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Introduction

Between 1688 and 1820, the number of capital crimes in England and Wales increased exponentially from fifty to over two hundred and twenty. Men and women found themselves facing the gallows having being convicted of crimes ranging from murder, through burglary and housebreaking to horse, cattle and sheep theft. As the great opponent of capital punishment, Sir Samuel Romilly (1820, p. 108) told the House of Commons in 1810, “there is probably no other country in the world in which so many and so great a variety of human actions are punishable with loss of life as in England”.[endnoteRef:1] Almost half a century later, another opponent of capital punishment, Charles Phillips (1857, pp. 3,4), described with horror how it was “…frightful to look back on the penal code of England, as it stood even in our own day. Every page of our statute-book smelt of blood”. In practice however, the Bloody Code, as it subsequently came to be known, was significantly less brutal in practice than Phillips implied. While those convicted of murder more often than not expiated for their crime on the gallows, the majority of those convicted of lesser offences were often pardoned, receiving instead a sentence of transportation or even imprisonment. Indeed, it was estimated in the 1820s that in order to hang all those condemned to death, four persons would have to be dispatched on the gallows every day of the year with the exception of Sundays (Cottu, 1822). [1:  For a list of the capital statutes that comprised the Bloody Code, see Radzinowicz (1948), Appendix 1 ] 


	The 1970s and 1980s witnessed a debate among Marxist historians and others over the extent to which the Bloody Code operated as a tool of the ruling elite to protect property interests. In his 1975 essay ‘Property, authority and the criminal law’, Douglas Hay (1975 [2011c]) argued that the Bloody Code played a crucial ideological role during the period, by, on the one hand, legitimising the status quo and maintaining bonds of obedience and deference, and, on the other, protecting private property in the absence of a police force. Other historians, most notably Peter King (1984), however argued that the variety of actors within the criminal justice process, many of whom were not members of elite groups, undermined the potential that the law could have been used as the exclusive tool of elites. King also showed how the decision over which felons left to hang were actually executed was influenced by a variety of factors – such as the youth of the offender, their previous conduct or whether or not an example needed to be made to deter others - rather than exclusively dominant class interests. Nevertheless, in a more recent rejoinder to his critics, Hay (2006) insisted that he had never denied that factors such as age influenced judicial decision making, only that the respectability of a felon’s background was mentioned more often in petitions for mercy than claims of poverty or distress. Indeed, he went on, a close reading of King’s own analysis showed that support from members of higher social classes was crucial to the success of a petition for pardon.[endnoteRef:2]   [2:  See also Hay (2011b). For a more recent discussion of the factors that influenced the pardoning process in the late eighteenth century Old Bailey, see Ward & Williams (2016).] 


	In recent years, however, several of historians have begun to explore a different series of questions in regard to the administration of the Bloody Code. One theme that unites the current work is an emphasis on the variability of the Bloody Code. This is by no means a new approach to the topic: one of the key criticisms made of the capital code by contemporaries was that it was highly variable in practice (see, for example, McGowen, 1983). Some capital property offences were taken more seriously than others (highway robbery and burglary compared with sheep stealing, for example), and were thus more likely to lead to the gallows than others. Moreover, a felon could go to the gallows after being convicted of a property offence, while others convicted of the same offence at the same assize would receive a pardon (Beattie, 1986; King, 2000). This new scholarship on the Bloody Code takes this inherent variability as its starting point and explores its patterns across three dimensions: time, geography, and, judicial decision-making.


