
'The spiritual destitution is excessive-the 
poverty overwhelming'1: Hinckley in the 
mid-nineteenth century 
by Stephen A. Royle 

"I have seen a good deal of the poor in my time ... but I have 
never seen a tithe of the distress I have seen here." 2 (1851) 
"The poverty of this place exceeds anything I have ever met with 
in any part of the Kingdom."3 (1845) 

"Eye hath notseen ear hath not heard, the heart cannot conceive 
the half of the suffering endured by this poverty stricken 
people."4 (1843) 
"The spiritual destitution is excessive - the poverty 
overwhelming. Out of a population of 7 ,OOO only 300 ratepayers. 
Poor rate higher than any other parish in England. Trade
stocking making."5 (1851) 

These four statements record contemporary views of Hinckley, 
Leicestershire in the mid-nineteenth century. 'Distress', 'poverty', 
'suffering', 'destitution', from the end of the Napoleonic wars right up until 
the 1870s such words describe the quality of life 'enjoyed' by substantial 
numbers of the town's population. Concealed within the simple statement 
'Trade-stocking making' is the reason why. Hinckley was a specialized 
industrial town whose industry, stocking making, could not properly 
support its population. 

This had not always been the case although from its invention in 1589, the 
stocking making machine, the frame, did not often bring fortune to those 
associated with it. A case in point is that of its inventor the Reverend William 
Lee of Calveton, Nottinghamshire. Tradition has it that Lee constructed the 
first frame out of spite to hand knitters for, either his suit had been rejected 
by a lady who was knitting at the time, or his wife was always too busy 
knitting to pay him any attention. Lee failed to interest Elizabeth I in his 
machine for she was afraid it would cause hardship to the hand knitters, and 
so tried his fortune on the continent. Here he met with little greater success 
and died a poor man in France in 1610. However, his brother, James, 
managed to establish the frame in London and later it was widely adopted in 
the East Midlands. 6 The first frames in Leicestershire were set up in Market 
Place, Hinckley in 1640 by William Iliffe who with the aid of an assistant 
made a profitable living. This initial success attracted others to take up 
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framework knitting (the terms stocking making and framework knitting are 
interchangeable in Hinckley) and Hinckley's population grew rapidly, 
increasing from approximately 1,000 in 1640 to 2,250 by 17177 and doubling 
again to 4,500 by 1780. 8 By that time the domination of Hinckley by 
framework knitting was quite remarkable. The celebrated historian, John 
Nichols, building up to his monumental four volume Leicestershire county 
history of 1811, 9 published a study of Hinckley in 1782. In it he noted that: 

"The introduction of the stocking frame has considerably 
augmented the traffick (sic) of the town." 10 

In fact, rather than augment, the framework knitting industry had taken 
over Hinckley's 'traffick' since, according to Nichols' own estimates, almost 
half of its total population of 4,500 in 1780 were employed in one of the 
branches of knitting, viz: 

framework knitters 
seamers 
woolcombers 
framesmiths 
spinners, winders, etc. 

1,000 
250 

50 
28 

822 

2,150 
Seamers joined the sides of the fashioned stocking together; framesmiths 

constructed and set up the stocking frames; spinners and winders prepared 
the wool or cotton for the frames. Seaming, spinning and winding were less 
skilled tasks than knitting itself and were usually carried out by the elderly, 
the young and the infirm. 

Seventy years after the publication of Nichols' estimates, framework 
knitting's grip on Hinckley had not been relaxed. A 50% sample of the 
Census Enumerators' Books of 1851 inspected by the present author 
indicated that as in the 1780s, a very high proportion of the town's total 
population, 61%, were in employment and that 67·9% of the employed 
worked in some branch of textile production, a large majority still being 
framework knitters. The industry could offer jobs to so many of the 
population because it was organised on domestic lines with often whole 
families, including children from the ages of five or six, engaged in knitting or 
performing the various ancillary tasks. By comparison Leicestershire towns 
without a substantial domestic industry such as Melton Mowbray and 
Lutterworth had much smaller proportions of their populations at work - a 
similar sample of their 1851 Census Enumerators' Books identifying 
proportions of 46·5% and 39·8% respectively. The adoption of framework 
knitting had even affected Hinckley's morphology for, before the growth of 
the industry, its main streets had contained many farmhouses with yards and 
outbuildings behind but, when manufacturing became the town's main 
function the farmhouses were adapted to the needs of entrepreneurs or 
publicans while the yards were infilled with small cottages to accommodate 
the knitters. Access to the yards from the main street was provided in the 
form of narrow passages called jitties while the farm tracks paralleling the 
main roads behind the yards becam~ streets providing rear access. This 
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system of parallel streets can still be identified in the central part of Hinckley 
but, happily most of the squalid cottages in the yards have long been 
demolished. 

