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Abstract

Despite growing recognition that the early eighteenth century was a period of
flux in relation to gardening taste, the landscapes of elite estates of this period
(with the exception of a few iconic gardens) have received little focussed
attention. Moreover, the scholarship that exists has tended to isolate
considerations of the core landscape of pleasure gardens and hall from its
broader socio-economic and geographic contexts. This thesis aims to shed light
on how more typical early eighteenth-century estate landscapes were
understood through a case study of the everyday practices and local and
national contexts which underpinned the development of the demesne
landscape of the Rufford Estate, Nottinghamshire, during the ownership of Sir
George Savile (1700-43).

The principal resource for this study has been the archives of the Savile family, a
vast and under-used collection, although fieldwork has contributed to the
interpretation of landscape history. The approach to landscape is based in
historical and cultural geography and is one which is alert to both human and
non-human agency. Successive chapters address different facets of Sir George’s
landscape engagement - the laying out of pleasure gardens, husbandry of carp,
silviculture, the construction of rides, hunting - drawing out both their
distinctive contributions to the shaping of the place and their collective
comprehension within the management of the demesne estate. Particular
attention is paid to questions of authorship and managerial structure, the
influence of animals on the development of Rufford’s landscape, and the impact
of the estate’s diverse physical geography on landscape engagement. Rufford
Abbey is now a Country Park run by Nottinghamshire County Council. The
management and public interpretation of the site has, however, been
compromised by a want of primary research. This thesis establishes that both
the formal qualities of the site and significant material artefacts within its
landscape were the product of activities in the early eighteenth century; the

detailed archival findings presented here will feed into future policy.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Thesis Rationale
This thesis examines the landscape of Rufford Abbey, an important East
Midlands estate (¢.17,000 acres), during the ownership (1700-43) of Sir George
Savile, 7th Baronet. It aims to provide insights into the various ways in which
elite estate landscapes were understood, managed and enjoyed by their owners
in the early eighteenth century and to this end focusses on the Baronet’s
demesne land at Rufford - the parks, spring woods, gardens, forest ground and
more limited areas of meadow and pasture that he retained in-hand and over
which he exercised most direct control. But while Savile’s priorities provide the
organising framework for this study, with successive chapters examining
different aspects of his engagement, the focus is by no means confined to the
Baronet’s contributions. Rather, through a detailed examination of everyday
practices this thesis seeks to address the over-arching question: what
conjunction of personalities, relationships (both human-human and human-
animal), interests, skills, knowledge, environmental factors, infrastructure and
chance moulded the landscape that the Baronet bequeathed to his son in 17437
The approach taken is rooted in an understanding that the meaning of
landscape emerges in the process of land use. In the words of cultural
anthropologist Ingold, ‘meaning is immanent in the relational contexts of
people’s practical engagement with their lived-in environments’.! Furthermore,
the landscape is collectively constituted through the interactions of usually
many people working together on a range of tasks which at times run in parallel,
at times in series, at times overlap and at times are in conflict.2 It is a reading of
landscape that has influenced the work of contemporary cultural geographers
and marks a significant shift from traditional treatments of estate landscape

design.

1Ingold (2000), 168.
2 Ingold (1993), 158.



The present study contributes to a growing body of scholarship alert to
the complexity of relationships between landowners and their estates: that land
and its exploitation were bound up in complex social, political, economic and
aesthetic agendas and that the ornamental and productive elements of an estate
were constrained and supported by the same social and economic
considerations. What is being challenged here is not only the intellectual basis of
traditional garden history narratives, but also the narrow economic focus which

has characterised studies of the wider tenanted estate. As Williamson asserts:

Economic historians often write as if all estate owners were
motivated by a desire to maximise production. Yet while it is true
that great estates were firmly a part of the modern world, their
owners evidently had attitudes to land which were at once more
complex, and more subtle, than those of a contemporary
agribusiness farmer.3

The shortcomings of standard treatments of designed landscapes were cogently
summed up by Leslie in an article ‘Whither Garden history?’ (2007). He inveighs
against: ‘the hold over garden history of an evolutionary historical paradigm
organised fundamentally according to an apparently teleological succession of
distinctive periods and national styles that develop formally out of one another
and in response to one another’; ‘the desire to identify a set of major designers
and grant them privileged control over the course of landscaping developments,
while paying far less attention both to patrons and to local gardening staffs
assigned the task of implementing designs’; ‘the belief that the purposes and
explanations behind designs will be found in the aesthetic predispositions of
elite culture, rather than, for example, thinking about the exigencies of estate
management’. 4 Arguably, the distorting effect of this approach has been
compounded by a tendency to focus on renowned landscapes - Stowe, Rousham,
Stourhead, the Leasowes, Hagley and Chatsworth are prominent examples in an
eighteenth-century context. Such selectivity clearly captures only a miniscule

fraction of the estate landscaping undertaken in the period. Moreover, if the

3 Williamson (2007), 5-6.
4 Leslie’s contribution to Harwood et al. (2007), 92.



avant garde claims made for such landscapes are accepted, these estates can
hardly be taken as representative.

The Rufford Estate (1700-43) offers an ideal context for the more estate
and practice-oriented approach advocated by new garden historians such as
Leslie, and increasingly recognised as fundamental to understanding the
development of designed landscapes. During the 7t Baronet’s ownership his
pleasure grounds almost quadrupled in size, and these improvements were
designed and realised by individuals whose biographies go unrecorded in
landscape history. The core of Savile’s estate straddled both well-watered arable
clay land to the east of the Hall and prime hunting territory within Sherwood
Forest’s sand lands to the west, offering a range of contexts for sport and fish
husbandry. The estate’s wood resources supplied a buoyant local iron industry
and hop market, as well as regional and national timber markets. The present
case study builds directly on the work of cultural geographers (Seymour,
Daniels, Watkins and Cowell]) and landscape archaeologists/historians
(Williamson and Finch).> Their research underlines the inseparable link
between estate design and management, and that the historical context of a
specific period and place encompasses a range of geographical and temporal
scales. However, while cultural geographers of elite landscapes have focussed
primarily on late eighteenth-century developments and landscape
archaeologists and historians have favoured a longue durée approach, the early
eighteenth century, a period characterised by significant flux in landscape taste,
remains both under-researched and poorly understood.

The depth of analysis possible in a case study approach to historical
research lends it notable strengths, and it is hoped that this examination of
Rufford’s landscape will, as one exponent of single unit studies contends, ‘test
ideas and illustrate, and perhaps elaborate existing themes, while suggesting
others which may deserve wider investigation’. It is also intended to contribute
significantly to both the conservation and heritage value - historical and
communal - of the site. In 1952, the Abbey along with ¢.130 acres of surrounding

estate land were purchased by Nottinghamshire County Council. Though the

5 See Chapter 2.
6 Broad (1973), ‘Abstract’.



Hall, which was partially demolished in 1956, is now under the guardianship of
Historic England, the surrounding landscape remains largely the responsibility
of the Council. To date, because of the comparative inaccessibility of
documentation from the Georgian period (almost exclusively unpublished
sources; see Section 1.2.2 for discussion of the Savile Archives) relative to
Victorian and Edwardian periods (well represented in photographs, magazine
articles, oral testimonies), the importance of the post-Georgian landscape has
been over-emphasised in park interpretation work and the evolution of the site
poorly understood, with detrimental impact both on its presentation and
conservation. In 1991, for example, flood-protection measures were checked by
‘the overall difficulty in relating present landscape features to earlier maps and
the resulting uncertainties about how the landscaping of Rufford has
developed’. 7 The archival study presented here aims to redress these
shortcomings. The ownership of the 7th Baronet was selected as the period for
focus in part because during the initial phase of the project it became clear that
the estate landscaping carried out at this time had significantly defined the form
of the present country park. Moreover, an exceptionally rich and diverse archival
resource has survived from these years, in addition to material artefacts and
major architectural features in the landscape itself. Taken together, these
aspects of the estate’s heritage pointed to a portrayal of Rufford’s landscape,
1700-43, as an ideal vehicle for enhancing the ‘meanings of [the] place for the
people who relate to it’ and conveying ‘the ways in which past people, events

and aspects of life can be connected through a place to the present’.8

1.2 Approaches and Sources
Despite Mills’s contention ‘that there is no formalised discipline of landscape
studies, with its own methodologies and university departments’ and Muir’s

appraisal of the field as one characterised by division rather than mutual

7 Letter N.E. Hunt (assistant director of planning) to the assistant director for design
(un-named), 20 May 1991. Nottinghamshire County Council Planning Records, County
Hall.

8 English Heritage (2008), 28, 31.



recognition and exchange,’ there is growing consensus amongst scholars of
designed landscapes that their field of analysis calls for a multi-disciplinary
approach encompassing a context that goes far beyond design, and that ‘our
knowledge and understanding of the past are increased exponentially when
archaeological and historical approaches are combined’.10 It is an understanding
exemplified, in an eighteenth-century context, by Daniels’s study Humphry
Repton: Landscape Gardening and the Geography of Georgian England (1999),
and one whose merits are concisely articulated by Barnatt (archaeologist) and
Williamson (landscape historian) in the opening chapter of their collaborative
work, Chatsworth: a Landscape History (2005).

The range of evidence recognised by landscape historians (a term used
broadly here to encompass scholars engaged in the study of past landscapes) has
notably increased over the last few decades, and now routinely includes
representations ‘by painting, drawing or engraving; by photography, film and
theatrical scenery; by writing, speech, and... even music and other “sound
images”, in addition to the landscape itself, ‘a physical and multisensory
medium’.11 One consequence of this expanded resource base is a greater
potential for the triangulation of independent data sources. As Barnatt and
Williamson point out, ‘documents [be they private correspondence, estate
accounts, maps or illustrations] are rarely objective or inclusive but have
inherent biases, governed by their author’s preconceptions and place in society’,
not to mention the end they were designed to serve.l? Taigel and Williamson
highlight the speciousness of arguments from negative evidence: a tithe map, for
example, may record the features relating to its purpose accurately (namely land
usage and field boundaries) but omit the finer details of pleasure grounds and
service buildings. Conversely, it may have been copied from a previously existing
estate map and show features which had ceased to exist. A plan may represent
no more than an idea.’® Anthropologist Stoler explores the broader implications

of archival silences, distinguishing between ‘what was “unwritten” because it

9 Mills (1997), 122; Muir (1999), xiii.

10 Lambert (2006), 255-6 (quotation); Jacques (2000); Pattison, ed. (1998); Finch &
Giles, eds (2007).

11 Mitchell (1994), 14 (quotation); Lambert et al. (2006).

12 Barnatt & Williamson (2005), 8; see also Blouin & Rosenberg (2011), 118.

13 Taigel & Williamson (1993), 12-13.



could go without saying and “everyone knew it,” what was unwritten because it
could not yet be articulated, and what was unwritten because it could not be
said.'14

The Rufford Estate has received only limited scholarly attention to date.
The concept of landscape which underpins this thesis and the questions with
which it primarily engages - authorship and collaboration; everyday practices;
management; animal-human relationships - while informed by a broad and
multi-disciplinary engagement with scholarly contributions to the field of
landscape study (see Chapter 2), are primarily the result of a comprehensive
examination of primary sources (archival documentation and eighteenth-
century publications) and experience of the Rufford estate landscape itself. After
a brief overview of the main studies of Rufford in circulation, the remainder of
this section addresses the sources of primary documentation drawn upon by the

present author and the scope of the fieldwork undertaken.

1.2.1 Past studies of the Rufford landscape

Kempson's doctoral thesis, The State and the Country House in Nottinghamshire
1937-1967, documents the break-up of the Rufford Estate and the Hall’s
chequered passage from private home to partial ruin at the heart of a public
park.15 In his presentation of the complex debates surrounding country house
preservation, and the conflicts between state responsibility and the interests of
private owners that arose during estate dissolution, Kempson necessarily traces
the impact of policy decisions upon the Rufford site. Tree felling and
preservation orders, earthworks and excavations carried out in the period are
briefly documented. These, together with the present author’s examination of

County Council work reports,’® and a range of photographic records held at

14 Stoler (2009), 3.

15 Kempson (2006). Usage of the term park has changed over time. The early eighteenth
century enclosures designated ‘park’ (see PARKS in Section 3.3.2) lie outside today’s
Country Park.

16 [n particular, Geoff Matthews’s (structural engineer, Nottinghamshire County Council)
summary of evidence re flooding and land subsidence, January 1987; Binnie & Partners’
(consulting engineers) report ‘Rainworth Water: Study of Flood Alleviation Measures at
the May Lodge Drive Housing Estate’, May 1991; Peter Masters’s (Pre-Construct
Geophysics) resistivity survey, July 2006; Hannah Armstrong’s (Assistant Heritage
Consultant) report, ‘Bilsthorpe Energy Centre’, August 2014.



Rufford Abbey and the National Monuments Record (Swindon), have
contributed to the field studies carried out during the course of this thesis.

A number of articles focussing specifically on Rufford’s pleasure gardens
have been published. Jones has drawn on a wide range of sources to present
snapshots of the gardens in the Victorian and Edwardian periods: personal
accounts of family visitors and estate servants from the nineteenth and early
twentieth century; articles published in Journal of Horticulture and Cottage
Gardener (1877), Gardener’s Chronicle (1908) and Gardener’s Magazine (1910);
and extant photographic representations of the grounds from the mid-
nineteenth century onwards.l” As with Kempson’s work, Jones’s material has
been instrumental in interpreting the current site, particularly when
supplemented by the oral testimonies of members of the public who were
familiar with the house and grounds before the Hall’s partial demolition. Smith
(2009) has presented a chronological account of design interventions in relation
to both Hall and gardens during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. His
work sheds light on the progression of structural changes to the house in the late
seventeenth century, but its treatment of landscaping, which relies almost
exclusively on maps and plans of the core estate (many of which are undated
and some unattributed), reinforces many of the past confusions about the form,

timescale and motivations for landscaping at Rufford.18

1.2.2 The Savile Archives

The primary source material for this thesis comes from the Savile family
archives held in public repositories - Nottinghamshire Archives; Rufford Abbey
Country Park; Sheffield Archives; British Library Manuscripts; Cambridge
University Manuscripts; National Monuments Record; National Archives;
Lambeth Palace Library; Dewsbury Central Library Archives (now transferred to
West Yorkshire Archive Service, Kirklees) - and the private collections of Lords

Savile and Scarbrough (see Bibliography for addresses). Nottinghamshire

17 Jones (2007, 2008).

18 See, ‘Rufford Country Park: Historic Landscape Survey and Restoration Management
Plan’ prepared by Land Use Consultants, November 2002. Smith’s approach is
representative of the ‘old garden history’ against which authors such as Leslie and
Williamson inveigh. Section 1.1; Williamson (1995), 4-9.