Time

Both the number and percentage of capitally convicted felons who were executed fluctuated over the course of the long eighteenth century. This can be seen clearly in figure 1:


Figure 1: the number of persons executed in England, 1760-1830

Between 1760-4 and 1785-9, the number of persons dying on the gallows in England increased exponentially, from just over three hundred persons to just under a thousand. This growth reflected both an increase in the number of persons indicted and, crucially, the end of transportation as a secondary punishment during and after the American War of Independence. While many felons, unable to be sent overseas, languished on hulks or in county gaols, in the absence of transportation as a sentencing option, an increasing number and percentage of capitally-convicted felons met their end on the gallows. The number of executions then fell for the remainder of the period, albeit with slight peaks between 1800-4 and 1815. By 1820-4, the number of executions was only slightly higher than at the beginning of the period (311 compared with 302). Put another way, between 1760-9 one person was executed across England per 100,000 population, this then rose to 2.2 persons per 100,000 between 1780-9 before falling to 0.9 and then finally 0.7 between 1800-9 and 1820-9 respectively.[endnoteRef:3] [3:  The 1761 and 1781 population estimates are taken from Wrigley (2007).] 


	Focusing on the numbers of persons executed, however, only reveals part of the picture of the administration of the Bloody Code. Those who died on the gallows, after all, only represented a small percentage of all those who were sentenced to death. It is thus, equally important to explore the patterns of changing proportions of capitally convicted offenders going to their deaths over the period. In a recent analysis of the Old Bailey, Simon Devereaux (2013) has shown how the number of executions and percentage of capitally convicted felons going to their deaths in the capital between 1760 and 1837 progressed through four key stages:
 

Figure 2: The number and percentage of persons executed at the Old Bailey, 1760-1830 (adapted from Deveraux, ‘England’s “Bloody Code” in Crisis and Transition’)

In the ‘opening phase’ (1760-83), the percentage of capitally convicted felons who were executed declined from above 60% to around 40%, although in absolute numbers, an increasing number of felons met their end on the gallows. Between 1783 and 1787 there was then a ‘boom’ in executions in the capital in terms of both actual numbers and the percentage of felons executed. There was then a decline in both the number and percentage of felons executed between 1788 and 1808 as transportation to Australia commenced and a series of reform-minded Lord Chancellors were appointed.  Consequently, by 1808, executions in the capital were “approaching extinction levels”, with some capital crimes, such as returning from transportation or larceny from the person, effectively becoming dead letters. Finally, an increase in indictments coupled with official concerns about the rise of various forms of radicalism led to an increase in both the number and percentage of felons executed from 1809 until the end of the period. 

	More recently, Devereaux (2017) has revisited and extended his analysis by exploring patterns of executions and pardons at the Old Bailey for different types of offence between 1730 and 1837. In doing so, he has highlighted four different phases in the administration of the Bloody Code in the capital, with each phase being characterized by not only differing numbers of executed felons (and different ratios of executions and pardons), but also by the predominance of different types of criminals among the condemned and executed. The period between 1730 and 1760 was characterized by infrequent executions of large numbers of felons on each execution day; upwards of six to a dozen felons at once was not an uncommon state of affairs, with twenty-one felons expiating for their crimes at Tyburn on one day in 1741. During this period, those persons convicted of robbery also constituted the majority of capitally convicted felons at the Old Bailey and, consequently, were executed in greater proportion than other similarly convicted felons. 

	The period 1761-1787, in contrast, was characterized, by an increase in the number of execution days per year from four to eight or more and, concomitantly, smaller numbers of felons meeting their fate on each occasion. This state of affairs, he suggests, stemmed from changes in the process of pardoning capitally convicted felons. During the reign of George II (1727-60), the meetings at which pardons were considered, known as Recorder’s Reports, were typically held infrequently, meaning that there was invariably a backlog in pardons to be considered and, concomitantly, executions. In contrast, following the accession of George III in 1760, Recorder’s Reports began to be held after each Old Bailey Session. The result was that fewer capitally convicted felons were executed on each execution day, although such occasions occurred often more than twice as frequently. That said, during the 1780s there was an increase in the number of felons executed for the reasons discussed. A second major change during this period concerned the composition of those executed. During the 1770s and 1780s there was increasing concern about robbery, housebreaking and burglary, evidenced by a five-fold increase in convictions for the latter crime between 1780 and 1785. Consequently, convicted burglars, and to a lesser extent robbers, constituted the majority of those who were executed during these decades.

