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Abstract
Adrian Gareth Green

Jouses and Households in County Durham and Newcastl¢ 0-173C

PhD, 2000

The north east of England witnessed dramatic economic and social change during this

period. This study utilises documentary and archaeological sources to investigate the ways
in which houses were built and lived in between the late sixteenth and early eighteenth

century. Chapter One, ‘Introduction’, addresses the issues associated with architectural
change in this period and explains the evidence employed to analyse the social and
economic context of housing and relationship of architectural to social change. Chapter
Two, ‘Regionality’, defines a region centred on County Durham including Newcastle as
the regional capital. Chapter Three: Households in the Hearth Tax 1660-1680, analyses
the social stratigraphy of housing mid-way through the study period. Chapter Four: House
Survival, establishes the proportion of surviving houses and questions previous
assumptions involved in the analysis of housing change from standing buildings. Chapter
Five: Rebuilding Houses, demonstrates the chronology of rebuilding by separate social
groups and the ways in which the internal arrangement and external appearance of houses
altered between ¢.1570 and 1730. Chapter Six: Housing through the Life Cycle, outlines
the typical changes in housing through the life cycle, focusing particularly on the
relationship between marriage and rebuilding. Chapter Seven: Houses in the eighteenth
century Property Market, shows the significance of the commercial exchange of houses
from newspaper property advertisements. Chapter Eight: Durham and Newcastle Houses,
analyses architectural change and the social topography and turnover in occupancy of
housing in the urban centres of the north-east region. Chapter Nine: The Building Process,
investigates the mechanisms for architectural change and evaluates the relationship
between regional variation and social identity in houses. Chapter Ten: Conclusions,

appraises the role of material culture in social process in houses in one comer of early

modern England.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Houses were the basic framework to people’s lives in early modern England. Yet,
the role of housing in social relations and social change has been neglected by early
modern social history. The household has been identified as the fundamental unit of early
modern society, but historians have not investigated the material culture of the houses
households occupied. Conversely, architectural historians and archaeologists have focused
on the built evidence without adequately comprehending the social context of houses
available from documentary social history. I am concerned in this study with elucidating
the cultural significance of houses and households in the north-east of England between

the late sixteenth and early eighteenth century. My methodology combines a detailed

social history of housing from documentary sources with an archaeological investigation

of the built evidence and material culture of houses.

Houses and Households in Early Modern England

‘An Englishman’s house is his castle’ was a contemporary aphorism, supported in
law: ‘For a man’s house is his castle, and each man’s home is his safest refuge’.! The
house was most important as the frame for the early modern household, which was
regarded by contemporaries as the basic social unit, and as the basis of social order.? In
the sixteenth and seventeenth century, the household was viewed as the commonwealth in
miniature, expressed in physical terms by the male head of the household’s occupation of
the main (and often only) chair, as the king occupied his throne.? The ideal of the

commonwealth in miniature, linked to the mentality of a great chain of being, and prior to

1y, Ray English Proverbs 1670; Sir Edward Coke The Third Part of the Institutes of the Laws of
England 1628: ch.73, 162; Brooks 1998: 195, the legal aphorism dates from at least the early
sixteenth century; Langford 1997: 64, shows its wider use in the eighteenth century.

2see Wrightson 1982: 44-5; Houlbrooke 1984; Barry & Brooks eds. 1994: Underdown 1985(a):
116-36.

3Johnson 1996: 34 & 156-7; Amussen 1988.
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a clear distinction between public and private, was disrupted by mid-seventeenth century
civil war and regicide.? In the eighteenth century the household continued to be the basic
social unit, although ideals of home life now stressed property and politeness, or plebeian
rudeness, rather than god given rights to male authority in the home.> Despite continuity
in household composition and household-community relations, by the end of the
eighteenth century discourses surrounding the home altered to emphasise domesticity as
the basis of the household, in contrast to the public sphere of work, sociability and
politics.® Houses were never, however, solely about private life. Work, sociability,
religion and politics took place within and around the house throughout the period, and

the external appearance of houses made them a public artefact.

The material form of houses has a significant bearing on the phrase °“An
Englishman’s home is his castle’. Between the mid-sixteenth and mid-eighteenth centuries,
castles, as living spaces, were at their lowest ebb in England. The elite were building
palaces instead, and it was not till the mid-to-late eighteenth century that interest in the
castle was renewed as a romanticised revival of medieval gothic. The castle remained,
however, a symbol of substance and strength in building, and as socially defensible space:
‘For a man’s house is his castle, and each man’s home is his safest refuge’. During the
seventeenth century, more Englishmen than ever before were living in well built houses.
This gave material validity to the notion that an Englishman’s house was his castle, while
the greater substance of middling homes helped to undermine the nobility and gentry’s
association of ‘house’ with dynasty and building.” A sense of national identity also

underwrote the place of the house in English society. From the late sixteenth through to

the eighteenth century, England’s political and religious arrangements were celebrated as

4Sharpe 2000: 38-123 esp. 43-5, 105-6.

Isee for example, Langford 1992: 59-122 & Shoemaker 1998.

ODavidoff & Hall 1987, undermined by Vickery 1993 & Shoemaker 1998; see also Habermas
1989 & Chartier et. al. 1989, critiqued by Goodman 1992: 2-20.

Tsee Green 1999 & Chapter Five, below.




inherently superior to continental, catholic, Europe, and free from tyranny.® During the
political and religious upheavals of the mid-seventeenth century the notion of the ‘Norman
Yoke’ expressed the idea that Englishmen had originally enjoyed freedom from tyranny
before the castle building Normans came and conquered. The political and religious strife
of the period not withstanding, the free-born Englishman was not a peasant dominated by
a feudal lord. Given the substance of many Englishmen’s houses in the sixteenth and

seventeenth century, and the absence of castles as elite power bases, the proverbial
Englishman’s home could be conceived of as ‘his castle’.

Within the closer confines of day to day social life, ‘each man’s home’ was ‘his
safest refuge’. This might suggest that houses and the household were about private life.
Most historians, however, have tended to believe that privacy was limited before 1700,
given the supposed prevalence of gossip and eavesdropping, and public humiliation of
‘cuckholded’ husbands which could involve the physical removal of the husband from the
household.? Community sanctions over orderly behaviour and gender relations indicate
that the household, and by extension the house, was not an atomised, private world. The
house as socially defensible space had a more complex history than accounts of increasing
privacy around 1700 can convey. ‘Charivari’ had originally been sanctioned by the law,
but by the eighteenth century was transmuted into an aspect of popular culture.!0 The

earlier legal force of ‘each man’s home’ as ‘his safest refuge’ would seem to undermine

exaggerated claims for a growth of privacy in the eighteenth century.!! The reality would

scem to lie in a more integrated (if frequently antagonistic) relationship between

8Colley 1992, who underestimates continuity in nattonal pride from sixteenth century.
?Underdown 1985(a) & 1985(b); Horsman ed. 1955: 17-20, for a fictional charivari in late
sixteenth-century Durham

I01ngram 1987; Brooks & Lobban 1997; Brooks 1998: 179-98, esp. 195-6, contesting Thomas
1973: 628, on lack of privacy.

