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PREFACE

The Department of Economics of the University of Lancaster was
commissioned by the Board of Trade to undertake an economic and social
survey of that part of England north of the Ribble and west of the
Permines. Work on the project started in October 1964 with the intention
of presenting a single report containing a description of the area together
with an analysis of past and future trends and rccommendations for action.
The work was underteken within the University, with the co-operation of
appropriate central and local government bodies. Much of this co-operation
was arranged by the North West Study Group with which the work has been
closely associated. The study of the agriculture of the area was, however,
sub-contracted to a team working under Professor J.Ashton at the University
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne.

As a result of the change in Government policy, and in particular the
establishment of regional bodies for the North Western and Northern
regions, the pattern of the work had to be changed. The first priority
became the presentation of the descriptive material which had Been
collected, split into two sections to correspond with the two regions
into which the study arca has been divided. The repcrt which follows
consists of only the descriptive part of the work relating to Cumberland
and Westmorland, This will be followed at intervals over the next six
months by analytical repcrts concerned with particular topics in which
futur. trests and recommendations will be discussed. Only when all these
reports on topics are available tc be read alongside the present

descriptive revort will the full pattern of the research become apparent.

S.G.5TURMEY

University of lancaster.

Septenber, 1965
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EMPLOYMENT 1

The Study Ares

The rate of increase of employees in the study arce (1952—63) was 7.9%
compared with a 5.6% increase in the Northern regicn as a whole; both
figures were below the average for the United Kingdom, which was 10, 0%.
Althovgh the study arca contained only 9.7% of the cmployees in the Northern
region in 1952, it was responsible for 13.7% of the increase which occurred,

The fellowing table illuminates the above comparisons.

Teble 1: Employecs in the study area and the Northern region (1952 and 1963).

3 Employces i Change Ldb of total
1952 1963 i 1952-63 % increase
— i ' _— - .
' Study area 120,137 129,604 | 9,467 7.9 | 13.7
Rest of ;
Northern region 1,116,533 1,176,396 | 59,863 5.4 86.3
}
| Northern region 1,236,670 1,306,000 | 69,330 5.6 100.0

The general pattern of employment in the study arca changed quite
considerably between 1952 and 1963, There was a very definite movement away
from an over-dependence (oompared with the United Kingdom) on primary
industries towards an expension of manufacturing industries: the vrinary
sector declined from 13.8% to 9.5% of the total employees, and the manufacturing
sector increased from 30.7% to 33.9%. Even so, the primary sector wes still
considerably larzer than the United Kingdom average (9.5% compared to 5.5%)
and the manufacturing industries remained relatively less important than the
Uniteg Kingdon average (33.9% compared to 38.0%). The following table
€xplains these sectoral comparisons between the study aresz and the United

Kingdonm in more detail.



Table 2: Scctoral changes in the study area and the U.K.{1952-63). *

| Study area ? JmﬁiK. ~~~~~ )

L 1952 12?3 g 1952h 196%~h
Primary 13.8 9.5 i 7.8 5.5
Secondary 30.7 33.9 i 39.9 38.0
Construction 7.3 7.7 i 6.4 7.7
Tertiary ©4B.2 49.0 | 45.9  49.2

(#*Sce table 12 in appendix for o definition of each sector
in terms of industries).

A comparison of the relative size of the tertiary sector in the stuldy arca
compared with the TUnited Kingdom indicotes that there was little difference with
regard to the number of employces. But it is important to realize that
considerable difference existed within the study areca due to the predominsnce
of tourism in the Lakeland sub-regions, and the importance of the service sector
in Cerlisle. The West Cumberlend sub-regions, for instance, had a service
scetor of 34.6% (1963) compared with 58.9% in Carlisle. More will be said of

14 N B . . .
Cifferences between the sub-ragions in the next section.

The sub-reszicns.

The change in the relative importance of the individuzl sub-regions in
relationship to each other did not alter very much between 1952 and 1963 except,
berhaps, for the 2.0% decline of Carlisle. In contrast to this the differcnce
N the rates of increase in cnployees was very large between the individual
Sub-regions., Kenlal an’ West Cumberland grew the most rapidly with rates of
increage of 14.2% ani 11.3% respsctively; these comparcd favourably with the
10.0% increase in the United Kingdom. The increcases in Penrith, Keswick and

Carij . . L i , .
rlisle were considerably less than the United Kingdom, although only Carlisle

f"‘I‘(“.’J ~

arcd w. y

Worse than the Nerthern reglon as a whole.



For example:-

Table 3 ZEmployees in the sub-regions and the Nerthern region. <§1952 ani 1963)
Employees % change

1952 % 1963 % 1952-63

West Cumberland 46,832  39.0 § 52,143  40.2 % 11.3
§

Carlisle 42,954  35.8 | 43,837  33.8 2.1
Penrith 9,982 8.3 % 10,579 8.2 6.0
Keswick 2,650 2.2 | 2,805 2.2 5.8
Kendal 17,719 14.7 § 20,240 15.6 1.2
Northern 1,236,670 | 1,306,000 5.6

The sectoral changes in the sub-regions (195 63) were most nmarked in the

primary and seccndary sectors. Only Keswick did not expericnce a marked change
in the size of the primary sector, and only Penrith experienced a relatively
minor change in the size of the sccondary sector. Significant 2ecreases in the
sector occurred in West Cumberland (19.8% to 12.9%),

The most notable

size of the primary
Penrith (25.4% to 17.5%) and Cerlisle (7.0% to £.7%). changes
in the size of the secondary sector were a 5.9% increase in West Cumberlend and
an 8.8% decrease in Keswick.