Between 1788 and 1817, both the number and proportion of capitally convicted felons going to the gallows in the capital declined. This partly stemmed from the establishment of a penal colony in New South Wales in 1789, and the renewal of transportation as a secondary punishment. However, there was also a growing appreciation by the Government of public concerns with both the frequency and scale of executions in the capital. Consequently, between the 1780s and the turn of the nineteenth century, the likelihood of a felon being executed for robbery and burglary and housebreaking fell from almost one-in-two to one-in-five and three-in-five to one-in-ten respectively. In their place, there was a surge during the latter part of the period in convictions and executions for stealing in a dwelling.

Finally, 1818-1837 witnessed the last resurgence of capital punishment in the capital prior to the collapse of the Bloody Code in the late 1830s. In large part, this was a reaction to the rapid increase in indictments and capital convictions for property offences in the aftermath of the end of the revolutionary and Napoleonic wars. During these two decades, the number and proportion of those convicted of property offences – notably again robbery and burglary – increased in the capital, as did executions for forgery. In general, however, Deveraux argues, after 1822 there was a growing reluctance by the Government to execute large numbers of felons on any single occasion. Thus, while the scale of capital punishment in the capital during the 1820s represented a revival of patterns seen during the eighteenth century, this revival was tempered with an element of restraint; the Government was increasingly mindful of what public opinion would tolerate.

	These patterns, however, cannot be generalized to the rest of England and Wales. In my own analysis (Walliss, 2018) of the administration of justice in four English and three counties I found differing patterns of executions and pardons to the capital. Due to constraints of space, I will discuss only two English counties and Wales as a whole here:


 Figure 3a: The number and percentage of persons executed at the Kent county assizes, 1760-1830. 

Figure 3b: The number and percentage of persons executed at the Lancashire county assizes, 1760-1830. 

Figure 3c: The number and percentage of persons sentenced to death and executed at the Wales Courts of Great Sessions, 1760-1830

In Kent the percentage of felons executed almost halved between 1760-4 and 1770-4 from 33% to 18%, while the number of executions declined by a third (from 28 to 9). As occurred in the capital, there was then a sustained increase in both until the late 1780s, reaching 51 executions (37% of those capitally convicted) between 1785-9. The percentage of felons executed then declined for the remainder of the period, albeit, again, with temporary increases in the number executed between 1800-4 and 1820-4. In Lancashire, in contrast, both the number and percentage of felons increased from 1760 until the turn of the nineteenth century, reaching 43 executions (47% of capital convictions) between 1800-4. From 1800 until the end of the period, the percentage of felons executed declined markedly, while the number of executions declined at a slower rate. The second decade of the nineteenth century saw an increase in the number of executions (from 29 to 44), before rapidly falling for the remainder of the period. Between 1760 and 1780, both the number and percentage of felons executed in Wales increased, albeit with a dip in the latter between 1765-9 and 1775-9. As was the case in England, during the 1780s both the number and percentage then increased rapidly, reaching a peak of twenty-four executions (or 32% of those sentenced to death) between 1785-9. Both then fell until 1810, although there was another peak in the percentage executed between 1795-9. Between 1810 and the end of the period, there were then two increases in the number and percentage executed between 1810-4 and 1820-4, until both fell (reaching 3 executions/3% between 1825-9).

 
Place

The second dimension of variability in the administration of the Bloody Code was space or geography. To date, the bulk of the historiography of the administration of justice during the long eighteenth century has focused on London and the south-east (see, for example, Beattie, 1974, 1977, 1986, 2001; King, 2000; Linebaugh, 2006; Hitchcock & Shoemaker, 2015). On one level, this state of affairs is perfectly understandable. Not did the Old Bailey possess the largest criminal jurisdiction of any court in Europe, but its records (as well as those of the Home Circuit) are remarkably well-preserved compared with many provincial assize circuits. Moreover, it was the experience of London and the Old Bailey that informed both the views of elites and public debate on capital punishment during the period. This state of affairs has, nevertheless, resulted in a marked skew within the historiography towards the southeast, the metropolis and the Old Bailey (Devereaux), 2013).