1 Brooks 1998: 5-6, arguments for a rise in privacy invariably rely on a conception of elite
withdrawal from popular culture, see Burke 1978; Cressy 1997: 481.
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houschold and community. The metaphor of the castle after all, was not solely about
defence, but also about display.

Houses have formed an integral part of social life throughout history and across
most cultures. Building, and especially domestic shelters, are a central aspect of cultural
interaction; buildings and the body involve fundamental relationships between self, space
and society.!? The physical alteration of houses in early modern England was culturally
significant in a different way than in either medieval or modern society. Houses were
substantially altered with greater frequency between the late sixteenth and early eighteenth
century than in the medieval period. Fewer people than before lived in houses built by
earlier generations (if wealthy) or in houses which required regular repair (if poor). This
break from the past was all the more significant in our period for being novel, as after the
mid-eighteenth century the cultural significance of altering houses was the more muted for

being more common place. As Peter Burke has written ‘nothing so marked the eighteenth
century as the building and refurbishing of residential space’.!3

The most important continuity for considerations of housing from the medieval
period, was that most of people’s lives remained situated in or around the house. Birth,
work, and death all took place within the house, to a far greater degree than in modern
society. The separation of work from ‘home’ occurred largely after 1800.!4 Craft
workshops, agricultural - processing, shops and alehouses were usually specialised
productive and commercial spaces within the house. Houses structured and spaced social
life to a considerable degree, and the fact that houses were regularly rebuilt in changing
forms, meant that both the internal living space of houses, and their external appearance to

the social world beyond the house, had considerable cultural resonance.

L2preziosi 1979: 1; Carsten & Hugh-Jones eds. 1995; Rykwert 1996: 117.

13Burke in Brewer & Porter eds. 1993: 172.
1410sh 1999,
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Methodology

This thesis integrates an archaeological approach to material culture with social
history. My inter-disciplinary methodology, however, is not without its difficulties.
Documentary social historians and students of architecture and material culture have
sometimes been at odds over their interpretation of the past, and the role of types of

evidence. I see no theoretical difficulties in combining material culture with documentary

sources, and privilege neither social history nor historical archaeology as approaches to

the past. Hopefully, this study gives to social history an appreciation of material culture as
historical evidence, and the ‘active’ role of buildings and things in social process (a key

insight of ‘post-processual’ archaeology).!” It also seeks to give to historical archaeology
and architectural history an appreciation of the importance of detailed documentary social

history for studying material culture.

At the outset, I intended to investigate changes in the internal arrangement and
external appearance of houses between ¢.1660 and 1730 in County Durham and
Newcastle, to analyse the relationship between social change and architectural change
during the ‘transition’ from ‘traditional’ to ‘Georgian’ houses. This period had been
problematised by social and architectural historians as a key moment of cultural change, in
definitions of social identity and national culture. The alteration in late seventeenth and
early eighteenth century building and living arrangements among the lesser elite and upper

middling sort, scemed an area of enquiry that would shed light on social change. The
thesis was entitled ‘Social and Geographical Identity in the Houses of County Durham and

Newcastle, ¢.1660-1730°, expressing my concern to differentiate social life through

houses, in terms of both social difference and geographical variation.

The north-east of England was selected as a study area for the prosaic reason of

proximity to Durham University. County Durham also presented a relatively

I5Hodder ed. 1987; Johnson 1999: 98-115.
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under-researched area in terms of vernacular architecture. A study area centred on County
Durham and Newcastle also had the advantage of taking in urban and rural areas, and
upland and lowland terrain; testing the usual assumptions that life in houses differed
significantly in towns from the coutryside, or that highland and lowland areas had a
determining effect on living arrangements.

My thesis has evolved somewhat in the process of research. The initial chronology

of ¢.1660-1730 was partly based on the long-standing assumption that house survival in

the north-east was negligible prior to 1660. This impression of limited pre-1660 survival
had been taken to indicate that substantially rebuilt houses were thin on the ground before

the late seventeenth ceritury. However, when I surveyed houses listed as late seventeenth
century, I discovered that the late seventeenth century appearance of houses often masked
substantial earlier phases.!® Documentary evidence, especially Durham Cathedral Dean

and Chapter rentals for Durham and crown rentals for Brancepeth manor, indicated that

these earlier phases were often associated to documented rebuilding of lesser elite and

middling houses from ¢.1600.!7 Further documentary and archaeological evidence for
County Durham and Newcastle has substantiated the significance of early seventeenth
century rebuilding. I chose to extend the chronology of the thesis to incorporate these
findings, and eventually set the start date as ¢.1570 to include late sixteenth-century

gentry rebuilding, and to enable discussion of housing conditions below the elite prior to

seventeenth-century rebuilding.

The final form of the study has remained focused on the relationship of change and
continuity in houses to social change. However, the range of enquiry has broadened

considerably, to encompass more fully the social and economic context of houses and

households. Houses were part and parcel of social life, and changes in the physical form of

16on Listing, see Chapter Four.
17see Green nd, 1998 & Chapter Five, below.
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houses were not simply an outcome of increased prosperity or the result of over-arching
cultural forces. Rather, houses were embedded in social process, and the ways in which

houses were altered represents the ways in which people lived out social change.

Problems Posed

The central question posed by this study, is, what was the relationship between
architectural change and social change in the period ¢.1570 to 1730. During this period
England experienced two major alterations in the built form of houses. In the late

sixteenth and early seventeenth century, the elite and middling sort rebuilt houses m town

and country in altered form. This change is well known, and has been described as a
‘Great Rebuilding’ for the lesser elite and middling sort, while the greater elite rebuilt in

an English Renaissance style. The second architectural change, in the later seventeenth

and early eighteenth century has been termed Georgianisation, when the lesser elite and
upper middling sort rebuilt houses in a newly symmetrical style, while the greater elite
experimented with English Baroque or Palladianism.

One historiographical concept has dominated discussions of housing in this period.
This remains Hoskins’ thesis of a ‘Great Rebuilding’ between 1570 and 1640, published in
1953 in the new journal of social history Past and Present, a year before the Vernacular
Architecture Group was formed to study the history of housing below the elite.!3 Hoskins
identified - an increased standard of living accommodation among the yeomen and
husbandmen farmers of southern England between ¢.1570 and 1640. Hoskins ‘argued that
rising agricultural pricés as a result of population increase and wider price-inflation, in
conjunction with low agricultural wages, provided the resources with which farmers

rebuilt their houses. Hoskins observed a dramatic increase in survival of rural houses from

the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, and suggested that rebuilding had

18Hoskins 1953 & see Johnson 1993(b).
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occurred in towns at the same period, but that later demolition had removed the evidence.
There has subsequently been a tendency to assume rebuilding in towns was paramountly a
post-Restoration phenomenon. Borsay identified widespread rebuilding and social change
in towns as constituting an ‘Urban Renaissance’ between 1660 and 1760.!° Hoskins
excluded the four northern counties from his account of a ‘Great Rebuilding’ between
1570 and 1640, and Borsay follows Hoskins on this point for northern towns.20 I will

demonstrate in Chapter Five, that Hoskins was mistaken in excluding rural County

Durham from the Great Rebuilding, and in Chapter Eight, that Borsay repeéted the error
for Durham and Newcastle.

