacity to own property or to 

rent high value houses seems to have been yet another 

facet of a complex pattern. In this particular instance, 

the geographical spread of this wealth was rather more 

general than with most of, the other areas covered, but 

still the central -areas fared best. overall. These 

taxation rolls will be further used -in assessment of 

social structure. 

THE INVESTORS - 'THE SPIRIT OF MODERN CAPITALISM'? 

In any account of seventeenth century activity, an extra 

dimension, and a growing trend in business, must be 

included - that of investment. This was becoming standard 
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practice among merchants and others with the relevant 

financial* means. Marshall has stated that 'during the 

seventeenth century the ethical principles that constitute 

the spirit of modern capitalism can be identified in the 

conduct and beliefs of Scottish capitalists, and, to-some 

extent, Scots labourers' (57). Thus, assuming the 

capitalist ethos to be another aspect of functional 

wealth, it was decided to include, as part of this 

assessment of general wealth, the particular function of 

investment as a pointer to the activities which were made 

possible by the accumulation of monetary wealth. To this 

end, a group of 359 investors has been amassed (see 

Appendix 3) comprising those Edinburgh citizens who 

pledged money in the Darien Scheme, Bank of. -Scotland and 

Newmills Cloth Manufactory - these three being 

representative of Marshall's three main facets of the 

manifestation of the spirit of capitalism - colonial 

trading activity, banking and the manufactory movement. 

The total included 76 investors in the Bank of Scotland 

and 20 in the Newmills Cloth Manufactory. Of the total 

group, 44 invested in both Darien Scheme and Bank, four in 

Newmills and Bank, three in Newmills and Darien-and three 

in all three ventures - these being Robert Blackwood, 

prominent merchant prince, Alex Brand and George Clerk, 

elder, (whose gross estate was over £11000 (58)). While 

all the investors in Newmills were merchants, the general 

investor group covered most of the socio-economic groups 
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previously discussed, and the distribution by social group 

is shown in Table 2.34. Although the gentry group may be 

deficient, since only those positively identified as 

living in Edinburgh were included, the main body of 

investors centred almost equally on the merchants and 

professionals with 43% and 42% respectively (the 

professional group included 37 members of the medical 

profession - the 15 surgeons being included as 

professionals). Ten per cent of the investors were 

craftsmen, showing that the possibilities for 

participation, albeit indirectly, in capitalism, were not 

restricted to merchants. 

Apart from the gentry group, the investors and tax elites 

are comparable, the craft class at 10% confirming the view 

that tax value alone was not the only criterion of"wealth. 

While only 6% of craftsmen would qualify as tax elite, 

10% were investors, including James Robertson, tailor in 

Canongate, who paid minimum tax but could subscribe £100 

sterling. Others were Andrew Brown, watchmaker, paying 

tax on 500 merks, " but who had a household of ten, a gross 

estate of £1229 and household inventory of £929 (59), and 

invested £100 also. The range of crafts was wide, from the 

expected goldsmiths, to wrights, a glover, a harness maker 

and a cordiner. 

Comparison is fairly close with the social distribution of 

the elite as derived from taxable wealth, although 96 of 
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the investors would not have qualified as elite on the 

basis of taxation class, demonstrating that, while 

taxation may give a reliable estimate of overall wealth 

distribution, other considerations contribute to a more 

complex concept of wealth as a functional capacity - as 

seems more appropriate both for the period under analysis, 

and for the surviving sources. The merchant and 

professional investor groups were equally disproportionate 

to their relative percentages for the whole population. 

It is clear from examination of the investors that the 

legal and medical professions were fully involved in 

capitalist enterprises not immediately connected with 

their primary professional function. Six members of the 

legal group invested in both Darien Scheme and Bank, 

including David Ramsay, writer in New Kirk (again not a 

'tax-elite'), who pledged £1000 sterling to Darien and 

£10,000 Scots to the Bank and had a net estate of £5712 

(60). However, whether or not he could have honoured his 

pledges is unknown, since he died in 1696. Another heavy 

investor was Sir John Hamilton, Senator of the College of 

Justice, who subscribed £3000 sterling to Darien and £3000 

Scots to the Bank (net estate £13152 (61)). It should be 

noted here that not all of the sums pledged were required 

to be paid initially, for example only 10% of investments 

was collected on the establishment of the Bank of 

Scotland. 

A breakdown of Darien Scheme investment is given in Table 
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2.35, and Greyfriars, Old Kirk and New Kirk provided the 

majority of subscribers, with the larger sums coming from 

these parishes also. The majority of pledges, however, 

were in the range £100 to £500 sterling. The total sum 

pledged was £89,700 sterling -a considerable sum. From 

the distribution of investment by parish the familiar 

pattern emerges once again (Table 2.36), with 18.617 of 

the investors living in New Kirk, 20.347o in Old Kirk, and 

1.13% in Canongate. South Leith provided 8.227, perhaps 

rather more than might have been anticipated, but, as has 

been mentioned above, the nature of the enterprise would 

attract those with seafaring connections. The solitary 

West Kirk investor, the minister David Williamson ('Dainty 

Davie'), displays the apparent lack of investment 

potential in the rural environs of Edinburgh, although it 

is possible that some of the landed gentry owners of 

estates may have been investors but were not identifiable 

as living in Edinburgh. 

The total sum pledged to the Bank of Scotland by Edinburgh 

citizens was £465,600 scots or £38,000 sterling - again a 

fair sum. The parish of residence of 54 of the 76 

investors is known, and of these one lived in Lady Yester 

parish, six in College, five in Greyfriars, eight in New 

Kirk, 15 in Old Kirk, 11 in Tolboth and eight in Tron, 

thus continuing the central concentration of investment. 

Prominent members of the merchant body who were 
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multi-investors included Alex Brand, who pledged £1000 

sterling to Darien, £10,000 Scots to the Bank and £100 

sterling to Newmills. All of the original subscribers to 

Newmills were merchants - no doubt because of their 

practical involvement with merchandising the products as 

well as financing the scheme. For example, the records of 

the Manufactory show that on 28 September 1688 Robert 

Blackwood and George Home negotiated with the Town Council 

for suplying soldiers uniforms. They had been charged to 

'agree with the towne for the soldiers cloaths quhich 

accordingly they have'settled with the toune Tresourer for 

twenty seven shillings sterline for the made coats, the 

toune paying for-the making by and attour the said twenty 

seven shillings sterling' (62). 

Although all three schemes failed, even the Bank of 

Scotland initially, the fact that these people were 

willing to risk finance on a considerable scale must 

confirm the hypothesis that capacity to speculate in this 

way must rank as a function of wealth. It is beyond the 

scope of the present investigation to assess either the 

conduct of, or reasons for failure of, these enterprises, 

but to set them in the context of the uses of wealth in 

terms of an analysis of social and economic structure. It 

has been stated that the Edinburgh merchant elite were the 

leaders in the early years of the seventeenth century in 

developing a system of moneylending and credit (63) and it 

is evident that by the end of the century this was still 
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the case, but that these 'leaders'- encompassed a wide 

social spectrum. (Further evidence regarding moneylending 

will be given below in the analysis of testaments). 

The parish of residence and household size of the investor 

groups have been ascertained and are shown in Table 2.36 

and 2.37 and Figure 2f (which compares household size with 

the general population). 'It is apparent that the bulk of 

the group had large households and generally lived in the 

central areas of the town. The household average for the 

whole Poll Tax was 3( with a maximum of 6-for the known 

households in Old Kirk - see Chapter 1 Table 1.2), and the 

difference between investor elite and total population is 

striking,, with averages of 8-9 in most groups (Table 

2.35). It 'may be of some surprise that 8% of the 

investors lived in South Leith (Table 2.36), not hitherto 

prominent as an area of wealth, but the nature of the 

Darien Scheme was such that speculation by skippers and 

seamen would be expected, although the South Leith 

investors also included a maltman, two soap boilers and a 

minister. The tax classes of the investors are shown in 

Figure 2g, compared with those of inner and greater 

Edinburgh. The physical size of investors' houses is more 

difficult to assess with certainty, but the distribution 

of hearth numbers for those available, compared with the 

general Hearth Tax distribution, is shown in Table 2.38. 

If it is assumed that the hearth distribution of those 
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investors for whom this information is available may be 

extrapolated to the whole group of investors, then the 

contrast between it and the whole population is 

self-evident. No one-hearth dwellings were recorded for 

the investors, although the range was considerable - from 

the two hearths of William Selkirk, writer in Greyfriars, 

to the 16 of merchant Charles Jackson. The number of 

hearths given may not reflect the number of rooms in the 

house, however. Working from English Probate Inventories 

-a rich and rewarding source, sadly lacking for Scottish 

urban historians, Goose has estimated that -a two-hearth 

house contained four to six rooms (64) - although the 

physical constraints of Old Edinburgh would probably 

lessen this number. One (rare) testament which detailed 

the rooms in the house was that of writer to the Signet 

William Thomson (not an investor) who died in 1708 (65). 

His inventory detailed a backroom/bedroom (with hearth), a 

mid room (with hearth), a kitchen/servants bed (with 

hearth) and a dining room - his only notable incidental 

possessions apparently being 'two old swords and a pair of 

rousty pistolls'. However, as was fairly common, he was a 

landlord and on his death was owed some £458 in house 

rentals, including £103 for a house in Mary King's Close. 

This was therefore a three-hearth, four-room house - the 

investors may have had more rooms per hearth, but this is 

not determinable from the available sources. 

As may be expected, therefore, the investor elite shared 
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relatively common lifestyles - the main new point to 

emerge from the study (and that of the general tax 

distribution) being the apparent shift in the geographical 

concentration of wealth from the north and north east, 

towards the central north and south (66). The evidence 

also concurs with Goose's view that wealth 'was shared 

amongst a somewhat broader elite by the later seventeenth 

century' in each of the three towns he considered 

(Cambridge, Colchester and Reading (67)). 

While perhaps of lesser importance, the burgess origins of 

the investor group may further elucidate the 

investigation. This information is known for 27 of the 

'non-elite by tax' investors and 16 were either hereditary 

or marriage burgesses and four 'gratis', suggesting 

perhaps that the status of burgess-ship acquired by means 

other than apprenticeship still held some sway (68). The 

burgess origins of 208 of the whole group are known and 

are shown in Table 2.39. Although the legal apprentice was 

not perhaps strictly comparable to the manufacturing or 

merchant apprentice, the figures demonstrate that even at 

the end of the seventeenth century hereditary and marriage 

burgesses apparently still enjoyed advantages in relation 

to their function in the social hierarchy. 

Clark and Slack state that 'in many towns it was probably 

more common for vacant places in the urban elite to -be 

filled by relative newcomers to the community than by 
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families which had steadily clambered up from its lower 

reaches' (69). However, the present evidence of burgess 

origins shows that family connection, if not in the sense 

of direct dynastic progression, still played a part, 

although there was broadening of the elite to include most 

socio-economic groups. 

The economic activities of the investors will be assessed 

in relation to economic and occupational structure, but 

for the purposes of assessment of wealth, the differences 

between tax and investor elites are evident, though 

admittedly many individuals qualified for both groups. Of 

the 528 elite by tax households, 263 were active investors 

in the three schemes assessed (although some may have been 

missed because of the physical condition of some of the 

Poll Tax returns, where names were not always 

determinable). 

Finally, in relation to the investors, council service by 

merchants and craftsmen may be expected to show strong 

input from this group, and the council service of the 

investors between 1689 and 1714 has been ascertained. 

Fourteen of the craft investors and eight surgeons i. e. 22 

out of 74 individuals served on the council on a total of 

74 occasions, one of whom, John Knox, surgeon to Edinburgh 

Castle, served on six occasions. In the case of the 

merchants, 57 out of 156 served on 213 occasions, showing 

the still oligarchic nature of town government, with two 
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merchants serving on ten occasions and merchant George 

Warrender on eleven. 

To summarise, when compared with the tax groups, the 

investors were generally, although by no means 

exclusively, in the upper tax classes, they tended to have 

large households and fairly large houses, were well 

represented on the Town Council, but were, not directly 

comparable to the 'elite-by-tax' group discussed earlier 

in this chapter. Testamentary evidence on the wealth of 

this group will be given below. 

The lawyers, hitherto an under-researched and rather 

shadowy group, featured prominently both in the- tax and 

investor elites. Perhaps one reason why they have been 

rather neglected in the context of urban history is that 

they were precluded from membership of the Town Council or 

civic office, apart from the post of Town Clerk, although 

they could influence matters concerning the Kirk by 

participating in. -Kirk Sessions. JS Shaw took the view 

that 'the potential the Edinburgh lawyers had as leaders 

in Scotland after the Union (1707) is related more 

properly to their social or class status within the ruling 

order' (70) and it is clear that they intended to play a 

part before this time, if not directly, in municipal 

government, then by injection of finances in order to 

wield some degree of control over merchant activities. No 

doubt Edinburgh's unique status and function in pre-union 
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Scotland ensured a concentration of legal opinion and 

wealth within its walls and chambers to a much greater 

extent than in the smaller burghs, but the legal 

profession's status in relation to the general wealth of 

the Capital is unquestionable. 

N Wilson, in a thesis on the sociology of the Faculty of 

Advocates, saw these individuals as an elite within the 

legal profession which, to this day, 'rejects the world, 

its standards and general social and economic trends' 

(71). Nevertheless, 27 of their number were prepared to 

join the investor group, and, while many of these men came 

from gentry backgrounds, it seems legitimate to include 

them as professionals and not gentry for the present 

purpose. Donaldson has stated that 'the men of law in 

Scotland had all the social, financial and geographical 

factors to equip them to play a part in politics' (72) 

while Durie saw the lawyers as 'of double significance in 

economic terms .... Apart from purchase of estates, they 

were also interested in other areas of investment -a 

readily distinguishable group amongst shareholders in 

banks' (73), and taken together with the evidence from the 

present assessment, it is clear that the lawyers indeed 

formed a strong and active element in the burgh elite of 

Edinburgh. 
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TESTAMENTS AS AN INDICATOR OF WEALTH 

At the outset, it must be pointed out that late 

seventeenth century testaments can only be treated with 

extreme caution as an indicator of wealth, for three 

principal reasons. Firstly, these do not record fixed 

capital in landed estates; secondly, by the later years of 

the century almost all the testaments -recorded in the 

Edinburgh Register of Testaments were testaments dative 

i. e. they did not record debts owed the deceased, and 

therefore only gross estate is determinable; thirdly the 

registration of testaments apparently declined markedly 

during this period. 

With regard to the landed estates, it has been shown that 

landowning was. not a. prominent feature of late seventeenth 

century burgh merchant activity, although the reverse had 

been the case in the early years of the century - this 

evidently mainly acquisition of land in wadset for debt 

rather than for the purpose of setting up personal landed 

estates (74). For example, in 1667 Thomas Calderwood, 

Edinburgh merchant, was granted superiority of extensive 

lands in the north of Scotland 'which formerly belonged to 

George, earl of Caithness and were apprised from him for 

payment of principal sum and annualrents extending in all 

to £5764 of principal sum and £288 of sheriff's fee' (75). 

It has been stated that there was little impact made on 

the land market by merchants before 1740 (76) and it has 

thus been assumed in the context of this analysis that 

191 



landed estates were not significant in merchant wealth, 

and therefore would not greatly alter the pattern of gross 

value. Also, a recent thesis on seventeenth century 

Edinburgh stated that only around 6% of testaments were 

'negative' i. e. the testator died in debt (77), and 

therefore it does not appear that the lack of testaments 

testamentary is detrimental to the overall analysis, 

assuming that the percentage of negative testaments 

remained roughly the same. Di Folco analysed 924 

transactions recorded in the Register of the Great Seal 

between 1593 and 1660 and found that 607 involved 

merchants and 22% lawyers (78). A superficial survey of 

the land transactions in the printed Register from 

1660-1668 showed 49 involving Edinburgh merchants and 70 

Edinburgh lawyers, showing that the roles of the two 

groups had become reversed - perhaps reflecting the 

downturn in merchant fortunes during the economic 

difficulties of the 1690s (79). Although detailed 

analysis of land transactions is not included in this 

thesis, the assumption seems justified that on the whole 

the ownership of landed estates did not form the major 

part of merchant or legal wealth (although holding land in 

wadset was more common). Coutts took the view that 'if 

land had been included in wills a different pattern of 

wealth would have emerged' (80), but while this is most 

likely true of a rural area such as the district of 

Dumfries (the subject of her study), it is not apparently 

so with a concentrated urban area. 
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The growing custom of recording mainly testaments dative 

unfortunately precludes detailed assessment of net worth. 

According to Balfour, the instructions regarding 

commissary court procedures were that 'na debts as awand 

be the deid be insert or ressavit in testaments dative, 

for avoiding of fraud and hurt of the bairnis, or uthers 

havand interes' (81). The inconvenience to future 

historians was not a consideration. Thus, only gross 

value can be considered and gross estate at death may have 

been markedly different from that at the height of 

economic activity during the period in question - Grassby 

states that 'the wealth of a merchant was never a fixed 

quantity' (82). However it was Ripley's view in relation 

to wealth in Gloucester 1660-1700 that 'in spite of the 

vagaries of business transactions, the city residents seem 

to have been reasonably successful in making their 

creditors meet their obligations' (83). It therefore seems 

appropriate to subsume the evidence of gross value in the 

general assessment of wealth and its functions, although 

remembering that the conclusions are mainly 

impressionistic rather than demonstrative of particular 

sums of money owned by any individual. 

Although the registration of testaments apparently 

declined during the later seventeenth century (84) 

sufficient are available to give a general picture as well 

as representative specific examples. 

193 



On this basis therefore, testaments have been assessed in 

relation to (1) inventory and (2) gross wealth and a 

sample of testaments has been compiled as follows: 

(a) the investor group 
n= 150 

(b) council merchants 1689-1714 
n= 15 (+ 10 in group (a)) 

(c) craft councillors 1689-1714 
n=4 (+ 7 in group (a)) 

(d) Masters of the Merchant Company 
n=4 (+ 12 in group (a)) 

(e) Landlords in Tron and Old Kirk 
n= 30 (+ 9 in group (a)) 

(f) Alphabetical Poll Tax sample (D, L, T) 
n= 67 (+ 22 in group (a)) 

This was taken as providing a reasonable sample, 

representative of the general population as far as 

possible. 

Household inventories 

One hundred and sixty-three inventory values (not always 

descriptions) are available, although some may not have 

separated household and trade goods, and the distribution 

of values is shown in Table 2.40. Scottish historians do 

not have the advantages of detailed probate inventories, 

and the Edinburgh testaments tended not to list 

room-by-room contents routinely, but merely mention 

articles of value, and often only a single total for 

'haill insight and plenyshings'. From Table 2.40, there 

was no marked difference between the inventories of the 

investors and the general population sample, the 'other' 

category being somewhat distorted by the £10152 given as 

the inventory value for the duke of Hamilton (85). The 
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range of inventory value given was wide, and therefore the 

averages may be misleading, the range being from as little 

as the £60 household inventory of William Menzies, Writer 

to the Signet (86) - an unusually low figure for a 

professional of his status, and the £15 value of 'house 

and clothes' given for Margaret Binning, widow of musician 

Christopher Barnwall (87), to the many fairly large sums, 

including £600 for John Frank, avdocate, £1618 for 

William Moneypenny, advocate, £2575 for James Scougall, 

Senator of the College of Justice, £2462 for Mr James 

Henderson, writer, £5151 for Sir Francis Grant, Senator 

of the College of Justice. However a few specific 

examples will help to illus''ate the sort of possessions 

deemed to be desirable. 

Books appeared to be a signal of wealth in terms of 

literacy and aesthetics. Sir David Home owned a library 

valued at £400 sterling, and, had some £23738 owed to him 

at his death (88). Yet his innate Calvinist thrift was 

still to the fore, as witnessed by strict instructions in 

his testament: 

'I recommend to my surviveing relatives to bury my body 
without all pomp and vanity only in a decent manner and 
with as little expence as. consistent therewith. And 
recommend to any of my relations who would be comforted 
under their loss to take a more Christian way therein than 
by the to common way of Dirigies in taverns, which suitts 
very ill wih the Lamenting of Deceased relationes and 
sometimes leads to intemperance which is monstrous impiety 
on such an occasione'. 

Sir George Home's library included a quarto bible with 
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silver clasp (broken), Mr Geo Andrew's Sermons and The 

Common Prayer Book of the Church of Scotland (89). 