The increase in population and housing density in Hinckley in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries bear witness to the initial success and 
vitality of its new industry. In the mid-sixteenth century Hinckley and 
Melton Mowbray had populations of similar size, between 450 and 550, but 
by 1780 Hinckley's population of about 4,500 was five times that of Melton 
(although in the nineteenth century Melton was to catch up to some extent as 
its population grew along with its wealth, on its establishment as the 
'metropolis of fox-hunting' 11). However, in spite of the initial stimulus to 
Hinckley, its textile trade did not bring it fortune for much of the late 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries as the quotations presented at the start of 
this article indicated. In fact, from quite early in the eighteenth century there 
were periods of severe over supply in the East Midlands hosiery trade and the 
ominous phrase 'as poor as a stockinger' was heard as early as 1740.12 In 1778 
the first of many petitions requesting relief for Midland knitters was sent to 
Parliament but to no avail. 13 However, Parliament's lack of interest was not 
immediately important because the next few years marked Hinckley's 
greatest era of prosperity for many decades, since its workforce was reduced 
as many of its young men went off to fight in the Napoleonic Wars and its 
trade was increased by lucrative contracts for military hose. Hinckley, thus 
entered the nineteenth century in a prosperous condition but its favourable 
trading position lasted only as long as the War for with peace the workforce 
grew as discharged soldiers returned to take up their old occupations and the 
military contracts were not renewed. Further misfortune was brought about 
by the whims of fashion which decreed that men should wear trousers rather 
than half-breeches and therefore short socks rather than full-length hose. As 
the former require less material and labour per pair, the returns to the 
knitters were markedly reduced. The down turn in Hinckley's fortunes was 
worsened by new technical developments in the framework knitting industry 
of Leicester where a wide frame system of stocking making was perfected. 
Basically this meant that, unlike the Hinckley narrow frames, those used in 
Leicester made stockings without their being properly 'fashioned' or shaped 
to the leg and although the products of Hinckley were for the greater part far 
superior, the cheaper Leicester 'cut-ups' (as they were known) captured most 
of the mass market. 14 • 

The fall in demand for Hinckley's output resulted in many of its 
inhabitants being again reduced to a state of poverty and their plight is 
poignantly illustrated by a famous local poem of the 1840s: 

"A weaver of 'inckley sot in 'is frame 
'is children stood mernfully by, 
'is wife pained with 'unger, near naked with shame, 
As she 'opelessly gazed at the sky. 
The tears rolling fast from 'er famishing eyes 
Proclaimed 'er from 'unger not free, 
And these were the words she breathed with a sigh, 
'I weep, poor 'inckley, for thee.' " 15 
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This poem in its Leicestershire dialect, has rather more importance as a 
social document than as a milestone in English literature for it exudes 
something of the hop~lessness and despair that characterised ''inckley' at the 
time of its composition when the framework knitting trade had sunk to its 
nadir. However, not all the frustration of Hinckley's residents expressed 
itself in poetry and there were riots in the town, in 1816, 1818, 1819, 1826 and 
1829, the last being particularly severe. In that year two-thirds ofHinckley's 
estimated 6,000 residents were on parish relief despite there being only 400 
ratepayers16 • So severe was the poverty that the parish itself entered the 
hosiery industry in order to absorb some of the underemployment in the town 
but unfortunately rapidly lost some £4,000. 17 After this failure the situation 
continued to deteriorate and Engels was moved to single out the people of 
Hinckley for particular attention in his survey of the English working classes 
in 1844. 18 However, Hinckley was only one of a number of hosiery centres in 
distress, and during the 1840s 25,000 Midland framework knitters banded 
together to petition Parliament for relief. The government set up a 
Commission of Enquiry whose report published in 184519 presents a good 
deal of information about the organisation and operation of the framework 
knitting industry in Hinckley and the effect its depression was having on the 
town. 