Table 4. Sectoral analvsis of the sub-resions and the U.K. (1952 and 1963).

Other changes can be seen from the following tabl

'stt Cumberland i Caglisle ‘ Penrlthwuw_"mﬂ-.?

e 1952 1963 | 1952 1963 1952 1963 !

Primary | 19.8 12,9 | 7.0 4T 25 4 17.5 |

Secondary 39.2  45.1 1 26,9 238.4 3.5  14.1 ;

Construction 7.5 T.4 7.1 8.2 7 2 &ad |

Tertinry 33.4  34.6 58.8  58.9 54.0  59.9 i

Keswick Kendal U.K. j

1952 1963 1952 196 1952 1963 |

. Primary 10,2 10.9 8.6 6.6 7.8 5.6 f

Secondary 161 7.3 28.7 30.6 39.9  38.7 ;

COnstructlcn 7.7 8.5 6.7 6.7 6ed 6.9 5

i Yertiary 66.2  73.3 56,0 5640 45.9  48.7 ;
N' PR, - —— Py AR A e e @ 2

In every case except Carlisle, the primary sector was larger than it was in

the T.K., (1952 and 1963) and it was substantially larger, although to a

1a . - .
rorea31n8 extent, in West Cumberlend and Penrith (see table 5).
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Keswick was the cnly sub-region which did not experience a fall in the size of
the primary secteor; in actual fact there was a slight increase from 10.2% to
10.9%,

Table 5. The difference between the size of individual sectors in the
sub~regions and the U.K. (1952—63). *

(7 j West i 1952 é : f

Cumberland % Carlisle | Fenrith | Keswick Kendal

: -

Primary +12,0 -0.3 7.6 | +2.4 | +0.8
Secondary ’ -0.7 -13.0 | -26.,4 1 -23.8 ~11.2
i i
Construction +1.2 : +0.7 +0,.6 ~1.3 +0.3
Tertiary -12.5 +12.9 +8.1 1 +20.3 +10.1
West 1963

Cunberland Carlisle | Penrith Keswickl Kendal

Primary +7.3 -0,9 +11.9 +5.3 +1.0
Secondary +6.4 -10.3 ~24.,6 -31.4 ~8.1
Construction +0.5 +1.3 +1.5 +1.6 | -0,2
‘ Tertiary -14.1 +10,2 +11.2 § +24.6 +7.3

— 13

(* This table shows the difference between the size of ench sector in
any cne of the sub-regions and the size of the same sector in the
U.K. For instance, thc primary sector in West Cumberland was 12.9%
(of employees) in 19633 in the U.K. the primery sector was 5.6%.
Thus, the difference between the size of the primery sector in
West Cumberland and the size of the primary sector in the U.K.
was +7. 3%) .

With the exception of West Cumberland, the secondary scctor was
Substantially smaller in the sub-regions than in the United Kingdom. The
actual deficiencies can be scen in Table 5. Conversely (and agein with the
€Xception of West Cumberland), the tertiary sector was substantially larger

0 the sub-regions than the United Kingdom.
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In both casces the most extreme differencss occurrced in Keswick which had a
deficilency (comparcd with the U.K.) of ~31.4% (1963) in manufacturing industric
and =n cexcess of +24.6% (1963) in the tertiery sector. Carlisle was a less
extrernc ¢xanple with a deficiency in manufacturing of —10.3% and an excess of
10.2% in tertiary industries,

The different economic functions of the sub-rezions are very clearly
reflected by the considerable variation in the size of the secondary and tertis
sectors. In respect to the weighting of service industries, Carlisle, Penrith
Keswick and Kendal con be consicdered as a group, because of the fact that the
tertiary sector was predominent. West Cumberlend, con the contrary, was depende
to a uch greater extent on manufacturing infustries.

Lpzrt from the foregoing observations, the most salient structurel changes
to note are the definite movement towards less balance between the sectors in
Keswick (compared with the U.K.) as a result of an expanding service sector and
o declining manufacturing sector: the relative decline of primary industries
was absorbed by an expanding manufacturing scctor in Kendal; and finally, the
decline in an excessively large primary sector (co:pared with the U.K.) wes
complemented, in West Cumberlaond, by an increasc in the size of the secondary

sector - g movement which did not increase the sectoral balance,

Ahys

Wost Cumberland

The economic function of the zares expericnced a definite shift away from
pPrinory industrics between 1952 and 1963, and towards the manufacturing sector
which incrensed its labour force by 5,150 (see Table 6). By 1963, the primary

Sector had declined to less then three-cusrters of its 1952 level.

Table 6: Chanses in the number of employees in individual sectors in

We;; Cumberland (1952-63).

T TR T G |
¢ Primary 9286 1 6730 : -2556 ;
| Secondary 18390 | 23540 | +5150 i
E Construction 3570 g 3860 i +290 ‘
| Tertiery 15586 ' 18013 | 42007 |




Ay

A

"o.u\a‘{' 1CO

J i

i
!