Further down the social scale, but still in the investor 

group, David Denoon, saddler, owned such literary gems- as 

'A Historicall Defence of the Reformation' and 'A 

Practicall Exposition of the Tenn Commandments' as well as 

a copy of the New Testament in Dutch (90). 

Standards of bodily apparel varied widely, from the well 

dressed William Cochrane, merchant, who owned '12 shirts, 

18 suite of lining, cloth coat, black vest, briches, a big 

stone gray coat with 8 silver buttons, pr of silver 

buckles, 2 wiggs and hatt, 6 pr of stokens. ', valued at £60 

Scots (91); to the brewer Thomas Smith, whose clothes were 

'old and motheiten' (92). A colourful description of the 

wardrobe of William Wilson (93) referred to '. the defuncts 

whole abulziements and body cloaths '- worth £24. In 

general, extensive personal wardrobes do not seem to have 

prevailed, although, of course, the number of testaments 

examined was limited. 

Occasionally rich furniture was detailed, including that 

of John Inglis, advocate (94) who owned 'Rusha lether 

chairs and bedstead, fedder bed, bolyster, cloaths, table, 

courtain and hangings; four little presses for books and 

ane press for paper' and, illustrating the 

multi-functional state of most households even in this 

class - 'two old oxen and two young oxen' (his country 
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house and stock being separately listed). Alexander Duff, 

merchant (95) owned silver worth £S1 sterling, while other 

incidentals included a backgammon table belonging to 

George Fenwick, vintner, along with 20 pairs of 'bowels' 

for the bowling green (96). It appears that most of the 

houses at the upper levels were comfortable but not 

ostentatious - perhaps an indirect reflection of the 

practice of lending rather than spending. 

Coutts has stated that 'it was part of a merchant's 

success that he could afford a doctor and a nurse in time 

of sickness and an expensive funeral' (97) and this is 

borne out in the private papers of Thomas Anderson, 

merchant (98). These include a bill for a family funeral 

in 1691 for £396 17s and another for £450 in 1692 

(compared with legal bills in the same collection of £260 

and £153). The same papers incidentally demonstrate that 

the surgeons and apothecaries made their money by diverse 

means. An account dated 22 January 1691 details '16 doses 

of overguilt purgeing and specific pills for the scurvie' 

at 68s, and a further bill demanded £12 for 'aromaticke 

and sweet smelling potions to your mother-in-law's corps' 

- if the apothecary could not cure, he could profit by 

death also. Wealth therefore included the ability to 

purchase medical treatment, and from this evidence it 

appears that the poorer classes would not be able to 

afford such 'luxuries' as scurvy pills and purges. 
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The presence of ready cash in the house of the deceased 

was not common, and the sums were not usually large, 

although Sir Frances Grant, Senator of the College of 

Justice had £174 in sterling, and Robert Watson, Writer to 

the 'Signet, had £59 lOs 'of ready money lying beside 

him'(99). Silver plate was occasionally noted, but ready 

cash was not apparently kept in many households. This is 

illustrated by the problem faced by the wife of David 

Dickson, physician (100). His testament includes the 

statement that, 'On the day immediately preceding the 

defunct's decease the said Anne Pringle, relict and 

executrix, finding that the ready money was near 

exhausted, thought it necessary to be supplied for proper 

uses whatever might occur, she did borrow from a friend 

upon her own note the sum of £40 sterling'. In this 

regard, evidence is forthcoming that payment in kind was 

still in practice. Alexander Laing, schoolmaster in 

Canongate (101) and landlord, was owed rentals by 19 

tenants, one of whom, Robert Robertson, had part of his 

rent deducted 'for naills and smyth work'. 

In 'relation to inventories therefore, the testaments, 

although deficient as detailed above, and limited in 

number, show a fair span, but not conspicuously different 

in the two groups. The houses of the upper strata (both 

investors and non-investors) were well stocked but not 

luxurious; ownership of books was apparently seen as 

significant; and cash was not abundant in most houses. It 
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was apparently adequate to live in comfort while using 

earned money to earn even more. 

Gross value 

Despite the difficulties and shortcomings of the available 

testamentary evidence, assessment of gross value at death 

should give at least an impression of the range of wealth, 

and, more importantly, the composition of that wealth. 

The distribution of gross values is shown in Table 2.41, 

with the bulk of testaments falling between £1000 and 

£5000, and those in the upper brackets coming 

particularly, as might be expected, in the investor and 

merchant councillor groups, although the sums involved 

were on the whole rather less than those established for 

the earlier years of the century, particularly in relation 

to ready cash (102). The range is too wide to allow for a 

meaningful average to be stated, but the pattern is shown. 

The highest gross value; at over £125,000 was that of 

merchant James Nairn, councillor and investor (103), while 

those at--, the lower end of the spectrum included James Law, 

skipper in Leith at £112 (104) and Eupham Hunter, widow of 

James Dewar, brewer, £116 (105). 

The middle/lower range included Janet Douglas, daughter of 

William Douglas of Pumpherson - £6162 (106); John Frank, 

advocate - £3103 (107); while others in the highest class 

included David -Home £24128 (108); Dr William Eccles - 

£12,000 (109) and Robert Bruce, goldsmith - £21934 (110). 
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This shows the span of wealth across the social groups. 

Hoskins, investigating the estates of Exeter merchants 

from 1564-1618 quotes 26 gross estates valued between £156 

and £7137 sterling (111). Converting these sums to £Scots 

would give a range from £1872 to £86,644, and on this 

basis the Edinburgh merchants fare reasonably well, given 

the relatively poor state of trade and the various failed 

enterprises during the 1690s. 

From Table 2.41 it is clear that the investors, council 

merchants, craft councillors and Masters of the Merchant 

Company were slightly above 'average' in relation to 

percentages of testaments in the range up to £10,000, when 

compared with the landlord and general alphabetical 

samples. Relatively few testaments in any group recorded 

estates of over £11,000, and these were mainly in the 

investor and council merchant groups. In all groups a 

large majority of testaments were in the lower three 

divisions, and if converted to sterling, would mean that 

most estates were under £1000 sterling (with several 

notable exceptions, as already stated). 

The testaments are unforthcoming on the subject of wealth 

related to in-house merchant stock (as will be seen below, 

lent money formed the great majority of almost all the 

gross estates assessed). Of those which did list merchant 

and household goods, there was considerable diversity, so 

that, for example, the testament of skinner William Brown 
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(112) showed, apart from 18 lamb skins - sold at public 

roup for £200, '1 1/2 galls of Nantz brandie, 2 galls of 

Glasgow brandie and 4 sugar loaves weighing 111b'. His 

clothes were 'in the relict's custodie to be maid 

forthecoming to any personne interested'. This would seem 

to indicate a fairly precarious financial balance. 

William Boyd, merchant (113) owned a selection of cloth 

worth some £400 (excluding his 'old tartan nightgown and 

teeth brush'). This included '2 ells of white crape for 

dead cloths, red crape, Musselburgh stuff, green 

worsetting'for apron strings'. 

Robert Drysdale, merchant (114) had a large stock of cloth 

worth £1483, while cordiner Robert Cringean (115), worth a 

total of, £80, had ' ane half hide of leather, 12 prs 

womens shoes, -6 prs of bairnis shoes - 23s pr womens, and 

12s pr bairns' - indicating incidentally the current price 

of footwear in 1728. William Cochrane, merchant (116) 

sold a variety of goods including paper, sugar, thread, 

brushes, flower pots, 'bowles' and tableware. 

Although diversity of occupation is peripheral to the 

present study of wealth, and will be considered in its own 

right, the range of merchant goods is shown, and also that 

in the main the level of merchant stock was not great, 

although of course it is likely that many of these men 

were elderly and had retired from active merchant 

activity. This is illustrated by the rather sad entry for 
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William Leggat, (117) who had 'some old merchant wair in 

the shope not vendable and spoilled'. 

The most significant facet of the testamentary evidence, 

and the most reliable in terms of credible conclusions of 

wealth, relates to moneylending and landlording. It is 

evident that by far the largest component of the wealth of 

most of the group consisted of debts due to them by bonds 

for money lent at interest, or 'annualrent'. According to 

a recent thesis on Edinburgh merchants which described the 

mechanisms of this practice 'the Edinburgh merchant elite 

were the leaders in the early years of the seventeenth 

century in developing a system of moneylending and credit 

within the country' (118), and it is equally clear from 

the present study that legal men, medical men and 

craftsmen were also heavily involved, at least by the 

latter part of the century. Grassby stated that 'small 

scale lending by all classes at very high rates had been 

characteristic of the sixteenth century' and that 'loans 

in the provinces had been supplied by gentry, lawyers and 

even clergymen' (119). In seventeenth century Edinburgh a 

major aspect of functional wealth was indeed the capacity 

to acquire money and lend it out. The total sum of over 

£125,000 due to James Nairn consisted of bonds for money 

lent, while Andrew Bruce, merchant, was owed over £26,000 

in bonds (120). Edward Cleghorn, goldsmith was owed £500 

by Matthew Cumming of Glasgow (121); John Gray, smith in 

North Leith, was owed 100 merks by the Hammermen's 
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Incorporation (122) and Robert Lithgow, gardener in 

Crosscauseway, had lent money to Walter Stewart, merchant, 

and Bethia Dundas, widow of a writer (123). Laurence 

Dundas, Professor of Humanity, was owed some £46,000 in 

bonds, and detailed several legacies in his will (124) 

including £40 for a tombstone for his mother's grave in 

Brechin, and the sum of 9000 merks for 'educating three 

bursars in the Philosophy Colledge in the University'. 

Thirty-three persons owed some £40,000 to Alexander 

Anderson, merchant (information from his private papers 

(125)), and, finally, Robert Carstairs, writer, had a long 

list of creditors from a large area of south and east 

Scotland - Kilspindie, Dysart, Casandowell, Kirktoune, 

Rinisheugh, Kinross, Burntisland, Kirkcaldy, Riggs, Cupar, 

Corstorphine, Livingston, Craighouse, Anstruther, St 

Andrews, Kilconquer, Kincraig, Largo, Luss, Mabie, Ardit, 

Innermay, Stoneyhill, Newton, Pittencrieff, Kincoypell, 

Blairmuir, Nydie, Cowbakie, Greendykes, Renfrew, Moffat, 

Redpath, Lockerbie (126). 

All socio-economic groups appeared to participate in this 

practice, and the amount of cash in circulation was 

apparently considerable - an important aspect of wealth 

not deducible from taxation records. As has been stated 

recently of the earlier part of the century 'Edinburgh was 

already more than a merchants' town ' (127) - this was 

even more the case at the end of the century. Also, in 

relation to merchants in Dumfries 1600-1665, Coutts states 
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that 'the bulk of merchant surplus capital in Dumfries was 

directed, not towards systematic investment, but into the 

provision of credit' (128). 

Finally in relation to testamentary evidence on wealth, 

property rentals featured in several of the statements 

examined. Many of the elites, and also some of the 

non-elites, owned property - for example Robert Penman, 

prominent goldsmith, owned 55 hearths in New Kirk (129). 

Robert Watson, Writer to the Signet (130) was owed rents 

by: -Robert Clark, surgeon - £450 for two years; Reuben 

McCravie, barber, £50 for a half year; Alexander Thomson, 

tailor, £40 for a half year; Alexander Campbell, factor - 

200m for one year; Nicol Somervill, writer, £60 for a 

half year; Alexander Robertson, armourer, £90 for a half 

year, William Marshall, wright, £40 for two years; 

Alexander Cockburne, merchant, £84 for a half year. He 

was also owed rents for lands at Graysmill, Clermiston and 

Meadowfield, as well as money for crops from the 'tennants 

and possessors of the land' at St Leonards. 

Mr James Henderson, writer, was owed £300 in rent from a 

surgeon, an advocate, a merchant and a gardener (131), 

while William Leggat (whose wares were unvendable) was 

owed £600 in rents (132). This concurs with the view that 

'many a middle aged rentier had been an active merchant in 

his youth' (133), and that 'for townsmen trade 

successfully prosecuted might lead to a rentier life and 
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bourgeois comforts' (134). 

As an example of the breakdown of rentals from one 

property, the rents of William Archibald's property in 

1705 are detailed in his private papers and are as follows 

(13S): 

Easter tenement 

Back house - James Wilson and subtenant £118 
East shop - Robert Brown, pursevant £72 
1st storey waste (£133) 
2nd storey - Geö Walker, writer £120 
3rd storey - Alex Lockhart, writer £80 
Little room at back - Anna Lightbody £9 
Eastmost part of 4th storey - Violet Little £20 
Westmost part of 4th storey - Richard Moffat, wigmaker £18 
Little room in the roof - James Weir £0 

West tenement 

Bottom - D. Kilgour, weaver 
Next J. Nowell, barber 
Next - waste 
Next - John Forsyth 

£66 
£106 

£100 

The spread of both social group and rentals is seen here, 

and obviously some of the properties were much more 

desirable, if the rentals are a reflection of the state of 

the accommodation. Further consideration of housing in 

terms of overall social structure will be given in a 

subsequent chapter on that topic, but in the context of 

wealth it is evident that, even although merchant fortunes 

and economic conditions were not at their most favourable 

during this time, many of the elite and non-elite citizens 

of Edinburgh participated - diligently pursuing 

defaulters. For example, the private papers of merchant 

Thomas Anderson (who traded in co-operation with London 
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merchants (136)) sought to evict one of his tenants, 

saying that he had 'personally chalked Robert Mitchell's 

door and charged him to flitt and remove againste the 

tearme of Whitsunday'. 

A final factor in the assessment of functional wealth, and 

which may indicate that the lawyers could play an indirect 

role in the government of Edinburgh, is that of lending 

money to the Town Council. Council records frequently 

refer to sums of money lent for various purposes. For 

example, Thomas Spence, writer, and investor of £1000 

sterling in the Darien Scheme and £6000 Scots in the Bank 

of Scotland, lent £1000 to the council in November 1696 

(137); while David Dalrymple, advocate, lent sums of 12P00 

merks to the town in 1704 and 34000 in 1708 (138). Thus, 

although they could not participate in the day-to-day 

administration of the council's business, apart from 

salaried offices such as Town Clerk, it is not likely that 

they would have lent money for purposes with which they 

were in disagreement, or on which they could not wield 

some degree of influence on the course of action to be 

taken. 

Others who lent sums to the council included William 

Wardrope, litster, who was appointed one of twelve 

firemasters in 1702 and lent 4500 merks in 1711 (although 

not serving on the council during the period) (139); 

Thomas Dalrymple, Doctor of Medicine, who lent £4800 in 
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1710 (140) and Sir Thomas Burnett physician to the Royal 

household, who lent 7000 merks in 1692, as well as holding 

the tack of the meeting house (141). 

Among the merchants to lend money to the council were 

William Neilson, donating 1000 merks in 1712 (142); 

Robert Murray, £5142 in 1712, and George Lind, who lent 

the substantial sum of £1000 sterling to the town in 1708 

to pay for lead pipes for the town water supply (143). 

Other merchants held tacks on various goods, such as Gavin 

Plummer, who acquired the tack on wine for 29,600 merks 

(144) and Thomas Whyte elder, merchant in South Leith, who 

took a tack of imposition on ale in 1690 (145). The 

writer Patrick Campbell also had a tack of imposition on 

wines in the early 1700s (146), and it is clear that those 

with money could use it both to acquire further income 

and, albeit indirectly, to influence the affairs of the 

town - yet another means for the use of wealth. 

To summarise, therefore, the evidence provided by the 

testaments, notwithstanding the difficulties enumerated 

above, has provided abundant evidence of functional wealth 

open to all classes - that function being to acquire and 

actively use money. This type of activity was not 

restricted to the merchant class, but included legal, 

medical and craft individuals. The ability to ingather 

and use money was apparently seen as a status towards 

which to aspire, in the same manner, perhaps, that the 
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poorer sectors of the community strove to keep at least 

one domestic servant. 

To end this section on a perhaps frivolous note, the 

ability to purchase and stomach remedies such as that 

prescribed for Thomas Anderson (147) may be noted as a 

dubious bonus of wealth - 

'Take of the tops of agrimonie, St John's wort, 
maindenhead and dodder, of each ane handfull, of orientall 
leaves twa unces and ane half, of the roots of gentian and 
---- of each 4 drops, of orange pile half ane unce, of 
salt of tartar 4 drops. Steep all this in a quart of 
fresh ale and take about 3 gills of it every morning about 
6 a'cloak'. 

GROUPS WITHIN THE PARISH STRUCTURE 

As a final illustration of the wealth patterns in 

Edinburgh, several smaller groups have been assessed: 

widows, servants, lodgers and council merchants, in order 

to provide some detail on areas other than overall parish 

taxation or hearth numbers. 

Widows 

It was established in relation to household structure that 

the presence of a substantial number of widows was a 

signal of urbanness (Chapter 1) and therefore the tax 

classes of widows in five parishes, covering the urban 

spectrum, are shown in Table 2.42. Here, the usual' 

distribution is maintained, the only perhaps surprising 

note being the high percentage of widows in Canongate in 
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the highest tax class, although the middle two tax classes 

show this parish in its true light. The Canongate widows 

were all in the gentry class, and included Lady Cochrane, 

Lady Graycrook and Lilias Murray 'relict of John Pringle 

of Woodhead'. This maintains the hypothesis that less 

urbanised parishes had a more discrete bipolar 

distribution of wealth. In contrast, the Old Kirk widows 

in the highest tax class included, besides Lady Congleton 

and Lady Pilton, Margaret Lewis, widow of commissary John 

Wishart, Helen Trotter, widow of an advocate, two 

merchants' widows and Jean Campbell, widow of William Law, 

goldsmith, who had valued rent in Lauriston of some £500. 

This is clear illustration that the opportunities for 

widows to maintain their social/financial status were 

wider in the more urban parts of the town. There were, 

however, also many poor widows, the majority in the outer 

areas, who struggled to make ends meet. This is somewhat 

tragically (but undoubtedly commonly for the period) 

illustrated in the testament of James Smith, Clerk to the 

Customs House at Prestonpans (148). His widow's expenses 

were stated to include 'funeral, servants wages, inlyeing 

of a posthume child bringing forth and baptizeing therof' 

- she was forced to borrow 300 merks for immediate 

expenses (the deceased's net estate was £100). A further 

illustration is given in one entry in the Canongate Kirk 

Session records in 1686. This details a plea from a 

distraught widow - 'my-husband George Bulman departed this 

life at 2 o'clock wherefore I humbly beg your goodness to 
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assist me with some charity for buryeing of him tomorrow 

at 2 o'clock - your petitioner shall ever pray' (149). 

The widows in North Leith were evidently poor, and the 

lack of a substantial middle sector is again apparent, 

both North Leith and Canongate faring badly in the second 

lowest taxation class. 

Therefore, the distribution of widows' taxation classes 

illustrates yet again the complexities of life in this 

physically "restricted. area, and also that those widows of 

substance could maintain their status in relation to the 

other sectors of the community.. According to Makey 'it is 

extremely unlikely that any woman, or at least any 

tolerably wealthy woman, actually worked with her hands' 

(150) and it seems from the evidence of taxation that for 

the widows in the central areas it was not absolutely 

necessary for them to do so, although the reverse could 

apply in the suburbs, where domestic service probably 

provided much needed refuge and shelter. 

Servants 

Domestic servants formed a substantial proportion of the 

community, and even apparently poor households often had 

at least one servant, although stating themselves to be 

poor. It was evidently the practice also for families to 

be paid to take in orphaned children as domestic servants. 

For example the Canongate Kirk Session records for 1682 

record that Alex McKenzie, violer, was paid '2 rex 
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dollars' (around £5) for his wife to 'teach Isobel Kid to 

read, work stockings or any other household service that 

is usual in honest families' (151). Wood has stated that 

it was a 'mark of a certain position' to have a servant 

(152), and therefore examination of the servant population 

should give some indications if this assumption is 

well-founded. Tables 2.43 and 2.44 display the wages paid 

to servants by parish and by social group (it was 

established in Chapter 1 that the larger groups of 

servants were to be found in the inner parishes, and this 

examination of wages is a further dimension - indicating 

both the varying rates of pay and also the potential 

spending power of the large servant population as a 

contribution to the overall economic cycle). 