Archives holds the bulk of the documentation relating to the 7t Baronet’s
ownership and its collection is referenced hereafter, the Savile Archives.
Documentation held at Rufford Abbey is referenced hereafter, Rufford Abbey
Archives.

The Savile Archives is a vast collection comprising documents from the
medieval period into the twentieth century and estate records of properties in
some fifteen counties, though principally West Yorkshire and Nottinghamshire.
With the exception of the Rufford Charters — medieval charters from the twelfth
century onwards which have been edited and published by C.]. Holdsworth - and
selected extracts from a number of the diaries of Gertrude Savile, little of the
material has been published, and it remains an under-used resource. Incomplete
and on occasions unreliable cataloguing has almost certainly contributed to this
outcome. The documents were retained at the Hall until the outbreak of World
War II, they were then transferred ‘in a disordered state’ first to the Public
Record Office (London) and in the late 1950s to Nottinghamshire Archives. The
original catalogue, drawn up in pencil and paper by the national register of
archives during the 1940s and 1950s was not typed up by Nottinghamshire
archivists until 1996-8, by which time ‘the accuracy and sense of the
descriptions’ could no longer ‘be guaranteed’. Moreover, the collection was
never systematically referenced, but preserved the ‘idiosyncratic’ nomenclature
of the trunks and bundles in which it had been conveyed from the Hall.l?
Comprehensive study of this resource exposed a wealth of documentation
relating to the 7% Baronet’s landscaping activities including family
correspondence and diaries, the 7th Baronet’s personal account books, stewards’
correspondence, estate accounts, vouchers and receipts, day-labourers’
fortnightly accounts, lease settlements, maps and plans. A major strength of this
collection is its diversity, and while no single document type provides a
complete record across the four decades of the Baronet’s ownership, there is
sufficient temporal overlap to allow significant cross-referencing within much of

the period. Not only has this helped to mitigate the interpretive distortion

19 Report on the Savile Archives prepared by Paul Norton (project officer for
interpretation, Rufford, retired 2015). Reference 1316: Rufford Abbey Archives,
undated (but post-2011).



inherent in over-reliance on a single source type - the detailed estate reports
sent to Savile by his successive stewards, for example, while arguably providing
the most comprehensive portrait of life at Rufford in the period, were also
weighted by their authors’ concerns and coloured by their personalities - but
the layering of records has on many occasions resolved ambiguities and thus
enabled the whole collection to be more effectively understood. That said, there
are still significant ambiguities and gaps in the picture, of which the most

important are outlined below.

WRITTEN DOCUMENTS

Locations are sometimes only vaguely indicated and terms used for particular
areas and features changed over time. Spellings, whether of names or places, are
rarely consistent. References to labourers’ activities are often ambiguous, and
with a few notable exceptions, rarely described in detail. Successive stewards
adopted different accounting systems, and the resultant variation in the
inclusivity of categorisations creates uncertainties in the cross-comparison of
income and expenditure, notably in relation to woodland management (see
Chapter 6). While steward correspondence was both detailed and frequent -
during periods of intense negotiation as often as twice weekly - it was restricted
to periods when Savile was away from the estate, and references to letters sent
but no longer extant indicate that even this is incomplete. Moreover, only one
side of the exchange - steward to master (or on occasions his mother) - has
survived, a fact that has had a crucial impact on interpretation. There are very
few occasions on which Savile’s intentions are available to us in an unmediated

form.

MAPS AND PLANS

With the exception of an estate survey from 1637, none of the surveys of house
and grounds from the late seventeenth or first half of the eighteenth century and
few of the design plans are either dated or signed. Cross-referencing these
documents with independent archival sources, however, has generally allowed
both details to be assigned with confidence. In order to facilitate fieldwork and

enable detailed map regression work to be carried out, maps and plans have,



wherever possible, been geo-referenced to the 1st edition (1885) 25-inch
Ordnance Survey (0S) Map. Furthermore, the co-ordinates of major designed
features have been extracted from historic maps using GIS (see Appendix 1.1),
downloaded to a GPS, and staked on the ground to assist archaeological

assessment of potential surface features (see below).

1.2.3 Other archives consulted

Rufford is located in an area with a marked concentration of large estates and
many of the concerns and practices examined in this thesis were held in
common by the local landowning elite. To set Rufford practice in its wider local
context, both archival material from neighbouring estates and resources
concerned with the county more broadly have been consulted. Amongst family
archives the most widely (though far from exhaustively) examined were:
Portland Archives (held at Nottinghamshire Archives and University of
Nottinghamshire: Manuscripts and Special Collections); Molyneux Archives
(University of Nottinghamshire: Manuscripts and Special Collections); Foljambe
Archives (Nottinghamshire Archives); Lumley-Savile Archives (Sandbeck Park,
Yorkshire); Hewett Archives (copies in the private collection of Leo Godlewski,
the present occupant of Shireoaks, Nottinghamshire). In addition to tithe, county
and OS maps, the key county-level sources consulted were Nottinghamshire
Quarterly Sessions (Nottinghamshire Archives), Forest Perambulations
(Nottinghamshire Archives and National Archives) and Forest Commissioners’
reports. A complete record of the primary sources used in this thesis is provided
in footnotes to subsequent chapters and a summary list is given in the

bibliography.

1.2.4 Eighteenth-century published sources

While depth of focus is a strength of the case study approach, lack of
comparative breadth is a potential weakness. To address this, throughout the
thesis empirical work based on the Savile Archives (Rufford practice) is
evaluated in relation to published recommendations/reports of practice in the
period (theory), the latter gleaned from a broad range of sources - husbandry

and gardening treatises, poetry, prose and published correspondence.
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1.2.5 Fieldwork

Fieldwork has provided a constant backdrop to the documentary archaeology??
outlined above, and been used extensively to cross-check archival sources,
enhance appreciation of the local topography, and identify landscaping
challenges and opportunities which might have influenced Savile’s design
choices. In addition to the GPS work carried out with the assistance of a
surveyor, this has involved collaborative exchange with a wide range of
specialists - Gareth Broome (Countryside Team Manager, Nottinghamshire
County Council; Ursilla Spence (Senior Archaeologist, Nottinghamshire County
Council); Norman Lewis (retired Conservation Officer for Nottinghamshire
Wildlife Trust); Derek Walker (local historian) - during the course of which
areas of both the core and wider eighteenth-century estate landscape have been
explored. Opportunities have arisen to lead guided walks around the Rufford
site, events which have fostered exchange and given me a greater appreciation of
Rufford’s local geographical context. In addition, visits were made to other
estates and key monuments with which the 7th Baronet was familiar - Shireoaks,
Thoresby Park, Welbeck Abbey, Newstead Abbey and Kelham in
Nottinghamshire; Thornhill, Chatsworth, Sandbeck Park, Wentworth
Woodhouse in Yorkshire - and to landscapes which underwent notable
development during the period of relevance to this study (for example Bramham
Park, Yorkshire).

Several outbuildings remain on the Rufford Abbey site and the garden
house has served as a home during extended visits to the Country Park, enabling
me to explore the area widely on foot and by bicycle (the closest equivalent to a
horse) and in a range of seasons - the latter essential for an appreciation of
views. Courtesy of the current Lord Savile, I was also made welcome at Gryce
Hall and Heptonstall Hunting Lodge, the West Yorkshire homes of the late 3rd
Baron, which until recently housed the family portraiture and material artefacts

from the Hall.

20 Beaudry (1993, first published 1988).
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1.3 Outline of Thesis Chapters

Chapter two provides the intellectual context for the archival-based case study
that follows. It opens with an examination of the multiple ways in which the
concept of landscape has been theorised by cultural geographers. The focus then
shifts to the specific context of eighteenth-century estates, particular attention
being paid to the secondary literature engaged with estate stewardship. A final
section deals with scholarship pertinent to the activities focussed on in this

thesis - design of the pleasure grounds, silviculture, pisciculture and hunting.

Chapter three provides the biographical background to the Savile family, their
employees and the Rufford Estate. The family’s socio-economic status is
examined; the character and interests of family members who played significant
roles in the estate’s development; the expertise and responsibilities of estate
stewards and gardeners; and the co-ordination and overseeing of the day-labour
force who realised improvements on the ground. Exploitation of the Rufford
landscape in the first half of the eighteenth century - whether for economic
return or amenity value - was unquestionably influenced by the distribution of
its acreage, the physical geography of the county, and the antecedent landscape

design, all of which are discussed.

Chapter four focusses on the development of the pleasure gardens framing the
Hall. Drawing on a broad spectrum of archival material, the analysis aims to
establish what changes were made to the landscape, why, how and by whom.
Garden treatises from the period are used to place these developments in a
broader eighteenth-century context, and an examination of seed and plant
provenance identifies some of the wider networks on which the garden

depended and to which it contributed.
Chapter five examines water management at Rufford, its exploitation for carp

husbandry and ornamental display (the two intimately linked). In the course of

this discussion the form, function and management of the extensive range of
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dams, pools and canals within Savile’s demesne ground are discussed and the

benefits of pisciculture to the estate assessed.

Chapter six is concerned with exploitation of the estate’s wood resources. The
importance of woodland to the Rufford Estate cannot be over-emphasised - it
served as ornament, source of status, animal habitat for hunting and shooting,
and economic resource. It is on the latter function that the chapter primarily
focusses, examining the woodland terrains, their species profile, woodland
products and the broad spectrum of markets (both regional and national) which
they supplied. In common with other chapters, attention is paid to the

individuals engaged in the management of this resource.

Chapter seven investigates the ride network laid out at Rufford, which by the
time of the 7% Baronet’s death interlinked woodland and warren ground
extending to a radius of three miles from the Hall and established associations
between the Hall and significant landmarks in the wider landscape. This chapter
opens with evidence of the multiple functions of ride networks, gleaned from
both the Savile Archives and eighteenth-century published sources, thus setting
the historical context for the detailed discussion of the Rufford network which
follows. The latter highlights the challenges that orchestrating and laying out
such features presented (work often proceeding in incremental steps by a
process of trial and correction) and the formal qualities and uses being designed

for.

Chapter eight addresses Savile’s passion for sport, in particular fox hunting, a
subject rarely discussed in the context of the early eighteenth century but which
(from the evidence of the Savile Archives) was well-established in the area by
this date. After consideration of the resourcing and management of kennels and
stables, discussion shifts to the multiple factors - physical and social - necessary
for this elite pastime to take place, focussing particularly on the creation of

suitable habitat and access to an extensive landscape.
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Chapter nine draws together the main findings of the thesis and points towards
their translation into practical initiatives aimed at presenting the site to the

public and promoting its conservation.
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Chapter 2

Landscape and Landed Estates: Literature Review

This chapter provides a broad intellectual framework for the case study of the
Rufford estate landscape (1700-43) that follows. It is divided into three sections.
The first examines conceptualisations of landscape which have informed cultural
geography, drawing particular attention to the temporal shift of focus from
concern with class based ideology in the 1980s to the current, more wide-
ranging interest in social differences, biography and human/non-human
interactions. The chapter then moves to the specific context of eighteenth-
century estates: Section 2 examines the body of scholarship concerned with
estate management; Section 3, contributions made to the aspects of the estate
landscape with which Sir George Savile was most personally concerned -

landscape design, woodland management, fish husbandry and sport.

2.1 Conceptualisations of Landscape within Cultural Geography

A cardinal term of human geography, landscape has served as
central object of investigation, organizing principle and
interpretive lens for several different generations of researchers.!

As this prefatory statement highlights, the landscape concept has proved a
powerful analytic tool within human geography, and one recognised for both its
complexity and fluidity. Over the past fifty years, approaches to the subject have
proliferated in response to theoretical developments both within and outside

the field,?2 more complex understandings of culture,® and the challenge of

1 Gregory et al., eds (2009), 409.

2 Landscape has become the object of critical enquiry for individuals in anthropology,
Hirsch & O’Hanlon (1995); archaeology, Bender, ed. (1993); art history, Bahn, ed.
(2012); cultural history, Schama (1995); garden history, Hunt & Willis, eds (1975);
philosophy, Cooper (2006); landscape history, Muir (1999).

3 See Schein (2004); Scott (2004); Barnett (2004).
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engaging with an ever changing and increasing range of contexts. ‘Landscape’
which was once conceived within cultural geography as the unproblematic
material substrate which rooted and transformed predominantly rural
communities in the course of their everyday life, now embraces elite as well as
vernacular terrains, includes urban and industrial contexts, and has been
approached from a myriad of conceptual angles whose relative merits continue

to attract heated internal debate within the field. As Groth and Wilson contend:

...we can expect no single, unified, rigidly bounded approach to the
study of something so essential and yet so complex as the
reciprocal relationships between individuals, groups of people,
and their everyday surroundings.*

This thesis engages with a range of at times overlapping, at times apparently
antagonist conceptualisations of the landscape term in order to arrive at a fuller
sense of how elite estates were understood in the early eighteenth century. The
key theoretical developments within cultural geography that have framed this
analysis are identified below and their distinctive contributions and applicability
to historical, archive-based research, discussed.