St cod

e

L

1

i

Y 928

2 pho

e

b

‘V\ wwn

11

2d m\o’i

c

{
3
}

fl
..ot
~D
)
&
R
[«
\ —
N

/

vA D

L) st




E

The decline in the number of employees in coalmining wes almost entirely

responsible for the absolute decline of the primary scector. Fortunately for

. West Cumberland there was & sinultancous expansion of the chemical industry

during the same period (see &rayh i). Other manufacturing industries which
experienced substanticl increases in the number of employees were the metal

industry, footwear, engineering and printing (see Table 11 in appendix). 054

the declining industries in the manufacturing sector "cther metal industries"

vitnessed the most severe decline and was all but non-existent by 19€3.

Apart from the rapid expansion of the chemical industry, thc most significa
nbsoliite increases in employees occurred in distribution and professional
services, but the tertiary sector did not fully benefit from these two
expansions vecause of the decline in the number of employees in miscellzanecus
rvices and public administraticn.

In comparing the West Cumberland sub-region with the United Kinsdon four
outstanding features have emerged (see Table 12 in appendix). Firstly, there
was a high degree of specialization (in 1963) in the production of chenicals,
clothing and two basic industries, coalmining and metal production. These four
industries together accounted for 39.4% of total ecmployees in West Cumberland
compared with 10.3% in the United Kingdom. Secondly, even with the substantial
increase of employses in the distribution industry, the area was well below the
wverege with regard to distrivution facilities; and conversely even with the
substantial decline of employees in the coalmining industry, the area was still
considerably over-represented in this particular activity. Thirdly, there was
a disappointing decline in the relative importance of miscellaneous services
which also witnesscd an absolute decline of over 500 employees. Finally, the
engincering and vehicle industries were noticeably deficient in comparison with

their relative importence in the United Kingdon.

In breza terms, the economic function of the Carlisle sub-region changed
very little between 1952 anl 1963. The decline in the relative importence of
the Primary sectcr, which was due 1o a decline in agriculiure snd ccalmining,
W28 abscrhed by an incrsase in the relative impertance of the other sectors

(see Table 7).



T

The predominant feature of the area was a lower than average (although
1n01e331nb) percentage of employees in manufacturing industries in comparison
with a large service secctor.

Table 7: Changes in the number of employees in individual sectors in
Carlisle (1952-63).

1952 1963 Change
Primary 2991 2057 ; -934
Secondary 11635 12464 +829
Construction 3038 3580 +542
Tertiary i 25290 ! 25736 : +446

Except for the rather substantial increase in tne number of employees in
professicnal services, which expanded from 3,044 to 4,713, there were no very
definite movements within the Carlisle structure of industry during the period
(see Table 13 in appendix). The large fall in the number of employees in public
administration cannct be taken too seriously because of the employees working
at government establishments in the arca who arc not registered as employees at
the local cemployment exchange. In other words, it is not possible to see from
enployment returns exactly how many employees were in public administration in
1952 or 1963, because civil servants are not included. There docs appear to
have been, thersfore, a fairly small degree of change in the industrial structur
of Carlisle between 1952 2and 1963. Apart from the apparent decline in public
adnministration, the only other notable instances were in agriculture and
Coalmining, but these were offset to a2 large extent by an expansion of the
vehicle industry and "other metals". The textile industry remained extremely
static as far as change within the period is concerned.

Elthoush there appears to have been very little change on the surface of
the Carlisle industrial structure, certain nmovements were occurring which may
have o gupg stanticl effect on future development. The change within the vehicle
indugtry (alongside the growth in professional services) illustrates this
Point - gee Table 8.
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Table 8: Employees in the vehicle industry in Cerlisle (1952 and 1963)

| | 1992 | 1263 | Change
’ Motor vehicles and aircraft i 94 865 l +771
{ Railweys workshops, etc. i 512 206 I ~306
] i

H i }

| | 606 1071 !

In comparison with the other rezions in the study arca the industrial
structure of Carlisle was reasonably well diversified in 1963. The outstanling
specializations were public administration, transportation, and the food
industry. In ccontrast, the engineering industry was considerably
under-represented: its share of the Carlisle labour force was 2.6% conpared
with 9.3% in the U.K. 411 other departures from the United Kingdom norm were

less significant (see Table 14 in appendix),
5 DI

Penrith

The structure of the Penrith econcmy changed quite significantly between
1952 and 1963, There was a sharp fell in the relative importance of the primary
sector accompanied by a substantial incrense in the size of the tertiary sector
(see Table 9). Both the manufacturing sector and the constructicn industry
increzsed slichtly (in terms of employees), but these movements were much less
considerable than the decline of 676 employees in primary industries, and the
incrense of 936 employees in service industries.

Table 9: Changes in the number of employees in individuwal sectors in
Penrith (1952-63)

- [, S P A - — I

% 1922 L1963 | Changze
. Primary 2537 | 1861 ~676
| Secondary 1338 | 1506 +163
{  Constructicn 721 890 +169
! Tertiary 5386 6322 +936
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Of the decrease of 676 employees in primary industries nearly 60% of this
can be attributed to a declining gquarrying industry, and the rest to declining
agriculture (see Table 15 in appendix). The only noteworthy change in
manufecturing was an increase of 211 in the production of building materials
and this probably compensated, to some extent, for the decline in the quarrying
of bullding materials. In the tertiary sector, the expansions were limited to
professional services, distribution and public administration - apart from a
relatively minor increasc in absolute terms in banking and finance.