From the distribution of servants' wages, it is apparent 

that Old Kirk, New Kirk and South Leith were relatively 

similar at the lower scale, although the £O-4 class in 

South Leith is very low. However, from £11 upwards South 

Leith begins to lag behind, although it is clear that 

servants wages in the inner town were not generally 

markedly higher than in the suburbs. The majority in each 

of the parishes examined had wages of £0-15. Higher sums 

were often paid to wet nurses, such as the £100 paid to 

the nurse employed by Sir Patrick Home, advocate. As an 

illustration of the servant groups employed by the upper 

strata, Sir Patrick's servants comprised one woman at 

£20; three women at £16, two men at £10, one nurse at £100 
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and Mr Thomas Bowes 'pedigogue' at £80. Thus, in relation 

to the signs of urban wealth, the capacity to employ a 

large group of servants who were paid a variety of wages 

seems to indicate urbanness and wealth, and not the 

practice of employing large numbers of servants at 

universally high wages. As with most parameters, the 

possibility for variety is the mark of the wealthy urban 

situation, whereas the poorer, rural parishes did not have 

this variation, particularly in the middle ranges. Many 

of the North Leith servants were 'a lass' at no money 

wages - in contrast to the 14 servants employed by vintner 

Patrick Steill at wages ranging from £120 paid to David 

Edwards, to two girls and a boy for keep only. 

Table 2.44 shows the pattern of servants wages by social 

group in four parishes. It is abundantly clear that the 

higher wages were being paid by the gentry, professional 

and merchant groups - although these groups had a fair 

number of servants in the lower classes. Few craft 

servants earned over £20, and only one indweller's servant 

earned over £30. This was Margaret Monteith, servant to 

Archibald Brownlie. He is himself designated as 'servant 

in the Coffee House', but kept three female servants and 

one male servant, some of whom no doubt worked in the 

Coffee House also. 

With regard to the position of servants as a function of 

wealth, therefore, the main conclusions are that in 
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general the capacity to keep 

wages rather than one or two 

main factor of urbannes; 

naturally, paid by the upper 

here also many servants were 

cash (payments in kind, such 

in all parishes). 

several servants at varying 

servants at high wages is the 

3. The higher wages were, 

three social groups, although 

paid little or nothing in 

as shoes, were often recorded 

Lodgers 

Lodgers were more numerous in the central areas of 

Edinburgh, and to illusrate their significance in terms of 

wealth, the taxation classes of Old Kirk and North Leith 

lodgers were ascertained and are shown in Table 2.45. 

This provides yet further graphic illustration of the 

taxable significance of the inner areas - all of the 

lodgers in North Leith paid minimum tax, but 40% of Old 

Kirk lodgers were worth over 500 merks, including 

Alexander Murray of Melgund, with £1000 of valued rent, 

and his 'governor' Mr J Dodds, who lodged with Mr David 

Dalrymple, in one of the prominent legal households. 

Others included the writer Andrew Barclay, lodging wih Mr 

Henry Knox, minister. 

Therefore, as with the servant groups, the spread of 

wealth among the central lodgers provides a further 

dimension of the functions of wealth - i. e. to be able to 

own a house suitable to accommodate lodgers from the upper 

social strata. Also, several children of country gentry 
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lodged in Old Kirk while attending school - these would 

not be allowed, in a status conscious society, to lodge in 

inappropriate accommodation. 

Council merchants - 

Finally, those who controlled the governance of the town 

also merit separate consideration. As evident from 

Appendix 3, many of these men were heavily involved, for 

better or worse, in investment. Probably most merchants 

who risked their money did not suffer the fate of John 

Dunlop, who 'died at sea in the India and Africa Co of 

Scotland their Expeditione to Darien' (153) (He had 

pledged £500 sterling as well as taking part in person). 

However, council merchants functioned both as ingatherers 

of wealth and as directors of town affairs. Some 53 

merchants served on the council during the decade of the 

1690s (of around 137 merchant investors). The taxation 

classes of 48 of these men are shown, together with the 17 

(out of 22) masters of the Merchant Company who were 

investo-s given in Table 2.46. 

It is apparent that the council merchants were generally 

in the higher tax classes, although 15% were not, such as 

John Oliver - 500 merks, William Graham - 5000 merks). 

Thus, monetary wealth was not the only passport to civic 

office. The Masters of the Merchant Company were, 

however, almost exclusively in the highest tax bracket. 

Although Ripley's view is that 'wealth, not previously 
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acquired social status, was the main factor determining 

social class in the provincial town' (154), it can be 

equally asserted that the Edinburgh situation was rather 

less simple, overall social functions not entirely 

dependent on monetary wealth alone. 

It appears that council representation was fairly evenly 

distributed in the central parishes. The parish of 

residence of 44 councillors is known - Greyfriars 11, New 

Kirk eight, old Kirk nine, Tolbooth ten, Tron four and 

College two. Tron and College were rather less well 

represented i. e. the eastern quarters of the town. Of the 

Masters of the Merchant Company, seven lived in Old Kirk 

and five in Tolbooth - showing perhaps that the apex of 

merchant wealth was still in the historically richer area 

of the north of the town, while general wealth was moving 

towards the centre and centre-south areas. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter has been concerned with an examination of 

wealth in late seventeenth century Edinburgh. Because of 

the nature and imperfections of the surviving sources, 

this examination has taken the form of a detailed 

assessment of the functions of wealth rather than an 

attempt to determine individual monetary values alone. 

This seems a more appropriate method of enquiry, in 

keeping with the circumstances of the period as well as 

the extant documentation. Wealth can be seen to function 
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on several levels, from, at the one extreme, the many poor 

householders who strove to keep a domestic servant or own 

a few books, to, at the other, the wealthy multi-investors 

and those who influenced and directed the affairs of the 

town. The main general points to emerge are, firstly, 

that wealth in its broadest sense was not a privilege 

exclusive to merchants - participation in at least some of 

the many manifestations of wealth was possible for members 

of most socio-economic groups. Secondly, while some 

facets of wealth such as house rentals and residences of 

council merchants, tended towards the historical heart of 

old Edinburgh, the overall patterns of wealth showed a 

geographical as well as social shift in balance - from 

north-east merchants to centre-south merchants, lawyers, 

craftsmen and other professionals. 

Many of the available sources are imperfect, must be 

treated with caution and provide only general impressions, 

but if they are used to display potential status and 

function rather than to make claims as to individual 

wealth, then it seems that the conclusions reached on this 

basis provide a fair estimate of the prevailing trends and 

patterns of the period. There are difficulties with the 

demography of Edinburgh during the later decades of the 

seventeenth century, principally because of the lack of 

comprehensive sources, but the recent claim that it 

'seemed unwise to become involved in the decades 

immediately preceding the union' (155) seems rather 

defeatist. 
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The available sources may be fewer and less than perfect, 

there were indeed economic and political traumas affecting 

the lives of Edinburgh's citizens, but the population did 

not cease to function and the surviving evidence must be 

taken as a challenge to find ways in which the best 

possible analysis may be provided. 
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Table 2.2 

AVERAGE WEALTH PER HOUSEHOLD 

PARISH 
--------- 

MEAN MAX MEAN MIN MEAN OF MEANS 
----- 

College 
------------- 

2579 
------------- 

1580 
------------- 

2079 

Greyfriars 3086 1375 2230 

Lady Yester 1456 699 1077 

New Kirk 5408 3349 4378 

Old Kirk 4142 2626 3384 

Tolbooth 3779 1912 2845 

Tron 2993 1760 2376 

West Kirk 382 143 262 

Canongate 1762 658 1210 

North Leith 300 58 179 

South Leith 
------- 

655 167 411 
------ 

Total 
-------------- 

2413 
------------- 

1302 
------------- 

1857 

Source: Poll Tax 
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TABLE 2.4 

DISTRIBUTION OF 501-5000 MERK TAXPAYERS BY SOCIAL GROUP 

GROUP GREYFRIARS NEW KIRK NORTH LEITH 

Gentry 110 

Professional 060 

Merchant 40 22 6 

Craft 28 14 3 

Military/Civic 010 

Indweller 522 

------------------------------------------------- 

TOTAL 74 46 11 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 2.5 

PERCENTAGES OF 'RICH' AND 'POOR' HOUSEHOLDS IN EACH PARISH 

PARISH RICH POOR 
--------------- 
College 

---------- 
35 

------- 
65 

Greyfriars 42 58 
Lady Yester 22 78 
New Kirk 60 40 
Old Kirk 50 50 
Tolbooth 54 46 
Tron 40 60 
West Kirk 10 90 
Canongate 25 75 
North Leith 7 93 
South Leith 14 86 

Source: Poll Tax 

Table 2.6 

AVERAGE TAX DUE BY HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

PARISH TAX 

-------------- ---- 
£ 

----- 
s 

---- 
d 

College 3 0 4 
Greyfriars 2 18 0 
Lady Yester 1 14 0 
New Kirk 6 2 1 
Old Kirk 5 0 9 
Tolbooth 3 15 0 
Tron 3 13 0 
West Kirk 0 13 0 
Canongate 1 17 10 
North Leith 0 11 0 
South Leith 0 17 0 

-------------- 
All Parishes 

---- 
2 

----- 
11 

--- 
0 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 2.7 

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES OF 'ELITE' 
HOUSEHOLDS IN EACH PARISH 

PARISH NUMBER 7 OF % OF 
PARISH ELITE 

------------- 
College 

--------- 
60 

---------- 
12.37 

---------- 
11.36 

Greyfriars 51 9.88 9.65 

Lady Yester 14 5.01 2.65 

New Kirk 81 22.37 15.34 

Old Kirk 110 20.22 20.83 

Tolbooth 70 15.25 13.25 

Tron 81 15.69 15.34 

West Kirk 24 2.29 4.54 

Canongate 24 6.57 4.54 

North Leith 0 0.00 0.00 

South Leith 13 1.97 2.46 
------------- 
Total 

-------- 
528 

----------- 
100.00 

--------- 
100.00 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 2.12 

DISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH OF MEMBERS OF INCORPORATED CRAFTS 

TAX LEVEL 

0- 99m 100-4999m 5000-9999m 10,000m+ 

CRAFT n (7. ) n (7. ) n (7. ) n 
- 

(7. ) 

------ ------------- 
Bakers 

---- 
45 

---------- 
(49.45) 

----- 
45 

--------- 
(49.45) 

---- 
1 

--------- 
(1.09) 

--- 
- - 

(n=91) 
Bonnetmakers 8 (100.00) - - - - - - 
(n=8) 
Fleshers 17 (44.75) 20 (52.73) - - 1 (2.63) 
(n=38) 
Furriers 1 (100.0) - - - - - - 
(n=1) 
Goldsmiths 1 (5.55) 7 (38.88) 4 (22.22) 6 (33.33) 
(n=18) 
Hammermen 102 (57.30) 70 (39.32) 3 (1.68) 3 (1.68) 
(n=178) 
Masons 33 (73.33) 9 (20.00) 1 (2.22) 2 (4.76) 
(n-45) 
Shoemakers 137 (79.99) 36 (20.80) - - - - 
(n=173) 
Skinners 15 (36.58) 22 (56.35) 1 (2.43) 3 (7.31) 
(n=41) 
Surgeons 3 (12.50) 5 (20.83) 8 (33.33) 8 (33.33) 
(n=24) 
Tailors 203 (66.55) 94 (30.81) 6 (1.96) 2 (0.65) 
(n=305) 
Waulkers 16 (66.68) 7 (29.16) - - 1 (4.18) 
(n= 24) 
Weavers 66 (79.51) 17 (20.48) - - - - 
(n=83) 
Wrights 110 (64.32) 51 (29.82) 7 (4.09) 3 (1.75) 
(n=171) 

- ----- ------------ 
Total 

----- 
757 

---------- 
(62.92) 

----- 
386 

------ -- 
(32.08) 

--- 
31 

--------- 
(2.57) 

---- 
29 

--- 
(2.41) 

(n=1203) 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 2.19 

TOTAL TAX DUE FROM EACH PARISH 

PARISH TOTAL STATED TAX CALCULATED FROM 
ON RECORD HOUSEHOLD DETAILS 

---- 
£s d £ s d 

--------- 
College 

-------------- 
2051 0 

------ 
2 

---------- 
2043 

---- 
13 

----- 
0 

Greyfriars 2366 13 6 1819 0 8 

Lady Yester No record 673 9 8 

New Kirk 3033 7 10 2619 3 10 

Old Kirk 3447 10 4 3550 17 2 

Tolbooth 2733 17 4 2734 19 4 

Tron 3016 19 6 3295 19 8 

West Kirk 1611 19 6 1563 11 4 

Canongate No record 1079 17 8 

North Leith 234 3 8 275 15 8 

South Leith No record 1074 5 0 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 2.29 

HEARTHS ON CHARITY BY PARISH 

PARISH HEARTHS ON PERCENTAGE 
CHARITY OF HEARTHS 

------------- 
College 

-------------- 
46 

-------------- 
3.59 

Greyfriars 78 3.45 
New Kirk 31 1.77 
Old Kirk 110 4.01 
Tolbooth 58 3.72 
Tron 73 2.86 
West Kirk 48 1.94 
Canongate 48 2.87 
North Leith 40 5.78 
South Leith 65 2.84 

Source: Hearth Tax 

Table 2.30 

HEARTHS PER. HOUSEHOLD IN VARIOUS GROUPS 

HEARTHS 

GROUP 1234 5+ AVERAGE 
----------------------------------------------- 
New Kirk Professionals 68 12 794.00 
(n=42) 

New Kirk Merchants 
(N=32) 

42 10 10 6 5.12 

Darien Scheme Merchants 
(n=32) 

Sources: Hearth Tax 
Appendix 3 

0098 15 5.34 
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Table 2.32 

VALUED RENTALS FOR INNER EDINBURGH 

BOUNDS VALUE NO OF HOUSES % OF TOTAL VALUE VALUE/ 
HOUSEHOLD 

-- ------- 
1 

-------- 
£13022 

------------- 
237 

------------------ 
7.24 

---------- 
£54 

2 25933 311 14.49 83 

3 30511 330 17.02 92 

4 11833 215 6.58 55 

5 29324 375 16.32 78 

6 18319 273 10.21 67 

7 36239 536 20.17 68 

8 14382 314 8.00 45 

Source: Stent Roll 1699 
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Table 2.34 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTORS AND TAX-ELITE 
BY SOCIAL GROUP 

GROUP INVESTORS TAX ELITE WHOLE POPULATION 
--- ------------- 

Gentry 
---------- 

1.94 
------------ 

24.24 
---------------- 

5.80 
Professional 42.33 37.31 13.98 
Merchant 43.45 31.25 11.94 
Craft 10.30 6.06 32.34 
Military 1.94 1.13 2.89 
Indweller 0.00 0.00 32.75 

Sources: Appendix 3 
Poll Tax 

Table 2.35 

DISTRIBUTION OF DARIEN SCHEME INVESTMENT BY PARISH 

Investment (£ Sterling) 

PARISH 100 200 3-500 600-1000 1-2000 3-4000 
----- ------------ 

College 
----- 

9 
------ 

8 
------- 

2 
---------- 

1 
-------- 

0 
--- 

0 
Greyfriars 13 6 4 0 1 0 
Lady Yester 1 1 0 0 0 0 
New Kirk 19 12 4 2 1 1 
Old Kirk 10 6 10 1 3 1 
Tolbooth 7 6 5 4 4 0 
Tron 8 6 5 2 1 0 
West Kirk 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Canongate 4 0 0 0 0 0 
North Leith 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South Leith 12 2 3 0 1 0 

--- ----------- 
Total 

----- 
84 

------ 
47 

-------- 
33 

---------- 
10 

-------- 
11 

---- 
2 

Sources: Appendix 3 
Poll Tax 
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Table 2.36 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTORS BY PARISH 

PARISH NO 
= --------------- 

College 
- ------- 

24 
--------- 

10.38 
Greyfriars 28 12.12 
Lady Yester 5 2.16 
New Kirk 43 18.61 
Old Kirk 47 20.34 
Tolbooth 34 14.71 
Tron 26 11.25 
West Kirk 1 0.43 
Canongate 4 1.73 
North Leith 0 0.00 
South Leith 19 8.22 

Sources: Poll Tax 
Appendix 3 

Table 2.37 

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE OF INVESTORS BY SOCIAL GROUP 

GROUP 
------------- 

N 
----------- 

AVE 
--------- 

Gentry 15 9.40 
Legal 58 7.89 
Medical 29 8.31 
Merchant 83 8.43 
Craft 29 6.24 
------------- 
Total 

----------- 
214 

--------- 
8.25 

Average for entire Poll Tax 3.27 
Average for complete 
households in Old Kirk 6.08 

Sources: Poll Tax 
Appendix 3 
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Table 2.38 

HEARTHS PER HOUSEHOLD IN INVESTOR GROUP 

HEARTHS 

GROUP 12345 6+ 
---------------------------------------------------------- 

Investors 02 14 13 11 27 
(3.75%) (22.23%) (20.63%) (11.11) (42.89%) 

Whole (58.81%) (16.42%) (9.48%) (6.02%) (3.72%) (5.27%) 
Population 

Source: Hearth Tax 
Appendix 3 

Table 2.39 

BURGESS ORIGINS OF INVESTOR GROUP 

GROUP 

--------- 
FATHER 

----- 
WIFE APPRENTICESHIP GRATIS OTHER 

Merchant 
--- 

37 
---------- 

23 
---------------- 

23 
--------- 

13 
------ 

30 
(n=126) 
Legal 5 5 0 12 15 
(n=37) 
Craft 8 2 11 2 1 
(n=24) 
Medical 6 6 7 4 0 
(n=23) 
Other 0 0 0 1 0 
(n=1) 

------ -- 
TOTAL 

--------- 
56 

---------- 
36 

---------------- 
41 

--------- 
32 

------- 
46 

(n=211) (26.54) (17.06%) (19.43%) (15.16%) (21.89%) 

Sources: Appendix 3 
Burgess Roll 
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Table 2.40 

INVENTORY VALUES IN VARIOUS GROUPS 

MERCHANT PROFESSIONAL CRAFT OTHER 

GROUP n ave 
- 

n ave n ave n ave 
- - --------------------- 

Investors 30 2291 
-------------- 

27 1359 
---------- 

5 450 
---------- 

2 650 

Full sample 67 1530 2 1403 19 785 15 1329 

Sources: Edin Tests 
Edin Tests 
Edin Recs 
Appendix 3 

Total n= 163, average £1185 
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TABLE 2.42 

TAX CLASSES OF WIDOWS 

PARISH- 0-499m 500-4999m 5000-9999m 
10,000m+ 
------ ------- 
Greyfriars 

------------ 
41 

---------- 
25 

----------- 
3 

----------- 
9 

(n=78) (52.56%) (32.05%) (3.84%) (11.53%) 

New Kirk 13 13 5 6 
(n=37) (35.13%) (35.137) (13.51%) (16.21%) 

Old Kirk 43 24 10 13 
(n=90) (47.77%) (26.66%) (11.11%) (14.44%) 

Canongate 25 7 0 6 
(n=38) (65.78%) (18.42%) (0.00%) (15.78%) 

North Leith 42 2 0 0 
(n=44) (95.45%) (4.54%) (0.00%) (0.00%) 

Source: Poll Tax 
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Table 2.45 

TAX CLASSES OF LODGERS 

PARISH 0-499m 500-4999m 5000-9999m 10,000m+ 
----------- 
Old Kirk 

----------- 
83 

----------- 
24 

------------- 
15 

----------- 
16 

(n=138) (60.14%) (17.39%) (10.86%) (11.59%) 

North Leith 14 
(n=14) (100.00%) 

Source: Poll Tax 

Table 2.46 

TAX CLASSES OF COUNCIL MERCHANTS 

GROUP 0-499m 500-4999m 5000-9999m 10000m+ 
- ------------- 

Councillors 
-------------------- 

02 
------------- 

5 
----- 

41 
(n=48) (4.16%) (10.41%) (85.41%) 

Masters 00 1 16 
(n=17) (5.86%) (94.41%) 

Sources: Poll Tax 
Edin Recs 
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Figure 2f 

INVESTOR GROUP - HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
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Figure 2g 

INVESTOR GROUP -TAXATION CLASS 
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CHAPTER 3 

ECONOMIC STRUCTURE 

Analysis of economic structure and activities is central 

to the investigation of any town, and this is particularly 

true of early modern, pre-industrial towns, where 

classification and description of occupation and 

production must be made in the light of contemporary 

perceptions of status and function, and not according to 

late twentieth "century views on the definition of 

occupations and business activities. 