This study reassesses the links between continuity and change in houses and
broader social change (and continuity). Accounts of rural rebuilding subsequent to
Hoskins’ original thesis have suggested that different regions experienced a rebuilding of
farmhouses at different times, depending on the economic trajectory of particular parts of
the country.2! Barley claimed that the Great Rebuilding in the northern counties largely
occurred between 1670-1720.22 For County Durham, the assumption has been that the
majority of rural rebuilding did not occur till the early-mid eighteenth century, with even
the more substantial houses only surviving from after 1660. I reappraise the evidence for
house survival and the issue of taking house survival as an index for housing change m
Chapter Four.

Previously, the regional ‘vernacular’ architecture of the sixteenth and seventeenth
century, has been regarded as being displaced by a nationalising ‘polite” architecture n the
eighteenth century. For County Durham, Barley’s chronology of a late rebuilding in
1670-1720, overlapped with his ‘death of the vernacular tradition’ between 1690 and

19Borsay 1989.

20Hoskins 1953.

21Machin 1977a; Johnson 1993b.
22Machin 1977a: 34 n.5; Barley 1961.
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1725.23 If the existing chronology of County Durham rebuilding and the conceptualisation
of nationalising ‘polite’ and regionalised ‘vernacular’ architecture was correct, then this
presents an interesting confluence of cultural trends within the study area. I argue in this
study that such assumptions are misplaced, and that the vernacular architecture of the
seventeenth century involved a national stylistic repertoire, as well as exhibiting
regionalised building materials and construction techniques. Conversely, Georgian

architecture in the eighteenth century continued to be regionally varied, as well as being

national in scope. Houses were distinctive by social group in early modern England, yet
varied regionally. The north-east of England is taken in this study as a test case for

exploring these relationships.

By looking at the period 1570 to 1730, I assess the classic period of the ‘Great

Rebuilding’ in relation to the subsequent period of Georgianisation. Precisely because
Georgian houses have been regarded as a polite phenomenon, they have usually been
studied separately from ‘vernacular’ houses. The difficulties of this divide have been
recognised by the invention of the concept of ‘Georgian Vernacular’.%4 This blurring of -
the boundaries, however, does not go far enough. I will argue below that the social and
architectural changes in middling and lesser elite houses of the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth century are equivalent to the vernacular houses of the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth century. ‘Georgianisation’ refers to a process of lesser elite and middling
housing change, broadly equivalent to those alterations in living referred to as the ‘Great
Rebuilding’. In both periods, this social level of housing may be regarded as a ‘dilution’ of
elite architecture. There is, however, no cause to explain this solely in terms of emulation.

In Chapters Five, Eight and Nine, I will demonstrate the ways in which houses were

distinctive to certain social groups, and that the development of stylistic change and ways

23Barley 1961.
24Burton 1996.
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of living in housing was related to much broader and complex cultural changes than
merely the trickle-down of architectural style.

House building and architectural change in the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries ought not to be regarded simply as the antecedent to later eighteenth
century Georgian houses. For this reason, the teleological associations of the term
‘Georgianisation’ are to be regretted. However, despite its faulty relationship to regnal

periodisation, it does have the virtue of emphasising architectural change as process. The

term ‘Georgianisation’ also relates to the theory of the ‘Georgian Order’ current in
American historical archaeology. Deetz argued that a whole range of material culture, in

houses, gravestones, ceramics, cutlery and so forth, underwent significant changes from
the later seventeenth century in colonial British America. He claimed that alterations in
material culture related to a shift in world view, whereby the American colonists altered

their ways of living in response to social and economic pressures and adopted the ideas of
the Renaissance. Deetz was mistaken in claiming that the English colonists brought with
them a medieval mind-set in the seventeenth century, and he overstates the case for
locating the development of modernity in the century after 1660 (in time for the American
Revolution).%> Johnson has recently revised the concept of the ‘Georgian Order’ in its
British context, and argued that England experienced a series of changes in ways of living
from the sixteenth century which were crucial antecedents to the changes Deetz detected

in the eighteenth century colonies.?® In arguing for a greater equivalence between late

sixteenth and early seventeenth century changes in houses with the late seventeenth and

early eighteenth century, this study would seem to undermine any claims for decisive

moments of emergent modernity.

25 Deetz 1977.
2‘E’J ohnson 1996.
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The mechanisms of architectural change are poorly understood. Most authors
assume that English architectural style was dependent on the import of innovations in
continentél European architectural style. Moreover, lesser elite and middling houses are
assumed to follow elite style. The metaphors of emulation and stylistic diffusion are very
clumsy mechanisms for architectural change, and it is unclear how they might have

worked in practice. In Chapter Nine: the Building Process, I investigate the evidence for
print culture as a medium for the transmission of architectural style to north-east England,

and analyse the evidence for craftsmen mobility between the north-east and the national
and regional centres of architectural style, in London and York. This emphasis on the

building process in the penultimate chapter enables me to reappraise the relationship of
architectural change in houses to social change, and to suggest the relationship between
national and regional architectural practice.

In addition to these architectural issues, I have also investigated the social and
economic context of houses and housing. In Chapter Six, I outline the ways in which
changes in accommodation through the life cycle had a central bearing on housing in early
modern England. I use the evidence of houses with inscribed dates and intitials of
marriage partners to suggest that there was a significant, and hitherto ignored, relationship
between marriage and rebuilding. In Chapter Seven, I show that the economic context of
housing involved a complex property market. The commercial context of housing has
previously been neglected by historians of housing. There is no history of the housing
market and no integrated account of the property market. Chapter Seven seeks to provide
such an account for the early eighteenth century north-east, on the basis of Newcastle
newspaper property advertisements. Housing through the life-cycle (explored in Chapter
Six) and the commercial context of housing (investigated in Chapter Seven), present the
principal factors influencing where people lived and when they moved house. The
evidence of the Hearth Tax and Newcastle newspaper property advertisements, suggests

that people moved house with considerable frequency in late seventeenth and carly
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eighteenth century north-east England. The notion of generational continuity in the
occupation of English houses in the early modern period is a myth, as has long been the
implication of the evidence for population mobility during this period.2” The standing
houses available for survey survived through the property market, not through continuity
of kin, and successive rebuilding was often carried out by different families. There is no
scope 1n this study to compare these cultural practices with continental Europe, but it may

well be the case that limited kinship links and a high degree of turnover in the occupancy

and ownership of houses was a phenomena limited to England and the Netherlands in this
period.
The historiography of early modern England 1s currently concerned with

regionality, reflecting contemporary as well as intellectual concerns. As one social

historian has recently written, ‘the local variations and regional patterns of English cultural
history need thorough investigation. We need to know whether it is reasonable or
audacious, or simply wrong headed, to treat early modern England as a single cultural
area’.*8 The geographical variation of houses, otherwise differentiated by social group,
presents one route into this. In Chapter Two: Regionality, I define a north-east region,
from a centre based on Durham, incorporating contemporary understandings of the
geography of County Durham and beyond.?? The reasons for considering Newcastle
together with County Durham in this study are also explained, and the implications for
housing of industrialisation and agricultural change, and their inter-relationship to social
change and political and religious developments, are established. The appearance of

houses and the history of the region provide an empirical basis for regionality in the early

modern north-east. However, ‘regionality’ was not a contemporary category, and the

27ee Wrigley & Schofield 1981 & Wrigley et. al. 1997.
28Cressy 1997: 481-2.