Before going on to present records of the commissioners' interviews with 
witnesses from all sections of society in the various cities and towns of the 
East Midlands on which it concentrates, the report draws some overall 
conclusions. It roundly condemns a number of unfair practices within the 
industry and these, taken together with the unfavourable marketing 
conditions for the narrow frame products of Hinckley, had contributed to the 
difficulties in that town's textile manufacture. One of the greatest problems 
identified was the low wages: the financial reward for a week's work at a 
frame was then in the region of 6s 6d (32½p) and out of this had to be met the 
rent for the frame - few knitters in Hinckley owned their own - of ls Od 
(5p) per week (many of the knitters' cottages in Hinckley were rented for a 
similar weekly sum) and 'shop charges' of 3d or 4d (I½- 2p) per frame per 
week. Shop charges represented the cost to the domestic knitters of providing 
their own coal, soap, candles and needles. Many of the knitters did not even 
receive their wages in cash - one of the greatest evils brought to life in the 
report was the truck system whereby knitters were paid in kind either 
directly in goods or in credit to a particular shop. The goods supplied were 
usually over-priced and/or underweight, and therefore, in real terms the 
knitter paid by truck was worse off than his fellow paid in cash. The report 
also condemns the prevalent practice of 'stinting' work, whereby a limited 
amount of work would be spread over a large number of frames thus giving 
them all some work but at the cost of perpetuating the overlarge labour force 
when otherwise many knitters might have left the industry to its immediate 
and overall benefit . In Hinckley the witnesses' interviews make clear that all 
the condemned practices were known in the town while such problems were 
exacerbated by the local system of domestic working to a middleman rather 
than direct to a hosier . As one of the witnesses reported "We are now almost 
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become the workshop to Leicester"20 and as most of the entrepreneurs 
controlling Hinckley's industry lived in that city they were rather isolated 
from their workforce and this allowed the middlemen too many opportunities 
for sharp practice. From the interviews a picture of life in the town at that 
time also emerges. Two of the introductory quotations were taken from them 
and it is unnecessary to go into much more detail here except to present a brief 
synthesis of the prevailing conditions. Many families occupied a single room, 
often without furniture except for the ubiquitous frames. The dwellings 
themselves were often damp and insanitary and this, together with an 
inadequate diet, led to the spread of diseases such as consumption, typhoid 
and scarlet fever. The local doctor even suggested that the knitters' 
physiology had been altered since many of them were pale, undersized and 
had poor eyesight. 21 The pawnbrokers did brisk business since many families 
pledged their best clothes each Monday and, some, their blankets each 
morning (the charges accumulating until the Saturday when the knitters were 
paid). In such poverty many of the young girls were forced into prostitution 
and it was estimated that during the early 1840s one baby in eight was 
illegitimate. The interviews indicated that many of the knitters were wary of 
accepting parish out-relief and waiting for conditions to improve because the 
relief consisted of work, breaking stones and they were afraid that such an 
activity would harden their hands and rob them of the manual dexterity 
needed to work a frame. So many of them were quitting Hinckley to look for 
better opportunities elsewhere. The wealthy were also leaving the town, in 
their case to escape from the high poor rates and, because property values 
were falling rapidly, many decided to cut their losses and go. The Chairman 
of the Board of Guardians claimed that the property he owned 'in the best and 
central part of the town' had been worth 1,700 guineas in 1827 but would 
fetch only 800 guineas in 1844. 22 Finally, it may be noted that one framework 
knitter, Benjamin Hanshaw, intimated that he would rather be transported 
than stay in Hinckley-'it is only for the sake of not liking to disgrace one's 
character as an honest man or I should be glad to go'. 23 