METHODS OF ANALYSIS DEFINITIONS AND SOURCES 

Much debate has taken place among historians as to, the 

best method for classifying pre-industrial occupations, 

and the merits of several systems have been discussed. 

These range from the contemporary classification of 

Gregory King (1) (which must be accorded some significance 

in relation to seventeenth century notions of society), 

although this was probably an assessment of occupation as 

indicator of social status rather than of economic 

function, to more recent theories put forward by Patten 

and others, who attempted to produce classification by 

type-of-product and type-of-activity, for example, - food 

and drink, clothing, building, manufacture, distribution, 

retail, service. (2) All of these systems have some 

merit, in providing detailed information on the types and 

distribution of various occupational groups, and give 
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valuable information on the relative importance of 

different activities in various geographical areas. Such 

a method has recently been utilised by Whyte in an 

examination of Scottish burgh occupations based on the 

Poll Tax returns for the 1690s (3). 

A major problem with systems based on rigid 

compartmentalisation of occupations is that during the 

pre-industrial period many people followed more than one 

occupation, for example, in the sprawling, rural West Kirk 

parish which surrounded inner Edinburgh, many householders 

gave their occupation as weaver/cottar or tailor/cottar. 

These individuals generally did not pay tax at the 

time-served craft rate, and evidently were part-time 

tradesmen and part-time cottars. Thus they could be 

included in overall numbers of, for example, tailors and 

weavers, classified as clothing trades, and also as 

producers of food. Also, most systems have not, for 

reasons of lack of information, been able to classify 

women's occupations to the same extent (few women on the 

Poll Tax have stated occupations). Many women, as well as 

working as domestic servants, would have been occupied in 

weaving and other out-working tasks, and some females had 

charge of large brewing concerns, although the number of 

female brewers had diminished considerably over the 

preceding century. One such was Widow Boog, who 

maintained a large household and carried on her late 

husband's brewery business (4). 
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It is evident from the Poll Tax that female domestic 

servants formed a significant group, and would have 

performed a variety of tasks in the household, and 

probably also in workshops and inns. The notion of 

single-occupation was still relatively uncommon during 

this period, although in the professional sector (law, 

medicine, education) the various professional groups 

ostensibly followed a single occupation which was not 

contributed to by other members of the household, with 

perhaps the exception of male domestic servants in legal 

households. However, a further complication presents 

itself with analysis of the emergent professional classes. 

While these comprised single-occupation, qualified service 

practitioners, their activities in the areas of 

moneylending, property ownership and rental, and 

investment constitute another facet of a complex situation 

(5). It is not unreasonable to class these pursuits as, 

occupations, as they did provide a major source of income, 

particularly for the lawyers, whose main revenues seem to 

have accrued from ° extra-professional rather than 

professional activities (6). 

In terms of dual or multi-occupation therefore, there 

seems to have been a fairly major division between those 

in the lower social strata who functioned part-time in 

perhaps two or more productive capacities of a practical 

nature, with a visible or consumable end product, in 
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household-based ventures, and the upper levels and 

professionals, who followed one of the service 

professions, but were often active in other 'invisible' 

areas of 'production' also. While the hypothesis that 

multi-manual occupation was a feature of the lower social 

levels in pre-industrial -towns is still credible, the 

'sidelines' practised by the upper strata must be borne in 

mind. The main difference between the multi-occupations 

of professionals and manual workers was that in the case 

of the professionals, household input was much more 

restricted, and the end product may not have been 

'visible' as goods. 

This is only one of the problems associated with any 

attempt to quantify or describe occupational patterns 

using a 'class' system. The Poll Tax, one of the main 

sources for this assessment, listed only one occupation 

for each householder, but this must have concealed a large 

number of dual-occupations. Thus, any conclusions reached 

solely on the evidence of the Poll Tax must be treated 

with some caution, although the detailed information which 

is available does provide the only available comprehensive 

survey of occupations for the period under review. 

Furthermore, definitions of particular occupations may not 

necessarily correlate between the seventeenth and 

twentieth- centuries. This. is particularly the case in 

relation to the large and amorphous body of 'merchants' 

274 



who plied their various wares in greater or lesser 

quantities within the town and abroad. Whereas nowadays 

the. term 'merchant' more usually refers to a substantial 

wholesale business, with no manufacturing function, 

seventeenth century merchants included all stages, from 

large-scale business empires merchandising many different 

goods, to booth keepers and small peddlars pushing crude 

handcarts through Edinburgh's crowded wynds and closes 

(7). It is probable that many of the smaller merchants 

participated in or supervised manufacturing also. Thus, 

to compartmentalise as one unit those who described 

themselves as 'merchant' is to agglomerate a widely 

divergent group in terms of substance and function. 

However, other information relating to household size and 

financial activities can be correlated with the stated 

occupation, in order to produce a more realistic 

distribution and description of occupation. 

It is clear also that certain occupations also presumed 

certain social functions or status. For example, a 

fairly small group of substantial merchants effectively 

controlled the daily lives of all the citizens of 

Edinburgh, since they dominated the oligarchical Town 

Council. Although there had been statutory craft 

representation since the Decreet Arbitral of 1583 (8), the 

configuration of the council and methods of election meant 

that the small merchant group essentially directed 

affairs. The burgeoning and wealthy legal profession were 
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excluded from direct political power, apart from service 

on the Kirk Session, although they did frequently lend 

large sums of money to the council, and in that way must 

have indirectly influenced council policy (9). Therefore, 

to state one's occupation as 'merchant' inferred 

particular social status (in the same manner as the 

ability to keep a domestic servant had significance even 

for the poorest - see chapter 1) - perhaps one reason why 

small booth traders and the like designated themselves as 

merchants, although in many cases being poorer than 

craftsmen, of whom there were many who enjoyed levels of 

wealth equal to the most substantial merchants. These 

included the goldsmith Robert Bruce, who left a gross 

estate of over £21000 Scots and subscribed £150 sterling 

to the Darien Scheme, and tailor George Livingston, who 

invested £400 sterling -a considerable sum. Other craft 

investors included a harness-maker, a watchmaker, a 

glazier and a baker (see Appendix 3). Although the 

numbers of craft investors were much smaller than the 

merchant and legal groups, nevertheless it is clear that 

the social aspirations and status of some craftsmen-could 

equal and surpass those of the middling and lesser 

merchants. 

However, in spite of all the difficulties, several sources 

survive which provide a reasonable impression of the 

occupational and economic structure of Edinburgh, although 

the occupations of the considerable substratum of poor are 
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not directly available. It is almost certain, though, 

that the subtaxation groups comprised mainly labourers and 

other workmen, domestic servants, ale and fruit wives and 

other casual pursuits together with the transient, but 

large and problematical, groups of itinerant and destitute 

poor. 

The Poll Tax is again the main source, as most of the 

parish lists give the householder's occupation, and 

usually that of any lodgers present. This, together with 

relevant taxpaying details, should give a clearer 

impression of the distribution and levels of occupations 

than would be obtained by assessing stated occupation in 

isolation, for the reasons detailed above. Comparative 

occupational distributions will also be made from 

assessment of the Hearth Tax list and other taxation rolls 

and the Burgess roll, together with information on 

individuals where available, for example, from private 

papers and port records. Burial registers will also be 

used to provide a further assessment, one which should be 

more comprehensive, given the nature of the source, 

unrelated to wealth or socio-economic status (10). 

As well as a basic numerical distribution of occupations, 

an attempt will be made to provide a comprehensive 

classification of occupation. The available sources will 

also allow assessment of the distribution and variety of 

professional occupations, hitherto usually given the 
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umbrella' label of professional, although including 

lawyers, doctors, surgeons, teachers, clergymen and 

others, who have often been rather neglected in favour of 

analyses of merchants. Chapter 4 will provide information 

on the size and occupational structure of the burgess 

community as compared with the community at large, and 

will be a useful 'snapshot' picture to complement previous 

investigations of the burgess and merchant groups over 

periods of time. Although it has been stated that 

registration of apprentices declined over the later 

seventeenth century (11) many apprentices were listed as 

such on the poll tax but did not appear in the apprentice 

register, and their occupations and place of origin will 

be discussed. 

Before any analysis can be undertaken, it is important to 

establish what is inferred by the term 'occupation'. 

Nowadays, the term implies a trade or profession carried 

out away from the home, for fixed daily hours, and 

separate from the other aspects of an individual's life. 

However, this was not the case in the seventeenth century, 

where often the place of work was the home, wives and 

other -family members participated in the tasks, and 

several occupations may have been pursued. It is probable 

that most of the lesser craftsmen and labourers also still 

had small plots which they cultivated in order to 

supplement their incomes and food supplies, and this 

practice apparently extended to the upper classes, as 
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evidenced by the household inventory of a member of the 

upper echelons of the legal profession, which listed (in 

relation to his town house - his country house was 

separately detailed) - 'ane old white horse and ane old 

black horse' as well as sundry implements suited to a 

small farming plot. (12). However, the stated occupation 

will be under consideration, and will be assumed to refer 

to any means of obtaining subsistence, be it by 

professional, merchant, craft or 'unearned' (gentry) 

method. This wider definition will allow a fuller picture 

to be obtained of the occupational structure of the whole 

town, including the gentry. 

To this end, the following groups have been included in 

the overall 'employed' total: 

1. All heads of household with stated occupation, 

including women 

2. All lodgers with stated occupation 

3. All apprentices - not strictly wage-earning but forming 

a significant group 

4. All domestic servants, male and female 

5. All gentry/titled householders (income may have been 

unearned, i. e. from land, but nevertheless has been 

included in this analysis). 

The assessment therefore covers the entire pollable 

population, apart from: 

1. Children 
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2. Wives 

3. Widows with no stated occupation 

4. Lodgers with no stated occupation 

5. Householders with no stated occupation, or where the 

occupation was illegible or unavailable due to erosion of 

the tax lists (the lists for North and South Leith were 

particularly uninformative on many occasions). 

A further group which has also been omitted from the 

detailed survey is those who designated themselves 

'indweller'. This is a particularly difficult group to 

classify, with little direct information available as to 

their social status or economic function. However the 

inference from the Poll Tax and Hearth Tax rolls is that 

those thus designated were generally in the lower 

socio-economic groupings, although they did appear at all 

social levels. It was decided that to include indwellers, 

or others with no stated occupation in a 'miscellaneous' 

group would distort the picture rather more than if no 

unstated occupations were included, although this also has 

inherent problems. For the analysis of wealth and 

household structure in chapters 1 and 2, those with no 

occupation or designated indweller were included in the 

general classification of 'indweller', and it was seen 

that the great majority of these were in the lower tax 

brackets and usually lived in one-hearth dwellings (13). 

Therefore it must be assumed that these people would in 

general fulfil low-status, manual occupations, and 
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consequently the percentages and numbers ý in such 

occupational groups will be slightly higher than those 

enumerated below, with marginal underrepresentation in the 

higher status occupational groups. There are 

disadvantages both in including and excluding a 

'miscellaneous' group, but it is asserted that to exclude 

them is less distorting than to include them in the 

present analysis. 

Most dictionary definitions of 'indweller' merely relate 

to a person residing in a particular place (14), and it 

may be that many of the Edinburgh 'indwellers' were not 

natives of the town, but migrant labourers and others who 

did not reside permanently in the town. There is some 

evidence from testaments that the few higher status 

indwellers did have homes elsewhere, and, like many of the 

gentry and aristocracy, owned a 'town house' in the 

capital. For example, the testament of Mungo Campbell, 

listed as 'indweller' in the Poll Tax, describes him as 

'residenter in Edinburgh' (15), but goes on to give 

inventories for both his Edinburgh house and one in 

Burnbank, worth a total of £1892. He was also in the 

moneylending business, being owed sums by a Writer to the 

Signet in London, and a Colonel in the Foot Guards, 

indicating a fairly high social level, and contacts over a 

wide geographical area. Evidence that some indwellers 

were migrants from a , considerable distance comes from the 

testament of William Brown 'residenter in Edinburgh' (16). 
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This details various relatives living in Middlesex, and a 

niece in the City of London. He was owed £20 sterling 

'contained in a debenture note granted by the 

Commissioners of Equivalent payable to the defunct upon 

the second class of the Civill List', again indicating 

financial activities and social contacts south of the 

border. However, the other end of the spectrum is shown in 

the testament of Archibald Clyde 'indweller in 

Edinburgh', whose inventory was a mere £6, and who was 

owed a total of some £60 on his death (17). A further 

testament for indweller Abraham Pargillis (18) showed a 

similar lack of substance. Therefore, while information on 

indwellers is difficult to obtain, it seems that in 

general they were of lower socio-economic status, with a 

few exceptions. 

Using the criteria detailed above, 9606 occupations are 

determinable for analysis, i. e. 46% of the entire polled 

population, or 61% of the adult population. Thus, a 

fairly comprehensive survey of occupations is possible, 

with a total of only some 1200 adults (6% of the entire 

polled population, or 8% of the adult population) where 

the occupational status is not known. Therefore, 

exclusion of the indweller group could at most distort the 

percentage of the lower occupation groups by around only 

8%, which seems more acceptable than including an 

amorphous group of 1200 indviduals as a separate 

'miscellaneous' occupational group, which would form one 
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of the largest groups and could not be adequately 

described or classified. These undesignated and 

'indweller' citizens predominantly inhabited the outer 

suburbs, and it may be assumed that few would be involved 

in the -merchant or professional groups. The accuracy of 

the assessment will therefore increase towards the inner 

areas of the town. 

The following analyses will be made: 

1. Overall survey from Poll Tax, including detailed parish 

comparisons and assessment of numbers in the various 

incorporated crafts. 

2. Occupational classification by type of activity and 

type of product. 

3. Occupational structure as derived from other sources. 

4. Comparison of occupational distribution in mid and late 

seventeenth century. 

OVERALL OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE 

Appendix 4 details the occupations of some 9600 adults, of 

whom roughly one-third were female - the female domestic 

servants alone accounting for 34% of the total productive 

(in its widest sense) capacity of greater Edinburgh. It 

may be argued that their inclusion distorts the picture, 

but these women were employed, they provided services as 

well as helping in craft work, they had to be fed and 

clothed, affecting many craft and manufacturing trades, 

and cannot be ignored. While the inclusion of large 
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numbers of domestic servants will mean that many 

occupations will appear as very small percentages of the 

total workforce, this will give a more accurate overall 

picture of the economic situation. A more 'traditional' 

comparison will be made below with the hearth tax and 

other taxation and burgess registers. 

Married women frequently carried on their husband's 

business after being widowed, and presumably had played an 

active role in the enterprise prior to their husband's 

demise. One example was Mrs Anderson, who controlled a 

large printing enterprise, and featured in the import 

records as importing paper in her own right, and not 

through a merchant. Her testament includes a detailed 

inventory of her business premises, and indicated a fairly 

large-scale operation, with many books in stock and a 

total inventory value of £11,014 5s lid (19). 

The Poll Tax for greater Edinburgh lists some 180 

different occupations (see Appendix 4), from advocate to 

workman. Many of these were peculiar to the unique status 

of Edinburgh as a national capital and royal residence, 

although the crown had migrated south almost a century 

previously. These included the royal wardobe master, 

master of the revels, unicorn pursuivant, keeper of the 

signet, engraver to the mint and royal physician. The 

legal profession also had significant representation, 

accounting for 349 men, 3.637. of the employed population. 
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This compares with 379 merchants and 22 vintners (4.10%) 

showing that, numerically at least, the legal profession 

was on a par with the merchants. This is markedly in 

contrast to the figures given for the 1635 annuity tax 

roll, where an alphabetical sample of surnames A-D lists 

147 merchants and 88 'professionals' - presumably 

including legal, clergy and education. (20). If the 

totals for the legal, medical, teaching and clerical 

professions are added together (excluding surgeons for 

this particular comparison, as they were not included in 

the professional group in the 1635 analysis) the figure of 

573 is reached, almost 67 of the total - showing a marked 

alteration in the balance between the merchants and the 

professions towards the close of the century. This figure 

is perhaps somewhat distorted by the presence of 82 

ministers - many of whom had migrated to the capital in 

1688, and had 'no charge or stipend' (See section on 

Professionals in Chapter 4). 

Some of the more interesting occupations included the 

public executioner and the keeper of the mortcloth (whose 

services were no doubt much in demand during the hard 

times of the early 1690s, when many died and probably 

could not afford elaborate wooden coffins (21)). The 

affluent aspect of Edinburgh is witnessed by the 24 

goldsmiths (together with 11 apprentices), the 29 

wigmakers, who employed 39 apprentices, and the many 

tailors, a significant proportion of whom would no doubt 
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be employed in producing high-class garments for the 

well-to-do. The ambience of the Enlightenment is already 

apparent, in the inclusion of an arithmetician, four 

fencing masters, nine musicians, a teacher of book 

keeping, seven violers, a virginal maker and a writing 

master. The five booksellers and two coffee house 

attendants also bear witness to eighteenth century 

practices (22), while the lace maker, mirror maker, 

perfumer, quaich maker and six silk weavers indicate the 

requirements of the proto-Enlightenment Edinburgh citizen. 

The range of professional occupations is wider than would 

be expected in a smaller town, and includes all ranks of 

the legal profession, from Commissary and Senator of the 

Court of Justice, to the more lowly writers and notaries; 

together with schoolmasters and mistresses, college 

professors, clergy, including a bishop and an 'archbishop, 

and the medical profession. 

The 53 soldiers (all ranks, including officers) indicate 

the continuing military significance of the capital. The 

Castle garrison was not subject to poll tax, but in 1694 

comprised the governor, deputy, lieutenant, ensign, 

chaplain, surgeon, master gunner, gunsmith, five gunners, 

porter, three sergeants, four corporals, two drummers and 

100 'centinells' - 'being the full complement required by 

the establishment' (23). 

286 



Numerical breakdown of occupations 

In terms of raw numbers the 'top ten' occupations are: 

1. Domestic servants - 4085 
2. Apprentices - 732 
3. Cottars - 473 
4. Servants (non-domestic) - 402 (not 'living in') 
5. Merchants - 379 
6. Gentry/landowners - 332 
7. Tailors - 311 
8. Writers - 179 
9. Wrights - 167 

10. Workmen ) - 157 
Hammermen) - 157 
(all trades)(24) 

This may be a surprising ranking in the light of previous 

male-only surveys, but reflects more accurately the actual 

situation - though still under-representing female labour. 

It is clear that the presence of large numbers of young 

servants and apprentices must have posed some problems in 

relation to the maintenance of order, particularly in 

times of hardship. This is well illustrated by an entry 

in the Town Council minutes dated 6 June 1690, stating 

that the council: 

'considering the great disturbance and tumult lately 
occasioned by severall prentices, journeymen and others in 
this town and how the peace of the samen is much troubled 
by such commotions which if not timeously taken care of 
the liberties and freedom of this town may be incroached 
upon ...... doe therefore discharge all the merchants in 
this city and all the Incorporations in tyme coming That 
they shall not fie any servants nor imploy any journeymen 
within this city or suburbs therof untill first they fand 
sufficient cautione for the said servants and journeymen 
that they shall keep the peace of the town and not meddle 
in any tumults ..... (25). 

The apprentices formed a significant body of labour, and 

showed continuing recognition of the status, although 
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formal registration may have abated towards the end of the 

century (see section on Apprentices, Chapter 4). The 

position of the cottars in third place is illustrative of 

the symbiotic relationship which existed between the 

concentrated urbanness of the inner parishes and the 

essentially rural hinterland, from whence a substantial 

percentage of Edinburgh's food must have been derived. 