29County Durham throughout this thesis refers to the historic county of Durham; Durham refers
to Durham City.
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county and the parish were stronger units of identity, for both the governing and the
governed 1n early modern England. The potential significance of regional identity in
north-east England will be considered in Chapter Ten: Conclusions.

The periodisation of this study is based on significant discontinuities in the
architecture of houses, and by implication society. The Restoration does not represent a
clear dividing line in the architecture of houses, or social life more generally. The ‘Great
Rebuilding’ and ‘Georgianisation’ were linked by considerable continuities in building and
living. I would not advocate the invention of a long seventeenth century, but the time
range 1570-1730 has the virtue of going against the grain of previous studies of early

modern England; bridging the divide of the mid-seventeenth century and shifting attention
away from a long eighteenth century, both of which have their roots in Whiggish

conceptions of political history.

Sources

This study has used three main sources of evidence to uncover the history of
housing in early modern north-east England. Firstly, I investigated standing houses and
associated documentation for their occupiers and social context (estate papers, wills and
inventories, deeds and rentals, as well as antiquarian histories).3? This material is mainly
presented in Chapter Five: Rebuilding Houses. Secondly, I analysed the late seventeenth
century Hearth Tax, which provides the most comprehensive source for housing in this

period (and i1s the nearest document to a census before 1800). The Hearth Tax,

1662-1689, records the number of hearths in each household, assessed for taxation (or

30Hutchinson 1787; Surtees, R. 1816-40 & Surtees, H.C. 1919-29, were the main sources for
identifying the occupiers of surveyed houses, for which to search probate and other records;
lacunae in antiquarian compilation limited the discovery of who lived in lesser gentry and middling
houses. Detailed study of the records for specific communities could overcome this, but given that
few houses survive in any one place in County Durham, such research was rarely feasible.
However, for a sufficient (but unsystematic) range of houses, the trail was hot.
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exempted from the tax). This source (and its source difficulties) is analysed for County

Durham in Chapter Three, and for Durham and Newcastle in Chapter Eight, to provide a
picture of housing conditions across the entire social range, and enabling comparison with
the rest of England. The Hearth Tax is further employed to calculate the level of house
survival in Chapter Four and for specific surveyed houses in Chapter Five. Thirdly, early

eighteenth century property advertisements in Newcastle newspapers were read for
evidence of architectural change. All property adverts in surviving issues of the Newcastle

Courant between 1710 and 1730 were transcribed. These advertisements provide a guide
to housing across the north-east and contain evidence for architectural change, in building

materials and the accommodation and appurtenances of early eighteenth-century houses.
This facilitates an overview of housing (presented in Chapter Seven) in the early

eighteenth century, analogous to the social profile of housing extracted from the Hearth
Tax in Chapter Three. In a period when the concept of property and process of
commercialisation were culturally central, the commercial context of housing was as
important to housing as social stratification (Chapter Three) and the life cycle (Chapter
Six). These property adverts also represent a regional property market in the early
eighteenth century north-east. The evidence for housing in the property adverts is further
analysed for Durham and Newcastle in Chapter Eight.

In addition to these three core sources, a more diffuse range of evidence on houses
and housing has also been employed, from a variety of archaeological, archive and printed
sources. These include published excavation reports, existing house surveys (listed in
Appendix) and archival work on wills and inventories (Durham University Library
Archive, DULA), estate papers (especially the Salvin Papers, Durham County Record
Office, DCRO), rentals (especially the Crown rentals for Brancepeth Manor, Public
Record Office, PRO) and court records (Durham Chancery, PRO), and printed manuscript
sources. Contemporary printed books on architecture, engravings and photographs of

demolished or altered houses, have also been examined. One specific problem, that of
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stylistic diffusion, was addressed through searching apprenticeship registers for evidence
of building trades craftsmen mobility between the north-east and London and York (5 The
College, Durham; York City Archive; London Guildhall and PRO). This material is
analysed in Chapter Nine, on the building process, along with building accounts, evidence

for the availability of printed architectural treatises or pattern books, and other sources for

craftsmen and master masons or architects working in the north-east.

Buildings Sampling Strategyr
This thesis incorporates the archaeological evidence of standing buildings,

including original surveys of houses in County Durham. The social status and location of

the houses surveyed were selected with some care. Houses were identified from the

Department of the Environment List of Buildings of Special Architectural or Historic
Interest, and selected on grounds of social status and substantial architectural survival.
Forty houses 'in County Durham have been surveyed or inspected, and researched for
documentation on their social and built history. The houses surveyed are listed in the
Appendix, where an outline interpretation of the building sequence with a plan, where
surveyed, of each house is presented along with photographs and other illustrative
material. Access posed a slight limitation on the sample (and degree of recording); in very
few cases was access to houses difficult to obtain, although a measured survey was not
possible in every case. Chapter Four estimates the survival rate of pre-1700 houses, and
shows that higher status houses survive in greater numbers than houses below the level of
more substantial farmers. Accordingly, the building survey sampling strategy has focused
on the houses of the lesser gentry and wealthier yeomen and husbandmen farmers.
Unfortunately, there are somewhat more gentry houses in the sample than anticipated,
since several houses Listed as farmhouses have transpired to be gentry halls from
documentary evidence. For the class of houses investigated, market towns are not treated

separately. Houses in smaller towns are integrated, as social life at the time was, with
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houses in the countryside. Chapter Eight focuses on urban houses, in Durham and
Newcastle; most of the surviving houses in Durham City and Newcastle from the
seventeenth and early eighteenth century were visited, but an exhaustive survey was
deemed inappropriate in the light of published surveys on Newcastle and my previous MA
study of Durham City. Houses in rural County Durham are discussed in Chapter Five.
Geographically, the focus of buildings survey has been on houses within the watershed of

the Wear, through the centre of the county and including upland and lowland areas.
Houses outside the watershed of the Wear have been surveyed where they are of
particular significance for evidence of architectural change. My survey work has been
amplified by the unpublished work of the Royal Commission for Historical Monuments m

England (RCHME; now English Heritage), North-East Vernacular Architecture Group
(NEVAG) and North Yorkshire and Cleveland Vernacular Building Study Group

(NYCVBSG). All surveys consulted are listed in the Appendix.