The student of Hinckley's history is fortunate in having so many 
contemporary statements about life in the town in the mid-nineteenth 
century but he must beware of not recognising that such statements, for 
perfectly understandable reasons, may not always have been completely free 
from a certain bias. Thus, if possible, it is necessary to provide corroboration 
to the picture of life such statements present by turning to objective sources 
of quantifiable social data. Much information of this sort is to be found in 
manuscript Census Enumerators' Books, particularly those of 1851.24 As 
mentioned above a study of these records has been made by the author25 and 
it is appropriate to present a number of the findings here. For example the 
knitters' dislike of accepting parish out-relief was mentioned above but a 50% 
sample of households in the Enumerators' Books revealed that 9·9% of them 
contained at least one person who had been reduced to accepting such help 
while of the 64 inmates of the Hinckley Poor Law Union workhouse who had 
occupations recorded, 35 (54·7%) were textile workers. For comparison, a 
similar study of Melton Mowbray discovered that only l ·42% of its 
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households contained paupers while the modal occupational group in the 
Poor Law Union workhouse was that of servants (29 of the 160 inmates with 
recorded occupations)-in Hinckley there was little opportunity for a 
person ever to become a servant such was the poverty in the town. Only 
4·26% of Hinckley's gainfully employed population in 1851 were servants 
compared to 15 · l % in the much more prosperous Melton Mowbray. Census 
Enumerators' Books also enable one to discover accurately what proportion 
of Hinckley's children were forced to work. No fewer than 26,5% of all its 
children under 15 were in employment, the equivalent figures in Melton 
Mowbray and Lutterworth being l ·8% and 3· 1% respectively. The 
necessity for Hinckley's knitters' use their children to perform the time 
consuming, mundane but very necessary ancillary tasks of preparing the 
threads and finishing off the knitted stockings (if the knitter had no family he 
had to pay perhaps 2s 6d (12½p) per week for them to be carried out 
elsewhere26) ensured that the children were brought up into the hosiery 
trade, probably with few opportunities to seek a career in other fields, thus 
perpetuating hosiery's overlarge workforce throughout the generations. The 
existence of this trend was amply confirmed in a study of occupational 
inheritance rates from another set of contemporary records-those of 
marriage ceremonies. A 50% sample was taken of all marriages involving 
residents of the town-Anglican, Roman Catholic, non-conformist and 
civil-occurring in Hinckley between 1837, the date standardised records 
were first kept, and 1851.27 Of the total sample of 374 marriages, 165 (44· l %) 
involved bridegrooms whose fathers were framework knitters and, of these 
grooms, no fewer than 146 (88 ·5%) were also employed in some aspect of 
textile production. One hundred and thirty-five of the brides in the samples 
who had their occupation recorded on the marriage certificates had fathers 
who worked in the textile industry and, of these, 130 (96· 3%) worked in the 
same trade themselves. 

Incidentally, marriage records also enable one to gain some idea of the 
standards of literacy amongst a population since both bride and groom have 
to sign the documents. In Hinckley between 1837 and 1851 the sample 
indicated that 53· 3% of the marriage partners were unable to sign their name, 
the most simple of literacy tests. Some indication of the appalling standard of 
general education this represents in this blighted town can be seen from a 
comparison with Lutterworth and Melton Mowbray where, for the same 
period, only 21·4% and 20·5% of the partners were forced to make a mark 
rather than sign their marriage licences. 

Comparisons of this sort between Hinckley and other towns in the county 
are valuable in that they show just how atypical were conditions in Hinckley 
at this time. Two more documentary sources, the rate revaluation schedules 
of 1837 and 1838 and the electoral lists of 1851 enable such comparisons to be 
taken further. The revaluation documents28 usually provide information 
including the . valuation and address of individual properties but, 
unfortunately, in the Hinckley schedules no addresses were recorded but one 
can still calculate the mean rateable value of property in the town and contrast 
this against similar mean valuations from Lutterworth and Melton Mowbray. 
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In Hinckley the mean was £3 19s 8d (£3·98) and the very low standard of 
property this must have represented can be seen by Lutterworth's mean of 
£7 15s Od (£7·75) and Melton Mowbray's of £9 12s 10d (£9·64). 

The final set of comparisons to be presented here is based on the electoral 
lists for 1851. 29 At this time the franchise was granted only to men with 
property or land worth at least £10 per annum and, therefore, the proportion 
of a town's population entitled to vote can serve as an indication of the general 
level of prosperity within that population. In Hinckley there were just 106 
electors (resident and non-resident) and taking population and household 
figures from the contempotary 1851 census, where 6,177 people were 
recorded as forming 1,338 households, it can be calculated that only l ·7% of 
the population could vote-one vote for every 12·6 households. In 
Lutterworth and Melton Mowbray electors were relatively far more 
numerous. Lutterworth had 76 amongst its 2,446 population (3·11%) and 
546 households-one voter per 7·2 households; in Melton Mowbray the 
4.434 population included 130 electors (2·9% could vote) and of the 844 
households one in 6·5 on average contained an elector. 