	In a recent article, however, Peter King and Richard Ward (2015) have drawn our attention to what they term the geography of the Bloody Code; that is the often-stark differences between how the capital code was administered between the centre and the periphery. This is by no means a new argument: several other studies of the administration of justice across both English provinces and Welsh counties have highlighted how the capital code was administered differently in these places than in the capital. While an average year during this period would have seen dozens of felons go to the gallows in the capital, in the provinces – and particularly in Wales – the gallows were utilized much more sparingly (for discussions, see Morgan & Rushton, 1998; Walliss, 2015). Indeed, one historian of crime in Wales has argued “that those found guilty of a serious crime in eighteenth-century Wales might well have received more favourable treatment than their counterparts across the border”, and that by the turn of the nineteenth century “the authorities [in Wales] did not need the death penalty or ceased in practice to regard many property offences as capital offences” (Jones, 1981, pp. 538, 545). 

	In their analysis of the administration of the Bloody Code across England and Wales between 1750 and 1775, King and Ward showed how the execution rate for property offenders per head of population decreased the further that one moved away from the capital. While the annual execution rate per 100,000 population for property offences was 2.01-3.85 in London and Middlesex, in Leicestershire it was 0.15-0.34, while in Westmorland, Durham and Northumberland and much of Wales it was 0.00-0.14. King and Ward drew on the work of the political scientist anthropologist James C. Scott (2009) on southeast Asia as a lens to understand this centre-periphery dynamic. In his The art of not being governed, Scott described how the power of the state concentrated in lowland areas dwindles with the increasing ‘friction of terrain’ as one moves into upland, sparsely populated areas. Indeed, for Scott, the culture of these upland regions should be interpreted as ‘barbarism by design’; that is a means of escaping lowland state authority through its antithesis. Applying Scott’s thesis to eighteenth century England and Wales, King and Ward suggested that it is possible that the mountainous nature of the periphery coupled with an inadequate transport infrastructure could have created similar ‘friction of terrain’ or ‘resistance of distance’, which in turn could have limited the cultural and political power of the state in these regions. Developing King’s earlier work on the role of decision makers within the eighteenth century criminal process, King and Ward argued that the combined actions of prosecutors, grand juries and petty juries on the periphery created “a particularly potent set of mutually reinforcing mechanisms for mercy” that limited the number of felons going to the gallows. Primarily, within contexts that emphasised informal processes of restitution and where there was an aversion to capital punishment, fewer victims would have been willing to pursue offenders through the courts, particularly for capital property offences. This would have reduced the size of the assize calendar that met the visiting assize judge; one of the key indicators for them of both the level of crime in the county and the number of exemplary executions that were required. Grand juries in their turn could reduce the calendar further by returning large numbers of bills as ignoramus, while petty juries could return partial verdicts to limit the number of offenders sentenced to death. Combined, these three actions would, King and Ward (2016, p. 186) argued, have “generate[d] very powerful arguments against the need to hang the few offenders who were capitally convicted”. Conversely, the combination of large assize calendars and the capital conviction of large numbers of felons for serious property offenders at the centre would have confirmed in the minds of judges that equally large numbers of exemplary executions were required to deter others.  