The cottars may not have wielded economic or political 

power, or featured in burgess and more restricted taxation 

rolls, but they were an essential part of the economic 

cycle, in the clothing as well as the food trades. It 

appears that large numbers of poor descended on the West 

Kirk parish in times of dearth - as evidenced by one plea 

to the town council for financial assistance in the light 

of the 'great increase in begging poor in that paroch in 

this present scarcity and dearth' (26). Although urban 

areas may be analysed without reference to their rural 

environs, the outskirts must be considered also, in order 

to achieve a balanced assessment. Since at least the 

mid-century Edinburgh had enjoyed jurisdiction over 

Canongate, Leith, Canongate, Portsburgh, Bristo, Potterow 

and the other small suburbs, and it is therefore necessary 

to include them in the overall assessment. 
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Craft incorporations 

The numbers of individual crafts recorded are as follows 
(excluding apprentices): 

Craft incorporations 

Bakers 88 
(Surgeons) (23) 
Hammermen (all trades) 157 
Goldsmiths 18 
Wrights (inc coopers, painters) 225 
Fleshers 30 
Skinners 37 
Cordiners 156 
Tailors 311 
Weavers 110 
Waulkers 8 
Bonnetmakers 3 

Other crafts: 

Masons (inc glasiers, bowyers) 62 
Barbers 17 
Apothecaries 19 
Candlemakers 16 
Tanners 16 
Wigmakers 29 

The clothing and building trades had the greatest numbers 

of craftsmen, particularly the tailors, who would be 

called upon to provide high quality clothing for the 

gentry and professional classes as well as the general 

populace. 'Tailor' could no doubt refer either to a small 

outworker finishing garments at home, or a fairly 

substantial establishment producing legal and ceremonial 

garb as well as fashionable clothing for the upper and 

middle classes. There were 311 tailors (c1: 100 of 

population) to provide ordinary apparel as well as legal, 

military and ceremonial uniforms, and the more 'luxury' 

clothing of the gentry and upper social strata (27). The 
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numbers involved indicate the labour-intensive nature of 

the work, and it is probable that most members of the 

household participated in some way, increasing the labour 

force considerably. The large number of tailors is 

striking when compared with figures for Edinburgh of 116 

in 1583 and 134 in 1634 (28). Although the figure of 311 

refers to the total number in greater Edinburgh, this 

indicates considerable strengthening of the tailoring 

communities in the suburbs. Shoes were made by 156 men, 

principally on the fringes of the town, while 110 weavers 

produced cloth, again being tasks capable of contributions 

from family and household. 

Direct evidence of the business affairs of craftsmen is 

limited. Private papers survive for a few individuals, 

but these relate mainly to their dealings with other 

traders and personal services rather than to their own 

trade. However, indirect evidence comes from some private 

papers and is useful in adding to the picture of craft 

activities. The papers of James Nimmo, tailor (29) contain 

sundry accounts for cloth in the very early 1700s, and 

show that he bought cloth in relatively small quantities 

from several individuals, including Margaret Glen, Livia 

Henderson and Margaret Pearson (indicating female trading 

activities - see section on women, Chapter 4). The price 

of 6 ells of felt in 1700 was £5, buttons 9s per dozen. 

The prices charged for clothing are indicated by a bill in 

the papers of William Leggate, procurator (which 
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incidentally include the printed receipt for his Poll Tax 

contribution) (30) for £33 for a suit and two waistcoats. 

The business ledgers of merchant James Ker for the years 

1688-90 include a debit of £55 for a suit of clothes (31) 

-indicating that fairly high prices were charged for good 

quality clothing. 

The detailed household accounts of Lady Grisell Baillie 

refer to numerous items of clothing, including 'a groom's 

big coat' at £17 2s' and £2 deducted from the wages of 

George Dods -'for a velvit cap he spoilt' (32). It seems 

from these accounts that itinerant tailoring was carried 

out in the premises of gentry, as one entry related to '19 

days work of a tailor at 4s' (33). Thus the range of 

tailoring work reflected the range of the community's 

requirements. The lower wage earners would hardly be able 

to-pay £55 for a suit of clothes, and probably the bulk of 

good quality tailoring was carried out by the more 

substantial businesses rather than the'smaller operators. ' 

Other crafts with substantial numbers were the bakers, 

masons and wrights (the number of wrights suggests that, 

apart from shipbuilding, the use of wood had not been 

entirely supplanted as the medium of choice and 

convenience for house building, despite the efforts of the 

Town Council to ban its use for building) (34), and 

wigmakers. 
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The 29 wigmakers lived mainly in the central area, and 

this was one of the up-and-coming occupations, which was 

to flourish during the Enlightenment period. The number of 

wigmakers is evidence of the modes of fashion as well as 

the requirements of the legal profession. It will be 

shown from other sources that the number of wigmakers 

substantially increased during the latter part of the 

century, and also that the wigmakers employed a 

significant number of apprentices. It is not clear 

whether barbering was still carried out by the specialist 

wigmakers, but invariably the Poll Tax gave either barber 

or wigmaker as the occupation, and only on a few occasions 

was the designation 'barber/periwigmaker' given. 

Again, it is difficult to glean direct information as to 

the activities of these men. The papers of James Craig, 

wigmaker in Leith (35) reveal varied activities, few of 

which related to his supposed occupation. It appears that 

he may have been acting as a general dealer, particularly 

in cheese, large quantities of which are noted - one 

consignment consisted of '8 Suffolk cheisis, 32 yards 

white plying and 4 little wigs' (36). Craig was 

apparently involved in barbering also, as witnessed by one 

bill due by Mr Alexander 'for shaving of fyve months' 

(37). 

Evidence that the gentry followed current fashions in 

relation to their sartorial appearance can be found in the 
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personal accounts of Sir John Foulis of Ravelston, which 

include expenditure of £13 14s for a 'new Spanish bob wig' 

on 29 June 1694 (38). A further entry for 1695 relates to 

£3 12s paid to 'William Foulis to pay for making a wig to 

himself, the hair being his own' (39) - presumably a 

relative). He also paid 14s to James Peacock 'for 

barbarizing me' (40), and £2 4s 'to Mr Strachan for a new 

tooth-to myself' (41) - apparently Sir John was careful of 

his appearance. The flourishing wigmaking trade in Britain 

is confirmed by D Davis, who stated that 'in Restoration 

times the fashion of wearing wigs came over from France 

and the barber's trade took a sudden upward flight into 

dizzy prosperity' (42). 

Perhaps surprisingly, only 16 candlemakers are listed on 

the Poll Tax, given the very large population which had to 

be catered for. The candlemakers apparently had problems 

with the sharp practices of the fleshers from whom they 

obtained tallow. In September 1693 they petitioned the 

council on account of the 

'great abuses committed by several fleshers and others 
who make up the balls of their roch tallow to be sold to 
the petitioners the mercat dayes wherein they are 
accustomed to wrape up pieces of flesh and other 
insufficient stuff among the middle thereof which is 
impossible to perceave at the buying of the said tallow 
till they be opened' (43). 

However, the small number of candlemakers is partly 

explained by their problems with the Town Council. The 

minutes for 17 July 1628 record that the rights of the 

candlemakers had been removed for the 'many oversichts 
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committit be thame against the counsall' (44). It was 

decreed that candlemaking could be practised by any 

burgess of the town, and it was felt that removing the 

candlemakers' privileges was the correct means of 

maintaining order 'rather than ane bodilie punishement 

sould be inflected upone the saids supplicantes persones' 

(45). This act was revived in 1683 and the Town Council 

minutes record that 'the said craft of the candlemakers be 

free to the haill burgesses of the burgh' (46). This 

therefore may explain the small number of practitioners in 

a trade which would be assumed to employ many more men, 

given the large population to be supplied with this' most 

esssential commodity. According to a recent survey of 

London 'transforming raw materials into meat, bread and 

light were mainstream activities of this period' (47). 

The masons were moderate in number, although the report of 

one late seventeenth century traveller states that the new 

houses 'are made of stone, with good windows modishly 

framed and glazed' (48) - this writer was rather less 

complimentary about the Physic Garden, which he described 

as 'the rudest piece of ground I ever saw with that name' 

(49). A recent analysis of the Edinburgh mason community 

in the seventeenth century records only 14 masons in 1709 

as -compared with 63 wrights, 17 glaziers and 15 painters, 

and one possible reason given for the few master masons is 

that existing masters tried to limit entry to the trade, 

and also that masonry was a more 'mobile' pursuit, with 
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masons travelling to work where building work was required 

(50). 

Geographical distribution of occupations 

The above raw numbers give an indication of the totals of 

invdividuals pursuing different occupations, but a more 

detailed geographical survey is necessary to determine 

whether certain occupations were concentrated by area, and 

whether the inter-parish differences in social structure 

are seen in the occupational distribution also. 

From Appendix 4 it can be seen immediately that, as 

expected, the merchants were concentrated in the central 

parishes, although Greyfriars fares well here also. The 

legal profession, again as expected, is congregated in the 

centre, particularly in New Kirk, Old Kirk, Tolbooth and 

Tron - 147 of the 179 writers residing in these parishes. 

Similarly, the 33 doctors of medicine practised mainly 

from the centre of town. 

The gentry were rather more evenly distributed, but this 

is not surprising, given that the percentages of gentry 

households in each parish did not vary as markedly as 

those of other groups, and it is probable that gentry 

households tended to remain where they had long been 

established, so that most of the inner parishes are well 

represented. Canongate is fairly prominent in this 

respect, as a result of the long proximity of the Crown 
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with its attendant aristocratic entourage. 

In the manufacturing and processing sector, the brewing 

industry was concentrated in the western fringes of 

Edinburgh - in Greyfriars and West Kirk (where brewing 

concerns still operate). The availability of fresh and 

continuous water supplies was a major factor in the 

location of such activities and is an example of 

occupational zoning determined by resources, rather than, 

say, the legal profession who were not compelled to live 

in the immediate proximity of the law courts, or their 

chambers (if these were separate from their dwellings), 

but chose to do so, apparently for social reasons. In his 

detailed history of the brewing industry in Scotland, 

Donnachie outlines the progress of brewing in Edinburgh, 

where the Society of Brewers provided a powerful trade 

organisation. Brewing was also prominent in Leith under 

the aegis of the entrepreneur Sir James Stansfield, but, 

according to Donnachie large scale brewing was not common 

- 'much more familiar was the sole female brewer, the 

burgess brewer or the innkeeper brewing direct for public 

sale' (51). The Poll Tax lists only one female brewer, 

Widow Boog, as the head of a fairly large concern, but it 

was undoubtedly the case earlier in the century that 

females dominated the brewing industry (52). 

The bakers were fairly evenly distributed, apart from the 

large number in Canongate. It appears that, while bread 
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was baked in all parishes, the Canongate bakers also 

supplied the needs of greater Edinburgh. In terms of the 

overall taxable population of some 21,000, there was one 

baker for around 300 people (probably 500-600 of the 

entire population). Relations between the Canongate and 

Edinburgh bakers were not however always harmonious. The 

Canongate bakers petitioned the Town Council on 16 

December 1681 (53) because some Edinburgh bakers had 

stolen bread from Canongate bakers 'some whereof had 

lining cloths tyed about the same belonging to the owners 

thereanent' (the decision reached was that Canongate 

bakers could trade freely in Edinburgh on three days per 

week, and they were not to be harrassed by Edinburgh 

bakers). The fleshers were rather fewer in number, with 30 

men (cl: 1000 of the population), not concentrated in any 

specific area of town. The numbers of bakers and fleshers 

in Edinburgh in 1583 were 55 and 40, respectively, but 

these had fallen by 1634 to 38 and 24 (54). The Poll Tax 

figures for inner Edinburgh give 48 bakers and 21 fleshers 

(as compared with overall totals of 88 and 30), indicating 

that the bakers had probably regained their 1583 strength, 

but that much baking was carried out in the suburbs, and 

that the number of fleshers was continuing to diminish in 

the urban centre (some of this work was carried out in 

Dalkeith). 

Medical provision appears to have been in the ratio of one 

physician per 700-1000 citizens - rather better than 
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twentieth century figures, although few of the poorer citizens 

would be able to avail themselves of treatment, (which in many 

cases would be rather less tolerable than the disease itself). 

The educational requirements of the populace were met by 18 

schoolmasters and seven schoolmistresses. According to the 

incomplete Poll Tax evidence there were around 5000 children in 

Edinburgh, although this figure is fairly seriously deficient. 

Using the methods employed for calculating the numbers of 

children in other towns, it is possible that the children 

numbered in the region of 12,000 - 15,000 (see above. P50). 

However, the very large numbers of unmarried female domestic 

servants in Edinburgh are likely to have resulted in a 

distinctly lower proportion of children in the population, 

perhaps as low as 10,000. There were also other factors which 

would have reduced the numbers attending school. For example, 

many poor children did not attend school at all, and others 

attended for only part of the day or part of the year, and 

worked as domestic servants or farm labourers for the remainder 

of the time (55). 

Occupational classes 

To facilitate inter-parish analysis, the 180 occupations listed 

in Appendix 4 have been divided into seven occupational classes. 

Many such classifications have been attempted and most have 

inherent problems in attempting to classify occupations of such 

variety into rigid compartments. For example, in some instances 

merchants and gentry were included in the same class (56). An 

attempt has been made here to create a classification which 

will, as far as possible, most accurately reflect the 

particular socio-economic structure of Edinburgh, and 
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which allows all occupations to be classifed and thus 

obviate the, need for a 'miscellaneous' class, a 

meaningless designation often accounting for significant 

numbers in such assessments (57). 

The classification decided upon is detailed in Appendix 5. 

The Gentry class includes those with titles and major 

landowners. Class 2 includes all those who provided 

services of a professional nature. The case of the 

surgeons is of particular note here, as in most 

classifications they would be included in the craft class, 

or some general class including manufacturing. However, 

as was seen from the Poll tax regulations (see chapter 2), 

the surgeons were taxed as professionals in subsequent 

Poll Tax collections, though maintaining their position as 

a major craft. While surgeons followed apprenticeship 

training, the service they ultimately gave to the 

community was of a professional natur6, and it is 

reasonable to regard them as professionals comparable to 

lawyers and doctors. Midwives are included in this group. 

Class 3, the merchants, consists of merchants, vintners, 

stationers and booksellers. These all performed similar 

functions in relation to the acquisition and wholesale or 

retail selling of goods. There is also evidence from 

import records that stationers and others were functioning 

as merchants in their own right. For example, the 

prominent stationer George Mossman is listed as importing 
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paper and books on several occasions (58). Vintners 

nowadays would no doubt be referred to as 'wine 

merchants'. 

The fourth, and largest, group has been entitled 

'manufacturing and processing' rather than simply 'craft'. 

This allows the inclusion of such occupations as barber, 

upholsterer, seamstress, engraver, embroiderer and cook. 

While some of these people were not involved with the 

initial manufacture of a commodity, their contribution was 

rather more than would be inferred by their inclusion in 

the basic manual services group. Also, the barbers would 

probably have been involved in the 'manufacture' of patent 

medicines and other potions, as well as providing 

dispensing and barbering services. 

THe domestic servants have been assigned to a separate 

category for several reasons. Firstly, all other 

categories are male-dominated, while the servants were 

female-dominated and are the only group to accurately 

reflect the contributions of both sexes. Secondly, 

'servant' was a recognised status as opposed to other 

manual work, and was subject to regulation and control by 

the Town Council (59). 'Thirdly, in Edinburgh there was a 

fairly significant group of male servants heading separate 

households, a group perhaps unique to Edinburgh, or at 

least exclusive to large towns. The tasks undertaken by 

servants were numerous, ranging from orphaned children 
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providing basic housework in return for -'meat and 

clothes', to literate menservants acting as legal clerks, 

but the status was well established, and thus justifies 

separate treatment. A further reason is that the 

separation of the servant class allows it to be removed en 

bloc when comparison is made between the Poll Tax and 

other sources where servants were not listed, such as 

stent rolls and Hearth Tax lists. 

The sixth category, civic and military officials, is 

deemed necessary in relation to the complex socio-economic 

functions of Edinburgh. There was at the end of the 

seventeenth century a significant military presence, 

together with various public building keepers, civic and 

royal officials, forming a group not easily assimilated 

into any of the other occupational classes. Whereas in 

smaller communities there may well have been a mortcloth 

keeper, beadle and postman, many of the other officials 

would only be found in significant urban centres, 

particularly the legal and royal officials. 

Finally, the group designated 'manual services, farming 

and sea' encompasses many of the occupations with a more 

rural bias, as well as the small traders and sellers of 

ale, butter and cheese, who could not be included as 

merchants. Many of these occupations were essential to 

the sustenance of Edinburgh, and the group is significant 

in number. Although there are difficulties with this 
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classification, for example the variety of occupations 

under the label 'servant', it is believed that there are 

fewer inherent difficulties than with other 

classifications. 

Overall classification 

Table 3.1 shows the overall classification of occupations 

by parish and as a whole, and this is also illustrated in 

Figures 3a and b. From this it is evident that, as in 

other analyses, the percentages of gentry were not 

significantly different among the various parishes, apart 

from North Leith which had no gentry households, and the 

higher figure of 6% in West Kirk (a reflection of that 

parish's more 'rural' configuration). The distribution of 

the professional class, however, shows marked variation, 

ranging from 14% of New Kirk households to around 1% in 

the outskirts. Canongate fares badly here, and the 

inference is that professional (as well as merchant) 

services were mainly provided by Edinburgh. College, 

Greyfriars and Lady Yester parishes, while part of 'inner' 

Edinburgh, had fewer professionals than the other central 

parishes. Given the limited geography of Edinburgh, this 

concentration of professional activity seems to indicate a 

type of social rather than occupational zoning, given the 

proximity of most areas to the justiciary centre. 

Class 3, the merchants, again presents a similar pattern, 

with the main concentration in the central area. There 
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was apparently little merchant activity in West Kirk, 

Canongate or Leith; this is to be expected, given 

previous conclusions as to the household and wealth 

distribution of the various socio-economic groups. It is 

perhaps surprising that Lady Yester parish contained so 

few merchants, given that this parish had formed part of 

the relatively wealthy Tron parish for much of the 

seventeenth century. The overall contrast in all 

parameters between Tron and Lady Yester is remarkable, and 

it seems possible, though only as speculation, that when 

Lady Yester parish was formed, the leaders of the Tron 

sought to rid themselves of their poorer areas. 

Class 4 shows rather the obverse of classes 2 and 3. 

Although manufacturing and processing took place in all 

parishes, the main thrust of this activity was in the 

outer parishes and suburbs. The overall average was 22% 

of households, and the four core parishes had between 13% 

and 16%. The higher percentages were in Canongate and 

Leith, and College (perhaps somewhat surprising, but 

partly due to the large body of tailors in College parish 

- 24% of the entire occupational group). 

The main focus of economic activity in Canongate came from 

manufacturing and processing, and accounted for 39% of all 

polled households. The image thus presented is one of a 

manufacturing suburb, and confirms the impression gained 

from study of household and wealth. 
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Major manufacturing was also apparent in Leith, 

particularly woodworking, no doubt related in the main to 

shipbuilding and cooperage. For example, 20 of the 35 

listed coopers resided in Leith, and 25 of the 60 smiths, 

together with 43 of the 156 shoemakers (cordiners). A 

recent examination of the development of Leith confirms 

its manufacturing importance, in such areas as 

soapboiling, glassmaking, brickmaking, distilling, 

tanning, dying, weaving, ropemaking and brewing (much of 

this due to the efforts of men such as Stansfield and 

Robert Douglas) (60). 

The Poll Tax indicates that manufacturing and processing 

covered-some 22% of all households, the geographical 

trends being the reverse of the merchant and professional 

groups. Thus, while Edinburgh may not have been an 

'engine of manufacture' (61), there is no doubt that a 

substantial proportion of its citizens earned their 

livings in pursuits related to production, be it luxury 

trades such as goldsmiths and silkweavers or the more 

lowly and less socially acceptable fleshers and tanners. 

Class 5, the domestic servants, is a large group, 

including over 50% of the entire labour force, a factor 

which may be neglected when assessing occupational lists 

which include only the householder. This is illustrated in 

Figure 3c, which shows the proportion of the community 
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which is omitted when the servants are removed from the 

analysis. The distribution pattern here is similar to 

that for the professional and merchant groups, but for a 

different reason. The servants were more numerous in the 

central parishes, not because they themselves were 

affluent or influential, but because their employers were. 

Thus the highest percentages of servants were in Old Kirk 

and Tron, and the lowest in West Kirk, but even here 

one-third of the working population were domestic 

servants. Canongate and Leith were slightly under the 

overall 50% average, but were still significantly 

represented. As mentioned above, the servants performed 

many different tasks, and the male servants with their own 

households living in the central area were likely to have 

been clerks rather than domestic servants. 

Little direct information is available about the precise 

duties undertaken by servants, and it is perhaps 

inappropriate to agglomerate them under a general title. 

However the status of 'servant' was applied to all of 

these individuals, and servants were well-recognised in 

the social order of the day. In subsequent analyses in 

this chapter the servant body will be unrepresented 

because of the nature of the source material, but it must 

be remembered that they formed a very large part of active 

labour. 