With regard to measures as varied as rates of literacy, rateable values, and 
proportion of electors within a population Hinckley lagged far behind 
neighbouring settlements of similar rank and the whole body of evidence 
presented in the paper from the findings of the Framework Knitters' 
Commission to the statements of its witnesses to the objective quantitative 
measures discussed above combine to present a picture of a very poor, 
depressed town and society in the 1840s and 1850s. A few years later 
Hinckley's long suffering population was dealt another severe blow when the 
blockade of Confederacy during the Civil War virtually halted the export of 

· cotton from the United States. As cotton was the fibre in which the vast 
majority of Hinckley's stocking makers specialised, the cotton famine had 
very serious consequences in the town. Some idea of its effects can be gleaned 
from another government report, that of the Children's Employment 
Commission of 1862.30 According to this report there was a considerable lay 
off of knitters as well as much short time working and the town was in as 
much distress as in the 1840s. The organisation of the industry had been 
improved considerably since then but there were still complaints about low 
wages-when cotton was available a 90 hour week on a frame would be 
rewarded by about 12s Od (60p) and evidence was taken from a 6-year-old 
Hinckley girl who was sent out to seam stockings for thirteen hours per day 
(excluding three short breaks for breakfast, dinner and tea) six days per week 
for the princely sum of ls Od (5p)! 31 Frame rents, by then 2s Od or 2s 3d 
( 10-11 p), and shop charges still had to be met even though few frames were in 
anything approaching full operation. However, despite the still poor 
conditions of life in Hinckley revealed by this report, it did contain one 
element of hope for the town. Running throughout it is the magic word 
'steam'-powered frames had just been introduced, the first factory being 
erected in Wood Street in 1855. At this time, such frames were used to make 
inexpensive stockings and, although those knitters in direct competition with 
the factories at this end of the market were obviously adversely affected by 
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their developments, it was to be adoption of steam that was finally to rescue 
Hinckley's population from their long years of poverty. The first powered 
frame had been invented as early as 1816 but only much later was there 
general adoption of power to stocking making. This delay can be only partly 
related to technical problems in the mechanical reproduction of the intricate 
movements of framework knitting since of greater significance was the fact 
that the plentiful supply of cheap labour meant that there was little pressure 
from the entrepreneurs for mechanical aids. However, from the 1860s many 
steam powered factories were built in Hinckley and, as from the first these 
were under the control of the factory inspectorate, they did not suffer from 
the evils of many early nineteenth century establishments. Child labour was 
forbidden and this together with the 1870 Education Act at last broke the 
chain of occupational inheritance that had bedevilled the town for so long. 
With the inception of a properly established factory system complete with 
modern powered machines (these factories must not be confused with earlier 
'factories' in Hinckley which were simply collections of hand frames gathered 
together in one building) the competitiveness of Hinckley's output rose and 
so did the level of returns to the textile workers employed, particularly as 
factory industry was associated with the rise of trade unionism in the town. 
The remaining domestic knitters were finally relieved of the burden of frame 
rent by the 1874 Hosiery Manufacturing (Wages) Act and this ended the 
possibility of people speculating in frames and anybody ,wishing to invest in 
the hosiery industry in Hinckley could be directed to do so in the new 
factories . There were 20 factories in the town by 1894 and by then the few 
remaining framework knitters were employed almost entirely in the 
production of old style military pants for the army, a product very difficult to 
manufacture mechaniq.lly. 32 

The latest currently available set of Census Enumerators' Books, those for 
1871, enable some idea of the improved conditions of Hinckley's population 
at the early stages of its industry's modernization to be seen. An indication of 
the changes taking place '3/as the declining number of workpeople recorded as 
framework knitters or stocking makers-only 48 · 2% of textile workers were 
so described in 1871 compared to 63·8% in 1851-the fall mainly occurring 
because of the numbers of 'factory workers', 'factory hands' and 'machinists' 
(11 % of all those employed in hosiery). Such occupations were not found at 
all twenty years earlier. It was noted above that 9·9% of all households 
contained at least one pauper in 1851 but a 50% household sample from the 
1871 Enumerators' Books discovered only two paupers, 0·26% of households 
having one. Clearly, by 1871 Hinckley was well on the way to economic 
recovery. Towards the end ofthe century large scale shoe factories were also 
established in the town33 and this helped to bring much needed 
diversification to its economy. Indeed, Hinckley ended the nineteenth 
century rather as it had begun as a reasonably prosperous town with a well 
equipped modern industry. Fortunately for its long suffering residents, the 
prosperity at the start of this century has not proved to be as short lived as that 
of the century before. 