There is a long tradition within cultural geography, particularly its
historical sub-section, of interpreting landscape as ‘real and tangible’ land. Its
most notable practitioners - Carl Sauer, H.C. Darby and more recently Muir
(1998) and Hooke (1998) - have adopted a markedly empirical methodology
focussed on systematic description of the changing form of the physical
landscape in response to habitation, and provided rich descriptions of historical
change based on the evidence of material artefacts of human settlement and
work on the land. But as a comprehensive approach, their work has received
considerable criticism since its heyday in the immediate post-war period:
Michael Williams (1989) points to a general lack of engagement with symbolic
interpretations of landscape; Sauer’s reification of culture and denial of

individual autonomy was staunchly attacked by Duncan (1980).> But the

4 Groth & Wilson (2003), 21.
5 For Sauer’s perspective see ‘Forward to Historical Geography’ & ‘The Morphology of
Landscape’, quoted in Leighly, ed. (1963), 358, 343 fn. 42.
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approach has had its defenders,® and the understanding that underpins it - that
landscape analysis is essentially about sustained community life, local
knowledge and know-how, and careful stewardship of nature - is ‘a powerful
vision’;” one with arguable relevance to an eighteenth-century regional English
context.

Agency became a focus of subsequent landscape interpretation, in
particular, the relative contributions of individual and social agency and the
interplay between them in shaping the land. Individual choice and creativity are
now acknowledged alongside unself-conscious, habitual actions. As Duncan
suggests, though individuals do not exercise total freedom of choice, their
decisions are constrained by ‘specifiable economic and social conditions’ rather
than ‘mysterious suprahuman forces’, and these conditions can be analysed in
terms of ‘individual and group activities’ which should be viewed as
‘problematic’ and included as constitutive elements of any landscape analysis.8
Further, in any society there is not a single context within which individuals may
act, but, dependent upon their access to power and resources, a series of
contexts at a variety of scales. Revisionist studies have challenged the traditional
tendency to focus locally and treat the landscape under scrutiny in isolation
from its broader context: landscapes, concludes Don Mitchell, ‘do not just reflect
but also incorporate and reify social processes working at a range of scales...
[and consequently] cannot be understood in isolation from other landscapes,
other regions and other places’.? Landscapes are formed in relation to one
another, a process exemplified in Seymour et al.’s (1998) case study of ideational
and material exchanges in the co-management of Sir George Cornewall’s
Herefordshire and Grenadan estates 1771-1819.

By the late 1980s several new approaches to landscape interpretation
had emerged. Duncan fostered a broadly structuralist, literary-based
methodology.1? Premised on the assumption that landscapes are communicative

structures that encode and transmit information, he adapted the literary devices

6 See Price & Lewis (1993).

7 Henderson (2003), 183-4; see also Philo (1998), 56-8.

8 Duncan (1980), 196; see also Samuels (1979), 62-82.

9 Mitchell, D. (2002), 383.

10 Duncan & Duncan (1988); Duncan (1990), 11-24; for more general discussion of
landscape metaphors see Daniels & Cosgrove (1993).
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of ‘rhetoric’, ‘textuality’ and ‘intertextuality’ to analysis of how cultural beliefs
are translated into visible motifs in the landscape, and meanings are selectively
maintained, invented and contested. While his work has been said to lack
reflexive awareness,!! its general insights feed into wider debates surrounding
the relationships between landscape, ideology and power.12 In the context of
eighteenth-century England, the landscape-as-text metaphor more loosely
applied has productively informed analysis in Pugh’s Garden-Nature-Language
(1988) and the edited collection, Reading Landscape: Country-City-Capital
(1990).

Duncan’s work contributed to a broader contemporary discourse treating
landscape as an ideological expression. Underpinning this new cultural
geography in the UK was the understanding of culture as a ‘signifying system’
put forward by literary critique and cultural historian Raymond Williams,13
together with the assumptions that a mutually informative relationship exists
between physical landscapes and their representations, and that all artefacts -
‘from poems to maps to field crops’ - should be read as cultural texts and seen as
constitutive elements of landscape meaning.# “To understand a built landscape,
say an eighteenth-century English park,’ assert Daniels and Cosgrove, ‘it is
usually necessary to understand written and verbal representations of it, not as
“illustrations”, images standing outside it, but as constituent images of its
meaning or meanings.’1> The approach was strongly influenced by Western
Marxist thought on culture, and, to marked extent, focussed on the
interpretation of landscape paintings rather than specific landscapes.1®

The dominant argument of this landscape as ‘visual-ideology’ or ‘way-of-
seeing’ approach is that landscape representations ‘““cover-up” socio-economic

realities, yet at the same time admit these realities in the form of characteristic

11 Cosgrove & Domosh (1993), 32.

12 For example, Mitchell, W.J.T., ed. (1994); Bermingham (1986); Daniels & Cosgrove,
eds (1988).

13 Williams, R. (1981), 13.

14 Daniels (1989), 196.

15 Daniels & Cosgrove (1988), 1.

16 See Prince (1988); contributions in Mitchell, W.].T., ed. (1994); Daniels (1992, 1993).
Landscape analysts who aligned themselves with new cultural geography were
frequently criticised for ignoring the substantive quality of land. But see Daniels (1989,
pp. 206-7) on the ‘duplicity’ of landscape and his work from the late 1990s.
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absences in modes of representation’:1” they serve to ‘aestheticize power and
subjugation’.’® In an eighteenth-century English rural context, the view being
presented in these representations is identified as uniquely patrician, the ‘gaze’
of an outsider,!? detached from, rather than physically inhabiting and working
the land: ‘A working country’, states Raymond Williams, ‘is hardly ever a
landscape, the very idea of landscape implies separation and observation’.2? An
historical contextualisation of this reading is presented by Cosgrove (1984). He
tracks the landscape idea in Europe and North America to the embrace of
capitalist social relations and property rights, a process which in England he
locates in the mid-eighteenth century and identifies with the rise of the Palladian
country house and its enclosed parkland.?!

A major strength of ideological approaches, particularly when considered
historiographically, is their detailed examination of the socio-economic context
of landscape production: that understandings of landscapes are both historicised
and politicised. Yet, as critics have pointed out, assertions about the ‘power’ of
landscape as an instrument of social legitimation and control need to be
supported by examination of ‘the specificity of effects’, and, as Cosgrove has
since acknowledged, reliance upon a single dominant narrative inevitably
excludes other possible motivations and sources of meaning.22 Matless cautions
that representations should be regarded as ‘highly concrete stuff ‘enacting
relationships of power-knowledge’, rather than as images ‘derivative of,
subordinate to, and on occasion distortive of, an underlying and more basic
reality’.23

A range of detailed case studies focussed on Georgian improvement and

picturesque aesthetics have explored more fully the multiple ways in which

17 It is the gap between reality and representation which demonstrates the complicity
of landscape representation in socio-economic change.” Mayhew (1996a), 9; see also
Barrell (1980); Darby (2000), 18.

18 Henderson (2003), 182.

19 Terminology emerging from feminist landscape critiques. See Rose (1993); Wylie
(2007), 82-91.

20 Williams, R. (1975), 149.

21 Cosgrove (1984), 199.

22 Mitchell (1994), 3; Cosgrove (1998), xv.

23 Matless (1992), 44-6. For Matless ‘representations’ encompass fields of intellectual
enquiry as well as acts of artistic and literary production.
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patrician owners might engage with their estates.2*# As Daniels and Watkins
remark: “improvement” in the eighteenth century reveals a complex
overlapping of not just economic and aesthetic issues but moral and political
ones too’. Approaching their analysis from a perspective that considers terms
like “rent” and “estate”... no more eternal, nor less ideological, than terms like

”

“picturesque” and “landscape”, these studies integrate symbolic and substantive
dimensions of landscape, providing accounts of Georgian landscaping in which
the representational (art, literature and aesthetic theorisations) and material
aspects of landscaping (estate management in all its facets) are shown to be
inextricably linked.2> ‘Estate portrayal and design’, asserts Daniels in relation to
Humphry Repton’s (1752-1818) estate improvements, ‘did not eclipse the
gentry’s economic interests; rather they codified these interests in terms of
landscape’. 26 This understanding of eighteenth-century landscape is
substantially supported by Mayhew’s view that the socio-economic and political
significance of landscape cannot be understood independent of its broader
moral context: ‘the politics and the religion of landscape,” he argues, are ‘parts of
the same discursive framework, reflecting a coherent mentality in eighteenth-
century England’.?” Hahn’s case study approach to Kkinship and exchange
relations within the estate economy of Ditchley, Oxfordshire, demonstrates that
elements of both moral and market economies operated alongside one another
at least until the mid-eighteenth century.?8 Building on the work of Daniels,
Seymour and Watkins, Ben Cowell’s empirical study of eighteenth-century
parklands in Hertfordshire and Nottinghamshire challenges directly the premise
that a simple dichotomy existed between a patrician ‘way of seeing’ (landscape)
and a more corporeal, plebian ‘way of being’ (land conceived as working
countryside). Cowell has demonstrated both that the ‘pleasures of vision and the

sensations of “appropriation” were by no means confined to patrician

24 Daniels & Watkins (1991); Daniels & Watkins (1994); Daniels et al. (1992); Daniels &
Seymour (1990); Seymour (1988).

25 Daniels & Watkins (1991), 141.

26 Daniels (1993), 80.

27 Mayhew (1996b), 459.

28 Hahn (1999).
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landowners and that landscape parks were ‘important spaces of social
interactions’ and not simply ‘views’.2°

In the late 1990s Cosgrove highlighted a further problem with the
approach: that its subject, ‘a largely disembodied mind... endowed with a will to
power’, has no counterpart in reality.39 Subject embodiment, he concluded, must
be integral to any discussion rooted in specific, physical landscapes, even one
that adopts detachment from the land as its critical focus.3! His statements signal
a turn in landscape analysis away from static representations of landscapes
towards the everyday practices enacted within them: a move ‘to change
“landscape” from a noun to verb’.32 Matless’s analysis of landscape in terms of
‘beliefs, attitudes and everyday practices and performances’ - ‘cultures of
landscapes’ - shifts the analytic focus ‘from property to propriety’, and
exemplifies one such approach.33 Landscape and Englishness (1998) highlights
the unstable heterogeneity of concepts like ‘Englishness’ and ‘landscape’ and
advocates accounts of meaning centred on social practices, themselves rooted in

specific historical and geographical contexts:

..the question of what landscape ‘is’ or ‘means’ can always be
subsumed in the question of how it works; as a vehicle of social
and self identity, as a site for the claiming of a cultural authority,
as a generator of profit, as a space for different kinds of living.34

Power is explored through examination of how cultural conventions and codes
of conduct operate: how individuals are both governed by impersonal laws,
policies and regulations, and self-regulate in response to more personal and
locally negotiated codes of conduct. As Foucault argues, power is both

productive - of new knowledges, practices, subject positions - and operates in a

29 Cowell, B. (1998), 255.

30 Cosgrove (1998), xvii.

31 See also Rose (1993); Fabricant (1979).

32 Mitchell, W.J.T. (1994), 1. See also Barnett’s understanding of culture ‘as an
historically variable range of practices that apply or deploy power to particular effects’
rather than a realm that ‘reflects, refracts or represents other modes of power’ (2001, p.
11).

33 Wylie (2007), 110, 117. For distinct but related approaches see Mitchell, D. (1996);
Olwig (1996, 2002, 2013).

34 Matless (1998), 12.
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diverse and dispersed way.3> In any historical context certain forms of visual
landscape (rural, picturesque) and certain forms of behaviour and practice in
landscape (walking, painting) are taken to be aesthetically valuable and morally
and physically uplifting, not because ‘some ineffable central “power” coerces or
dupes society into accepting such beliefs’, but as ‘a consequence of a much more
anonymous and as it were horizontally distributed exercise of power’.3¢

Contemporaneously with Matless’s publication, a phenomenological
approach towards landscape re-asserted itself within cultural geography.3” Here
focus centres on bodily contact with the landscape while performing and
learning everyday tasks (walking, driving, gardening), again distancing
discussion from a largely ‘interpretative and discursive standpoint’ towards a
more ‘ethnographic and performative ethos’. 3% But unlike the practice-
orientated work of Matless, landscape phenomenologists broadly eschew critical
engagement with the socio-economic context within which activity takes place,
and where power is a critical focus in non-representational approaches, the
central concern is ‘to celebrate the ways in which everyday -creativity,
imagination and play undermine and elude [its] workings’.3?

Unsurprisingly, some representational theorists have seen
phenomenological work as too individualistic (as opposed to social) in its
conception of landscape, too meditative (as opposed to critical) in its analytic
methodology, and it is generally accepted that the approach does not provide a
wholly viable basis for landscape study within cultural geography, and poses
particular problems for historical geographers limited to documentary and
archaeological evidence. 40 But phenomenological work (and non-

representational theory more broadly) has drawn attention to the multi-sensory

35 Foucault, M., The Order of Things, London, 1977, p. 155 & The History of Sexuality,
London, 1981 (first published 1984), vol. 1, p. 93, quoted in Wylie (2007), 111. See also
Rabinov (1991), 3-7.

36 Wylie (2007), 111.

37 The approach experienced a brief hey-day in the 1970s: Relph’s (1976) study, Place
and Placeness, being a notable example.

38 Wylie (2013), 58 & (2007), 166.

39 Scott (2004), 27. See also, Thrift (2000), 269 & (1999); de Certeau’s exposition of the
everyday acts of defiance which individuals use to ‘reappropriate’ organised space
(1988, p. xiv).

40 Wylie (2013), 58 & (2007), 185-6; Lorimer (2005), 84; Finch (2013), 144.
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nature of landscape engagement. To quote Ingold, a social anthropologist who

made a seminal contribution to this subfield:

Landscape... is not a totality that you or anyone else can look at it
is rather the world in which we stand in taking up a point of view
on our surroundings. And it is within the context of this attentive
involvement in the landscape that the human imagination gets to
work in fashioning ideas about it.4!

Practice is not therefore a secondary outworking of already structured social
meaning, rather, landscape meaning emerges in the process of land use.