Rykwert writes that ‘Houses ... “occupy a place in the world” analogous to the
way that persons take their place in it’. He also reminds us of the distinction between
aisthésis and poiésis, the way things are seen and perceived and the ways in which they
are made.3! This study looks at houses in County Durham and Newcastle, and considers
both the ways in which they were built and lived in, and the ways in which they may have

been seen and perceived.

31Rykwert 1996: 384-5, quoting 385.
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Chapter Two: Regionality

The architecture of houses varied regionally in early modern England. To assess
the cultural significance of this variation, we need to establish the regionally distinctive
aspects of social and economic developments, and their effects for housing and
architecture. This chapter establishes the geographical context and historical framework

for the study of houses in north-east England, in the sixteenth through to the early

eighteenth century.

Defining a region: County Durham and beyond

The north-east of England has ambiguous boundaries. The broadest definition
includes all land east of the Pennines from the Scottish border to the Humber. More
specifically, the north-east refers to Northumberland and County Durham, which for

Weatherill represents ‘one of the best-defined geographical regions in England’.! Yet
these county boundaries mask the significance of ties across the Tees, and the distance
between life in northern Northumberland from southern Northumberland and Tyneside.
Tyneside and Teesside represent distinctive entities in themselves, and acted as foci for
wider areas. Moreover, links across county boundaries existed in upland a$ well as
lowland areas; Allendale and Weardale had affinities, as did Teesdale and Swaledale. The
geography of architectural patterns and their relationship to the social and economic life of

the north-east provide one scale of regionality.
This study defines a region centred on County Durham which takes in parts of

northern Yorkshire and southern Northumberland. This region was not mutually exclusive
to adjacent areas. Phythian-Adams’ map (Map 2:1) of ‘cultural provinces’ shows areas of
‘overlap’ across county borders and watersheds. This usefully enmeshes county structures

with terrain/topography (compare Map 2:2). Phythian-Adams highlights the ‘overlap’

I Weatherill 1988: 51.
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Map 2.2 Relief, simplified geology and physical regions of County Durham3
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between County Durham and the western sides of tﬁe Pennines in Cumberland and
Westmoreland, and shows the Tees basin, Teesdale and the Vale of York as far south as
Thirsk as related to County Durham’s “cultural province’.# This western and southern
overlap correlates with the geography of architectural affinities discussed below, and
regionality in the property market analysed in Chapter Seven (Map 7:1). However, the
evidence of houses, and social life in the north-east, conflicts with Phythian-Adams’

lumping together of County Durham and Northumberland as a single cultural province,

which follows Brassley’s topographical typology for agriculture in the two north-east
counties.” The differences between northern Northumberland and County Durham mean

that the north-east of England is not so easily defined.

County Durham is usually divided between upland and lowland zones. However,

neither the uplands nor the lowlands were a unified zone. Teesdale and Weardale dififered

in their social and economic development; in lordship, tenure, agricultural and craft
economy, and housing. The lowlands covered a diverse set of social and economic areas.
The agricultural Tees basin was quite distinct from the coal rich Tyne and Wear valleys;
and the development of industry and agriculture along the Tyne differed significantly from
that along the Wear. Dividing County Durham into upland and lowland areas only tells

part of the story. The differences in society and economy between areas of lowland
County Durham are at least as great as fho se between upland and lowland. Brassley’s
definition of agricultural zones for County Durham implies a topographical continuum,
running west from the high Pennine watershed to the east coast. The high Pennine fells
and moorlands and the rich lowland agricultural lands are two poles of this continuum.

Brassley establishes an inter-mediary zone, the ‘Pennine foothills’ (extending as far east as

Bishop Auckland), between the ‘Pennine moorlands’ (west of Wolsingham) and the ‘east

4Phythian-Adams 1993: xviii & 1-23.
SBrassley 1985.
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coast lowlands’ (east of Bishop Auckland).® Map 2:2 shows these topographical
sub-regions.

County Durham is defined by its rivers; the Wear flows through the heart of the
county, with the Tyne and Tees its boundaries. Yet the Wear was never a navigation route
(despite repeated seventeenth and eighteenth century efforts to make it so from Durham
to Sunderland).” Conversely, the Tyne and Tees both served as the commercial

thoroughfares and life blood of wide areas on both banks. These three rivers encapsulate

the sense in which County Durham occupied the centre ground of a north-east region. To
the north, industrialisation on Tyneside formed what Hughes called ‘the oldest industrial
region in the country’ with an ‘agricultural shell’.8 To the south, commercialised

agriculture was centred on the Tees, although it supplied the food market of

wage-labourers in the industrialising districts. Yet even such a Tyne/Tees split mi:sses the
importance of landsale coal mining in central County Durham, as far south as Raby, and
the continued importance of agriculture in north County Durham. Agriculture and
industry were inter-dependent in County Durham. Economic and social activity around
the Tyne meant Newcastle and its environs had more in common with north County
Durham than with Northumberland. The northern part of the North Riding of Yorkshire
was part of the same agricultural region as south-east County Durham: the river Tees
forms the centre of a basin not a topographical boundary. Teesdale was split between
Yorkshire and County Durham by the Tees.

In our period, County Durham was known as ‘the bishopric’, and contemporaries

wrote of going into the bishopric, when they crossed the Tees, lyne or Pennines.” The

bishopric or ‘County Palatine of Durham’ covered the area between Tyne and Tees, and

6Brassley 1985; see also Kirby 1972.
"Hughes 1952: 13 & 77.

8Hughf:s 1952: xiii-xiv.
?James 1974: 1-7; Hughes 1952: 304.
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‘its boundaries coincided with the Durham county boundaries.’!® Thomas Fuller in 1662

neatly summarised for his readers the geography of County Durham:
“This bishopric hath Northumberland on the north (divided by the rivers Derwent
and Tyne) Yorkshire on the south, the German sea on the east; and on the west
(saith Mr Speed) it is touched by Cumberland (fouched he may well say, for it is but

one mile) and Westmorland. However, this may be ranked amongst the middling
shires of England.’!!
Fuller’s recognition of County Durham’s ranking, as comparable with the social and
economic life of southern England, is more accurate than later historians’ emphasis on a
backward, inherently ‘northern’ and predominantly upland region. Celia Fiennes, entering

County Durham through Gateshead and passing through the heart of the coal field, found

‘the whole country looks like a fruitful woody place and seems to equal most countys in

England’.12 The relationship between County Durham and the middle shires of England,
in the chronology of house rebuilding, size of houses in the hearth tax, and architectural
style, will be developed in later chapters. Chapter Five demonstrates that Fuller and
Fiennes would have seen more well built stone farmhouses and cottages, in the
countryside of County Durham, than historians have customarily recognised.