Class 6 is relatively small and arguably does not merit 
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separate categorisation, but in the specific context of 

Edinburgh deserves to be highlighted. No more than 2% of 

the labour force of any parish was engaged in such tasks, 

but the functions they performed affected the lives of 

most of the inhabitants, in particular the council 

postmen, sheriff officers, keeper of the mortcloth, and, 

possibly the executioner! The military presence was 

fairly significant (this will be confirmed from other 

sources below), with 53 soldiers of all ranks, living 

outside the untaxed castle garrison. Several of the 

officers were landlords, such as Captains Burd, Cassie, 

Hislop, Porteous and Stratton and Lt Col Wishart - Wishart 

was a Darien Scheme subscriber (62), and they obviously 

were involved in the prevalent financial activities of the 

upper classes. 

The final general occupational class, relating to manual 

work, is, as expected, concentrated largely on the fringes 

of Edinburgh, accounting for 43% of households in the West 

Kirk parish, which was dominated by cottars and small 

farmers. North and South Leith also show fairly 

significant numbers in this group. One point of possible 

debate here is the definition of 'workman'. One source 

refers to workmen as porters in the Tron, and the Town 

Council records note regulations regarding uniforms. For 

example, on 13 June 1694 the Town Council issued details 

regarding uniforms and decreed that workmen must wear 

official, badges at all times (63). Thus, workmen may not 
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regarding uniforms and decreed that workmen must wear 

official badges at all times (63). Thus, workmen may not 
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have been general manual labourers as nowadays, but rather 

carried out portering and other duties, comparable perhaps 

with present day municipal employees. 

The above occupational classification gives a general 

type-of-activity breakdown, and confirms the previously 

determined pattern of inter-parish differences in relation 

to household size and wealth. As a comparison with a 

smaller Scottish town, but one with many similar functions 

to Edinburgh, apart from the court and central government, 

a similar occupational analysis has been made of the Poll 

Tax entries for Old and New Aberdeen (64). The 

classification is detailed in Table 3.2 (excluding 

servants). 

The differences are fairly clear. There is an increased 

gentry presence in Edinburgh, and more than three times 

the percentage of professionals, notwithstanding the 

presence of the two colleges in Aberdeen. Perhaps the 

most 'dramatic - difference is seen in class 3, the 

merchants, with Aberdeen having almost twice the 

percentage of merchants (although proportionately fewer in 

number than Edinburgh) - this corroborates Whyte's 

findings (65), and illustrates the concentration of 

merchant activity in Aberdeen, which was obviously a 

significant entrepöt for the north-east of Scotland. The 

manufacturing sector in Edinburgh is slightly larger, but 

the manual sector much smaller than Aberdeen, reflecting 
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the preponderance of manual occupations in greater rather 

than inner Edinburgh. The area of Old and New Aberdeen, 

although 'urban' still contained a significant proportion 

of manual occupations. 

Type-of-product analysis 

As a further means of assessment of the manufacturing 

activities of Edinburgh, a 'type-of-product' analysis has 

been carried out, in the same manner as that of Whyte in 

his assessment of Scottish economic activity (67). Of the 

9600 individuals listed in Appendix 4, some 1560 were 

involved in a product manufacture. Apprentices have not 

been included here, as they were included in Appendix 4 as 

apprentices, not as members of a particular occupational 

group. The various trades followed by the apprentices 

will be analysed later (see section on burgesses and 

apprentices in Chapter 4). 

The manufacturers have been divided into six groups, 

according to those adopted by Whyte (67), and the relevant 

figures appear in Table 3.3, and are illustrated in Figure 

3d. Once again, there is difficulty with the 

classification of particular trades; for example, 

shoemakers and glovers have been included in the clothing 

trades here, and not in the leather trades, to which they 

could also be assigned. The occupations assigned to each 

class are given in Appendix 6 (the occupations assigned to 

each category by Whyte are not detailed and this accounts 
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for differences between his and the present figures. 

Also, Whyte appears to have included apprentices in the 

various occupational totals, while in the present survey 

they have been separately treated). 

Table 3.3 shows that the textile industry was mainly 

situated on the periphery of Edinburgh, with 25% of West 

Kirk production related to this activity, principally 

weaving. Little such work was carried out as a primary 

occupation in the centre of town, and it appears that 

textile working was very much a peripheral, cottage-type 

industry, although there were linen manufactories both in 

Edinburgh and Leith (68), and several Edinburgh merchants 

invested in the Newmills Cloth Manufactory at Haddington 

in the late 1680s -a venture which ultimately failed. 

The textile industries accounted for 12% of production, 

although the actual numbers involved would be much 

greater, given the 'household-assisted' nature of the 

work. Perhaps a useful yardstick for the assessment of 

occupations as indicators of social status would be that 

the more lowly occupations could be assisted to a far 

greater extent by household members than could, say, the 

upper strata of the legal, medical or teaching 

professions. 

One third of Edinburgh's production was concerned with the 

clothing industry. This is not surprising, given the 

large population and labour-intensive nature of the work. 
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Some 457. of College Kirk production was 

clothing-orientated, with a substantial tailoring 

community. The percentages of clothing workers in New 

Kirk and Tron may be regarded as somewhat surprising in 

the light of the high social status of these areas, but 

the figures are somewhat misleading, as only 23 households 

in -New Kirk (1% of the whole productive force of 1500) 

were engaged in manufacture, and of these 18 were in the 

clothing trade. Five glovers and two silk weavers are 

included here, suggesting that the production of clothing 

in the central parishes was orientated towards the luxury 

end of the market, and this would be entirely in keeping 

with their social configuration. All parishes were 

involved to some extent in the clothing trades, but as 

with all aspects of late seventeenth century Edinburgh, 

there were inter-parish differences, even within the 

closely confined geography of the town. 

The leather trades provided 5% of production, and 

consisted mainly of skinners, tanners and saddlers. 

Tolbooth parish provided one-third of the leather 

capacity, with 20 of the total of 37 skinners residing in 

that parish (Skinner's Close still survives). it is 

arguable that the shoemakers and glovers should have been 

included here rather than in the clothing class, and this 

would have substantially increased the proportion of 

leather trades. This is one of the insoluble problems of 

attempting to categorise seventeenth century occupations. 
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It is perhaps surprising that the metal trades provided 

only 12% of production at the end of the seventeenth 

century, when it would be supposed that metal was the 

material of the future. However, what metal industry 

there was, was fairly widely spread throughout Edinburgh, 

with the goldsmiths congregated in the centre of town, as 

was the quaich maker who lived in old Kirk parish. There 

were substantial communities of smiths in Canongate and 

Leith, with few in the central parishes. The pewterers 

were predominantly resident in College and Greyfriars 

parishes, and were no doubt concerned with the general 

production of plates, drinking vessels and other 

receptacles. The saddlers and lorimers were also mainly 

congregated to the West, which is to be expected, given 

the substantial stabling accommodation in Greyfriars, as 

witnessed by the 22 stablers listed on the Poll Tax as 

residing in that parish. 

The stablers are an interesting group, as most of them 

paid tax 'at the craft rate of 12s, and thus apparently 

regarded themselves as a craft, although they were not an 

'official' craft and were not directly represented on the 

Town Council. There is a distinct impression gained from 

perusal of the tax paid by individual manufacturers that 

some occupations were regarded as being at a 'craft' 

level, although they were not incorporated crafts. This 

is a similar situation to that of the surgeons, who were 
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widely' regarded as professionals in all but name. There 

apparently was an unwritten, but generally accepted, 

social ranking of occupations, so that some were tacitly 

accepted as craft-equivalent. Some of the gardeners also 

submitted tax returns as craftsmen (69), and it is 

apparent yet again that seventeenth century socio-economic 

structures were not as straightforward as might at first 

be assumed (and also that assessment of manufacture and 

processing cannot be restricted to an examination of 

'crafts' alone). The Poll Tax returns therefore provide 

significant, albeit indirect, evidence of contemporary 

attitudes, as it would be unlikely that a householder 

would volunteer to be taxed at a higher rate than was 

absolutely necessary. 

The wood and construction category accounts for most of 

the housebuilding and shipbuilding taking place in 

Edinburgh and Leith. The masons and slaters were 

relatively few in number, although the wrights, or 

carpenters formed a substantial group. Barrel making was 

a prominent feature, serving not only the large-scale 

brewing concerns, but also to provide barrels for sea 

trade. The shipbuilding and cooperage trades provided 

employment for over 100 men, probably with many more in 

subsidiary and unskilled tasks. Although the water 

supply to Edinburgh was improving by the end of the 

century (70), beer and ale consumption probably still 

accounted for a large proportion of most of the 
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population's fluid intake. Ale sellers were not numerous 

on the Poll Tax, but it is obvious from those who were, 

that this was an occupation undertaken by poorer people, 

often women, who worked as domestic servants and sold ale 

as a sideline. 

Building workers were present in all parishes, 

representing at least one-tenth of the productive capacity 

in each case, the highest levels being in Tron and Old 

Kirk; the centre of new building and renovation, and in 

South Leith, related mainly to shipbuilding and cooperage. 

In March 1697 the Town Council set up a committee to lay 

down rules regarding new building in relation to height, 

thickness of walls and materials 'necessar for the safety 

of all the Nighbours and inhabitants of this City' (71). 

The final category, that of food and drink, accounted for 

some 18% of productive capacity, and varied individually 

from only 7% of production in College Kirk, to 43% in 

North Leith, where 11 of the total of 21 were fishermen. 

Over one-quarter of Greyfriars' production was related to 

food and drink, mainly to drink, as 17 brewers resided in 

that parish. Some of these were fairly substantial 

business enterprises, for example William Cleghorn, who 

paid maximum tax and had four male servants, one of whom 

was paid the high salary of £40 per year (72). 

The main occupations related to food and drink were 
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baking, brewing, butchery and sundry fringe activities 

such as ale and cheese sellers, cooks and confectioners. 

Two coffee house workers lived in Lady Yester and Old 

Kirk, two butterwives lived in the Tron parish, and two 

fruitwives resided in the central parishes. These casual 

salespersons were undoubtedly more numerous than listed in 

the poll tax, probably consisting mainly of the wives of 

labourers, widows and domestic servants. 

Of 'the 9600 persons to whom some 'occupation' is 

attributable, 1560, or 20% were employed primarily in the 

production of goods, although this is undoubtedly an 

underestimate of the total population. While 16% does not 

appear to be significant, the true figure is probably 

closer to 25% (other listings will be examined below), and 

if the domestic servants are removed from the calculation, 

the figure becomes 34% - over one-third - which is. by no 

means insignificant in relation to the overall function of 

Edinburgh as a major national, international and regional 

centre. The import records show fairly substantial 

quantities of wood and iron coming ashore at Leith, and 

doubtless a'proportion of this would remain locally (73). 

A similar type-of-product analysis has been made for 

Aberdeen, and the figures are outlined in Table 3.4. There 

are no major differences here, apart from the leather 

trades, which are markedly fewer in Aberdeen (although 

saddlers and other leather workers may have inhabited the 
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more rural environs in numbers - evidence from stent rolls 

below will show that the leather trades in Edinburgh were 

increasing during the latter part of the century). The 

clothing trades were slightly more numerous in Aberdeen, 

but the percentages are generally fairly well matched, 

apart from leather, indicating that, in general, in urban 

centres the types of product were balanced in fairly 

similar percentages, although overall occupational 

classification may have shown marked variation, depending 

on the size, situation and political significance of a 

particular town. 

Occupational structure as derived from other sources 

In order to provide comparisons, and to establish which 

types of source material provide the most reliable 

information on overall occupational distribution, data 

have been drawn from the 1691 Hearth Tax, the printed 

Burgess Roll, the 1635 and 1699 Stent Rolls, the printed 

Burial Register and the printed Register of Testaments 

(74). The information thus derived is displayed in Table 

3.5. From the population coverage of these various 

sources, the Poll Tax, Burial Register and Hearth Tax 

should have provided the most comprehensive information. 

These lists should have covered the whole of greater 

Edinburgh, but whereas the Poll Tax almost invariably gave 

occupations, the Hearth Tax was unfortunately much less 

reliable, particularly in relation to the many 

single-hearth, obviously fairly poor, dwellings, and this 
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distorts the distribution, mainly in classes 4 and 7. It 

has thus been assumed that the Poll Tax and Burial 

Register distribution provide the yardstick for the other 

sources, in spite of the known under-representation in 

class 7 in the Poll Tax. 

Comparing intially the inner Edinburgh Poll Tax and Hearth 

Tax figures, the first discrepancy occurs in relation to 

class 1, the gentry. The percentages of gentry 

representation in the Hearth Tax may be explained by the 

significant numbers who owned property in Edinburgh and 

paid Hearth Tax, but did not occupy it constantly, and 

paid poll tax at their country estates. One illustration 

of this is Dame Grizell Baillie, who paid tax for her 

Edinburgh household, but whose husband was taxed at 

Jerviswood (75). Otherwise, the percentages of gentry on 

all sources are relatively constant. 

The Poll Tax (greater Edinburgh) and Hearth tax totals for 

classes 2 (professionals) and 3 (merchants) are similar, 

although there is a discrepancy in class 4, explainable by 

lack of designation in the Hearth Tax list. Class 6 is 

populated in the Hearth Tax mainly by the military, who 

were less well represented in the Poll Tax. This may be 

because many soldiers rented temporary accomodation and 

were thus liable for Hearth Tax, but were not pollable as 

permanent residents, although lodgers did pay when listed 

as living in others' households. There is also a 
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significant discrepancy in class 7 (manual etc) between 

the two lists, and again this is almost certainly 

explainable by the lack of occupational designation. The 

predominantly one-hearth nature of the undesignated 

households indicates that many of these would fall into 

this general category, and this is the main reason for the 

differences between two of the ostensibly most comparable 

lists. 

Burial Registers 

Burial Registers would be expected to provide the most 

comprehensive coverage of all, given that every burial 

should have been recorded, of whatever social or 

occupational class, and this source has been used by Beier 

to assess the occupational distribution in London. For 

the present purpose, all burials in 1694 were noted from 

the Greyfriars Burial Roll (76). Where burials were those 

of children and spouses, the occupation of the householder 

was usually given, and this was included in the group 

since, if a child or a wife were recorded, it is as valid 

to record the husband's occupation as those of adult male 

householders who were themselves buried (if several 

children were recorded, the father's occupation was only 

listed once). Again, the totals for professionals and 

merchants are comparable with inner Edinburgh, as is the 

class 7 total. The manufacturing total is almost identical 

to that recorded on the Hearth Tax, as is the class 6 

total, mainly as a result of the military presence in the 
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town, which would not necessarily be recorded on lists for 

other purposes. The numbers in class 7 are comparable, 

as would be expected, with those for Edinburgh inner and 

for the Canongate, and serve to confirm that the Poll Tax 

and Burial Registers provide the most comprehensive 

overall assessment. 

AL Beier (77) used burial records extensively in his 

research on the occupational structure of London 1500-1700 

and states that these are 'the best single source for the 

study of occupations before the census of 1841' (78), for 

the eminently practical reason that 'everyone dies sooner 

or later'. The difficulty acknowledged by author in 

relation to his own large time-scale survey was that of 

constructing a representative sample, but for the present 

analysis the problem does not arise, since every burial to 

which an 'occupation' can be attributed is taken from the 

period under assessment. Beier divided his occupations 

into 13 groups (79), and the burial register data from 

Edinburgh have been divided as far as possible into the 

same groups, so that the occupational structures of the 

two cities may be compared. Table 3.6 shows the 

occupations from the Edinburgh groups for 1694, and also 

1664 (these will be compared further below) together with 

the London figures, and indicates that the professionals 

were gaining ground at the expense of the merchants, with 

an increase in 'miscellaneous services' (the occupations 

given in this group comprising apothecary, gardener, 
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midwife, nurse, scrivener, soldier, waterbearer, 

woodmonger) (80). Most of the other categories show 

limited changes, and concur with assessments of other 

sources. 

In comparison with the London figures for the intra-mural 

parishes 1641-1700, the main differences between the two 

capital cities relate to clothing, which in London was 

almost double, at 21.2%; to miscellaneous services, at 

half the Edinburgh total; and to the professions, which in 

Edinburgh were 20.597 and in London 5.6%, a surprisingly 

low figure, given the unique status and size of that city. 

However this is explained by the authors on the grounds 

that their sample excluded two of the West end parishes 

where the professions were 'unquestionably numerous' (81). 

It was seen from the Edinburgh Poll Tax that the legal 

profession was concentrated in the centre of town, and it 

must therefore be assumed that the London analysis is 

deficient in professionals for reasons of lack of data 

rather than lack of professionals. This illustrates the 

advantage enjoyed by the Edinburgh analysis, which, 

regardless of source, includes complete groups rather than 

random or alphabetical samples within these groups. 

The metal trades seem to have been less numerous in 

Edinburgh, but most of the other groups were relatively 

similar, and indicate that the socio-economic structures 

of the two cities were indeed comparable, notwithstanding 
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the vast difference in size of the two urban conurbations. 

Stent and Burgess Rolls 

. Two lists which should provide the closest comparisons 

. with each other, but with more limited scope, are the 

stent roll and burgess roll. Since many of the 

stentpayers were burgesses, the two lists should in theory 

be closely similar. The numbers from each sample in Table 

3.5 are fairly comparable, and it can be seen from the 

figures that classes 2-7 are indeed very similar, the only 

major discrepancy occurring in class 1. This is because 

fewer gentry were burgesses, although gratis burgess-ships 

were allocated fairly frequently to gentry, usually on 

some ceremonial occasion, or for some particular service 

rendered to the town. (82). Thus it can be seen that 

examination of the burgess and stent lists gives a 

reasonable account of the occupational distribution of the 

burgess community (83), but does not necessarily provide 

adequate information about the town as a whole. 

Conclusions as to occupational distribution derived solely 

from these more limited sources must be viewed with 

considerable caution. They are indeed useful when 

particular sectors of a community are examined, but this 

cannot be extrapolated to cover an entire population. 

Canongate 

The particular status of the Canongate is well seen when 

examined separately from the parent community. The Poll 
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Tax suggests that Canongate functioned very much as a 

manufacturing suburb, with most merchant and professional 

functions being provided by Edinburgh, although with a 

fairly significant gentry population. The occupational 

distribution in Table 3.5 is in keeping with this 

assessment (previously made relating to household and 

wealth). The professional and merchant communities were 

minimal, and manufacturing accounted for 70% of 

households. The manual services category was also fairly 

large, , and illustrates the 'intermediate' status of 

Canongate, between urban and rural. 

Testaments 

Testaments as a source of occupational data are are much 

more limited in number and restricted in scope, covering 

mainly those with sufficient substance to necessitate a 

detailed account certified by the Commissary Court. A 

group has been compiled of all testaments attributable to 

Edinburgh residents recorded between the years 1690-1700 

inclusive, from which an occupation may be derived. 

Although it has been stated that registration of 

testaments declined markedly during the final decades of 

the century (84), the numbers which are available do 

provide a sample adequate for comparative purposes, 

although assessment of occupational structure from 

testaments alone would be fraught with much more serious 

difficulties. 
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The figures shown for testaments in Table 3.5 indicate 

increased percentages in classes 2 and 3, rather less in 

class 4, and about average in class 7. This is very much 

in keeping with the activities of class 2 and 3 testators, 

who were heavily involved in moneylending and borrowing, 

and who often died with complex and substantial financial 

arrangements outstanding. For example, the voluminous 

private papers of Andrew Russell, factor at Rotterdam, 

include lengthy correspondence with two prominent 

Edinburgh merchants Andrew Baird and Robert Turnbull 

during the late 1680s, relating mainly to Baird's desire 

to settle business matters before Turnbull died. 

According to Baird, in a letter dated February 1688 

Turnbull was 'dayly decaying, he is grown very kankered 

and also lasie quet makes things very difficult for me as 

to clearing although ther be as yet no mistakes... although 

he would have me taking more on me than is convenient' 

(85). In this letter and several others, Baird pleaded 

for Russell to visit Turnbull in Edinburgh to straighten 

matters out, but this visit had not apparently taken place 

before a further letter dated 21 August 1688 which 

recorded that 'this morning about three oclock it seemed 

good to the Almighty God to call him (Turnbull) from time 

to eternity, ane dispositione we mest all submitt to and 

alsoe undergo' (86). it is implicit from this 

correspondence that settling of business affairs after 

death was a difficult matter, and to be avoided if 

possible. However, the majority of testaments in classes 2 
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and 3 did reflect these intricate business dealings, and 

this tends to bias the occupational distribution towards 

participants in this sector of the economy. Thus any 

conclusions made must be reached with caution, taking into 

account the limitations of the source material. 