As would be expected in a region with only a small number of employees,
g comparison with the United Xingdom structure of incdustry illuminates a number
of considerable differences in the size of individual sectors (see Teble 16 in
appendix). The agricultural sector, fcr instance, contained 15.8% of the
employees in Penrith in 1963 (compared with 19.6% in 1952); the corresponding
United Kingdonm figure was 2.9%. Miscellaneous services and the production of
building materials were over-represented to a lesser, yet still very noticeable
extent. Apart from the timber industry and the production of building material

all the manufacturing industries were under-represented - to varying degress,
Keswick

It is obvious from Table 10 that the economy of Keswick has relied heavily
upon the tourist industry, and this has become increasingly more so since 1952.
Both the primary sector and the construction industry remained relatively statd
(relative to total employces) during the period, but there was a definite shift
away from manufacturing: this was due to the decreasing number of cmployed
Persons in the production of stationary goods.

Table 10: Changes in the number of em?loyees in individual sectors in

Kendal (1952-63)
{ 7 : p———
| 1952 | 1963 | Change
| Primary 270 306 | 436
i ,Secondary 423 206 } ~217
é Construction 205 239 ! +34
; Tertiary 1752 2054 ; +302
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The miscellancous services inlustry, and more particularly "catering and

notels", increased the most rapidly during the period. By 1963 just over 25%
of the total employecs in Keswick were employed in this industry; this wes
substentially higher then the proportion in this industry in the United Kingdor
(see Tables 17 and 18 in appcndix). Very little can be said about under or
over representation of cther industrices in comparison with the United Kingdon,

because of the very small absolute number of employees in Keswick.

Kendal

Ls was previcusly mentioned, the broad structural changes in Kendal (1952-
vere not very noticeable except perhaps for the movement of employees from the
primary to the secondary sector, which expanded a2t a rate faster then any of tl
other sectors. But since the tertiary scctor was of predominant importance
during the pericd the a2bsolute change in employees was greater than in the

7

secondery sector - see the following table

Table 11: Chonges in the number of emplcyces in individuel sectors in

Kendal (1952-63)

é_ 1952 . 1963 ,  Chenge n-i

Pripary | 1518 | 1343 ~175 !
Secondary % 5095 5185 +1090 ‘
Constructicn } 1191 1351 +160 ;

| Tertiary § 9915 | 11361 1446 ;

The Cecline in the relative importance of the primary sector was attrivute
to a decresse in the wgricultural labour force, and the decline would have beer
much more significant but for the expansicn of gquarrying. The manufacturing
industrieg responsible for expansion were footwear, carpets, knitwear and
printing, in incresse in the number of enplcyees was exporienced by all the
Service iniugtries cxcept transportation, but miscellaneous scrvices did not
“¥pand rapidly encuch to meintain its relative position in the lcecal economy

(between 1952 anad 1963).
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Considering the relatively small size of the Kendal sub-region, the
industrial structure was fairly wide; only the metal industry was completely
unrepresented, although chemicals, vehicles, leather and the production of
building materials were represented to only a small degree. In fact, only th
engineering industry was considerbly under-represented compared with the
United Kingdom (see Table 20), The clothing industry and miscellancous
services were the only two industries which were over-repressnted (compared

with the United Kingdom) to any large extent.



APPENDIX

Teble 12: Definition of sectors in terms of industries

Primary Sector . Agriculture, forestry, fishing

N -

. Mining and quarrying,

Secondary Sector

(w
.

Food, drink and tobacco.

. Chenicals and sllied industries.

Metal manufacture.,

N\
-

. Engineerinz and electrical goods.

» Shipbuilding and marine engineering.
8. Vehicles.

9. Other metal industries.

0. Textiles.

11. Leather, fur.

12. Clothing and footwear.

13. Bricks, vottery, glass, etc.

14, Timber, furniture, etc.

15. Paper, printing and publishing.

16, Other manufacturing indusiries.

Conztruction 17. Construction.
Tertiary 18. Gag, electricity, water.

19, Transpcrt,and comunications.

20, Distribution.

21. Insurance, banking, finance.

22. Professional and scientific services.
23. Miscellaneous scrvices.

24, Public administration.

e

i
§
¥
&




Table 13: Structural changes in the West Cumberland sub-region (1952-63)