Furthermore, it is collectively constituted:

Every task [Ingold defines tasks as ‘constitutive acts of dwelling’]
takes its meaning from its position within an ensemble of tasks,
performed in series or parallel, and usually by many people
working together.*2

This understanding has stimulated new forms of historical reconstruction.
Lorimer has envisioned a synthesis of representational and non-
representational concerns through ‘a creative engagement with, and imaginative
interpretation of, conventional “representational” sources’. His ‘more-than-
representational’ approach to ‘telling’ the landscape mobilises a ‘distribution of
stories and dramatic episodes’ - ‘repertoires of lived practice’ - to explore ‘the
possibility of crafting a closeness to the style and tone in which events are
remembered, located and organised’.43

Another important influence on geographers concerned to ‘unbury and
describe [the] given-ness’ of everyday experiential life, in particular, those
engaged in formulating conceptualisations of ‘place’, has been Heidegger’s work
on dwelling.#* Most notable in relation to the present study are questions of
individual and social meaning that have emerged from this writing - can places

have universal meanings? Can an authentic meaning be posited from or found

41 Ingold (1993), 171.

42 Ingold (1993), 158.

43 Lorimer (2003), 203 & (2006), 515; Tatlioglu (2010) exemplifies the biographical
approach to landscape in archaeology.

44 Seaman (1980), 148; Crang (1998), 107-11.
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outside the spectrum of individual responses? - and the interdependence of
meaning and intention articulated in Ingold’s work.#°*As Crang discusses in

response to Heidegger:

A place is a product of how we interact with it - we have different
intentions towards a place if we live there, work there or are
passing through on a journey. These all produce different ‘places’
to us.*6

Crang’s reference to movement as a distinctive mode of perception, creating
distinct ‘senses of place’, is now widely acknowledged both within cultural
geography and the humanities in general.#”

Mobility in a more generalised sense has been treated by theorists of
space and spatiality writing from Actor-Network Theory (ANT) and Hybrid
Geographies perspectives and informs Massey’s influential concept of ‘place
beyond place’. 48 At the heart of this body of work is a topological
conceptualisation of the earth’s surface in which networks, connections, flows
and mobility are understood to provide the creative foundation by means of
which spaces, places and identities are created. This is a radical shift from the
topographical understandings characteristic of some of the approaches outlined
above in which relational activities emerge within and out of an already-given
space. A recognised strength of such relational approaches has been the
challenge they offer to the conventional divisions of culture/nature and
human/non-human in geographical discourse though an arguable weakness in
the context of historical geography is the lack of weight given to the evolution of

the landscape: ‘In this interpretation, what gives a place its specificity is not

45 See also Bender (1993), 2.

46 Crang (1998), 109; Short extends this understanding of place to include intrinsic
qualities of the physical environment (1992, p. 41).

47 ‘Journeying through’ as an aspect of ‘dwelling in’ is central to understandings of
landscape in Ingold’s work (2000, pp. 226, 230), and archaeologist Chris Tilley's A
Phenomenology of Landscape (1994). See also sociologist Monika Biischer’s (2006)
reflections on the importance of ‘vision in motion’ to contemporary landscape
architects; Conan (2003) on its neglect within but centrality to histories of designed
landscapes.

48 Law (1999); Latour (1999); Whatmore (2002); Massey (2007), 15.
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some long internalised history but the fact that it is constructed out of a
particular constellation of relations, articulated together as a particular locus’.4?

Hybrid geographies and ANT constitute but two threads in an
increasingly wide-ranging critique of traditional treatments of nature and
animals within human geography, and the understanding that ‘culture’
(theorised as an exclusive product of human agency) is distinct from ‘nature’
(the domain of the non-human, both animate and inanimate) has now been
widely challenged. 50 Whereas in traditional landscape studies non-human
animals (when included) were largely confined to agricultural histories and
treated as economic resources rather than distinct objects of study, recent
reviews by Wolch, Emel & Wilbert (2003), Johnston (2008) and Urbanik (2012)
make evident the breadth of subject matter and range of context and approach
that has come to characterise new animal geography. While much of this is
focussed on contemporary issues - conservation, animal rights, re-wilding,
biodiversity, wildlife management - and the management of public settings -
urban, rural and wild - many of the insights offered point to relationships
between humans, animals and landscapes with broader historic and
geographical relevance.

Ritvo’s, The Animal Estate (1987), though written a decade before this
renaissance, is recognised as having broken new ground. In common with other
pre-1990 authors, Ritvo maintains that ‘material animals were at the complete
disposal of human beings’;>! she differs in focussing not therefore on their
utilitarian value, but approaching both the animals discussed and people’s
attitudes towards them in terms of metaphor and rhetoric. While the study
focusses perhaps too narrowly on the human side of human-animal relations
and on power relations in terms of dominance and exploitation,>? it does

highlight the symbolic power of animals and the ways in which discourse

49 Massey (1993), 66. See also (2005, p. 130) in which she considers ‘place’ as a
collection of ‘stories’ expressing both ‘articulations’ and ‘non-meetings-up’ within wider
‘power-geometries’.

50 Scott (2004), 28. See also Braun (2004); Ingold (1994b, first published 1988), xxiv.

51 Ritvo (1987), 5. The text focusses on Victorian popular zoology, cattle breeding and
dog showing, humanitarian discourse and disease control, zoo keeping and hunting in
an imperial context.

52 See reviews: Briggs (1989), 178; Greene (2002), 686-7.
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surrounding animals was used to produce and reinforce boundaries between
social groups. Moreover, Ritvo concludes that in late eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century England human-animal relations were ‘at the centre of English social
and cultural identity’ and that no clear distinctions can be made between
‘domesticated and wild animals, livestock and pets, animal welfare and animal
research, or native and exotic animals’.>3 Another work which helped open up
new lines of enquiry is Seymour’s examination of human-animal relations in the
more specific context of elite eighteenth-century landscape parks.>* Taking as
her analytic framework the Georgian concept of improvement, Seymour
discusses the role of deer and improved breeds of sheep and cattle in patrician
parks, concluding that the aesthetic, utilitarian and symbolic functions of
animals in this period form an inseparable complex tied up with patrician self-
fashioning.

Turning to work that engages directly with the intellectual agenda of new
animal geography, Philo uses the context of Victorian metropolitan meat
markets to question the ways in which discourse about animals can shape socio-
spatial practices towards them on an everyday basis. Conceptualising animals as
a minority or ‘outsider’ social group, he suggests that the capacity of animals to
‘squeeze’ out of the places, or roles, to which they have been consigned, can be
usefully discussed in terms of the language of ‘transgression’ and understood as
manifestations of animal agency.>> In a paper entitled ‘Versions of Animal-
Human’, Matless engages with the coupled themes of killing and conservation in
the post-war landscape of the Norfolk Broads, approaching the subject from a
‘cultures of landscape’ perspective rather than the conventional telescoping of
rights or welfare. A central concern of his study is to explain how ‘animal and
human become enfolded as subjects and objects’. Matless considers various
ways in which humans can be defined through their relationship with animals
(sportsman/naturalist, watcher, listener) and shows how humans can act to

define a relational animal (animals as ‘refractors of cultural-ecological value’).

53 Greene (2002), 685-6.

54 Seymour (1988), 409-70.

55 Philo (2000), 51; for anthropological understandings of how animals become
positioned within conceptual frameworks of good and evil, pure and polluted see
Douglas (1966) and Tapper (1994); for the source of Philo’s terminology see Cresswell
(1996), 22-3.
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The conclusion drawn is that ‘different versions of the animal-human reflect and
shape contesting cultures of nature and region’ and that it is ‘impossible to
figure ways of being human outside of relations to the non-human
environment’.56

Underpinning Matless’s study is Ingold’s view that life (human and
animal) entails a ‘becoming-through-environment’. For Ingold, the agency of the
non-human is real and vital: grounded in immediacy of practical, tactile
engagement rather than thought. Arguing thus for a ‘sentient ecology’ rooted in
practical, situational understanding, Ingold contends that the testaments of
those who are “with” animals in their day-to-day lives, most notably huntsmen
and herdsmen, can offer us some of the best possible indications of how we
might proceed’. > As Lorimer’s paper ‘Herding memories of humans and
animals’ (2006) explores explicitly, such a conceptual framework has
methodological implications in terms of content and narrative style.>8

Both Matless’s Norfolk Broad'’s study and subsequent work, in particular
a co-authored analysis of late twentieth-century otter hunting and wild-fowling
practices in Hertfordshire and Norfolk,>® draw attention to the possibility of
alternative human subjectivities emerging from relational engagements with
animals in a common location. Whatmore (2002) and Lulka (2009) arrive at a
similar conclusion, though from the distinctly alternative foundation of hybridity
theory, according to which everything is engaged in relationships, the
particularity of which need to be recognised: ‘a constellation of identity relations
forms when different human-human, human-animal, and animal-animal
configurations appear in specific places’.®0

To conclude, as Placing Animals makes eminently clear, ‘The ways in

which human-animal relations manifest in the cultural landscape are as myriad

56 Matless (2000), 115-6, 122, 137-8. See also Urry & MacNaghten (1998, p. 2): ‘it is
specific social practices, especially of people’s dwellings, which produce, reproduce and
transform, different natures and different values.’

57 Ingold (1994a), 19.

58 Notably, biographical accounts, personal and collective memories, myths and folklore
are increasingly referred to as sources of empirical evidence within cultural geography.
59 Matless et al. (2005).

60 Urbanik (2012), 42.
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as the relations themselves’.6! An eighteenth-century estate context is arguably a
microcosm of many of these. As pets, livestock, means of transportation, quarry,
objects of gift exchange and flesh as food for husbanded species, animals (both
live and dead) were engaged with by a range of individuals (landowners, estate
servants, tenants, poachers) over ground managed and occupied in a variety of
ways (tenanted farmland, private pleasure grounds, woodland and watercourses
retained in-hand and serving economic, aesthetic, sporting and utilitarian ends).
Furthermore, as Naughton-Treves’s (2002) study of contemporary gardens
illustrates, boundaries are permeable to wildlife and the designed setting of a
home (and by extension estate) is an apposite context for exploring both a
‘myriad’ of inter-species engagements in the landscape and questions of animal

transgression and in/out of place-ness.

2.2 Landed Estates in the Eighteenth Century

2.2.1 General considerations

In Property and Landscape (1987) Williamson & Bellamy chart the various ways
in which wealth distribution, relationships between economically differentiated
social groups, and the changing demands of the national economy have
influenced the appearance of the English landscape since the fifth century. They
examine the evolution of regionally and locally differentiated patterns of
enclosure, and identify marked shifts in the ways that the elite engaged with and

expressed their power through land. In the middle ages, they contend:

The spatial organisation of the landscape was not used to display
status or the distance between social classes, for the social,
political and economic structure of the state, as well as its
philosophy, emphasized the links between interest groups and
classes, rather than their divorcedness.62

61 Jpid., 153.
62 Williamson & Bellamy (1987), 49, 70 (quotation).
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During the seventeenth century, the formal establishment of private property
rights led to a redistribution of land, its concentration in the hands of fewer
landowners, and a resultant rise of ‘large’ and spatially centralised estates.®3 In
the authors’ opinion, this caused a ‘fundamental revolution in attitudes to landed
property’: the social elite began to display their power directly in land that was
deliberately and extensively shaped for social and economic purposes,
intentionally isolating themselves from the rural community. ¢4 Recent
publications present a more tempered view, factoring into the discussion
emphatically paternalistic, moral and even ecological dimensions. Everett argues
that amongst a significant number of eighteenth-century landowners of both
Whig and Tory persuasion there existed an attitude towards landscape ‘opposed
to a narrowly commercial conception of life and associated with a romantic
sensibility to the ideas of continuity and tradition felt to be embodied in certain
kinds of English landscape’.6> Mayhew’s analysis of landscape discourse in the
long eighteenth century (c.1689-c.1832) has demonstrated the centrality of a
religious dimension.®® Markley (1999) challenges the central thesis of traditional
narratives by exploring tensions between competing ecological and economic
models of the land in the context of Andrew Marvell’s poem, Upon Appleton
House (1651). Chatel debates the notion of a ‘green’ awareness in relation to
eighteenth-century landscape gardening, positing that ‘the eighteenth-century
debate on corruption, luxury, decline and climatic catastrophes’ generated ‘a re-
appropriation of nature’ which made nature the ‘way to recovery for man’.6”
Studies of eighteenth-century estates indicate that landowner
participation in estate management varied markedly according to the social and
economic standing of the landowner and the scale of landholding. The problems
of categorising the landowning class have been well aired in the historical
literature and alternative hierarchies presented.®8 In relation to landed estates,

Clemenson’s framework has been markedly influential, and provides a loosely

63 Habakkuk (1940), 2-6, 15-17. See also Mingay (1963), 50.

64 Williamson & Bellamy (1987), 116; an understanding developed in an eighteenth-
century context in Williamson (2002).

65 Everett (1994), 1.

66 Mayhew (1996b).

67 Chatel (2013), 247.

68 Overviews in Beckett (1986), 26-40, 489-95; Rosenheim (1998), 13-46.
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economic definition of status based principally on scale of landholding. ‘Large
landowners’ are defined within this system as those in possession of 3,000 or
more acres of land, a group which subdivides into ‘greater gentry’ (possessors of
3,000-9,900 acres) and ‘great landowners’ or ‘landed aristocrats’ (10,000 acres
or above).®® An alternative approach based more directly on income and
economic function (landlords versus freeholders) was elaborated in Mingay
(1963). But the interpretative value of such hierarchies has since been
challenged. While Mingay maintains that there were ‘substantial differences’ of a
socio-political character between ‘great landlords’ (annual estate revenue
£5,000-£6,000 a year minimum) and the ‘gentry’ (revenue below £5,000) - the
former operating within a national sphere, the latter having horizons limited to
the county or parish - Rosenheim concludes from his study of hegemonic power
in England 1650-1750 that even squires of limited ambition and contacts were
rarely insulated from metropolitan influences.’® Moreover, as Williamson points
out, ‘wealth expressed in acres never had any very close relationship with
wealth measured in terms of rental income’ and neither rental income nor
acreage provides an adequate identifier of a landed property’s character: ‘a
typology of estates, which would recognise their diversity (in Britain and
beyond) and allow us to make meaningful comparisons, and identify significant
differences, across time and space’ awaits production.”?