HINCKLEY IN THE MID-NINETEENTH CENTURY 59 

Notes 

1. William Steward, Vicar of Hinckley, in a note on his Return to the Ecclesiastical Census of 
1851 (Public Record Office) Ecclesiastical Census 1851; see also William Salt, Independent 
Minister, in evidence to the Framework Knitters' Commission, Report to the Commission to 

Enquire into the Condition of the Framework Knitters, 609, 1845, XV, 262. (Reprinted by 
Irish University Press, British Parliamentary Papers, Industrial Revolution Volume 8) 

2. William Salt, ibid, 261 
3. William Chawner, Shopkeeper, in evidence to the Framework Knitters' Commission, op. 

cit., 246 
4. Quoted by F. Engels from a letter to the Morning Chronicle 9th December 1843 in The 

Condition of the Working Class in England in 1844, translated by W. 0. Henderson and W. 
K. Challoner, (Oxford, 1958), 214 

5. William Steward op. cit. 
6. See L. A. Parker, 'Hosiery' in the Victoria History of the Counties of England,A History of 

the County of Leicestershire 5 volumes (1907-1964), iii (1955) 2-20; T. J. Chandler, 'The 
Leicestershire Hosiery Trade 1844--1954' ,Hosiery Trade Journal, April 1955, 91-94; E. M. 
Rawston, 'Some Aspects of the Location of Hosiery and Lace Manufacture in Great 
Britain', East Midland Geographer, 2·9 (1958) 16-28 

7. A. J. Pickering, The Cradle and Home of the Hosiery Trade, (Hinckley, 1940) 
8. J. Nichols, The History and Antiquities of Hinckley, (London, 1782) 
9. J. Nichols, The History and Antiques of the County of Leicester, 4 volumes, (London, 1811) 

10. J. Nichols, 1782, op. cit., 27 
11. The term used by the hunting journalist and novelist, Nimrod (pseudonym of C. J . 

Apperly); see, for example, his novel The Life of a Sportsman, (London, 1842) 
12. A. J . Pickering, op. cit. · 
13. ibid. 
14. See L. A. Parker, op. cit. 
15. Anonymous, 1840s. Cited in H.J. Francis, A History of Hinckley, (Hinckley, 1930) 129 
16. A. J. Pickering, op. cit. 
17. ibid. 
18. F. Engels, op. cit. 
19. Framework Knitters' Commission, op. cit. 
20. William Law, Chairman of the Board of Guardians, in evidence to the Framework 

Knitters' Commission, ibid., 272 
21. Thomas Samuel Cottrell, Medical Officer, in evidence to the Framework Kniteers' 

Commission, ibid., 263 
22. William Law, op. cit. 
23. Benjamin Hanshaw, Framework Knitter, in evidence to the Framework Knitters' 

Commission, op. cit., 241 
24. These are held in the form of microfilms by Leicestershire Museum and Art Gallery 

Archive Department 
25. S. A. Royle, 'Aspects of the Social Geography of Leicestershire Towns, 1837-1871', 

(Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Leicester University, 1976) 
26. According to evidence submitted by John Brooks, Framework Knitter, to the Framework 

Knitters' Commission, op. cit., 220 
27. These are held by the Registrar of Hinckley . Permission to consult the licences for research 

purposes was granted by the Register General 
28 . Held by Leicestershire County Record Office 
29. Held by Leicestershire County Record Office 
30. Children's Employment Commission, First Report with Appendix, Children Employed in 

Trade and Manufacturing, 3170, 1863, XVIII. (Reprinted by Irish University Press, British 
Parliamentary Papers, Children's Employment, Volume 13) 



60 

31. Elizabeth Jennings, Seamer, in evidence to the Children's Employment Commission, ibid., 
294 

32. L. A. Parker, op. cit. 
33. W. G. Hoskins, 'Footwear' in the Victoria History of the Counties ofEngland,A History of 

the County of Leicestershire, op. cit. iii, 23-5 