Defining a region from the centre deliberately avoids the artificial problem of
defining tight limits. For any individual or community, their geographic centre is a product
of place. Furthermore, it is not clear that regional identity was a clearly articulated

contemporary notion. To properly demarcate a north-east region centred on County

Durham, we need to recognise the wider links not the limits of County Durham. County
Durham’s sea coast connected it, through its ports, to the east coast shipping trade. A

newspaper advert from 1724, neatly illustrates the connection of Newcastle to the east

10K night nd: 21.
1Thomas Fuller The Worthies of England 1662 ed. Freeman 1952: 154.
2The Journeys of Celia Fiennes ed. Morris 1947: 212.
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coast ports on the route to London, with a Newcastle Hostman holding shares in ships in
Bridlington, Whitby and Yarmouth as well as in Newcastle.!3 The coastal trade linked the
east coast of England and Scotland to London and beyond.!# The north sea provided

particularly strong trading links between the north-east and the Netherlands and Baltic.
During the seventeenth century, the Newcastle coal trade became increasingly orientated

on London. Whereas in the sixteenth century Newcastle shipped much of its coal to East
Anglia, by 1682-3 two thirds of coastal shipments went to London.!> The excavated

artefact record illuminates the connection between Newcastle and Durham, and east coast
centres further south, at Hull, Norwich and Great Yarmouth.! 6 Architectural style, in

shaped gables, pantiles and brick, connects much of eastern England, with parallels in the

Netherlands.!7 In the north-east, the Tyne estuary was the largest centre for shipping, but

Sunderland on the Wear, Hartlepool, and Stockton on the Tees also fulfilled key roles m
the coastal trade, and for inland areas.1®

Turning west, the Pennines presented a real separation of north-east from
north-west England. Yet this boundedness obviously diminishes the nearer (or higher) you
get. Brunskill’s definition of a ‘new region’ of vernacular architecture for the north
Pennines emphasised the cohesive nature of building materials on the Pennines, and

contrasted these with the brick and pantile of east coast England, and the stone and slate

13 Newcastle Courant 213 July 18 1724 ‘To be Sold by Mr Jeremiah Cooke, and Mr. Edward
Weatherley, at Mrs Storey’s Coffee House near the Broad-Chair-gate in Newcastle, the several
Parts of Ships following viz. one 2/30th part of the Bridlington of Bridlington, Christopher
Cowton master, 1/16th part of the Bucksnooke of Whitby, James Yeoman master; 1/30th part of
the Tryton of Yarmouth, Henry Wright, Master, and 1/10th part of a small vessel lying at the New
Key, William Sanderson Master; all which lately belong to John Robinson, junior, Hoastman’.
l4yillan 1967.

Spietz 1986: 292.

1'5Gwilt et. al. 1993; Clack & Gosling et. al. 1976.

7L ouw 1981: 1-23; though ports on England’s other coasts had similar links, e.g. shaped gables
at Exmouth.

I8 Newcastle Courant included weather reports and shipping news for the port of Newcastle and
the wider north-east region.



33

of the north-west.!? The assize circuit linked the four northern counties. Anthony
Pearson, at Ramshaw Hall in County Durham in the 1650s, was a Cumberland and
Westmoreland Justice, and combined a Quaker following near West Auckland with

frequent travel to George Fox in Westmoreland, and the Fells in West Lancashire.20 The
Quaker master-mason, John Langstaffe (1622-94), had a son Thomas Langstaffe, who

followed his father’s trade and worked in Cumberland. Langstaffe’s other sons also went
into the mason’s trade; John went to Whitby and Bethwell emigrated to Philadelphia.?]
Architectural style and materials, as well as buildings craftsmen, linked the north-east with
the north-west (as well as Yorkshire and the colonies). Border administration and
commerce linked Carlisle with Newcastle, north of the Pennines. Carlisle was particularly

renowned for its textile industry; in 1722-3 William Cotesworth (who supplied dyes to

Carlisle) wrote from London that the hangings in the ‘yellow-room’ in his house in
Newcastle were to be cleaned, and ‘take care that the canvas for putting up behind the
hangings be bought at the best hand, which is Carlisle pieces sold on the Sandhill’.22

Communications between the north-east and the north-west however were not easy; the

‘military road’ between Newcastle and Carlisle, close to the line of Hadrian’s Wall, was
not constructed till after the Jacobite Rebellion of 1745 highlighted the difficulties of

moving troops.23
To the north of Newcastle, Northumberland was a separate county. North of

Hadrian’s Wall, vernacular buildings are thin on the ground, reflecting the replacement of
earlier farms by planned farmsteads during eighteenth-century estate improvements.%* The

vernacular architecture of southern Northumberland does however suggest a common

19Brunskill 1975: 107-142.

20Chapter Five & Appendix 17.

21Colvin 1978: 504-5; Chapter Nine below.
22Hughes 1952: 27 & 55.

23Drake 1992.

24Butlin 1967.
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region in house building for Hexhamshire and the area around Morpeth and Tyneside,
associated to County Durham. Two of the County Durham gentry houses discussed in
Chapter Five were built by migrant Northumberland gentry: a branch of the Catholic
Swinburne family migrated to Holywell Hall, in Brancepeth parish, from Swinburne in
Northumberland in the 1620s, and Matthew Whitfield moved from Whitfield in Allendale

to Wolsingham, in Weardale, and built Whitfield House in ¢.1700.%> Northern

Northumberland was a distant region from Newcastle and County Durham, although there
were strong links to Alnwick and the garrison town of Berwick, and Tweedmouth,
Norhamshire, Bedlingtonshire and Islandshire were under the jurisdiction of the Palatinate
of Durham. The level of insecurity in Northumberland is vividly illustrated by the

distinctive bastle housing tradition. Bastles were only built after the Union of the Crowns

in 1603, witness to a feuding culture in the Borders which was not dissolved by the
dynastic succession.26 The Act of Union in 1707, was apparently taken as an opportunity
to heal division: the Newcastle Courant in both the news section and advertisements refers
to Scotland as ‘North Britain’.2”

To the south of County Durham the historic divisions had been settled centuries
earlier. The Tees was no topographical boundary. Teesdale was a coherent dale, and the

Tees basin made the river a centre of trade in agricultural and manufactured goods. The
Cleveland Hills mark off the south-eastern edge of the Tees basin, as the Pennines do to

the west, but the relatively flat land of the vales of Mowbray and York extends as far
south as York. The Tees was a ceremonial boundary, and the bridge and chapel at Croft

on Tees, below Darlington, framed the ceremonial entry of new bishops to the

Bishopric.28 The administrative division along the Tees did create frictions, and generated

25DULA,. The Leybourne Deeds, Small Gift & Deposit 54; Appendix: 8 & 24.
26R CHME 1970; Ryder in Vyner ed. 1990.