Employecs % % . Change (1952-63)
Tnd.No.* 1952 1963 ' 1952 1963 Absolute % !
1 1353 1276 2.9 2.4 -T7 -0.5
2 7933 5454 16.9 10.5 i -2479 -6.4
3 1571 1326 3.4 2.5 ; ~245 -0.9
4 3629 6721 t 7.8 12.9 +3092 +5.1
5 L4165 5421 9.5 10.4 +956 +0.9
6 2360 2775 5.0 5.3 ! +415 +0.3
LT 4 21 - - z +17 -
; 8 174 79 0.4 0.2 -95 -0.2
9 332 3 0.7 - -329 ~0.7
10 1501 1564 3.2 3.0 +63 -0.2
11 234 157 0.5 0.3 -77 -0,2 i
12 2260 2897 . 4.8 5.6 +637 +0.8 |
13 159 157 . 0.3 0.3 -2 -
14 330 360 0 0.7 0.7 +30 -
15 514 839 1.1 1.6 +325 +0.5
L6 857 1220 ¢ 1.8 2.3 +363 +0,5
17 3570 3860 i T.6 Ted | +290 -0.2
18 649 522 14 1.0 i -127 -0.4
19 2898 2569 6.2 449 ! -329 -1.3
20 3300 4596 P T 8.8 | +1296 +1.7
P21 490 600 i 1.1 1.2 +110 +0.1
;22 2352 5115 5.0 9.8 | +2763 +4.8
C23 3109 2602 6.6 5.6 -507 -1.6
o4 2788 2009 6.0 3.9 ~779 ~2.1
Total | 246832 52143 100 100 5311
e Sunm of % Changess 29.4 {
*KEY TO INDUSTRIES
1. Agriculture, forestry, fishing. 13. Bricks, pottery, glass etc.
2. Mining and gquarrying 14. Timber, furniture, etc.
3. Food, drink and tobacco. 15. Paper, printing, publishing.
4e  Chemicals and allied industries. 16. Other manufacturing industries.
5. Metal manufacture. 17. Construction.
6. Enginecring and elesctrical goods. 18. Gas, electricity, water.
T+ Shipbuilding and marine engineering. 19. Transport, communication.
8. Vehicles. 20. Distribution.
9. Other metal industries. 21. Insurance, banking, finance.
10. Textiles. 22. Professional services.
1;- Leather, fur. 23, Migscellaneous services.

+ Clothing and foctwear. Lo Public administration.



Table 14:

£
<

O~ OV e N
. .

9.
10,
11,

GRS R o L o T S

The structure of industry in Yest Cumberlsnd zond the UK. (1963)

-

Ind.No.* i % Employees } Difference ?
West !
- i Cumberland U.X. é — .ﬂ*%
1. i 2.4 2.5 i ~0.1 §
2. | 10.5 3.0 g +7.5 j
I3 2.5 3.6 ~1,1 :
4 1249 2.2 +10.7 ;
5o i 10.4 2.6 +7.8 f
6. 543 9.3 | =40 e
To o - 1.0 ; ~140 g
| 8. 0.2 3.8 | -3.6 i
: 9. - 2.4 -2.4 j
L0, 3.0 3.6 ~0.6 g
P11 0.3 0.3 0 :
{12, i 5.6 2.5 +3,1
13. . 0.3 1.5 ~1.2
L 14, 0.7 1,2 -0.5
L5, | 1.6 2.7 -1.1
16. | 2.3 1.3 +1,0
17. § T4 741 ; +0.3
18, 1.0 1.7 | -0.7
{19, 169 7o ' -2.2
20, : §.8 12.9 ~la
21. ! 1.2 2.6 "1-4—
22, : 9.8 9.7 +0.1
23. , 5.0 9.2 . —5.2 ;
2., 3.9 6.0 f -2.1
e . — - o e e e e e A e+ = o T« a o . 1+ w2t et | ek s 5 i o o+
g Specialization Coefficient +30.5 i
— . LT S
10 INDUSTRIDS

%griculture, forestry, fishing.
Mining and gquarrying.
Food, drink, and tobacco.
Chemicals and allied industrics.
Metal monufacture.
Engincering and clectrical goods.
Shipbuilding end marine engineering.
Vehicles,
Other metal industries.
Textilcs.
Leather, fur.

Lothing and footwear.

13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
13.
19,
20,
21.
22,
23,
24.

Bricks, pottery, glass, etc.
Timber, furniturec, etc.

Papsr, printing, publishing,
Other manufacturing industries.
Construction.

Gas, electricity, water.
Transport, communication.
Distribution.

Insurance, bankinz, finance,
Professionel scrvi
Miscellancous services.
Public administration.

~oa

[SaSTe Y



T2. Clothing and footwear.

24,

Table 15: Structural changes in the Carlisle sub-rezion (1952-63)
Employees % Change (1952-63)
Ind.No,* 1952 1963 196 Absolute %
1. 2354 1889 4e3 ~465 -1.2
2. 637 168 0.4 -469 ~1.1
3. 3391 3150 Te2 -241 -0.7
4. 60 48 0,1 -12 -
5e 113 180 0.4 +49 +0.1
e 1163 1129 2.6 ~-34 ~0.1
70 1 - - -1 -
8. £06 1071 2.4 +465 +1.0
9. 1250 1635 3.7 +385 +0.8
10. 2455 2467 5.6 +12 -0.1
11. 184 256 0.6 +72 +0,2
12, 571 555 1.3 -16 -
13, 445 528 1.2 +83 +0.2
14, 417 315 0.7 ~-102 -0.3
15. 869 319 0.7 ~550 -1.3
16. 92 811 1.9 +719 +1.7
17 3038 3580 8.2 +542 +1.1
18, 782 818 1.9 +36 +0,.1
19. 5120 4983 1.4 -137 -0.5
20, 4335 4933 11.3 +598 +1.2
21. 568 831 1.9 +263 +0.6
22, 3044 4743 10.8 +1669 +3.7
23, 4729 424 10,1 | -305 0.9
24 6712 5034 11.5 ~1678 4.1
Total 42994 43837 100 ,
—_— Sum of % Changess: 21,0 |
* KEY TO INDUSTRIES
1. Agriculture, forestry, fishing. 13. Bricks, pottery, glass etc.
2. Mining and quarrying. 14. Timber, furniture, etc.
3. Tood, drink and tobacco. 15, Paper, printing, publishing.
4+ Chemicals and allied industries. 16. Other manufacturing industries.
5 Metal manufacture. 17. Ceonstruction.
6. Engineering and electrical goods. 18, Gas, electricity, water.
Te Shipbuilding and marine ongineering. 19. Transport, communication.
8. Vehicles, 20, Digtribution.
9. Other metal industries. 21, Insurance, banking, finance.
10, Textiles. 22, Professicnal services.
1. Leather, fur. 23. Miscellaneous services.