	Although King and Ward’s analysis was focused on the narrow quarter-century period between 1750-75, subsequent work has confirmed that their findings hold true in the longer period. In my own work (Walliss, 2018), I found that, with the sole exception of Oxfordshire in 1800-9, the execution rate for property offenders per 100,000 population declined between 1760 and 1830 the further than one moved away from the south-east. For example, between 1760 and 1769, the mean annual number of property offenders executed was 63% lower in Oxfordshire (0.52) than in Kent (1.44), while the number executed in Lancashire was 86% lower than that in Oxfordshire (0.07, or 95% lower than Kent). Meanwhile, the mean annual number executed in Cornwall was 69% lower than the number executed in Oxfordshire and 88% lower than that in Kent (0.16). Similarly, between 1820-9, the mean annual number of property offenders executed was 25% and 54% lower in Oxfordshire (0.36) and Lancashire (0.22) respectively than in Kent (0.48). In Cornwall it was 83% lower (0.08). These patterns continued into Wales. Between 1800-9 and 1820-9, the mean annual number of property offenders executed across the principality declined from 0.08 per 100,000 population to 0.06. No property offenders were executed on the Carmarthen Circuit over the period, while on the Chester Circuit (minus Chester) the mean annual number of property offenders executed declined from 0.14 to 0.11 per 100,000 population over the period. In contrast, the North Wales Circuit saw a slight increase: from 0 to 0.07.

	Figures 4a-d extend this analysis further, showing the mean annual number of property offenders executed across each English county between 1760 and 1830:

Please insert 
figures 4a (1760-9), 4b (1780-9), 4c (1800-9), 4d (1820-9) 
here

With some exceptions, the mean annual number of property offenders going to the gallows between 1760 and 1830 broadly declined the further that one moved away from the capital and the south east. Between 1760 and 1769, for example, the mean annual number of executions declined from 2.1 in London and Middlesex to less than 0.14 in Lancashire and the far northern counties (with no executions at all in Cumberland and Westmorland). Linking back to the previous section, the figures also reveal how the mean annual number of executions for property offenders changed in each county over the seventy-year period. Again, in some counties, there was little or no change over the period: in Westmorland, Cheshire, Yorkshire, for example. However, others saw growth and contraction over the period. In Herefordshire, for example, the mean annual number of property offenders going to the gallows increased rapidly from 0.12 to 2.57 between 1760-9 and 1880-9, before declining to 0.27 and 0 between 1800-9 and 1820-9. A similar pattern was seen in Devon, where the mean annual number of executions increased from 0.65 between 1760-9 to 1.05 between 1880-9, before declining for the remainder of the period. In contrast, London and Middlesex grew and contracted over the period: from 2.1 to 6.2 between 1760-9 and 1880-9, down to 0.85 between 1800-9 before increasing again to 1.28 between 1820-9.

	This quantitative work on the geography of the Bloody Code suggests several new questions or avenues for future work for qualitative historians of the topic. Primarily, is there any evidence of an aversion to capital punishment on the periphery? Were, for example, local sensitivities to seeing property offenders go to the gallows on the periphery communicated in petitions for mercy? King and Ward (2015, pp. 187-93) cite several examples on the periphery of local authorities being unable to appoint an executioner or even find workmen willing to construct gallows; was this state of affairs widespread across the periphery? It may also be possible to discern evidence of attitudes on the periphery towards capital punishment in newspaper execution reportage (see Dyndor, 2008).[endnoteRef:4]  [4:  However, Dyndor notes that the majority of the execution reportage in the Northampton Mercury during this period tended to be brief and formulaic. ] 



Judicial Decision-making

At its core, the Bloody Code was a system built on a significant amount of discretion. The decisions of a number of different actors could propel an offender further into (or out of) the criminal justice process towards potential punishment. Victims, for example, could choose not to prosecute, and opt instead for a private settlement of community mediation/penalties. Grand juries, in their turn, could return ignoramus bills, thus declaring that there was insufficient evidence for a trial to go ahead. Petty juries then determined innocence and level of guilt, sometimes returning partial verdicts in order to save the offender from a capital charge. However, without doubt the most important decision maker for capitally convicted felons was the judge himself. In contrast to the Recorder’s Reports in the capital, the decision of whether or not an offender ‘left for execution’ after an assize was executed or received a lesser sentence lay in this man’s hands. This occurred in two main ways. Primarily, at the end of the assize, a judge could give an administrative pardon by leaving a list of those that he wished to pardon in a circuit letter. Later he could amend his decision in response to petitions from the family and supporters of the condemned, or if new evidence came to light. However, any such petition had to submitted quickly as it was often the case than capitally convicted felons were executed within days of the close of an assize (Hay, 2011a). 
	