27eg Newcastle Courant 42 November 3 1711 ‘Yesterday several of the Representatives for North

Britain, as well Lords as Commons, and are to be present at the opening of Parliament’.
28James 1974: 4-5; Hughes 1952: 304.
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county identities where there was no separation by lifestyle or social group. Yorkshire and
Durham disputed over who was responsible for the repair of the bridge over the Tees at
Yarm. In 1621 the bridge was in decay and statute insisted both sides should contribute
equally. The ‘Yorkshire men’ agreed to pay their share to the bridge warden but the
‘Durham men’ disputed the exemption clause of the statute and claimed that the exaction
of a toll on the Yarm side should provide for repairs. The Durham representatives

claimed, perhaps with pride in their county’s resource, that the bridge had worn out

because of Yarm men hauling coals over it from Durham. The legal dispute lasted four
years, though Durham offered a levy of £200 1n the interim.2”? Normally relations between
the North Riding and Durham were amicable and close. During the civil war Thomas

Smelt kept a school in Danby Wiske, near Northallerton, where ‘he taught about three

score boys, the greater part of which were gentlemen’s sons or sons of the more
substantial yeomanry of that part of Yorkshire or the south parts of the bishopric of
Durham’.30 In the eighteenth century, the importance of links between the north-east and
Yorkshire is underscored by the presence of the Newcastle and County Durham elections
in the Yorkshire press.3! Northern Yorkshire and the southern parts of the bishopric of
Durham were intimately related, and as with the other ‘edges’ of our north-east region,
doubtless occupied geographical identities of their own.

Newcastle and Durham were the urban centres of this north-east region.
Newcastle was the third largest town in England, outside London, and the commercial
hub of the coal trade. Durham was the social and administrative centre of the county
palatine of Durham. Wrigley has proposed a model of London’s importance in energising

and integrating a national economy during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.>? In

29 Campbell 1942; 337-338.
30¢1iffe 1969: 71.

3 lLoone:y nd: 124, the only non-Yorkshire elections to be advertised in Looney’s sample.
32Wrig]ey 1967 44-70.
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fact, this national economy was a series of regional economies increasingly affected by the
centrifugal force of the ‘great wen’. Newcastle along with the industrial area its trade,
wealth and population rested on, fulfilled a parallel function in the north-east. London’s
development was a tale of two inter-dependent cities in our period, with the economic
City (and port) of London complimented by the social centre of the West End and court in
the City of Westminster. In the north-east, Newcastle and Durham fulfilled these distinct

roles in separate cities. Moreover, Newcastle and Durham developed at the same time as

London. ‘Newcastle’ coal literally fuelled London and whereas the Newcastle merchants
were able to exercise control of the coal trade in the north-east at the expense of coal

owners, the Durham county gentry were active on the Thames and sought to exercise
influence over the London end of the trade.33 The parallel chronologies of London and
Newcastle’s population growth, and London and Durham’s gentry influx and taking of

town houses, represents not metropolitan to provincial dependence but
inter-dependence.3* Yet distance from London was critical. Newcastle was not only the
third largest town in England after London, but also the furthest away.35 Whereas 1n
southern England, London was a centre for consumption - both a market for and supplier
of goods - in the north-east (and also for parts of the north-west) Newcastle was the more
convenient metropolis. Conversely, Newcastle was not isolated from developments in
London, and actually had a peculiarly close relationship through the coastal coal and
return trade.

A north-east region centred on County Durham, and including the regionally
dominant centre of Newcastle, is explored for houses in this thesis. I am aware that the
north-east may be an exceptional place to study regionality. Many of the regionally

distinctive features of the north-east are related to its distance from ‘the centre’.

33Hughes 1952: 151-257; Wrightson & Levine 1991: 21-24; Langford 1994: 177.
345ee Heal 1988: 211-26; Ellis 1984.
35Borsay 1989: 4-11; see Chapters Seven & Eight below.
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Moreover, the north-east has been regarded as peculiarly easy to define. However,
centre-to-periphery models and the easy use of topographical boundaries, elide the
culturally distinctive nature of regions. The real history of building and living in houses in
the early modern period cannot be attained while we maintain assumptions about regional
character which presume backwardness and ignorance. Those social groups that
prospered in our period led lives in the north-east which parallel developments in housing
and lifestyle elsewhere in England, not least in London and the home counties. The

distinctive regional society of north-east England does not preclude its parity with

developments further south.

A Short History of the North-East 1500-1800
The story of the early modern north-east has been told elsewhere, unfortunately

mainly in fragments. The most sustained histories of the early modern north-east have
presented a modernising model. James argued that County Durham was transformed
from a neo-feudal ‘lineage society’ in the sixteenth century to a “civil society’ by the eve
of the Civil War.36 The Watts argued that Northumberland was transformed from an
unstable and retarded Border region in 1586 to a ‘Middle Shire’ by 1625; playing out in
speeded up form the ‘transformation of medieval England into a recognisable modern
pre-industrial state’ which occurred across England as a whole, in their view, between

1530 and 1660.37 Such telescoping of a medieval to modemn (feudal to capitalist)
transition into less than a century, is unsatisfactory. The north-east certainly experienced

radical changes to its social and economic fabric in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
century. It is less clear that this necessarily means it was inexorably moving from the

medieval to the modern; and certainly not in the stadial sense of one totalising cultural

3G‘Jamf:s 1974.
37Twatt & Watt 1975: 13.
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system giving way to another. There are too many continuities to explain change in this
way.

Events in the sixteenth century dramatically restructured social life in the
north-east. The single most significant development was the expansion of the coal trade,

ultimately dependent on increased demand for coal created by the growth of London. The

late sixteenth and early seventeenth century witnessed the greatest period of increase in

the north-east coal trade; starting from an already high basis of 60,000 tons a year in the

mid-sixteenth century, there was a ten-fold increase by the late seventeenth century.’® The
expansion of the coal trade was not limited to coal shipped by sea. Land-sale coal was

extracted from inland areas of lowland County Durham as far south as Chilton and Raby.
A second line of land-sale mines were established at Shildon, Hamsterley, Softley and

Etherley.’® By the end of the seventeenth century, the land-sale districts of

Northumberland and County Durham producéd about 100,000 tons per annum; a sixth of
the sea-sale trade.*0 During the seventeenth century, almost the entire County Durham
coal field was exploited. Land-sale coal was largely consumed by the domestic burning of
fuel in the houses of the region. Coal of inferior quality from the sea-sale areas was used
by industries on Tyne- and Wear-side, especially glass manufacture and salt extraction
from sea-water. Industrialisation, in addition to coal mining and associated industries, also
involved lead mining in the Pennines and ship building on Tyne- and Wear-side.
Industrialisation in County Durham created a large wage-labour population,
increasingly dependent on purchased food-stuffs. Farming in County Durham altered in

the seventeenth century in response to the demand presented by this local market for

agricultural produce. There is a consensus among economic historians that enclosure in

38Knight nd: 35; Dietz 1986: 286, revising Nef’s calculation of 36,000 tons.

3Nef 1966: 1, 37-8.