Public administration.



Table 16:

The structure of industry in Carlisle and the U.K. (1963)

Difference

Ind.No.* % Employees
Cerlisle U.K.

1. 4.3 2.5
2. 0.4 3.0
. 7.2 3.6
e 0.1 2.2
5e 0,4 2.6
6o 2.6 9.3
T - 1.0
8. 244 3.8
Se 3.7 2.4
10. 5.6 3.6
1. 0.6 0.3
12, 1.3 2.5
13. 1.2 1.5
14, 0.7 1.2
15. 0.7 2.7
16, 1.9 1.3
17 8.2 T
18. 1.9 Te7
19. 1.4 7.1
20, 11.3 12.9
21, 1.9 2.6
22. 10,8 9.7
23, 10.1 g.2
21.’1’.3 H 11;5 660

=241
2.2
6.7
-1.0
~1.4
+1.3
+2,0
+0.,3
-1.2
-0.3
-0.5
-2.0
+0.6
+1.,1
$0,2
+4.3 %
-1.6 :
-0.7 !
+141

+0.9

i
+5.5 %

Specialization Coefficien

+22.7 ;

by

*KEY TO INDUSTRITS

w o =
-« w ®

-
.

O @ ~1 o\

igriculture, forestry, fishing.
Mining and quarrying.

Food, drink and tobacco.
Chemicals and allied industries.
Hetal manufacture.

Engineering and electrical goods.
Shipbuilding and marine engineering.
Vehicles,

Other metal industries.

Textileg,

Leather, fur.

Clothing ani footwear.

13
14.
15,
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
21,
22,
23,
24,

Bricks, pottery, glass, etc.
Timber, furniture, etc.
Paper, printing, publishing.
Other manufecturings industries
Construction.

Gas, electricity, water.
Transport, communication.
Distribution.

Insurance, banking, finance.,
Profesgsional services.
Miscellaneous services.,
Public administration.
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Table 17: Siructural chanses in the Penrith sub-region (1952—63)

Employees % % Change (1952-63)
Tnd,Ho.* 1952 1963 1952 1963 i Absclute %
1. 1958 1676 19.6 15.8 ! -282 -3.8
2. 579 185 5.8 1.7 ;i -394 ~4e
36 256 162 2.6 1.5 } -94 1.1
4 5 - C.1 ~ ; -5 -0.1
5e 23 - 0.2 - ! ~23 -0.2
6. 59 96 0.6 0.9 | +37 +0.3 |
Te - - - - | - - ;
8. 1 26 - 0.2 ; +25 +0.2
9. 10 - 0,1 - -10 ~-0.1
10, 1 2 - 0.2 ; +22 +0.2
1. - - - - - - :
12, | 20 87 0.2 0.8 +67 +0.6 |
13, 658 869 6.6 842 +211 +1.6
14, 148 144 1.5 14 -4 ~-0.1
15. T 99 99 1.0 0.9 - -0.1 -
16, i 58 - 0.6 - } -58 -0.6 @
17. : 721 890 7.2 8.4 +169 +1.2 {
18. 223 233 2,2 2.2 - - !
19. 1165 1011 1.7 9.6 -154 -2
20, 1144 1476 11.5  14.0 +332 +5.5 |
21, 101 175 1,0 1.7 : +74 +0.7 i
22, 596 1051 6.0 9.9 +455 +3.9 |
23, L1596 1508 16.0  14.3 | ~£8 -1.7 |
_ 24 g 561 868 | 5.6 8.2 | +307 +2.6 i
Total 48 7 7 T T T
—_— vee 10519 109 1 (éum of % Changes: 30.8
* XKEY TO INDUSTRIDS
1. Agriculture, foreatry, fishing. 13, Bricks, pottery, glass etc.
2. Mining ana quarrying. 14, Timber, furniture, etc.
}- Food, drink and tobacco. 15. Paper, printing, publishing.
%+ Chemicals and 2llied industries. 16. Othcr manufacturing industrics.,
2 yetal nmanufacture. 17. Construction.
. f?%ineering ana electrical goolds. 18. Gas, electricity, water.
g' $ﬂipbuildiuq and marine engineering. 19. Transport, communication.
+ Vchicles, 20, Distributicn.
18: gZii? netal industries. 21. Insuran?e, banking, finance.
1. L:ht}les. 22. E?Ofe851cnal services.
12 eather, fur, E%. Miscelloneous sgervices.

Clothing end footweszr. 24, Public administration.