The ‘hanging judge’ was very much part of the popular imagination and literature of the long eighteenth century, but he was also a reality (Duman, 1982. This was particularly the case during the previously discussed transportation crisis of the 1780s, when judges were instructed by the Lord Chancellor to grant administrative pardons only in exceptional cases. Increases in the amount or severity of crime in both the county and a particular locale, would lead individual judges to recalibrate the severity of their decision making at each assize. Individual judges also gained reputations for being ‘hanging judges’. Sir Francis Page was known among his contemporaries as ‘the hanging judge’, while Mr Justice Buller gained a similar reputation after his death: “people remembering his charges in the 1780s to the effect that mercy too often ‘induced offenders to speculate upon the chances of life and death, like the gamester reckoning upon the chances of the die’” (Thompson, 1990, p. 211; Hay, 2011a, p. 137). Likewise a contemporary recalled that Mr Justice Eyre told one Grand Jury 

Now, gentlemen of the jury, you have heard my opinion as to the enormity of the offences committed; be careful what bills you find, for whatever bills you find, if the parties are convicted before me, if they are convicted for a capital offence, I have made up my mind, as I go through the circuit, to execute every one (Committee on the state of the police of the Metropolis, 1816, p. 267).

V.A.C. Gatrell (1996, p 499). is particularly critical of judges, referring to them in his Hanging Tree as ‘these dislikable beings’ and as “furred homicides, sable bigots”. In his account, judges were “…crippled as much as elevated by their power and standing in the world”; wholly negative beings who “…confront us with a peculiar and diminished species of being in whom benevolence, sympathy, love, and the imaginative faculties were denied”. This thesis, however, is arguably overblown, particularly when it is considered in the light of those judges who had reputations for being merciful. Lloyd Baron Kenyon, for example, had a reputation, according to (2011a, p. 138), of being “a humane man eager to reprieve, and especially not to cause distress to those whom he intended to reprieve”.

Determining whether or not some judges were ‘furred homicides’ as Gatrell suggests is fraught with difficulties and, consequently, remains a relatively neglected topic within the historiography of the Bloody Code. The length of their careers, when they served, and which circuits they visited, influences the crude measure of how many felons each man sent to their death significantly. A judge who visited the Home Circuit during the 1780s, for example, would, all things being equal, execute more felons than one who visited the Northern Circuit during the 1820s, or, for that matter, a Justice in Wales. Judicial decision-making was also affected by governmental pardoning decisions, such as occurred during the 1780s. Clearly geography, time and judicial decision-making interacted in ways that is difficult to disentangle. Moreover, as noted in the introduction, the pressure that could be brought to bear through the petitioning process by elite groups could also significantly influence pardoning decisions. To date, the only attempt to study the impact of individual judge’s decision making on the administration of the Bloody code is a brief, tantalizing analysis by Douglas (2011a) as part of a longer discussion on the attitudes of English judges towards capital punishment between the eighteenth and the twentieth centuries. By utilizing a statistical analysis that controlled for fixed effects (such as circuit, crime levels and government policy), he produced predicted scores for each English judge between 1718 and 1818 for each crime, which he then compared with each judge’s actual decision-making. His analysis confirmed the views of contemporaries: that judges such as Buller and Eyre were more punitive than men such as Kenyon. 