It is less likely that testaments would be regularly 

prepared on behalf of members of occupational classes 4-7 

(although class 4 is represented moderately well). From 

an examination of a few of the small number of 

craftsmen's testaments available, it appears that several 

were also involved in smaller-scale trading and 

moneylending activities. One testament, that of wigmaker 

James Whyte (87) somewhat unexpectedly records that he 

'deceased at sea in Thomas Whyte skipper his ship in the 

month of Apryll 1699'. His testament also shows that he 

owned '29 score of skeepskins sent to Holland in George 

Wood's ship', and a further supply of skins 'left in the 

ship of Archibald Black servitor to John Hamilton, factor 

at Camphier'. Whyte's net value was £195 3s 4d, his 

testament containing no mention whatsoever of wigs or 

wigmaking equipment. This suggests that Whyte spent a 

substantial proportion of his time in activities other 

than those of his stated occupation, and indicates that 

even when an occupation is stated in a particular list, 

this may not be the only, or even the main, occupation of 

the person involved. This type of activity was however 

not new to the seventeenth century. As a result of the 
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increasing volume of overseas trade by the 1560s 

'exporting could no longer be practicably reserved to 

merchants alone' (88). Inventories of workshops were rare 

(in comparison with the large numbers of Probate 

Inventories= surviving in England for the benefit of urban 

historians) and it is therefore difficult to estimate the 

range or extent of stock or retail activity. (This may of 

course be partly due to the individual's having retired 

from active work before his death). 

A few testaments are available for members of class 7, and 

also for domestic servants, but these are relatively 

unforthcoming as to the nature of the work carried out. 

For example, the testament of Katherine Knox, servant to 

Lord Hercus, reveals that she was also in the business of 

moneylending, being owed £100 by the Janitor of the 

College, and 100 merks by a baker, John Young. She had a 

net estate of some £113. (89). Agnes Gray, servant to 

George Smith, flesher, and former nurse to Thomas Tait, 

writer, was owed £52 by Tait in unpaid wages (90),, showing 

that the wages stated in the Poll Tax by householders may 

not have represented the actual remuneration received by 

the servants. Workman Patrick Knox (91) was owed 200 merks 

by the son of another workman, but apparently had little 

in the way of assets, since his bequest to his. son 

consisted of 'ane paire of sheitts and ane paire of 

blanketts, ane coverin, together with my best coatt'. 
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In contrast, and as expected, at least one male servant 

was substantially better off. Samuel McAdam 'servant to 

the Secretary of State for the Kingdom of Scotland' (92) 

had a net estate of £1860 and was owed some £2282, 

including 500 merks each by two advocates. This confirms 

the impression that some male servants, particularly those 

with their own households and serving the gentry or legal 

profession, had considerably more responsibility and 

earning potential than female servants in similar 

households. 

On the whole, the use of testaments as an occupational 

source produces a bias towards classes 2 and 3, whose 

members were most likely to have complex financial 

arrangements. It was shown in chapter 2 that a major 

source of wealth for these occupational groups was 

moneylending. Testaments were necessary to account for 

the intricate transactions, and some of these covered many 

pages of close handwriting devoted entirely to this 

manipulation of funds. Therefore, when assessing the 

occupational pattern for any substantial community or 

period of time from testaments alone, it must be borne in 

mind that the resulting information will not generally 

reflect the more 'manual' occupational groups. However, 

in the context of the present analysis, where several 

sources are available for comparison, testaments are 

useful as an additional dimension. On the whole, the 

testamentary evidence confirms that of the burgess roll 
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and poll tax list for inner Edinburgh, and taken together 

these sources probably provide a fairly accurate account 

of the proportions of merchants and professionals in the 

community. It is clear that any such list will provide 

only relative and not finite numbers in each group, but 

the main interest here is the balance between the various 

occupational groups. 

The comparative analysis shows therefore that the source 

of each sample must be carefully explained with regard to 

probable omissions, and appropriate allowances made. When 

compared with the most comprehensive occupational lists - 

the Poll Tax and Burial Register - it can be seen that the 

usefulness of the others as providers of accurate 

occupational distributions is somewhat limited, and this 

must be borne in mind when assessing similar sources for 

other towns, or for dates when no more comprehensive list 

is available for comparison. It is apparent that in all 

the lists, the main weakness is underrepresentation in 

classes 4-7 (class 5, the servants, is absent in all 

except the Poll Tax list). Surprisingly, very few 

servants appeared on the Burial Register, probably 

indicating that most female servants married, thus 

ensuring a relatively young group of domestic servants). 

Burgess rolls provide details of the occupational 

distribution of burgesses, but this cannot be extrapolated 

to the whole community. Similarly, stent rolls provide 

details of the occupations of the regular stentpayers 
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only. Apart from the Poll Tax, the Burial Register is 

the one which should provide the most accurate account, 

and the percentages detailed tend to confirm this view. 

Therefore, should burial lists or Poll Tax returns be 

available for- any town or area, these should be analysed 

to provide a baseline against which other sources may be 

tested, but which will almost certainly be deficient. 

Under optimal conditions the Hearth Tax should be a 

complete listing, since the poor were included, but the 

erratic designation of occupations renders it of less 

value in the present assessment. 

Comparison of occupational distributions in mid-and late- 

seventeenth century 

Although there is limited available comparative source 

material, an attempt has been made to assess changes in 

occupational structure between the middle and end of the 

seventeenth century. This may seem a very short time 

span, but the population of Edinburgh rose rapidly during 

the seventeenth century (93), and there was much activity 

towards the end of the period due to national political 

events, resulting in some changes in the occupational 

patterns. To this end, comparisons have been made using 

two sources. Stent rolls have been compared for the years 

1635 and 1699 -a span of some 64 years, together with the 

burial register entries for 1664 and 1694. This is a 

rather shorter period, but still a fairly significant time 

lapse. The printed Burial Register is only available from 
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1659, and is apparently unreliable for the early years of 

its survival (94), and a 30-year gap was decided upon. 

Stent Rolls 

Comparison of the occupations recorded in the two stent 

rolls (bearing in mind that the manual classes are 

underrepresented), shows that the 1635 (95) roll lists 81 

different occupations (detailed in Appendix 7) while the 

1699 (96) roll contains a similar number (shown in 

Appendix 8), but with differences in composition - an 

indication of the increasing variety of occupations 

followed by the stentpayers. Trades appearing in 1699 and 

not present in 1635 included stationer, tobacconist, 

wigmaker, musician, confectioner, silk weaver and perfumer 

- indicators of the rise of the 'luxury' market, and also 

cheesemonger, cowfeeder, footman and horse hirer - 

indicating perhaps that members of the 'lower' 

occupational classes could attain the status and means of 

stentpayers, this being less possible early on in the 

century. This is of course speculation from one source, 

but fits in with other sources which show the rise of 

luxury trades later in the century. Also absent from the 

1635 roll were members of the legal profession, who were 

at that time exempt from stentpaying. Their taxable 

status varied throughout the century, but it appears that 

by 1699 they were liable for these taxes, since the list 

includes 15 advocates, 78 writers and 19 Writers to the 

Signet, together with five clerks, a notary, a procurator 
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and a commissary. 

Comparison of individual occupations from, the two lists 

produces a ranking order of the top twenty thus: 

1635 1699 
Merchant Merchant 
Tailor Gentry 
Gentry Tailor 
Baker Writer* 
Skinner Baker 
Vintner Skinner 
Stabler Stabler 
Shoemaker Vintner 
Wright Apothecary 
Flesher Wigmaker 
Goldsmith Surgeon 
Smith Brewer 
Maltman Minister 
Minister Smith 
Draper Candlemaker 
Apothecary Goldsmith 
Aleseller Glover 
Weaver Writer to Signet* 
Mason Flesher 
Cook Tobacconist 

*- legal profession not included in 1635. If omitted, 
mason and shoemaker would have occupied the two lowest 
places on the 1699 register. 

While it must be remembered that this is only a survey of 

stentpayers' occupations, and the criteria regarding 

eligibility for stentpaying may have changed over the 

period (97) it can be seen that, while many of the 

occupations are common to both lists, several are new in 

1699. These are wigmaker, surgeon, candlemaker, glover, 

tobacconist, together with the legal profession, and 

indicate that it was possible for members of such trades 

geared towards the more 'enlightement orientated' 

occupations to attain the financial status necessitating 
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contributing towards local taxation. The wigmakers are a 

good example here. None are listed in 1635, while 23 

appear in 1699 - strong evidence of social trends 

producing an effect on occupational structures. Eight 

surgeons appeared in 1635 as compared with 23 in 1699 - 

again evidence of strengthening of surgical services 

(although surgeons had long enjoyed prominence among the 

crafts). The presence of 15 glovers in 1699 as opposed to 

one in 1635 also illustrates the rise in the luxury 

clothing market. 

Those occupations which appear in numbers in both lists 

are mainly those expected. The merchants dominate the 

taxpayers of both lists, although proportionately rather 

fewer in number in 1699. The number of bakers had 

increased in line with the expanding population. 

Skinners, vintners and stablers held almost identical rank 

in both lists, although the number of fleshers was 

markedly reduced in 1699. This may be either because 

fleshers in general were poorer and thus not liable for 

taxation, or that they were fewer in number by 1699. The 

Poll Tax lists some 30 fleshers for the whole of greater 

Edinburgh, and it must therefore be deduced that 

meat-eating was reduced, or that fewer fleshers provided 

meat for the community, or that fleshers as a group were 

poorer. The number of apothecaries had almost doubled by 

1699, in keeping with the general increase in medical 

services, and the candlemakers had increased from 10 to 
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17, although this still seems to have been a relatively 

small number to provide the many thousands of candles 

required to serviced a community of some 30,000 (only 16 

candlemakers appear on the Poll Tax - see above). The 

twelve tobacconists are also new in 1699, again reflecting 

social trends (only four appear on the Poll Tax). 

In order to facilitate a general comparison between the 

two lists, the occupations have been divided as previously 

into occupational classes, but in this instance the legal 

profession has been excluded from the 1699 list, as it was 

not represented in 1635, and the figures are shown in 

Table 3.7. It is apparent that clases 4,6 and 7 had not 

changed markedly during the 60 year period, and were in 

fact fairly similar. The numbers of gentry paying stent 

had doubled, as had the professionals, even without the 

numerous legal profession. Perhaps the most significant 

finding here relates to class 3, the merchants. The 

numbers and percentages appear to have dropped markedly 

between the two dates. This is in accord with other 

comparisons, particularly burial records (see below). The 

reasons for this are unclear, but it may be that the 

merchants were fewer in number because more of them were 

expanding their businesses at the expense of smaller 

merchants, or it may be that the increased death rate in 

the 1690s due to food shortages affected the merchants 

more than other groups, but this is rather less plausible, 

since the other occupational classes, particularly those 
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who would appear to be more susceptible to disease, did 

not similarly decline. From examination of the Poll Tax, 

the percentage of merchants in inner Edinburgh was 170 

(157 on Burial Register). The rather higher figure on the 

stent roll of 32% in 1699 reflects the source rather than 

the actual population, but is seems that at the end of the 

century the numbers of merchants were not as great as they 

had been at the beginning of the century. The balance of 

the stentpaying community had therefore altered between 

1635 and 1699 mainly in relation to the merchants and 

professionals (even without the legal profession, who 

would greatly increase the professional class). 

Table 3.8 shows the comparison of 'type-of-product' 

analysis for the two stent rolls. This shows rather less 

change than the type-of-activity classification, and it 

appears that production did not radically alter in 

composition. The clothing and food and drink categories 

are almost identical, the wood/construction and leather 

trades slightly reduced and metal slightly increased, 

showing that product types were not radically altered over 

the 60 year period. 

As a further comparison over time, a type-of-product 

distribution for the 1583 stent roll (98) has been 

produced and is as follows: 
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Textiles 37 (6.15%) 
Clothing 179 (29.78%) 
Leather 60 (9.98%) 
Metal 49 (8.15%) 
Wood/con 48 (7.98%) 
Food/drink 218 (36.30%) 
TOTAL 601 

Comparison with the 1635 and 1699 stent rolls reveals no 

dramatic changes over the intervening century, with the 

food and drink sector remarkably constant, although the 

clothing and leather trades were slightly increased by 

1699. The criteria for paying these various stent rolls 

may have been altered over the period, but even so, the 

general production patterns of Edinburgh were apparently 

not dramatically different in 1699 from 1583, although the 

composition of trades within each group may have undergone 

some changes. For example, a number of the 1583 brewers 

were women, but by the end of the seventeenth century this 

had become a male-dominated occupation. 

Table 3.9 shows the composition of the food and drink 

class from the two stent rolls as compared with the Poll 

Tax for inner Edinburgh and for greater Edinburgh. The 

two stent rolls and the Poll Tax (Ed) should be most 

closely related, and the differences between the lists are 

perhaps indicative of wealth rather than of occupation. 

The large number of bakers paying stent in 1699 may 

indicate increasing wealth in that group, while it appears 

that the fleshers were becoming relatively poorer. The 
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alesellers had completely disappeared from the stent roll, 

as had the buttersellers, while almost three times the 

number of brewers appear in 1699, indicating increasing 

prosperity (although, as with the bakers, many lived in 

the outskirts, as evidenced by the final column in the 

table). The situation with regard to the maltmen is 

similar, perhaps indicating that bakers, brewers and 

maltmen were 'migrating' to the suburbs. 

Table 3.10 give the composition of the clothing class and 

shows the complete disappearance of drapers, who do not 

appear 
, 
in the Poll Tax list (or any of the other lists 

consulted). The bonnetmakers were apparently in reduced 

circumstances, while it is clear that the shoemakers and 

tailors were tending to leave the centre of town, and were 

becoming relatively poorer (the shoemakers are a 

particularly striking example). Conversely, the wigmakers 

and glovers were prospering, and exclusively in inner 

Edinburgh. Thus, while the general assessment indicates 

that the types of product were not radically altered over 

the half century, there were subtle differences in the 

composition of the groups into which the products were 

divided. 

Burial Registers 

Table 3.11 shows the occupational distribution as derived 

from the burial register groups for 1664 and 1694 (99). 

It appears that classes 1 and 7 remained fairly similar, 
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while significant differences appear in classes 2 and 3, 

with an increase in the percentage of professionals and a 

decrease in that of the merchants, while the manufacturing 

sector remained constant. This is in line with the 

evidence from the stent rolls, which gives the impression 

that the occupational balance was changing over the latter 

half of the century, but these changes related almost 

exclusively to the professional and merchant classes. 

There are several possible factors to account for this 

altered balance. 

Firstly, the legal profession was proliferating and 

concentrating its activities in the centre of Edinburgh. 

The large scale dealings in money and property, together 

with the national judiciary and parliamentary 

responsibilities, ensured that the several branches of the 

legal profession would prosper. The Poll Tax lists some 

179 ordinary writers alone, one of the largest single 

occupational groups in Edinburgh, while numerous higher 

ranks were concerned with the nation's laws and 

judgements. Secondly, the professional class included a 

large number of ministers who had migrated to Edinburgh 

upon being turned out of their livings in 1688. It is a 

point of debate whether these men should be included as 

active professionals, when many were 'without parish or 

stipend', but there is no way of determining how many of 

any of the other occupational groups were 'active' at the 

time of the collection of information, particularly burial 
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registers, but it seems reasonable to take occupation as 

stated. Thirdly, it is becoming apparent from an 

examination of various sources, that the size of the 

merchant community was relatively static over the latter 

part of the century, or even diminishing. There is little 

direct proof for this, but the data from the stent rolls 

tend to substantiate this hypothesis, and an attempt will 

be made below (Chapter 4) to estimate the actual number of 

merchants present in Edinburgh during the 1690s. In one 

detailed survey of the occupations of London, it has been 

stated that 'merchants were numerous, but probably in 

decline' (100), and this encourages the hypothesis in 

relation to Edinburgh. 

The increase in class 6 between the two dates reflects the 

military presence in the town, in relation to the military 

activity in the latter part of the century (101), and 

reinforces the view that political as well as economic and 

social factors played a part in the changing occupational 

pattern over the second half of the century. As with most 

of the sources examined, the manufacturing sector was 

remarkably stable throughout the period, accounting for 

around one-third of adult male employment. Although 

Edinburgh may not have been a significant manufacturing 

centre for heavy goods, there were a variety of 

manufacturing processes taking place. 

The two burial groups have been further analysed in 
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relation to type of product (Table 3.12), and this 

indicates that, somewhat surprisingly, the main change 

relates to the textile industry, which was generally 

thought to have been in decline during this period. 

However, this may relate to the famine conditions during 

the 'ill years' of the early 1690s, which would take a 

greater toll of the poorer socio-economic groups, and thus 

account for the deaths of larger numbers of textile 

workers and their families, who lived both on the fringes 

of Edinburgh and of survival in times of relative 

prosperity as well as of hardship. This explanation finds 

indirect support from the comparison of the 1635 and 1699 

stent rolls, which does not show any significant changes 

in the types of products over this time period - the stent 

roll by its nature not including many textile workers. 

In most other respects there are no dramatic differences 

between the two burial register groups in relation to 

type-of-product. There is a slight reduction in the food 

and drink category in 1694 and in the leather worker 

group, but on the whole the productive capacity of 

Edinburgh seems to have been directed along relatively 

similar channels for most of the period under review. 

Although the groups are derived from single years, they 

include all available occupations from burials for those 

years, are not samples, and therefore may be assumed to 

provide a reasonably accurate account. 
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Beier produced a further classification based on the 

occupational categories 'production', exchange' and 

'other'. The , 'other' group included such diverse 

occupations as, services, professionals, officials, 

distribution and transport, and points up the difficulties 

with the inclusion of large 'miscellaneous' 

classifications. However, a similar breakdown has been 

made for the Edinburgh burial registers for the years 1664 

and 1694 and the results are shown in Table 3.13. It is 

evident once again that the change in Edinburgh relates to 

the reduction in the proportion of merchants, with a 

concomitant reduction in the 'exchange' category between 

1664 and 1694, while it appears that the London merchant 

community was maintaining its numbers. The increase in 

the 'other' category for 1694 reflects the flourishing 

professional community, while the London figure is 

comparable with the earlier Edinburgh data, but is 

probably underestimated, for the reason given above. This 

comparison, while perhaps less valid as an assessment of 

detailed occupational distribution, does serve to confirm 

impressions from other sources, and to suggest that while 

vastly different in size, Edinburgh and London were not 

very different in their socio-economic activities. 

Comparison of the actual percentages for the various 

occupational classes in the stent and burial rolls reveals 

the differences in source material once again. Whereas 

32% of the stentpayers were merchants in 1699, the burial 
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register gives a figure of 15%, more in keeping with the 

Poll Tax, and representative of the population as a whole. 

However, it is evident also that around one-third of both 

the entire population and of the stentpayers were members 

of the manufacturing class. Since many stentpayers were 

burgesses, and a substantial proportion of burgesses were 

craftsmen, this is to be expected, while in the wider 

population the manufacturing group included many who were 

not registered or time-served members of craft 

incorporations, but who made an important contribution to 

the manufacturing activities of Edinburgh. This 

illustrates the advantage of entitling occupational class 

4 'manufacturing and processing' rather than 'craft', 

which would have provided a false impression of 

manufacture and related occupations, and is a major 

disadvantage in occupational surveys carried out totally 

by assessment of burgess registers (102). 

CONCLUSION 

To summarise, it is abundantly clear that when assessing 

lists and distributions of occupations, the nature and 

original purpose of the source material must be taken into 

account. In ideal conditions the Poll Tax, Hearth Tax and 

Burial rolls should provide the most reliable evidence for 

any community, while burgess and local tax rolls provide 

evidence as to the nature of burgess and taxpaying sectors 

of the community but no more. Testaments are perhaps the 

least rewarding source, particularly towards the end of 
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the century, given the restricted numbers, which are 

unrepresentative of a community as a whole. In relation 

to Edinburgh, the Hearth Tax roll is unfortunately not 

consistent in recording occupations, and is therefore less 

useful than might be expected. While the Poll Tax is also 

deficient as a consequence of its physical condition, it 

does appear to be a reliable occupational source, and when 

taken together with the Burial roll, it seems that a 

reasonably accurate overall picture of the occupational 

distribution of Edinburgh can be obtained. Although actual 

numbers may not be strictly accurate, the general balance 

would appear to be fairly correct. Detailed assessments 

of the economic activities of various groups will 

complement this analyis and help to complete the 

comprehensive assessment of the occupational structure and 

activities of, Edinburgh. 
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NOTES - CHAPTER 3 

1. Detailed in National and Political Observations and 
Conclusions upon the State and Constitution of 
England', (1696). Gives 26 categories of 'person' as 
opposed to 'occupation', ranged from temporal lord to 
vagrant. 