The term ‘ownership’ is similarly problematic. In the context of
eighteenth-century estates, the legal right of possession might not correspond to
an absolute right of control. Following the elaboration of the institution of the
strict settlement in the later seventeenth century, an estate, though owned by an
individual, was not necessarily his or hers to alienate at will.”2 This state of
affairs had significant implications both for estate aggrandisement and

landowner investment, notably in relation to silviculture: the conditions of strict

69 Clemenson (1982), 8. Her categorisation draws on Bateman (1883) and has
influenced the work of Bettey (1998), Cowel, B. (1998) and Williamson (2007).

70 Mingay (1963), 9-10; Rosenheim (1998), 5. For a specific example of cultural
percolation see Rowe (2001), Ix.

71 Williamson (2007), 2. For examples of alternative definitions of ‘estate’ see Bettey
(1993), 12; Robinson (1988), 7.

72 English & Saville (1983).
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settlement often protected trees as part of the capital of the estate.”? A further
legislative change which in Hill’s opinion made a vital contribution to English
agricultural prosperity in the late Stuart period was the abolition of wardship
and concomitant termination of feudal tenure: this ‘had the effect of freeing big
landowners from frequent but irregular death duties, heavy enough to disrupt
long-term agricultural investment’.7#

‘Too often,” writes Clemenson, ‘component parts of historic estates have
been the subject of examination in isolation, and few studies have attempted to
look at the landed estate as a whole’: a state of affairs which continues to receive
scholarly opprobrium.’> Clemenson’s approach to the problem is characteristic
of traditional historical geography. She charts the visual impact of the
organisation of the land and buildings of large estates upon the rural landscape,
past and present, and traces the evolution and decline of the major physical
components that characterised them, and their subsequent adaption to other
uses. One of her central conclusions is that ‘evidence of the power and prestige
of the landed classes created distinctive estate landscapes which, like the ripples
of a stone thrown in water, diminished in visual intensity with increasing
distance from the estate heartland’.’®¢ Recent work adopting a more holistic
approach indicates that elite landscaping was more spatially diffuse. Finch, for
example, suggests that ‘there was no clear line between the “designed” and the
“agricultural” landscape’.””

Significant scholarly attention has been focussed on the country house
and its framing pleasure grounds and parks as public statements of cultural
identity and social status. Marcia Pointon describes elite eighteenth-century
country houses as ‘three-dimensional portraits of their owners’;’8 Richardson
asserts that eighteenth-century English gardens can be read as ‘autobiographies
of their owners’ (see Section 2.3.1).7° The aerial ‘birds-eye’ views or ‘prospects’

which became established as the main genre of estate portraiture in England and

73 Daniels (1988), 44.

74 Hill (1990), 14.

75 Clemenson (1982), 17; Williamson (2007), 1.

76 Clemenson (1982), 1; a similar argument is made by Rawding (1992), 60-1.

77 Finch (2007b), 43.

78 Pointon (1993), 20. For a specifically architectural critique see Cooper (2002).
79 Richardson (2007), 10.
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Wales from the late seventeenth century and were prominently displayed in
both country houses and London residences for about the next sixty years, were
designed for the gaze of both owners and visitors.8? But though the house lay at
the centre of these territorial visions, the prospect genre reflected a
comprehensive vision of the landed estate. Harris’s study of British country
house portraiture 1540-1870 includes numerous representations in which the
house is tied into its framework of garden and wider working landscape;8?
eighteenth-century garden treatises highlight these connections through the
attention they give to the topographical setting of the house and orientation of
landscape features.82 Despite such recognition, Everson & Williamson comment
on ‘the general failure’ to address the house ‘as part of an integrated
assessment’, an oversight they consider ‘one of the most surprising and
disappointing features of work carried out to date’.83 While engagement with
vernacular estate buildings was, until recently, similarly under-represented in
estate scholarship, increasing interest in interpretation and reception has
prompted re-evaluations of these structures alert to their symbolic and aesthetic
as well as purely functional purposes, and the need to factor into such studies
what might loosely be termed a ‘kinetic dimension’.8* Williamson emphasises
that to understand the impact made by the appearance of buildings (the
different treatments given to the different facades) and by extension their social
role, ‘patterns of movement and access need to be reconstructed’, adding the
caution that these may have changed radically over time.8 Daniels, in his
biographical study of the landscape designer Humphry Repton, substantiates the

relevance to estate design of a still broader geographical perspective.

Road travel helped define his [Repton’s] profession of landscape
gardening: networks of commissions, working practices,

80 Daniels (1990), 9.

81 Harris (1979); Daniels (1990) posits that a wider discourse of ‘country’ or ‘nation’
informed estate landscape representations in the period.

82 See works cited in Section 4.2.

83 Everson & Williamson (1998), 146.

84 Longcroft (2007), 38; Robinson (1983); Wade-Martins (2002).

85 Williamson, T., ‘Vernacular Buildings in Norfolk: Where Next?’, Journal of the Norfolk
Historic Buildings Group, 1, pp. 53-9, p. 58, quoted in Longcroft (2007), 36.
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theoretical principles, parkland signs. Moreover roads and travel
largely shaped Repton’s sensibility...8¢

Daniels’s study engages with networks of commissions and commodities, access
to goods and personnel, postal communications, exchange of ideas and visits,
parliamentary enclosure, emparkment, and, of course, aesthetic experience. No
equivalent synthesis has, however, been attempted in relation to early

eighteenth-century landscaping.

2.2.2 Estate management

Elite demesne holdings are recognised to have reduced considerably in spatial
extent by the early eighteenth century and large landowners of this period are
broadly categorised as ‘rentiers’ and variously accused of ‘retreating from
farming’, ‘leaving risk-taking to tenants’, ‘acting negatively in terms of
entrepreneurialism’, and physically absenting themselves from their country
seats. 87 Unsurprisingly therefore, the impact of absenteeism on estate
development and changes in landowner attitudes towards agriculture and
industry have attracted debate amongst social and economic historians of land
management. 8 Roebuck's study of absentee landownership in the late
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, while supporting the broad
conclusion that absenteeism contributed to the widely acknowledged decline in
the scale of demesne farming (on some estates at times only an orchard and
kitchen garden remained) also concludes that the effects of absenteeism are not
easily quantified and that it fostered the emergence of estate stewardship as a
profession.8® Subsequent case studies lend support to this more equivocal
picture. Beckett’s Cumbrian study prompted the reflection that ‘absenteeism

was not necessarily detrimental to the countryside’, though perhaps

86 Daniels (1999), 27.

87 Beckett (1986), 134; Hainsworth (1992), 1. The pernicious effects of absenteeism
were also commented upon in the eighteenth-century, see Laurence (1727), 57.

88 For discussion of absenteeism in the specific context of late Georgian improvement
see Webster (2010); for reflections on the factors contributing to reduced landowner
presence see Roebuck (1973), 1-17 and Clay (1968), 504.

89 Roebuck (1973), 15. Clearly, this is but one strand in a complex narrative of agrarian
change more widely discussed in terms of the depression in agrarian markets, enclosure
and engrossment.
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disadvantageous to the region and its residents.?® Wordie’s examination of the
administration of the Leveson-Gower estates in the West Midlands led him to a
related observation: where an able steward was employed, landowner absence
might prove a positive advantage.’! Furthermore, as Hainsworth’s wide-ranging
study of late Stuart stewardship has shown, in many cases landowner
absenteeism was far from synonymous with landowner indifference.’? In short,
the impact of absenteeism seems to have been strongly dependent upon the
character of the parties concerned.

Roebuck’s discussion of stewardship contributes to an academic
literature on the role of the steward in the management and development of
eighteenth-century estates dating from the late 1940s to which Hughes (1949),
Jancey (1957) and Mingay (1967) made notable early contributions. Together
they present a broad overview of the responsibilities of this rising profession,
Jancey focussing specifically on the early eighteenth century. Mingay highlights
the essentially middle class yet heterogeneous background of eighteenth-
century stewards to whose ranks lawyers, farmers, merchants, ironmasters,
army officers and senior domestic servants were frequently recruited.?3

While it is widely accepted that from the seventeenth century estate
management became progressively centralised and standardised, the
chronology for the professionalization of agents remains unclear: professional
training was barely mooted until the end of the eighteenth century.°* An
increase in the complexity of estate administrative hierarchy may have resulted

in a shift in terminology used to denote the men responsible for estate

90 Beckett (1983), 106-7.

91 Wordie (1982), 231. Wordie draws his evidence from economic returns rather than
estate improvement more widely conceived, noting that until the 1750s, lease
covenants (where they existed) were mainly negative in character and aimed solely at
preventing serious dilapidation of tenanted property.

92 Hainsworth maintains that the majority of landowners from the nobility and greater
gentry shared an ‘insatiable curiosity’ about the estates from which they were
periodically parted. Hainsworth (1992), 1.

93 Mingay (1967), 7.

94 Webster (2007), 49. Hughes (1949) traces professionalization back to the great
medieval estates, lay and monastic; F.M.L. Thompson (1963) and Beckett (1989)
contend that it occurred in the nineteenth century; Mingay (1967) and Clay (1985, p.
215) in the eighteenth. Neither Edward Lawrence in The Duty of a Steward (1727) nor
William Marshall in On the Landed Property of England (1804) went beyond advocating
on-the-job training by landowners.
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management (from ‘bailiff, ‘surveyor’ or ‘steward’, to ‘land agent’) but, as
Hughes points out, individuals played the defining role in this development: ‘the
man first created the office, the precise nomenclature attaching to it came
later’.?> Even in the early nineteenth century, expectations were far from
homogenous across estates.?®

Estate management was, in Jancey’s opinion, ‘a partnership between
landlord and steward’.”” Hainsworth (1992) provides a comprehensive analysis
of the nature of this relationship in the late Stuart period.?® Drawing on letters
exchanged by stewards and their masters concerning estates as widely
distributed as Northumberland, Cornwall, Cumberland and Sussex, and
including the Savile estates in Nottinghamshire and Yorkshire, he highlights the
diversity and range of stewards’ responsibilities: mediating between master and
tenant and securing rents; exploiting estate timber and mineral resources; acting
as ‘clerks of the works’; promoting their master’s political interests; protecting
his property. The distinctively paternalistic character of the relationship is made
apparent. The late Stuart steward was considered a subordinate member of his
master’s family.?® While this might inhibit his willingness to act unilaterally it
also promoted his security and favoured continuity of service: ‘it was as rare for
a lord to sack his steward as it was for him to disinherit his eldest son’,100 g
situation that arguably facilitated a long-term view of estate development.
Wordie’s Leveson-Gower study, one of the few alternative micro-studies of
stewardship in this period, limits itself, in contrast, to discussion of the financing
of mining operations and mineral leasing agreements, and assessment of the
mechanisms by which owners could influence the agricultural development of
their tenanted land.

Within the hierarchy of eighteenth-century estate servants, the steward
occupied the highest echelon. In The Country Gentleman’s Vade Mecum (1717),

Gent positions the steward alongside the master’s secretary, his gentleman of

95 Hughes (1949), 188.

96 Webster (2007), 47.

97 Jancey (1957), 41.

98 See also Hainsworth (1988).

99 For discussion of the very different character of steward/landowner relationships in
the late eighteenth century see Horn (1982); Beckett (1986), 139-56.

100 Hainsworth (1992), 253.
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the horse and his waiting gentleman. These were ‘superior’ servants privileged
with direct access to the master, and expected ‘to oversee and direct’ those of an
‘inferior’ class - the bailiff, gardener, cook, butler, groom and footmen.101 Recent
publications raise questions about such a rigid social ordering, in particular, the
status of the gardener. Henrey (1986) presents Thomas Knowlton (1691-1781),
gardener at Londesborough, Yorkshire (1726-1781), as a technically skilled,
highly literate man raising exotic plants alongside standard horticultural
produce, planting on an estate scale, landscaping and stocking waterworks,
managing a workforce, acting as a design consultant to neighbouring
landowners and taking an intellectual interest in botanical science. 102
O’Halloran’s doctoral study of the role of the gardener in England 1630-1730
directly addresses the professionalization of gardeners and gardening and offers
a more comprehensive challenge. Her observation that gardeners might engage
with the creation of designs from ‘conception to implementation’ highlights the
need for a more broad-based examination of designing practice than is
conventionally provided by garden historians. Furthermore, although
O’Halloran’s study is restricted to a handful of detailed biographies, her
conclusions - that gardeners might be involved in negotiation of outdoor
workers’ wages; that ‘The gardener looked directly to the owner for instruction
and in general did not recognise the steward as a figure of authority’; that
gardeners’ responsibilities were prosecuted at the scale of an estate and might
encompass such diverse areas of activity as planting, fishing, waterworks, the
establishment of nurseries in addition to kitchen garden and pleasure ground
maintenance - invite further examination of the interplay between stewards and
gardeners and consideration of the fluid nature of roles in an early eighteenth-

century context.103

101 Gent (1717), 45.

102 See also O’Halloran’s pending publication, ‘The Role of Gervase Whitehead at Knole,
Sevenoaks in Kent (1718-1739)’; Seymour’s presentation ‘William Speechly and the
Scope of Estate Gardening at Welbeck, Nottinghamshire in the later 18th Century’ at the
Oxford Maison Francais study day ‘The Figure in the Estate’, November 2013, online
podcast: www.mfo.ac.uk.