40Nef 1966: I, 36, coastal trade 1681-90, 685,000 tons; Dietz 1986: 292 Newcastle & Sunderland
676,826 tons; Knight nd: 36.
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County Durham was a product of demand for food from coal workers, rather than being
motivated primarily by raising rents.4! The vast majority of County Durham townfield
(arable and often meadow and pasture) enclosures occurred during the seventeenth

century; with the majority of documented enclosures between 1630 and 1680.42 Hodgson

calculated that 75,000 acres were enclosed between 1550 and 1750, while Yelling has

noted that only six townfields remained to be enclosed by act of Parliament after 1800.43

Enclosures were concentrated in lowland Durham (the Tees basin, east Durham plateau

and the southern Wear lowlands), the coal-mining parishes of the Tyne (Ryton, Whickham
and Winlaton) and the lower Wear Valley (Herington, Newbottle, Chester le Street and

Lumley).44 Seventeenth century enclosures were particularly intensive in the south-east of
the county, and Roberts observes a marked increase in the depopulation of settlements as

a result of enclosure, especially in the south-east of the county, from the late sixteenth

century.* As Hodgson concluded, ultimately ‘enclosure in County Durham was a

function of London’s demand for coal’.46

Alongside industrialisation and agricultural change, the social make up of
north-east society underwent significant alteration between the late sixteenth and early
eighteenth century. The social tensions generated by industrialisation and agricultural
change prompted high levels of litigation which spawned a prominent legal profession.
Lawyers were also numerous in Durham as a result of the Palatinate’s legal prerogatives

(including its own Chancery court and church courts).?’ The clergy were also increasingly

41g10ud & McCloskey 1994: 117-8.
42Hodgson 1979: 52-3 & 93: Wordie, J.R. ‘Chronology of English Enclosure’ 495, cited in

Knight 1990: 53; Morin 1998: 101-6; common pasture further afield from the township was not

usually enclosed till after 1750.

43Yelling 1977: 19; Hodgson 1979: 86

44Km'ght nd: 54.

45Knight nd: 387; Roberts 1977: 21.

46Hodgson 1979: 90.

4TNef 1966: 1, 286 & Knight nd: 410-428, the lack of a clear body of law and precedent to
regulate the coal industry bred litigation, especially ¢.1570-1640.
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professional, and appointments to the wealthy Durham diocese from the late sixteenth
century (and especially under Bishop Neile, 1617-27) came to the Bishopric as
ecclesiastical careerists, rather than from County Durham gentry and noble families. The
nobility lost influence and power, and the gentry and upper middling sort rose in social
prominence. Merchants in Newcastle became spectacularly wealthy. Marriage alliances
between Newcastle merchants and the County Durham gentry, and between the gentry
and the new lawyer and clerical dynasties at Durham, present a kaleidoscope of
inter-secting clite interests within the seventeenth and early eighteenth century
north-east.48 The pro sperity generated by industrialisation and agricultural change
benefited the elite and upper middling sort, whereas the lower orders were increasingly

dependent on wage-labour.

These developments took place within the context of religious reformation, with

persistent catholic recusancy and Protestant non-conformity alongside a powerful
ecclesiastical hierarchy in the established church of the Bishopric. The majority of County
Durham’s population, seemingly, failed to be won over to new forms of worship.
Prominent gentry families in both County Durham and Northumberland also defined
themselves through opposition to the reformed Church. The proscription of catholic
recusants, from the late sixteenth through to the early eighteenth century, placed limits on
the purchase of property and risked the seizure of estates. The presence of a significant
Catholic communion in Durham City had an influence on the social topography of the
town; not least in relation to the dominance of the Anglican cathedral and Protestant
gentry. Jesuit priests regularly visited Durham, and some of the lesser gentry halls of
County Durham were used (and built) as part of the mission. Protestant non-conformuty,

with a famously Puritan merchant community in Newcastle, and in Sunderland, had

48James 1974: 67-74 & passim.
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further implications for where people lived.#? Quakers dwelt in Claypath in Durham City,
and George Fox preached inside and outside houses in the countryside.”?
The secular power of the Bishops of Durham also impacted on social relations.

Whereas elsewhere the county gentry had considerable influence in urban boroughs, in
Durham the bishop held by patent the patronage of almost all offices of authority; from

the sheriff to the clerks of civil pleas and assizes to the gaoler.>! The civil war and
commonwealth witnessed the dismantling of the palatinate system of local government,
disrupting administration and lordship and generating considerable uncertainty in the
region. In 1647-9 Parliament ordered the preparation of a scheme for establishing a
county administration in Durham parallel to neighbouring counties. In April 1649 all Dean
and Chapters in England were dissolved. Acts of Parliament in 1651 and 1654 brought

Durham under the jurisdiction of Westminster, and the tenants of the Bishop’s and Dean

and Chapter estates were able to purchase their frecholds.”? At the Restoration, however,
Bishop Cosin was equipped with the rights and privileges of his predecessors, and the
ecclesiastical estates were restored to the Bishopric and the Cathedral Dean and
Chapter.”? The absence of political representation in the House of Commons was a long
running source of grievance in Durham City, and less acutely across the county. The
Bishop was meant to provide virtual representation in the Lords, but Durham finally

received Parliamentary representation in the lower house, under the aristocratic and

amenable Bishop Crewe, in the 1670s.>*

The position of the church as landlord in the sixteenth century underwent
\

significant change. The extensive rural and urban estates of the Bishop and the Dean and

IHowell 1967; James 1974: 89, 136, 174-5 & passim.

0see Chapters Five & Eight.
>l Whiting 1938.

52Morin nd.

33 Whiting 1952: 10-16.

54Whiting 1940 & 1952: 10-16, first elections for Parliament in Durham County, 1675, for
Durham City, 1678.
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Chapter (formerly Priory) of Durham, largely survived Dissolution by the Tudor Crown,
under Henry VIII. These estates funded the Bishopric and cathedral church at Durham,
which presented an Anglican and court-centred bulwark against over-mighty subjects and
border instability in the North. During the later sixteenth century, tenurial changes, in the
creation of copyholder status and long leaseholds, increased the ecclesiastical revenues
and diminished the controls of these apparently ‘medieval’ lordships.’ As leaseholders,

Dean and Chapter and Bishopric tenants, had greater control over changes to their
landholdings and houses. The more dramatic economic changes in the region, however,

were initiated by those with landholdings taken outside of the reach of the ecclesiastical

estates, and northern nobility, via the intervention of the Tudor Crown, under Elizabeth.
Trevor-Roper argued that the religious reformation in Durham was followed by an
economic reformation, which freed the forces of capital to expand the north-east coal

trade.”® The bishops of Durham had hindered the development of the coal trade through
the inertia of their great estate and tenancy arrangements (especially short leases), which
inhibited risk and capital outlay.’ The Dissolution transferred the Bishop’s mineral rights
to the Crown; Crown leases of 21 years and freer lordship encouraged deeper mining and
fixed rents provided huge profits for colliery owners. The transfer of the most lucrative
coal rich land around Gateshead, via the Crown’s ‘Grand Lease’ (from 1578, of the
manors of Gateshead and Whickham; granted to the Crown by the newly elevated Bishop
Barnes), to the merchént ‘oligarchy’ of Newcastle, gave control of coal mining as well as
its shipment to the merchants in Newcastle.”$ After 1600, yeomen and husbandmen mine
operators were squeezed out, and enclosure agreements actively conspired to deprive<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>