Conclusion

	
	The recent historiography of the administration of the Bloody Code has explored the impact of time, space, and judicial decision-making on the administration of justice during the long eighteenth century. In doing so, it has further highlighted the discretion and variability that was at the heart of the criminal justice process during this period. In many ways, the question of whether or not an offender expiated for their crime on the gallows was influenced significantly by when and where they were convicted and, it would appear, by which Judge. In some times and places and before some judges, a capitally convicted felon could expect little mercy, whereas in other times, places and before others, they stood a strong likelihood of being pardoned.[endnoteRef:5]  [5:  Another important factor in how the individual was treated within the contemporary criminal justice process was, of course, the sex of the alleged offender. The more recent historiography of the Bloody Code compliments and adds to the existing historiography in the area of sex differences in the administration of justice during this period – see, for example, Beattie (1975); King (1996, 2009a, 2009b); d’Cruze & Jackson (2009).
] 


	The new research discussed in this article has been exclusively quantitative in nature – exploring broad trends and patterns across the whole of England and Wales. One avenue for future work on this topic would therefore be more qualitative, archival research on individual counties or assize circuits. Such research would refocus the discussion from what may be termed a ‘satellite-eyed perspective’ and allow for the detailed examination of criminal justice decision making ‘on the ground’. In particular, there is a need for more research on the administration of justice outside of the capital and the south-east of England. As noted above, to date the historiography of the Bloody Code has been dominated by accounts of the Old Bailey and the Home Circuit. While this is understandable, it has resulted in a skewing of the historiography towards one particular image of the administration of the Bloody Code that, while similar to that found in the rest of England and Wales, was in many ways singular. While judges and justices may have left comparable types of felons to hang on the periphery as they did at the centre, the experience, common to a Londoner, of frequent executions (in some cases of a dozen or more property offenders at a time) during this period would have been unrecognizable to a contemporary in Wales, Cornwall and some northern counties. Further research on the administration of justice outside of London and the south-east can only enrich our understanding of the role played by the rhetoric and reality of the gallows in Georgian England and Wales. Another area meriting further analysis is, again as noted previously, judicial decision-making. Hay’s recent work provides a tantalizingly brief analysis of how individual judges differed in their pardoning decisions, with some judges appearing to be much less likely to extend mercy to capitally-convicted felons than others. Further work is needed here, tracing patterns of judicial decision-making up until the decline of the Bloody Code in the 1830s. 
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Notes
%	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	35.0	33.0	18.0	27.0	34.0	37.0	30.0	29.0	30.0	29.0	23.0	9.0	8.0	2.0	No.	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	18.0	28.0	9.0	15.0	35.0	51.0	22.0	22.0	44.0	30.0	26.0	18.0	25.0	5.0	
%	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	25.0	13.0	19.0	17.0	25.0	40.0	40.0	41.0	47.0	43.0	26.0	15.0	7.0	5.0	No.	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	3.0	3.0	5.0	1.0	4.0	17.0	14.0	12.0	43.0	30.0	29.0	44.0	19.0	16.0	
%	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	15.0	22.0	8.0	32.0	21.0	32.0	20.0	28.0	10.0	12.0	13.0	4.0	9.0	3.0	No.	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	3.0	4.0	7.0	8.0	5.0	24.0	8.0	7.0	7.0	3.0	7.0	5.0	10.0	3.0	


Column1	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	302.0	329.0	412.0	390.0	654.0	993.0	454.0	397.0	572.0	284.0	379.0	466.0	423.0	311.0	


%	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	60.0	46.0	44.0	44.0	41.0	44.0	26.0	25.0	13.0	13.0	12.0	9.0	15.0	11.0	No	1760-4	1765-9	1770-4	1775-9	1780-4	1785-9	1790-4	1795-9	1800-4	1805-9	1810-4	1815-9	1820-4	1825-9	90.0	104.0	175.0	165.0	217.0	278.0	104.0	87.0	57.0	45.0	70.0	82.0	135.0	94.0	
21