2. See, for example, Patten, J., English Towns 1500-1700 
(London, 1978). Chapter 4, 'Town occupations and town 
economies' (164-5) surveys the difficulties of 
occupational classification. Also Patten, J., 'Urban 
occupations in pre-industrial England', Transactions 
of the Institute of British Geographers New Ser, ii 
(1977), 296-313, covers the topic in great detail, and 
includes a survey of the various occupational 
classifications used by other researchers (see 308-9, 
Table 1). Various occupational classifications were 
advocated by Hoskins, W. G., 'English provincial towns 
in the early sixteenth century', Transactions of 
the Royal Historical Society, 5th Ser, vi, (1956), 
1-16, (simple classification into six production 
groups); Clarkson, L. A., The Pre-industrial economy in 
England (London, 1971), favours a more complex 
division into eleven categories. Further surveys of 
the topic are included in Beier, A. L., 'Engine of 
manufacture: the trades of London', in London 
1500-1700, the making of the Metropolis, eds. A. L. 
Beier and R. Finlay (London, 1986); Clark and Slack, 
English Towns in Transition; Glass, D. V., 
'Socio-economic status and occupations in the City of 
London at the end of the seventeenth century', in The 
Early Modern Town, ed. P. Clark (London, 1976). 

3. Whyte, 'Occupational structure', 219-44. 

4. Widow Boog lived in Greyfriars parish in a large 
household with several male servants, indicating 
continuation of commercial activity rather than a 
large complement of domestic servants. There were 
almost 300 female brewers in Edinburgh in 1530, 
indicating that this trade had been dominated by women 
in earlier times. Lynch, M., 'Continuity and change in 
urban society, 1500-1700', in Scottish Society 
1500-1800, eds. R. A. Houston and I. D. Whyte 
(Cambridge, 1989), 108. 

S. See Chapter 2 for details of financial and other 
activities relating to moneylending indulged in by 
individuals at most levels of society. 

6. For detailed analysis of moneylending and investment 
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by merchants, see Brown, 'Thesis'. 

7. J. J. Brown states that 'in the seventeenth century 
both a wealthy overseas trader as well as an 
insignificant street pedlar who rarely ventured beyond 
the burgh's walls would have been termed as 
merchants.... '. Brown, J. J., 'Merchant princes and 
mercantile investment in early seventeenth century 
Scotland', in Lynch, ed., Early Modern Town, 127. 

S. Edin Recs , iv, 265-75. 

9. E. g. Edin Recs 20 June 1699, notes a loan of 6000 
merks to the Town Council from writer William Haly. 

10. Sources used for assessment: 
Poll Tax 
Hearth Tax 
Edin Tests 
Stent Rolls 1635,1699 
Burgess Roll 
Burial Register 
Edin Tests 

11. T. M. Devine states that 'in some towns, the total 
number of apprenticeships declined both in absolute 
terms and as a proportion of the total of new merchant 
burgesses'. Devine, 'Merchant class', 95. 

12. Edin Tests 22 November 1699. 

13. See detailed analyses of household and wealth in 
Chapters 1 and 2. 

14. e. g. Pocket Oxford Dictionary defines indweller as 
'dwelling within, inhabiting'. 

15. Edin Tests 13 October 1708. 

16. Edin Tests 6 April 1717. 

17. Edin Tests 2 September 1715. 

18. Edin Tests 22 October 1717. 

19. SRO E72/15/45. Mrs Anderson is credited with a 
consignment of 'paper for printing' which 'ought to be 
in the manufactory book'. Detailed inventory of her 
stock appears in Miscellany ii, (Bannatyne 
Club, 1836), 285-9. 

20. Makey, 'Edinburgh in mid-seventeenth century', 208, 
Table 9.1. 

21. Details of the mortality statistics for the 'ill 

343 



years' of the 1690s are located in Flinn, ed., 
Scottish Population History, 164-86. 

22. Coffee houses were used as centres for exchange of 
information and money, causing problems to the Town 
Council, leading to a decree that the Exchange Coffee 
House should be closed 'in respect of the seditious 
news vented in and dispersed from the said coffee 
house'. Chambers, R., Domestic Annals of Scotland, 
3rd edition, iii (Edinburgh 1874), 72. 

23. SRO E100/39/5/29. Muster Roll of Edinburgh Castle 
Nov/Dec 1694 -Jan 1695. 

24. According to Colston, the following trades-came under 
the aegis of the hammermen: blacksmith, cutler, 
saddler, armourer, beltmaker, locksmith, lorimer, 
shearsmith, pewterer, coppersmith, brazier, tinsmith, 
hookmaker, clockmaker, founder, gunsmith, pinmaker. 
Colston, J., The Incorporated Trades of Edinburgh 
(Edinburgh, 1861), 11-26. 

25. Edin Recs 6 June 1690. 

26. Edin Recs 24 February 1699. 

27. Clothes for special occasions were obviously chosen 
with care. Grisell Baillie notes expenditure of 
£112 8s 6d for clothing for her daughter's wedding, 
including '3 big nightgowns and stays', but also 
silver and silk trimmed dresses. Household Book, 
205-6. 

28. Figures from Lynch, M., 'The social and economic 
structure of the larger towns 1450-1600', in The 
Scottish Medieval Town, eds. M. Lynch, M. Spearman and 
G. Stell (Edinburgh, 1988), 274, Table 2. 

29. SRO RH/15/148. 

30. SRO RH/15/136. 

31. SRO RH/9/1/259. 

32. Household Book, 136. 

33. Ibid, 30. 

34. Edin Recs 12 September 1677. The Town Council banned 
the repair of houses with timber, insisting that 
repairs must be carried out 'allanerlie with ston 
work'. Also, only 29 wrights were recorded in 
Edinburgh in 1634 (although from a more restricted 
source), Lynch, 'Larger towns', 274, Table 2. 

35. SRO RH15/62/2-3. 
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36. SRO RH15/62/4. 

37. SRO RH15/62/3. 

38. The Account Book of Sir Joun Foulis of Ravelston 
1671-1701, ed. A. W. C. Hallam, SHS (Edinburgh, 1894), 
167. 

39. Ibid, 175. 

40. Ibid, 182 

41. Ibid, 182. 

42. Davis, D., A History of Shopping (London, 1966), 169. 

43. Edin Recs 29 September 1693. 

44. Edin Recs 23 May 1628. 

45. Ibid. 

46. Edin Recs 16 November 1683. 

47. Beier, A. L., 'Engine of manufacture: the trades of 
London', in Beier and Finlay, eds., London 1500-1700, 
146. 

48. Brown, P. H., Early Travellers in Scotland (Edinburgh, 
1973), 279. 

49. Ibid, 48. 

50. Stevenson, D., 'A unique craft. Edinburgh masons in 
the seventeenth century', Scotia, XI (1987), 2. 

51. Donnachie, I., A History of the Brewing Industry in 
Scotland (Edinburgh, 1979), 48. 

52. Lynch, Edinburgh and the Reformation, App xii. 
1583 Tax Roll included 8 female brewers. See also 
Lynch, 'Larger towns', 274, Table 2. 

53. Edin Recs 16 December 1681. 

54. Lynch 'Larger towns', 274, Table 2. 

55. The Poll Tax has numerous entries for child servants, 
including Agnes Sheil (Old Kirk) 'a young lass about 
ten years who receives no fee but is to serve for her 
meat', Edinburgh Poll Tax Returns, 36. 

56. McCaffrey, W. A., Exeter 1540-1640 (Exeter, 1958), does 
not mention professionals in his classification, 
although there is a 'miscellaneous' class to which 
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they were evidently to be assigned. 163, Table V. 

57. In McCaffrey's analysis, 11% of the sample, drawn from 
freemen's rolls, is 'miscellaneous'. 

58. SRO E72/15/45. Import records for 1690. Entry for 
Mossman for 'silk and 25 gold books'. SRO E72/15/49, 
Imports for 1691, Mossman listed as receiving '100 
reams of printing paper'. 

59. Edin Recs 30 March 1687. Detailed regulations for 
servants to sweep the closes, the penalties for 
non-compliance becoming increasingly severe, and for 
the third offence the servant involved. was to be 
'whypt by the hand of the hangman'. 

60. The economic structure and trades of Leith are 
detailed in Marshall, J., The Life and Times of Leith 
(Edinburgh, 1986). The activities of entrepreneurs 
such as Robert Douglas are described. 

61. McMillan, 'Thesis', abstract, states that Edinburgh 
'was not noted as a manufacturing centre'. 

62. ECA Stent Roll 1699. Landlords included these 
military personnel. 

63. Edin Recs 13 June 1694. 

64. List of pollable persons within the shire of 
Aberdeen, 1696, ed. J. Stuart (Spalding Club, 1844), 
583-632. 

65. Whyte, 'Occupational structure', 224-5, Table 10.1. 
See also Lynch, 'Larger towns', 274, Table 2, which 
gives figures for earlier in the century. 

66. Ibid, 219-44. 

67. Ibid, 230, Table 10.2. 

68. Edin Recs 22 August 1683. The Town Council 
encouraged local production of linen, and assured the 
manufactories of 'all our encouradgement'. 

69. For example, Nicol McLean, gardener in College Kirk, 
stated himself to have no stock, but paid the craft 
rate of 12s, as did William Cleghorn in Greyfriars. 

70. Makey, 'Edinburgh in mid-seventeenth century', 201, 
notes that a new supply was brought by gravity feed 
from Colinton in 1681. 

71. Edin Recs 5 March 1697. 

72. ECA MS Poll Tax Returns 1695 (Greyfriars). 
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73. SRO E72/15/43 (1689-90) 
SRO E72/15/45 (1690) 
SRO E72/15/49 (1691-2) 
Import records include numerous entries for wood and 
iron, from Norway and Sweden in particular. 

74. Sources: Poll Tax, 
Hearth Tax 
Edin Tests 
Burgess Roll 
Burial Register. 

75. Jerviswood's entry in the Tolbooth Parish Poll Tax 
list states that he himself was 'valued in the 
country', although tax was paid on behalf of the other 
members of his household, including his wife and 
children. 

76. Burial Register. 

77. Beier, 'Engine of Manufacture', 141-67. 

78. Ibid, 144. 

79. Ibid, 148. 

80. Ibid, 164. 

81. Ibid, 149. 

82. Edin Recs 26 July 1699. Several military officers 
were granted gratis burgess status as they were 'all 
goeing to New Edinburgh in Calledonia'. 

83. This is examined in great detail in McMillan, 
'Thesis'. 

84. McMillan gave this as one reason why she considered 
it 'unwise to become involved' in the latter decades 
of the seventeenth century. 'Thesis', 9. 

85. SRO RH/15/106/659/17. 

86. SRO RH/15/106/659. 

87. Edin Tests 18 August 1699. 

88. Lynch, 'Continuity and change', 108. 

89. Edin Tests 7 January 1691. 

90. Edin Tests 8 July 1691. 

91. Edin Tests 18 August 1692. 
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92. Edin Tests 22 August 1694. 

93. Makey, 'Edinburgh in mid-seventeenth century', 
206, estimates 12,000 in 1560 and well over 20,000 in 
mid century. 

94. The preface to the printed Burial Register indicates 
some doubts about the completeness of the records in 
the earlier years from 1659-61. 

95. ECA Stent Roll, 1635. 

96. ECA Stent Roll, 1699. 

97. Stentpaying regulations appear to have varied 
throughout the century, but the 1699 Stent Roll 
indicates that the legal profession were by then 
involved. 

98. Lynch, Edinburgh and the Reformation, App xii, 
378-92. 

99. Burial Register for period in question. 

100. Beier, 'Engine of manufacture', 149. 

101. Edin Recs 19 March 1690, notes complaints received 
regarding the 'multitude of soldiers' quartered in 
the Potterow. 

102. As in McMillan, 'Thesis'. Also, although A. McInnes 
states that freemen's rolls had been 'used to great 
effect in a number of urban studies', this effect 
must be qualified. McInnes, A., 'The emergence of a 
leisure town: Shrewsbury 1660-1760', Past and 
Present, cxx (1988), 56. 
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Table 3.2 

OCCUPATIONAL CLASSIFICATION - ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN EDINBURGH (INNER) 
---------------------------------------------- 
Class 1 34 (4.399) 175 (6.25%) 

Class 2 54 (6.987. ) 

Class 3 240 (31.04%) 

Class 4 283 (36.61%) 

Class 68 (1.03%) 

608 (21.71%) 

479 (16.90%) 

1246 (44.05%) 

65 (2.21%) 

Class 7 154 (19.92%) 227 (8.10%) 
--------------------------------------------- 
TOTA1 773 2800 
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Table 3.4 

TYPE OF PRODUCT ANALYSIS - ABERDEEN 

ABERDEEN EDINBURGH (INNER) 

---- ---------- 
Textiles 

---- 
24 

------------ 
(10.43%) 

--------- 
71 

------ 
(8.287. ) 

Clothing 82 (35.65%) 292 (34.07%) 

Leather 9 (3.91%) 71 (8.28%) 

Metal 23 (10.00%) 92 (10.73%) 

Wood/Con 58 (25.21%) 180 (21.00%) 

Food/drink 34 (14.78%) 151 (17.61%) 
------ ---------- 

TOTAL 
--- 
230 

------------- --------- 
- 857 

---- 

q 
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Table 3.6 

COMPARISON OF OCCUPATIONS 1664/1694 
('LONDON' CLASSIFICATION) 

1664 1694 LONDON 

OCCUPATION 

----- 
No % No 

---------- 
Building 

--- 
19 

------------ 
4.20 

-------- 
49 

-------- 
7.70 

--------- 
6.8 

Clothing 61 13.49 68 10.69 21.2 

Decorating/ 6 1.32 9 1.41 3.9 
Furnsishing 

Distribution/ 19 4.20 15 2.35 4.5 
Transport 

Labouring 14 3.09 21 3.30 0.7 

Leather 32 7.07 42 6.60 6.0 

Merchants 145 32.97 119 18.71 20.0 

Metal 14 3.09 27 4.24 7.5 

Misc services 17 3.76 73 11.47 5.1 

Misc production 0 0.00 4 0.62 2.1 

Officials 12 2.65 13 2.04 4.4 

Professions 52 11.50 131 20.59 5.6 

Victualling 

--------------- 
61 13.49 65 10.22 12.2 

TOTAL 
--- 
452 

------------ -------- 
636 

-------- ---------- 

Total number fo r London 1243 

Sources Burgial Re gister 
Beier, 'Engine of Manu facture' 
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Table 3.7 

DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATIONAL CLASSES IN 
1635 AND 1699 STENT ROLLS 

1635 1699 

CLASS 

------- 

NO 

------- 

% 

----------- 

NO 

-------- 

% 

--------- 

1 60 5.24 120 13.08 

2* 41 3.58 61 6.65 

3 496 43.31 294 32.06 

4 452 39.47 360 39.25 

6 2 0.17 11 1.19 

7 94 8.20 71 7.74 
-- ------- 

TOTAL 
------- 

1145 
----------- 

100.00 
-------- 

917 
------- 

100.00 

Classes -1 Gentry 
2 Professional 
3 Merchant 
4 Manufacture/Processing 
6 Civic and Military 
7 Land, Sea, Farming and Manual 

Class 5- servants - not included on these tax rolls. 

* Class 2 in 1699 also included members of the legal 
profession, but these have not been included here, 
so as to enable comparison to be 
made with 1635. 

Source: ECA MS Extent Rolls 1635 and 1699 
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Table 3.8 

DISTRIBUTION OF PRODUCT TYPE IN 1635 AND 1699 
STENT ROLLS 

1635 1699 

PRODUCT NO % NO % 

-- --------------- 
Textiles 

------ 
43 

--------- 
7.83 

------- 
14 

----- 
3.19 

Clothing 182 33.15 146 33.33 

Leather 53 17.35 49 11.18 

Metal 51 9.65 49 11.18 

Wood/construct 51 9.28 33 7.53 

Food/drink 169 30.78 147 33.56 

--------------- 
TOTAL 

----- 
549 

---------- 
100.00 

------- 
438 

------- 
100.00 

Source: ECA MS Extent Rolls 1635 and 1699 
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Table 3.9 

COMPOSITION OF 'FOOD AND DRINK' CLASS FROM STENT ROLLS AND 
POLL TAX 

OCCUPATION 

--------------- 
1635SR 1699SR PT(ED) PT(ALL) 

Aleseller 
------ 

12 
--------- 

- 
--------- 

8 
------- 

11 
Baker 40 64 48 88 
Brewer 8 21 30 60 
Butterman/wife 7 - 2 2 
Cheesemonger - 2 1 1 
Confectioner - - 1 1 
Cook 10 8 5 7 
Cowfeeder - 2 1 8 
Fishmonger 7 - - - 
Flesher 25 13 21 30 
Fruitseller 2 2 2 2 
Maltman 15 - 3 30 
Mealmaker 4 1 1 1 
Miller 1 - - 5 
Poultryman 5 4 7 7 
Vintner 
--------------- 

33 
---- 

30 22 22 

TOTAL 
--- 

166 
-------- 

147 
--------- 

152 
------- 

275 

Table 3.10 

, 
COMPOSITION OF 'CLOTHING' CLASS FROM STENT ROLLS AND 

POLL TAX 

OCCUPATION 1635SR 1699SR PT(ED) PT(ALL 
------------- 
Beltmaker 

--------- 
- 

-------- 
2 

--------- 
- 

-------- 
1 

Bonnetmaker 6 - - 3 
Capmaker - - - 3 
Draper 14 - - - 
Embroiderer 1 1 2 2 
Furrier 2 - 1 1 
Glover 1 15 19 19 
Hatmaker 9 7 1 1 
Shoemaker 31 9 39 156 
Tailor 118 89 202 311 
Wigmaker 
------- 

- 23 29 29 
------ 

TOTAL 
-------- 

182 
--------- 

146 
--------- 

292 
------- 

526 

Sources Poll Tax 
ECA. MS Extent Rolls 1635 and 1699 

PT(ED) - Poll Tax returns for the 7 'inner parishes' 
PT(ALL)- Poll Tax returns for 'greater Edinburgh 
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Table 3.11 

DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATIONAL CLASS IN 
1664 AND 1694 BURIALS 

1664 1694 

CLASS 
------- 

No 
- 

% No 7 
----- 

1 
-- -------- 

41 
---------- 

7.59 
-------- 

45 
--------------- 

5.34 

2 52 9.62 131 15.55 

3 157 29.07 131 15.55 

4 189 35.00 290 34.44 

6 8 1.48 72 8.55 

7 93 17.22 173 18.48 
---- ------------ 

TOTAL 
----------- 

540 
--------- 

100.00 
-------- 

842 
------------ 

100.00 

Source Burial Register 

Table 3.12 

DISTRIBUTION OF PRODUCT TYPE IN 1664 and 1694 BURIALS 

1664 1694 

PRODUCT No % No 9. 

--------------------------------------------------------- 

Textiles 13 7.38 45 16.98 

Clothing 38 21.59 49 18.49 

Leather 33 18.75 34 12.83 

Metal 13 7.38 28 10.56 

Wood/construct 27 15.34 55 20.75 

Food/drink 
----------------- 

52 
------- 

29.54 
---------- 

54 
-------- 

20.37 
--------------- 

TOTAL 176 100.00 220 100.00 

Source Burial Register 
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Table 3.13 

COMPARISON OF OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY WITH LONDON 
(BURIAL REGISTERS) 

DATE 
----- 

ACTIVITY No 
- 

% 
--------- 

1664 (E) 
-------------- 

Production 
--------- - 

205 
----------------- 

43.99 
Exchange 161 34.54 
Other 100 21.45 
TOTAL 466 100.00 

1694 (E) Production 278 43.64 
Exchange 136 21.35 
Other 223 35.00 
TOTAL 637 100.00 

1601-1700 (L) Production 40.40 
Exchange 35.90 
Other 23.70 

-------------- 
TOTAL 

------------- ------------ 
100.00 

----------------- 

Total number for London 2660 

Sources Poll Tax 
Beier and Finlay London 1500-1700 
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