ﬁable 18: The structure of industry in Penrith and the U.X. (1963)

Ind,No * % Employees Difference
5 Penrith U.Ke

1. 15.8 2,5 +13.3
2. 1.7 3.0 163
3. 1.5 3.6 -2
4 - 2.2 -2.2
5. - 2.6 -2.6
6. 0.9 9.3 -8.4
Te - 1.0 ~-1,0
8. i 0.2 3.8 -3.6
9. - 2.4 -2.4
10. 0.2 3.6 -3.4
11. - 0.3 -0.3
12. 0.8 2,5 =17
13, 8.2. 1.5 +6.7
14, 1.4 1,2 +0,2
15, 0.9 2.7 ~1.8
16. - 1e3 ~1.3
17. 8.4 T +1.3
18, i 2.2 1.7 +0.5
19. i 9.6 7.1 +2.5
20, 14.0 12.9 +1.1
21, 1.7 2.6 -0.9
22, 9.9 9.7 +0.2
23, 14.3 9.2 +561
24, 8.2 6.0 +2.2
Specialization Coefficient: +33.7

- " . i

* KEY TO INDUSTRIES

1. Agriculture, forestry, fishing. 13. Bricks, pottery, glass, etc.
2, Mining and quarrying. 14. Timber, furniture, etc.
; 3. Food, drink and tobacco. 15+ Paper, printinz, publishing.
. 4+ Chemicals and allied industries. 16. Other manufacturing industries.
i 2' Metal menafacture. 17. Construction.
: * Engineerigg and electrical gocods. 18. Gas, clectricity, water.
i [B Shipbuilding and marine engineering. 19. Trensport, communmication.
. 8 TVehicles, 20, Distribution.
% 12: gthe? netal industries. 21, Insurance, barking, finance.
1 IIEP fozlles.m 22, ﬁ?ofess1onal services.
12 Cia h§r, fur. 23. I&usogllanec?u; services.
othing and foctwear. 24, Public administration.




Table 19: Structural changes in the Keswick sub-region (1952-63).

Ind.No. Employees ‘ % Change (1952-63)
* 1952 1963 1952 1963 Apsolute %
1. 168 169 6.3 6.0 +1 -0.3
2 102 137 3.9 4e9 +35 +1.0
3. 34 - 1.3 - -34 ~1.3
B - - - - - -
5e - - - - - -
6, 94 12 3.6 0.4 -82 -3.2
7. - - - - - -
8. - - - - - -
9. 10 20 0.4 0.7 +10 +0.3
10. - - - - ~ -
113 - - - - - -
12, - - - - - -
13. - 12 - 0.4 +12 +0.4
14 68 10 2,6 Ol -58 -2.2
15, 17 31 0,6 1.1 +14 +0,5
16, 200 121 7.6 4.3 -79 -3.3
17, 205 239 T.7 8.5 +34 +0.8
18. 83 83 3.1 3.0 - ~0.1
19. 175 93 6.6 3.3 -82 ~3.3
20. 307 364 11,6 13.0 +57 +2.4
21, 44 56 1.7 2.0 +12 +0.3
|22, 268 298 10.1 10.6 +30 +0,5
23. 733 972 i 277 34.7 +239 +7.0
24, i 142 188 5.4 6.7 +46 +1.3
__Total t 2650 2805 100 100

——

¥KEY TO INDUSTRIES

Sum of % Changes: 28.2 {

T Agriculture, forestry, fishing. 13. Bricks, pottery, glass etc.
2e Mining and quarrying. 14. Timber, furniture, etc,

3. TFood, drink and tobacco. 15. Paper, printing, publishing.
4. Chermicals and allied industries. 16. Other manufacturing industries.
5. Metal manufacture. 17. Construction.

6. Engineert s and electrical goods. 18, Gas, electricity, water.

T Shipbuils :ng and merine engineering. 19. Transport, communication.

8. Vehicles 20. Distribution.

9+ Other meisl industries. 21. Insurance, banking, finance,
10, Textiles. 22, Professional services,

1;- Leather, fur. 23. Miscellaneous services.

+ Clothing and footwear. 24+ Public administration.



Table 20: The structure of industry in Xeswick and the U.XK. (1963)

{
Ind.No.* i % Buployces l Difference
| Keswick U.X. ) L
1. 6.0 2.5 +3.5
2. 449 3.0 +1.9
3. ~ 3.6 -3.6
A, - 2.2 -2.2
5. - 2.6 246
6 0.4 9.3 -8.9
Te ~ 1.0 -1.0
g, - 3.8 -3.8
9 0.7 2.4 -1.7
10, - 3.6 -3.6
1. - 0.3 -0.3
12. - 2,5 -2,5
13 0.4 1.5 ~1.1
14, ; 0.4 1.2 -0.8
15, | T 2.7 -1.6
16, a3 1.3 +3.0
17. 8.5 7ol +144
18, 3.0 1.7 :- +1.3
19. 3.3 71 g’ -3.8
20, 13.0 12.9 +0.1
21, 2.0 2.6 -0.6
22, b 10.6 9,7 +0.9
23. Y 3.2 +25.5
24, | 6.7 6.0 +0.7 :
~ . L |
Specialization Coefficient : +38.3

L

* KEY TO INDUSTRIZS

: T Acriculture, forestry, fishing, 13. Bricks, pottery, glass, etc.
' e Mining ang guarrying, 14. Timber, furniture, etc.

