
Elizabeth Hindle (b. 1830) 

 

By Lewis Darwen 

 

Under the Law of Settlement and Removal paupers residing in a parish or township that they 

were not legally ‘settled’ in could be removed to their legal place of settlement if they applied 

for poor relief. However, removal could be costly, and was potentially hard on the pauper. 

Consequently, in the nineteenth century poor law officials would often provide outdoor relief 

to a non-settled pauper if the legal place of settlement agreed to reimburse the cost. This 

obviated the need to remove them. Yet, ‘non-resident’ paupers, as individuals relieved under 

this arrangement were formally called, lived precarious lives. Their relief depended on both the 

parish of settlement and the parish in which they were residing operating on agreeable terms. 

The following case study examines the circumstances of one pauper family, the Hindles, who 

found themselves as non-resident paupers in Lancashire in the mid-nineteenth century. It is 

based on evidence from board of guardians minute books.  

 Elizabeth Hindle was a non-resident pauper who legally belonged to the north-west 

Lancashire township of Longton in the Preston Poor Law Union, but lived in the township of 

Ormskirk some fourteen miles away. We first encounter this 28-year-old mother of three, 

whose descent into pauperism was caused by her criminal husband’s transportation to 

Australia, in the minute books of both the Preston and Ormskirk unions in December 1858.1 

Her children were aged five, eight and ten at this time. The Ormskirk guardians has written to 

their counterparts in Preston asking if they would be willing to allow Hindle three shillings 

outdoor relief per week for three months, the maximum period allowed before her case had to 

be reviewed. She was, they explained, ‘too ill to be removed or do any hard work’. They also 

stated that two of her children were sick, one of inflamed eyes, the other of fever. The Preston 

guardians agreed to this request providing that they received a medical certificate proving the 

circumstances. Three months later the Ormskirk officials wrote again, but on this occasion the 

request to extend the relief met some opposition in Preston. The town’s chief magistrate, 

Thomas Batty Addison, an avowed advocate of the workhouse system, moved that the family 

should be ‘received without an order’; that is, that they return to Preston without a formal 

removal certificate. Preston guardian William Bond, however, opposed the motion with an 

amendment that ‘the family be relieved at Ormskirk with 3s. per week for four weeks’. The 

amendment comfortably won the day, and Hindle was allowed to stay in Ormskirk.  

We do not hear of Hindle again for a few months. Most likely, the relief granted following 

Bond’s amendment was extended to the usual three month period. From this point, the Hindle 

family experienced a long period of dependency on the Poor Law in Ormskirk. For the next 

three years, the Preston guardians agreed every thirteen weeks to extend her relief and allowed 

either 2s. 6d. or 3s. per week. The sums granted appear to have fluctuated depending on the 

mother’s health and capacity to work.2 Yet, even with this support the family remained 

desperately poor. When Ormskirk sent the usual letter asking for her relief to be extended in 

January 1861, for example, they also asked if the Preston Guardians would provide extra 

money for shoes so that the children could go to school.3 That they lacked such a basic item of 

clothing tells us a good deal about the family’s financial situation. The Preston Guardians 

agreed to the request.  

By May 1862 the Preston Guardians, having provided relief to the Hindle family 

continuously for the best part of three years, were beginning to question their responsibility to 
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continue doing so on the grounds of irremovability. The Poor Removal Act of 1846 had granted 

persons with the status of ‘irremovable’ (simply meaning that they could not be removed) if 

they had been resident in a parish or township for five continuous years, providing they had 

not received poor relief in that time. In 1861 this was reduced to three years. A letter was sent 

from Preston to officials in Ormskirk stating that, under these terms, the Guardians ‘question 

whether such a union [Preston] was liable to continue relieving this case.’4 The response from 

Ormskirk was a defensive one, immediately resolving to take out an order of removal against 

the Hindle family to send them back to Preston.5 This was now a classic case of disputed 

settlement. Preston's own case rested on a rather dubious technicality, the Guardians arguing 

that although Hindle had been a pauper during most of her three year residence in Ormskirk, 

she had not actually been chargeable to Ormskirk and therefore had acquired irremovable status 

within that union. By early June evidence on the Hindle family had been gathered by officers 

of the Preston union and a report brought before the Preston Guardians. It stated:  