103 O’Halloran (2013), 143, 203 (quotation), 216 (quotation), 218, 275. O’Halloran states
that women labourers did not generally form part of the permanent estate staff but
were paid to perform basic gardening tasks such as weeding.
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From the late seventeenth century, the scale of estate landscaping vastly
increased (see Section 2.3). In Ichnographia Rustica (1718), Stephen Switzer

draws attention to the practice of employing garden designers from London:

..the Method commonly taken in this Affair [laying out of
grounds], is, Gentlemen have their Ground survey’d, and perhaps
the Levels take, and then ’tis brought to London, where there are a
great many Drafts-men, and Paper Engineers, so a regular fine
Scheme is made.104

His observation suggests a want of skilled designers in the country, a reflection
that the secondary literature has only recently begun to challenge. Biographical
studies of early eighteenth-century designers are focussed on a relatively small
collection of major figures - Sir John Vanbrugh (1664-1726),105 Charles
Bridgeman (died 1738),106 Stephen Switzer (died 1745),197 William Kent (died
1748),108 Alexander Pope’s (1688-1744)199 — and the role of elite landowners.110
More recently, though in a predominantly late eighteenth-century context, focus
has shifted to less widely acknowledged individuals: Sanderson Miller (1716-
1780) 111 and Richard Woods (c.1715-1793).112 Viewed collectively these
monographs highlight the diversity of backgrounds - whether in social status or
training - from which designers emerged, and the multiple professional persona
individuals might adopt.113 Broadly speaking, the critical emphasis of such work
has been on the evaluation of design features and the contextualisation of design
activity in terms of networks of influence, rather than examination of working

practices. Cowell’s study of Richard Woods, which devotes a chapter to ‘Labour

104 Switzer (1718), xii.

105 Ridgway & Williams, eds (2000); Dalton (2012).

106 Willis (2002, first published 1977).

107 Brogden (1973, 1974).

108 Hunt (1987); Mowl (2006).

109 Martin (1984); Brownell (1978).

110 Mowl (2000); Chambers, D. (1993); Lees-Milne (1963).

111 Meir (2006).

112 Cowell, F. (2005, 2009).

113 Vanbrugh was employed as a dramatist, architect and landscape designer;
Bridgeman a surveyor, nurseryman, landscape designer and Royal Gardener; Switzer a
nurseryman, landscape designer, seedsman and author; Kent an artist, interior designer,
architect of garden buildings and landscape designer.
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Demand, Supply and Organisation in the Eighteenth-Century Garden’, charts new
intellectual territory.114

Contracted designers might in turn sub-contract individuals who would
temporarily reside on site and oversee the execution of the designer’s plans -
referred to by the 1690s as ‘foremen’.11> Such contractual engagements were
commonplace by the second half of the eighteenth century,11¢ but the managerial
framework underpinning early eighteenth-century improvements remains
under-researched. Cowell suggests that most garden labourers were essentially
farm workers hired on a casual basis and that the labour market was extremely
fluid and seasonally dependent, harvest time impacting particularly negatively
on the availability of horses and men.11” The work of Hainsworth, Cowell and
O’Halloran underlines the importance of considering eighteenth-century
landscape design as a collaborative practice conditioned by its geographical
context, rather than simply an expression of a landowner and/or designer’s

cultural preferences.

2.3 Aspects of Estate Landscape Engagement

2.3.1 Early eighteenth-century landscape design

The history of garden/landscape design has traditionally been dominated by a
pre-occupation with form. Numerous chronological accounts concerned with the
delineation of stylistic typologies, identification of design principles and analysis
of their change within specific periods, have been written over the last fifty
years.118 As discussed in Chapter 1, since the 1990s considerable criticism has
been levelled at this so-called ‘art historical approach’ with repeated calls being

made for more historically contextualised accounts. Amongst the most

114 Cowell, F. (2005), 187-212.

115 O’Halloran (2013), 159. Conclusion based primarily on the practice of nurseryman
and designer George London (¢.1640-1714). An employment contract for Cholmondeley
Hall, Cheshire, 1694, is cited as the first usage of the title.

116 Cowell, F. (2009), 73.

117 Cowell, F. (2005), 87, 191, 195-7.

118 Thacker (1979) exemplifies the style.
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comprehensive responses to this challenge are two independent (but to an
extent complementary) surveys carried out in 1998 by Williamson and Jacques.
Jacques (1998) charts the development of 358 ‘fine’ English gardens
between 1660 and 1735.11° With a view to analysing stylistic variation, he
defines a broad range of ‘garden elements’ in terms of which major phases of
garden construction are identified and analysed within his sample group. One of
his central conclusions, reinforced through subsequent work, is that ‘Garden
fashions in this period... were various, and defy any simplistic chronology that
claims a linear development from the formal to the “natural™.120 His more
complex chronology provides a caution against garden histories based
predominantly on literary as opposed to archaeological data and analysis of
layout: ‘Forest or rural gardening’, for example, often presented as the brain
child of Stephen Switzer and Charles Bridgeman, is identified by Jacques as
already a reality by the time the former began to write or the latter to practice in
the mid-1710s.121 While Jacques’s conclusion is a notable challenge to the
conventional view that ‘the taste in gardening of the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries lagged behind that in landscape poetry and painting’ and
that ‘in gardenist matters theory was strangely ahead of practice’, 122 his
characterisation of gardening as a highly individual practice has precedents and
continues to receive support. In the late 1960s Mack presented Alexander Pope’s
Twickenham garden, one of the most extensively viewed and documented of the
period, as ‘a rallying point for his personal values and a focus for his conception
of himself. 123 Williamson has repeatedly appealed for an interpretative

approach to gardens drawn from the ‘lives and lifestyles of their owners’, ‘their

119 A periodization discussed in the preface to Jacques (1983).

120 Ridgeway & Williams (2000), xii. Prefatory appraisal by the editors of Jacques's
contribution (chapter: ‘The Formal Garden’) to the publication.

121 Jacques (1998), 145-6. Williamson’s survey of Norfolk gardens supports a similar
conclusion (1998, p. 35); Goodchild’s (1991) study of the correspondence of
Commonwealth prelate Reverend John Beale (1608-82/3) suggests that ideas of ‘rural
and extensive’ gardening were already being debated within Royal Society circles in the
immediate post-Restoration period.

122 Hunt (1989, first published 1976), 36.

123 Mack, M., The Garden and the City: Retirement and Politics in the Later Poetry of Pope
1731-1743, London, 1969, quoted in Hunt (1989), 29. Similar arguments have been
presented in relation to Lord Cobham’s landscaping at Stowe and Queen Caroline’s at
Richmond.
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attitudes to friends, neighbours, family and what they hunted’.124# The period is
recognised as ‘the age of the skilled amateur, the connoisseur’, and the garden,
as ‘a suitable milieu for personal expression and even dissent’.125

Williamson’s survey of garden development in Norfolk ¢.1680-1840
augments Jacques’s study both in terms of sample range and through adoption of
a more broadly socio-economic interpretative framework. Though more
geographically restricted, it encompasses a wider social spectrum of
landowners, a central aim being to compare the kinds of fashions evident at the
most famous (and often wealthiest) residences with those followed by the local
gentry. Like Jacques, Williamson challenges the standard chronology of garden
development. Contrary to the much-expressed opinion that formal lay-outs
became unfashionable in the first third of the eighteenth century, in Norfolk, ‘the
gardens of great landowners and local gentry alike... continued into the 1730s
(and often far beyond) to be cast in an essentially geometric mould’, and
productive and aesthetic garden components were retained and intermingled
close to the house at all social levels. Williamson observes that the majority of
gardens (gentry and elite) retained this essentially geometric frame into the
1760s - serpentine walks and rivers (taken as the hallmarks of naturalism)
might be included, but within a linear framework. The gardens of his two broad
social groups did begin to develop along significantly different lines after the
1730s. Whereas the size of gentry gardens remained comparatively static those
of elite gardens grew immeasurably, a change which in Williamson’s opinion
prompted a range of broadly pragmatic responses: the functional effectiveness
of walled enclosures was compromised and these were increasingly removed,
design unity achieved by structuring layouts around vistas; ornamental
woodland (wildernesses) became more prominent; sunken ditches or ha-has
became the fashionable means of integrating garden and parkland; and, by the
1750s, ‘possession of an extensive area of ornamental parkland had... become an

indispensable badge of elite status.126

124 Williamson (1995), 7 & (1998), 2.

125 Richardson (2007), 10. See also Mowl (2000) and Brewer (1997) for a broader
context.

126 Williamson (1998), 18-96, quotations 18, 90.
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Such observations are by no means confined to Williamson’s Norfolk
survey. Williamson himself develops these ideas in other publications and
numerous authors have both commented on the monumental scale of mid-
century landscapes and contributed insights into the evolution of specific garden
features and stylistic change. Willis characterises Charles Bridgeman as a
designer with a ‘predisposition to vastness of scale’ and ‘ingenuity’.12” Hunt, in
his essay ‘The Garden of “Betweenity”: Between André Le Noétre and William
Kent’, discusses the influence of continental ‘tripartite’ gardens with their
“graduated” sequence of garden and forest spaces’ on the garden aesthetics of
Joseph Addison and Stephen Switzer, and the important role of perspective in
early eighteenth-century gardens.1?8 Brogden assesses the impact of Switzer’s
theory and practice of ‘extensive’ or ‘forest’ gardening in a range of biographical
studies of the designer, author and nurseryman.12° Phibbs has centred a series of
articles around discussion of the underlying geometry of eighteenth-century
design.130 Taylor has examined the meaning and development of wildernesses as
English garden components prior to the eighteenth century, and van Woudstra
extends this discussion into the early eighteenth century with specific reference
to the landscaping of Thomas Wentworth’s Stainborough Estate, South
Yorkshire.131

In relation to avenue planting, Couch (1992) remains the most widely
quoted reference, though Jacques (1998) is another key source. Taken together,
these studies present a somewhat ambiguous picture. Couch, for example, draws
a marked distinction between avenues (‘principal tree-lined walks in the garden,
bosquet or wilderness’) and rides (passages ‘cut through woodland’);132 Jacques
makes no consistent distinction. Couch’s paper expressly omits discussion of
rides, and even Jacques confines his treatment to a brief review of their most
common geometries leaving their precise nature in considerable question.
Moreover, Jacques discusses rides within a section of his thesis entitled ‘Vistos’,

a term he uses in relation to any axial landscape feature - canal, avenue, walk,

127 Willis (2002), 130. See also Smith (2006); Paulson (1979).
128 Hunt (2012), 160-71.

129 Brogden (1973, 1974); see also Jacques (1998), ch. 4.

130 Phibbs (2006, 2007, 2008).

131 Taylor (2008); van Woudstra (2004/2005).

132 Couch (1992), 173.
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ride — which gives rise to a distant view, while Cousin’s study of Ditchley Park,
Oxfordshire, suggests that terminology might have been regionally specific.133 By
the 1770s ‘rides’ or ‘ridings’ had broken free of their woodland context and
rectilinear geometry. Intended ‘to lead from one beauty point to another, and be
a pleasure all the way’, Williamson has characterised them in this period as
‘ornamented drives’.134

The development of parkland has received considerable scholarly
attention both within garden history and the humanities in general.13> That said,
with the notable exceptions of Prince’s survey of park development in
Hertfordshire (2008), Williamson’s in Norfolk (1998), Taigel & Williamson'’s in
Hertfordshire (1993), Lasdun’s wide-ranging history (1991) and brief
discussions in more general garden histories, most academics interested
specifically in the history of eighteenth-century park design have focussed on
the second half of the century. Moreover, analyses generally centre on charting
the evolution and interpreting the meaning of the formal qualities and
architectural content of parks, rather than with examining the practices
associated with their creation or the uses to which they were put.

A major critique of standard narratives charting the emergence of the
English landscape park is their dogged focus on change and limited engagement
with historical context. 13¢ Continuity and the relationship between the
vernacular countryside and the garden have therefore become hallmarks of
revisionist work. Thomas draws attention to the sense of moral imperative as
well as economic desirability that motivated agricultural propagandists in the

early modern period: ‘tamed, inhabited and productive’ landscapes were

133 In early eighteenth-century Oxfordshire cuttings through woods seem to have been
referred to alternatively as ‘lights’. Cousin (2011), 148.

134 Thomas Whately’s Observations on Modern Gardening (1770), quoted in Williamson
(2007), 7-8.

135 For an historical approach see Mileson (2009); for a landscape archaeology/ecology
perspective see Rotherham (2007); for a more traditionally archaeological approach see
Pattison, ed. (1998); for a wide-ranging case study of a heritage site see Roberts (1997).
136 Horace Walpole’s witty and persuasive essay The History of the Modern Taste in
Gardening (first published 1780) which portrayed the creation of the English landscape
garden as a feat of radical innovation propelled by a few well-connected, visionary
individuals, has broadly framed traditional garden history narratives. Hunt’s critical
introduction to The History (facsimile, 1995).
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‘beautiful’.13” Chambers (1993) and Hunt (1986) use this classical coupling of
aesthetic (dulce) and productive (utile) dimensions of landscape to frame their
analyses of English gardens and gardening. Citing a wealth of evidence drawn
from the publications, correspondence and landscapes of gardeners,
nurserymen and amateur botanist-owners, Chambers argues that major themes
in Virgil’'s Georgics - rural withdrawal, the alliance of science and imagination,
the integration of farming and gardening - provided an aesthetic model for
English gardens from the mid-seventeenth century onwards. Hunt’'s concern is
to examine the sustained influence of Italian Renaissance gardens on English
taste in the face of an increasing European fashion for the formal French style of
André le Notre.138 He traces the experiences of Italian gardens by English
travellers in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, substantiating
connections between Italian Renaissance models and major early eighteenth-
century garden theorists and designers, concluding that the English experienced
a wide variety of different styles, forms and designs during their Italian travels
from which they chose eclectically often confusing or compiling ideas of ancient
Roman gardens and more modern Italian ones.13?