; %' Food, drink and tobacco. 15. Paper, printing, Hublishing.
. *+ Chendcals and allied industries. 16. Other manufacturing industries.
| 2' ?etgl miofacture, 17. Construction.

P 7' 3n§lnee"“xg and electrical goods. 18. Gas, clectricity, water.

§ 8: 32i§2§éitung and marine engineering. ;g. g?aﬁsp?rzfocommunications.
9% Other n o) tnoutes ¢ Disteiution.
k4 10, Textzlj:Ja industries, 21. Inburange, bunﬁln?, inance.
& 11, Leath\bb' 22, P?of9551onal services.

§ ¢ry fur, 23. Miscellancous servicas.

C1 s o .. .
v1othing and footwenr 24, Public administration,
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Table 21: Structural changes in the XKendal sub-region (1952-63)

T IZmployees % Change (1952-63)
Ind. Ho.* 1952 1963 1952 1963 Absolute %
1. 1350 1030 T.6 5.1 -320 -2.5
2a 168 313 1.0 1.5 +145 +0.5
3. 654 644 3.7 3.2 -10 -0.5
Lo 82 Ll 0.5 0.2 -38 -0.3
5. - 4 - - +4 -
6. 761 714 1e3 305 —47 -0.8
Te 53 71 0.3 0.4 +18 +0.1
8. 20 37 0.1 0.2 +11 +0.1
9. 8 8 - - - -
10. 515 1034 2,9 5.1 +519 +2.2
11. 19 13 0.1 0.1 , -6 -
12, 1598 2141 9.0 10.6 +543 +1.6
13. 90 23 0.5 0.1 -67 -0.4
14. 314 328 1.8 1.6 +14 ~0.2
15, 868 1056 4.9 562 +188 +0.3
16, 113 T4 0.6 0.4 -39 -0,2
17, 1191 1351 6.7 6.7 +160 -
18. 607 649 344 3.2 +42 -0.2
19. 1247 1019 7.0 5.0 -222 -2.0
20, ! 185 2175 10.5 10.7 | +324 +0,2
21, ! 668 782 3.8 3.9 i +114 +0.1
22, bovgos 2475 L 9.6 1047 +480 +1.1
23. {3016 3261 17,0 16,1 +245 -0.9
_ 4 ? 837 1300 4.7 6.4 +463 +1.7
__Total 17719 20240 100 100 | i
Sun of % Changes: 15.7
——— —
*KEY 70 INDUSIRIES
1o Agrioulture, forestry, fishing. 13. Bricks, pottery, glass eotc.
2, Mining ang gquarrying. 14. Timber, furniture, ctc.
%' Food, drink and tobacco. 15. Paper, printing, publishing.
ire ghemioals and allied industrics. 16. Other manufacturing industries.
5¢  Hetal manufacture. 17. Construction.
6. Engineering and clectrical goods. 18. Gas, electricity, water.
7. Shipbuiliing and marine enginesring. 19. Transport, communication.
. Venicles. 20. Distribution.
1%' gthe? netzl industries. 217. Insurance, banking, finance.
11: Lthlles.p 22, ??of9381ona1 services.
4 Ccath§r, fur., 23, HMiscellaneous services.
+ Clothing and footwear. 2. Public administration.

%ﬁv‘:m-th. RN 8 kb
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Table 223

The structure of industry in Kendsl a2nd the U.K. §1963)

'

lInd.No.* % Brmployces Differcnce |
Kendal U.K. }
|
Te 5.1 2.5 +248 i
2 145 3.0 -1.5
3. 3.2 3.6 -0.4
4. 0.2 2.2 -2.0
5 - 2.6 -2.6
6 3.5 9.3 -5.8
Ta 0.4 1.0 -0.6
8. 0.2 3.8 -3.6
9. ~- 2.4 2.4
10, 51 3.6 +1.5
1. 0.1 0,3 ~-0.2
12. 10.6 2.5 +8.1
13. 0.1 145 -1.4
14, 1.6 1,2 +0.4 ’
15. 5.2 2.7 +2.5 {
16. 0.4 1.3 -0.9 ’
7. 6.7 7.1 ; -0.4
18. 32 Ta7 i +1.5
19. ; 5.0 T : -2.1
| 20. 10,7 12.9 2.2
C21. 3.9 2.6 +1.3
P22, 10,7 97 +1.0
P23, 16.1 9,2 +6.49
2L o i 6.4 6.0 % +0.4
Specizrlization Cocfficient : +26.1

- *EKLY 70 1N ILTRIES

Agriculture, forestry, fishing.
Hining ang quarrying.

Food, drink anl tobacco.
Chemicals and zllied industries.
Hetal manufacture.

Engincering and clectrical goods.

Shipbuilding and marine cngineering.

Vehicleg .
Other meval
Textiles,
Iéeather’ flm.

lothing and footwear

industries.

13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
21,
22,
23.

24

Bricks, pottery, £lass, ectc.
Timver, furniture, ctc.
Paper, printing, publishing.
Other manufocturing industries.
Construction.

Ges, electricity, water.
Trensport, communication.
Distributicen.

Insurence, banking, finance.
Professicnal services,
¥iscellaneous services.
Public aiministration.