 

This family it appears was chargeable to Ormskirk at different periods from 1853 

to 1859 and was removed therefrom to Longton [a township within the Preston 

union] the legal place of settlement. Since she has returned to Ormskirk and from 

March 1859 has been relieved by the Preston union on account of Longton through 

the officers of the Ormskirk union for a period exceeding three years and - It is now 

believed she is irremovable from Ormskirk on the grounds of residence therein 

without being chargeable thereto for a period of three years - Statements read to 

the Board and proceedings taken for the family's removal - Order may be appealed 

against for trial of the question.6 

 

 

The report itself is interesting outside its legal implications. It states that Elizabeth Hindle 

had been a pauper on and off in Ormskirk for almost a decade and had been legally removed 

to Longton, her place of settlement, in 1859. This appears to be slightly inaccurate, because the 

minute books of the Preston union show that Hindle was living in Ormskirk and receiving non-

resident relief from Preston between December 1858 and March 1859. Nonetheless, it seems 

clear that shortly after her removal she made her way back to Ormskirk and, soon enough, was 

once again before the Poor Law authorities asking for relief. This time, rather than remove her 

to Longton again, arrangements were made with the Preston union for the payment of non-

resident relief. Where her husband, transported in 1858, fits into this story is unclear, but it is 

possible that Longton was his legal township of settlement and that his wife had acquired the 

same place of settlement upon marrying him. The three shillings provided to Elizabeth by the 

Preston Guardians was not nearly enough to maintain a family of four, and so she must have 

had extra income from other sources such as kin, friends, neighbours or charity. This would 

explain her apparent eagerness to live in Ormskirk, where these networks of support 

presumably existed, rather than in Longton where she might never have actually lived.  

On the legal side, both the Preston and Ormskirk unions made orders to remove Elizabeth 

and her children, although the family do not appear to have actually been sent back to Longton. 

During the three months which followed the outbreak of the dispute, it appears that both unions 

recognised that the law fell on the side of Ormskirk. In August the overseers of Longton, who 

were responsible for township finances and legal issues, accepted responsibility for Hindle's 

maintenance and wrote to Ormskirk asking them to 'relieve the family as usual - as removing 
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them would cause Longton considerable expense which it wishes to avoid and the family really 

belongs to Longton.'7 This letter was almost certainly not authorised by the Preston Guardians, 

and over the following two months intermittent entries in the minute books of both unions 

suggests that the arrangement for the payment of non-resident relief had broken down. On 28th 

August, for example, the Ormskirk Guardians resolved to provide relief to the family and to 

write again to the Preston union regarding repayment.8 One month later, on 23rd September, 

the Preston Guardians received another letter from Ormskirk telling them that Hindle 'intends 

attending' their next meeting, indicating that she wished to plead her case before the Guardians 

personally. Her personal solicitation worked, for the Preston Guardians resumed paying non-

resident relief from October 1862.9 She also appears to have continued receiving relief at 

Preston's expense throughout 1863, as Ormskirk union sent letters asking the Preston 

Guardians to extend relief for 13 weeks in January and December of that year. 

The final entry relating to Elizabeth Hindle appears in the Ormskirk union minute books in 

November 1867, almost a decade after she first became a non-resident pauper. On this 

occasion, the Guardians agreed to write to Preston asking them to cover the cost of brandy 

supplied to her. Evidently ill at this time, the Ormskirk union medical officer was also asked 

to 'make a special report' on her case.10 It has not been possible to determine what happened to 

Hindle after she ceases to appear in the minutes. It is possible that her children, aged 20, 18 

and 15 in 1868, were by this time able to support their mother and that she consequently ceased 

to require poor relief. It is also possible that her husband, having served his sentence abroad, 

returned home and the family regained some degree of independence. 
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