Questions surrounding the retention, re-use and re-interpretation of
features from earlier phases of design are prominent in Finch’s examination of
improvements on the Castle Howard Estate, 1699-1880. The standard reading of
the 3rd Earl of Carlisle’s landscaping of Ray Wood as a seminal moment in a
stylistic transition from formality to naturalism, is re-interpreted as Carlisle’s
desire to minimise felling and preserve the ‘natural’ character of the antecedent
landscape that continued to contribute meaning to the new ornamental
grounds.!#? Finch’s work is representative of a more widespread archaeological
engagement with the impact of ‘improvement’ on post-medieval landscapes, one

of whose central conclusions is that ‘the transformation of boundaries, roads

137 Thomas (1983), 254-5.

138 For the dissemination and translation of French garden ideals through Europe see
Gollwitzer (1974).

139 Hunt suggests a new typology, ‘Palladian gardens’, representing ‘the final flowering
of Italianate gardening in England’ (1986, p. 194). Harris (2004) examines this concept
in relation to the Chiswick residence of the 3rd Earl of Burlington, concluding, in line
with Hunt, that the garden buildings at Chiswick were imaginative reconstructions.

140 Finch (2007a), 25-6.
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and field systems during phases of enclosure... relate to the manipulation and
incorporation of antecedent features such as woodland, fishponds, and
warrens.’141 There is now a convincing body of archaeological data supporting
the view that fishponds, dovecots, rabbit warrens and deer parks - landscape
features most commonly discussed in relation to medieval landscapes42 - both
proliferated and developed in more obviously ornamental forms adjacent to
residential properties in the period ¢.1660-1750. Williamson expands the
straightforward economic argument for such investment, suggesting that it
represented ‘the assertion of traditional symbols of privilege after a period of
revolutionary upheaval’.143 Phibbs (2009) examines the legacy of a range of late
medieval garden features in eighteenth-century gardening, including the
importance of animal life to the design of pleasure gardens (see Section 2.3.3).
Appreciation of the countryside is another theme which can be traced
through various guises from the Elizabethan period onwards.1#4 In specifically
gardening terms, the delight in distant prospects is generally discussed in
relation to mounts, terraces, bastions, grills, avenues, rides and ha-has. While
mounts had a tradition of use extending from the sixteenth to the eighteenth
century, the ha-ha was an eighteenth-century introduction and signals a
privileging of sight over other forms of sensory engagement with landscape.14>
Bony has argued that ‘Sight is at the core of Addison’s aesthetics’.146 Chatel
frames this dominance-of-the-visual in terms of Enlightenment attitudes to
enquiry and visual acquisitiveness;4” de Bolla contends that ‘a public visual
culture’ existed by the second quarter of the eighteenth century and proposes
two distinctive eighteenth-century ways of seeing, one atemporal and panoramic
- a ‘painterly gaze’ - the other more structured in its spatial remit, giving rise to
a totality of view constructed sequentially through time - a ‘narrative gaze’. In de

Bolla’s opinion, the way viewers looked was fundamental to the way in which

141 Finch & Giles (2007), vii-viii.

142 Sheail (1971) is a notable exception.

143 Williamson (1997), 106.

144 Thomas (1983), 243-54.

145 Harris (1979); Hadfield (1985, first published 1960), 163-5; Fletcher (1991).

146 Bony, A., Joseph Addison, Richard Steele: the Spectator et L’Essai Périodique, Paris:
Didier Erudition/CNED, 1999, quoted in Chatel (2013), 243.

147 [bid., 249.
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taste was constructed, and he is critical of the inattention to this point in garden
histories.148 Fabricant draws attention to the frequent use of words such as
‘scene’, ‘theatre’, ‘platform’ and ‘entertainment’ in eighteenth-century writings
on landscape design, and concludes that a major function of ‘nature’ for the
owners of estates was ‘to “perform” as if on stage for the benefit of spectators’.14?
For Fabricant this attitude towards garden design was part of a much broader
gendered relationship to property - whether in the form of a landscape or
woman - which made connections between aesthetic, economic and sexual
forms of possession. Until recently ‘An emphasis on design and innovation has
tended to cement the associations between large-scale gardens and men’, and
interpretations of eighteenth-century gardens have centred around questions of
political affiliation and display as a means of naturalising hierarchical status and
power relations.1>? Bending’s exploration of the role played by women in
shaping garden design through use signals a move towards a more balanced

narrative.151

2.3.2 The complex currency of woods: timber and coppice as an estate
resource

If, as Watkins remarks, previous generations of geographers and historians have
tended to treat woodland as a ‘simple natural category’, and shown less interest
in the way trees and woodland were ‘managed, interpreted and valued than in
the way in which they were extirpated’, recent scholarship has done much to
challenge that understanding.1>2 Woodland is now more frequently conceived as
a complex type of land use, which has served multiple and often overlapping

functions (Seymour, 1988, 1989, 1998; Watkins & Daniels, 1992), been ascribed

148 De Bolla (2003), 104, 106, 108-28.

149 Fabricant (1979), 114.

150 Bending (2013), 8. Paulson (1976-7) reviews political interpretations of early
eighteenth-century landscapes; see also Turner (1978). Mukerji (1997) discusses the
territorial ideals of the French national style epitomised in Le Nétre’s work.

151 Bending presents the garden as a site that allowed women to situate themselves in
cultural terms ‘whether they be of Eden, Paradise and the Fall, of desire, temptation, and
punishment’ and the garden as both ‘private space visited by the public’ and ‘public
space shaped by a private individual’ (2013, pp. 3, 93); see also Vickery’s conclusion
that for privileged women the home was not ‘in any simple sense a private domestic
sphere’ (1998, p. 9).

152 Watkins (1998b), 1, 8.
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a variety of cultural meanings (Daniels, 1988; Davies, 1988; Watkins, 1998a;
Rival, 1998; Markley, 1999) and changed in form, species profile and density
both geographically and over time (Rackham, 1980, 2000; Peterken, 1981, 1996;
Kirkby & Watkins, 1998).

The studies by Seymour (1989) and Watkins & Daniels (1992) both
examine woodland management in the context of late Georgian landed estates.
Seymour explores the ‘spirit of planting’ on three of the Dukeries estates
(Welbeck, Thoresby, Clumber) in Nottinghamshire and positions planting within
broader schemes of agricultural development, arguing that it was promoted as a
rational use of poor soil in the period. Planting is shown to have been a means of
claiming territory both literally, on surrounding moorlands, and practically
through the fencing of new enclosures; of appropriating game from
neighbouring parks; and of expressing powerful lineal and patriotic associations
through the preservation of individual ancient oaks or the naming of woodlands.
Seymour focusses on motives for establishing new timber plantations, a form of
land use which only became widely established in Nottinghamshire from the
1750s. Watkins & Daniels, in contrast, focus on the ‘complicated linkages’
between traditional woodland management (coppice-with-standards and
pollarding) and picturesque landscape theory in a study of Uvedale Price’s
(1747-1829) Herefordshire estate. They show that despite a strong market for
traditional wood products in late eighteenth-century Herefordshire, the
traditional management of trees was increasingly modified to satisfy the owner’s
aesthetic demands.

While the above studies highlight the variety of ways in which
eighteenth-century woodland was valued, other authors have concentrated on a
single dimension. The use of trees and wood as ‘social symbols’, in particular
their role as ‘symbols of transgenerational continuity’, has been a theme of
recent anthropological enquiry.1>3 Such cross-cultural work has substantiated
the understanding that trees can be read as a form of cultural representation,
constructed from kinds of knowledge specific to place, time and social group, a
conclusion well illustrated by Watkins in relation to Sherwood Forest. During

the eighteenth and nineteenth century, ancient Sherwood oaks were variously

153 Rival (1998), xiii.
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‘categorized as fuel, timber, picturesque, dead and habitat’, ‘designated status
and power and caused legal disputes’.1>* Carl Griffin’s (2008) study of plant
maiming fills a lacuna in the study of covert protests in Hanoverian rural
England. As a form of social practice, he concludes, malicious attacks on plants
(which under the ‘Black Act [9 George I c.22]’ became a capital offence)
‘embodied wider community beliefs regarding the defence of plebeian
livelihoods and identities’.1>> Griffin (2010) addresses both the insidious damage
to young plantations caused by mice and rabbits and the complex of motives that
might drive acts of forest incendiarism - ‘fire was frequently used by poachers
trying to flush out game or commoners setting fire to gorse and heather to
stimulate browse’ - in addition to its use as an act of protest against the
establishment of new timber enclosures.156

The several works of Rackham and Peterken, and contributions to the
edited volume by Kirkby & Watkins are representative of an alternative
approach to woodland history grounded in the ecological dimension of the
subject. Rackham’s work has had a significant influence on subsequent
interdisciplinary scholarship. Ancient Woodland, one of his most cited texts,
traces the historical ecology of medieval woodlands surviving to the present:
their locations, soils, and varieties of tree communities and associated ground
cover. Drawing on a broadly East Anglian context, Rackham identifies two
dominant forms of traditional management in England - woods (producing
timber and coppice products) and wood-pastures (providing trees as well as
grazing for livestock and deer or both). Many of the myths surrounding
woodland history, in particular that of woodland clearance and dearth, are
challenged, and a central feature to emerge from this evolutionary study is the

essential continuity and stability of coppiced woodlands in the landscape.1>”

154 Watkins (1998a), 111.

155 Though the Act was only infrequently invoked by prosecutors, ‘a high proportion of
subsequent prosecutions under the Black Act were against plant maimers’. Griffin, C.
(2008), 29, 30, 32; Thompson, E.P. (1975).

156 Griffin, C. (2010), 463. Evidence of N. Jervoise Coleman, regarder, 22 November
1788, in ‘The Fifth Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Enquire into the State and
Condition of the Woods, Forests and Land Revenues of the Crown’ (1789), appendix 15.
157 Rackham emphasises that the grubbing out of woodland involved heavy capital
investment (1980, pp. 16, 105). See also Young’s (1984, p. 22) economic study of the
woodland of southern England 1770-1914 which concludes that within his time frame
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That said, subsequent scholarship has revealed the pitfalls of attempting to
categorise traditional management styles too rigidly. To quote Watkins: ‘the
boundaries between woodland, wood pasture, pasture with trees and arable
land are difficult to define with precision’.1>8 Watkins himself has contributed to
a detailed examination of changing attitudes towards the pollarding of trees (a
traditional means of managing hedgerow, parkland and common land trees) in
Britain 1600-1900.15° But as many recent studies of customary practices (the
above included) have highlighted, such accounts face two major challenges.
Firstly, woodland terminology was neither standardised across the country nor
stable locally or even (frequently) within the writing of a given individual.160
Secondly, the very prevalence and normality of such practices meant that
knowledge was often assumed and therefore excluded from commentaries.161
For the woodland economy to thrive, trade and transport were
essential.162 Flinn (1958, 1959), Hammersley (1973) and Collins (1992, 1996)
have independently examined demand and supply in relation to the charcoal-
iron industry, of which South Derbyshire was one of the main producing centres
in the first half of the eighteenth century.163 Collins’s studies contribute to his
broader concern with the impact of the iron industry (which, he contends, in the
early eighteenth century consumed approximately one third of the annual wood
increment) 164 and the replacement of wood fuel by coal on the economic
viability of coppice management in England. He concludes that the rise of coal
did not mean that the price of wood collapsed or area under woodland
diminished. New markets developed for coppice products. However, ‘the

geography of change was highly complex’.16> One of the expanding eighteenth-

there was no wood shortage at the point of production, but that successful supply was
crucially dependent upon transportation, and Warde (2006). Regarding supplies to the
Royal Navy, James argues that the shortage was one of funds not wood (1981, pp. 119-
25, 150); Rackham considers that genuine shortage only arose in the 1780s when
shipbuilding had to compete with the tanning industry (2000, p. 92).

158 Watkins (2014), 9.

159 Petit & Watkins (2003).

160 James (1981), 163-4 & (1991); Petit & Watkins (2003), 160.

161 Daniels & Watkins (1991), 154.

162 Rackham (1980), 137.

163 Riden (1991).

164 Collins (1992), 115.

165 Collins (1996), 1107 & (1989a&b).
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century markets that Collins refers to, and whose importance Lowe highlights in
an eighteenth-century Midlands context, was the hop industry,16¢ though in
comparison with construction and charcoal-iron industries, the impact of this
market on woodland management has received little focussed attention.16” In
relation to timber as opposed to coppice products, Clarkson (1974) examines
the importance of the English tan-bark industry, and Young (1984) and
Hainsworth (1992) provide detailed analyses of supply and demand to the
shipbuilding industry, highlighting the entrepreneurial role often played by

stewards and/or woodwards in negotiating wood contracts.168

2.3.3 The amenity value of a rural estate: leisure and sport

Despite wide acceptance that the personal interests of the elite contributed
significantly to the design of their estates, there has been comparatively little
discussion of the relationship of leisure activities to estate landscapes in the first
half of the eighteenth century. In respect to material culture, Felus’s work both
on the rise of boating and use of garden buildings in the estate landscape (2006,
2009), and studies by Kellerman (2009) and Taylor (2000) on cold baths and
bathing practices, stand out as notable exceptions. With regard to field sports in
an estate context, hunting and angling have attracted most widespread interest,
though again, there is little material addressing practices in the period of this
study. Currie (1991) notes the widespread promotion of carp husbandry in
agricultural writing from the post-medieval period; Thirsk (1985) states that
fishponds were a subject of elite discourse and their creation popular into the
eighteenth century.1%® The value of fish to landowners was recognised in
legislative acts (from the late 1600s and after) protecting fishponds from
vandalism and poaching.170 However, with the exception of Currie’s work on the

economic significance of the carp and Williamson’s study of ‘intermediate forms

166 Lowe (1794), 33.

167 Pocock (1965) provides a brief history of the development of the East Midlands hop
trade; see Parker (1934) for a more comprehensive treatment.

168 Hainsworth’s discussion of woodland management and policing includes examples of
practice on the Savile estates in the late Stuart period.

169 Thirsk (1985), 576.

170 Williamson (1997), 100.

49



of exploitation’,171 landscape archaeologists have been more concerned with
pre- than post-medieval fish husbandry, and the discussion of angling in an
estate context has focussed on puritan quietism and Izaak Walton's The
Complete Angler (1653).172 In the post-Restoration period, wild-fowling also
gained prominence as a water-related sport. While no significant study of wild-
fowling in the eighteenth century has as yet been undertaken,173 the capture of
these birds might involve significant investment in designed structures and
landscape alterations. 174 As Ezban asserts: ‘English decoys expanded the
functionality and economics of Baroque landscape parks, served as pleasurable
retreats for landowners and royals, and have evolved into sites for the study of
waterfowl population migrations’.17>

Deer and fox hunting have received more widespread attention, though,
as de Belin concludes, ‘the hunting of both deer and fox have largely been
ignored as a subject of serious study by historians’.17¢ Both sports were
intimately connected to the landscape: ‘[they] required there to be suitable
habitat for the preservation of the prey animal, plus the terrain to chase it
across’.177 Standard accounts of English hunting history have argued for a
watershed in elite hunting preference and style in the mid-eighteenth century
with deer and hare replaced by the fox as preferred quarry, and while interest in
deer hunting has largely focussed on its medieval context,178 discussion of fox

hunting has concentrated on ‘modern’ (post-1750) practice.l’? A few authors

171 Williamson defines ‘intermediate forms of exploitation’ as forms of animal
management neither equivalent to the hunting of wild animals nor to the husbandry of
domesticated ones. Williamson (1997), 92.

172 Woodford (2013), 123; Everson (2007), 115; Whittle & Taylor (1994). Walton
referred to his work alternatively as ‘The Contemplative Man’s Recreation’.

173 For wild-fowling in a twentieth-century context see Matless et al. (2005).

174 Payne-Gallway (1886); Williamson (1997), 101-2.

175 Ezban (2013), 193.

176 De Belin (2010), 16, 16-21 for an overview of the secondary literature.

177 De Belin (2013), 2.

178 Recent examples are Cummins (1988); Almond (2003). An on-going debate concerns
the use of elite parks for hunting: Mileson considers hunting amongst the park’s central
functions (2009, pp. 15-44); Birrell (1992) interprets parks as specialized deer farms;
Fletcher contends that parks had to provide ‘at least the illusion of a private hunting
ground’, that hunting in parks was from classical times deemed inferior sport by
hunters, and that parks may have been in part for the hunting pleasure of women
(2011, pp. 104, 116).

179 Carr (1976); Itzkowitz (1986, first published 1976); Hoyle (2005).
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have, however, commented upon the relationship between hunting transitions -
whether in style of pursuit or quarry - and the physical structure of the hunting
landscape. Francis Thompson suggests that differing forms of territorial
dominance were exercised in the eighteenth century: whereas in modern fox
hunting each fox-hunting pack was confined to its own exclusive bounded area
or ‘country’, prior to this, the relationship between a pack and the territory over
which its master habitually hunted it was far more casual .18 Both de Belin and
Bevan (2011) provide comparative studies of early and late fox-hunting styles
based on published sources. De Belin’s work informs her broader examination of
the role played by landscape change in the transition from deer to fox hunting.181
Bevan’s analysis of the correlation between alterations to the English lowland
countryside (1700-1900) and perceptions of an ideal hunting country and an
elite quarry, adopts a comparative regional approach. Her conclusion that the
development of fox hunting in England was linked to specific physical
geographies - ‘the sheep-corn system developed on light land and pre-enclosure
open-field clay vales of the East Midlands’ - is clearly relevant to hunting
practices at Rufford.182 Baily’s Fox-Hunting Directory (1898) identifies ‘the
Rufford’ hunt as one of the earlier packs.183

‘The themes of “access” and “control” weave through the history of fox
hunting’.184 Bevan cites evidence suggesting that the correlation she posits
between landscape form and hunting style was linked to the facility with which
manorial lords could control their tenants and thus gain free passage across
holdings.185> More generally, the social implications of giving field sports the
status of an exclusively elite privilege have been discussed in terms of self-
fashioning, game laws and poaching. 18 From a specifically landscape

perspective, the Game Act (1671) is widely considered to have elevated land

180 Thompson, F.M.L. (1963), 145.

181 De Belin (2013), 142-3. For further discussion see Section 8.2.

182 Bevan (2011), 96.

183 Quoted in Bevan (2011), 40.

184 Jpid., 8.

185 Jbid., 8, 96.

186 For discussion of personal identity in relation to field sports see Goffman (1959);
Howe (1981); Marvin (2000). For poaching and the eighteenth-century game laws see
Manning (1993); Munsche (1981); Thompson, E.P. (1975); Hay (1975).
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over other forms of property:187 Everett contends that the physical and legal
boundaries of elite hunting privilege were set by emparkment and the game
laws. 188 Finch turns this collective understanding into a methodological
imperative, emphasising within his own studies of hunting and landscape the
essential need both to establish ‘the link between practice and place’8? and ‘for
historic landscape studies to integrate empirical analysis with an awareness of
significance based on the use and perceptions of the landscape above and
beyond its essential [which in a hunting context equates to agricultural]

purpose’.190

2.4 Conclusion

This chapter opened with discussion of the approaches taken by cultural
geographers to the conceptualisation of landscape, approaches which have at
times been presented as in opposition to one another: landscape as a physical
entity or an interpretative ‘text’; an aesthetic form or a multi-faceted land use; a
privileged ‘way of seeing’ or an everyday ‘way of being’. An over-arching
objective of this thesis is to draw together such understandings and provide a
cultural geography of the Rufford landscape which is at once more-than-
representational and more-than-human. The opening section of this chapter
established the intellectual framework for this endeavour. Subsequent sections
considered the modern literature pertinent to the various aspects of estate
landscaping which run as constant themes within the empirical work that
follows - estate stewardship, landscape aesthetics and ideologies, woodland
management, recreational engagement - airing current understandings and
highlighting outstanding questions. While eighteenth-century agricultural and
gardening treatises are on occasions cited, comprehensive discussion is
postponed to the empirical chapters of the thesis to allow direct comparison to

be made between early eighteenth-century landscaping ‘theories’ and ‘practices’.

187 Landry (2001), 5.
188 Everett (1994), 39.
189 Finch (2007c), 363.
190 Finch (2004), 43.
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Chapter 3

The Rufford Estate and Principal Contributors to its
Early Eighteenth-Century Development

Rufford Abbey lies in the centre of the county of Nottinghamshire, roughly 20
miles north north east of the town of Nottingham and was founded in the mid-
twelfth century as a Cistercian monastery through a grant of lands from Gilbert
de Gaunt, Earl of Lincoln. Unlike many monastic estates, it was not sold or gifted
piecemeal at the Dissolution, but in 1537 was granted in its entirety to George
Talbot, 5t Earl of Shrewsbury and Waterford. The estate passed into the Savile
family on the marriage of Mary Talbot (daughter of the 6t Earl of Shrewsbury)
to Sir George Savile (created Baronet 1611, died 1622) of Barrowby, and after, of
Thornhill. The Rufford and Thornhill estates remained under single ownership
and passed by direct descent through the Savile family until 1700 when the 5t
Baronet died without issue. In accordance with the terms of the 4t Baronet’s
Will, the Rufford and Thornhill estates (the baronetcy only in 1704, see Section
3.1) then passed to the 4th Baronet’s godson, George Savile (baptised 1678, died
1743), later 7t Baronet.

The intention of this chapter is to examine key factors underpinning the
development of Rufford’s landscape during the ownership of the 7t Baronet
(hereafter referenced alternatively as Savile or Sir George), 1700-43. The
opening section addresses the social status of the Savile family, the extent and
limitations placed upon the 7t Baronet’s inheritance, and the domestic
framework within which the Baronet lived. Throughout his ownership Savile
took a keen interest in the management of his demesne ground, which he
enjoyed during extended annual residences. Factors underpinning the choices he
made in relation to its ‘improvement’ - his temperament, interests and the social
milieu within which he moved - form the focus of the second section. Attention
then turns to the physical geography of Rufford - the environmental potential of

the terrain (soil types, availability of water) — and the character of elements
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central to this study - house, parks, gardens and mills. While the Baronet
retained overall control for the direction in which the estate developed, he relied
heavily on the advice and expertise of a broad range of individuals. The final
section addresses the role of his mother Madam Barbara Savile, successive
stewards, gardeners and day-labourers (both male and female), paying
particular attention to the breadth of their expertise and range of their

responsibilities.

3.1 The Savile Family and the 7t Baronet’s Inheritance
The Saviles are an ancient Yorkshire family and by the eighteenth century had
long enjoyed considerable social and political influence in the county. Yorkshire
antiquary Thomas Dunham Whitaker (1759-1821) described them as
‘distinguished almost above every other in the public concerns of the county of
York, as well as by the spirit and genius of its principals in several of the later
descents’; William Durant Cooper (1812-1875) considered that by the late
seventeenth century ‘The family of Savile was one of the most, if not the most,
illustrious in the west riding of the county of York’.! Modern social historians
have corroborated this view, and the extent and wealth of their estates was often
cited as justification for social or political preferment.2 Brown states the Savile
landholdings in 1625 as amounting to approximately 40,000 acres in Yorkshire,
16,800 acres in Nottinghamshire, more modest holdings (less than 7,000 acres)
in Derbyshire, Staffordshire, Oxfordshire and Shropshire, and quotes £6,550 as
the total annual revenue from all estates in 1651.3

Prior to the mid-seventeenth century, Thornhill Hall, near Wakefield,
Yorkshire, was the principal family seat, and Thornhill Church the family’s place
of burial. During the Civil War, however, Sir William Savile (3rd Baronet) and his

wife Anne (daughter of Lord Coventry) were ardent supporters of Charles I and

1 Whitaker (1820), 310; Cooper (1858), i.

2 Sharpe (1987), 156. In 1665 the Duke of York urged Charles II to raise the 4th Baronet
to Viscount, Sir George having ‘one of the best Fortunes of any Man in England, and lived
most like a great Man’ (Clarendon, 1759, vol. 3, p. 564); see also Lord Rockingham’s
recommendation of the 8th Baronet as Parliamentary candidate for York (Namier, 1957,
first published 1929, pp. 66-9).

3 Brown, ODNB.
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Thornhill Hall was garrisoned by royalist troops, accidently destroyed and never
rebuilt.# Sir William died in 1644 leaving his eldest son George (1633-1695) still
a minor. When in 1654 the 4th Baronet gained his majority, he became the first
Savile for whom Rufford was the family’s sole country residence.

An eminent restoration politician and courtier, the 4t Baronet was
created Baron Savile of Eland and Viscount Halifax (1668), received an earldom
(1679) and in 1682 was made 15t Marquis of Halifax. Most of his adult life was
based in London and by 1686 Halifax had augmented the Savile estates through
purchase of a double plot in St James’s Square (future site of Halifax House) and
the small (9 acre) estate of Berrymead Priory, in Acton, Middlesex.> At his death
in 1695 the Savile estates (with the exception of Halifax House and Berrymead
Priory, use of which were bequeathed to his wife throughout her life) passed to
his son, William, who became 2 Marquis of Halifax. The latter outlived his
father by a mere 5 years, dying in 1700 without male issue. The title of Marquis
thus came to an end, but the baronetcy passed to the next male heir, a distant
cousin, John Savile, who became 6t Baronet.” In 1704 he too died without male
issue and the George Savile of the present study, son of the Reverend John Savile,
Rector of Thornhill, and his second wife, Barbara, the daughter of Thomas
Jenison of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, became 7t Baronet at the age of 25.

Unlike the baronetcy, the terms of the 1st Marquis’s Will dictated that the
bulk of the Savile landholdings would pass directly to George Savile should the
2nd Marquis die without surviving male issue, a state of affairs anticipated by the

1st Marquis who bequeathed a legacy of £1,000 to the Reverend’s son:

..towards his education and support that he may be better
qualified to enjoy a considerable part of my Estate to be educated
in a manner appropriate to his future status which I have settled
upon him by Deed in case my son William Lord Eland should dye
without Issue Male.8

4 Nuttall (1986), 52.

5 Dasent (1895), 94; Brown, ODNB.

6 Will of the 1st Marquis of Halifax, dated 16 November 1693. NA: DD/SR/1D/12/2.
From 1700-¢.1720 Halifax house (nos 17-18 St James Square) was occupied first by the
2nd Marquis’s widow, then his daughters Dorothy and Mary (Brown, 1989, vol. 1, p. xxv);
it was demolished in 1725 but immediately rebuilt (Dasent, 1895, p. 94).

7 Clay (1920); genealogical data in Dewsbury Library Archives.

8 Codicil to the 1st Marquis’s Will. NA: DD/SR/1D/12/2.
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Estate Accounts indicate that both the Rufford and Yorkshire Estates were under
George Savile’s management by December 1700.° The full extent of the
inheritance, however, remains unclear. The 2" Marquis’s Will made provision
for his immediate family which at his death consisted of a daughter, Anne, from
his first marriage (died 1717); his second wife Mary, daughter of Daniel Finch,
Earl of Nottingham (c.1677-1718); her three daughters Essex (c.1698-c.1715),
Mary (1700-1751) and Dorothy (1699-1758).10 Brown states that at the time of
the 2nd Marquis’s death the Savile Estates faced obligations amounting to
£55,000 for portions and £1,899 for debts, legacies and arrears of annuities, but
provides no direct reference for his data. Evidence from court proceedings
concerned with disputed settlement obligations (1706-22) and records in the 7t
Baronet’s personal account books suggest the smaller though still substantial
figure of £42,000: £15,000 due to Lady Anne; £2,000 as a jointure to the
Marquis’s wife; £25,000 the combined sum owing to Lady Essex, Lady Dorothy
and Lady Mary.!1 Lady Anne’s portion became due in 1707 on her marriage to
Charles, Lord Bruce, and was raised through sale of part of the Yorkshire Estate
- Brierley, Shafton and Hindley.12 In a memorandum dated May 1720, Sir George

recorded the negative (for him) outcome of the extended litigation:

[It was] Decreed [in Chancery on 24 September 1714] that
£25,000 [due Essex, Dorothy and Mary] together with ye Costs in
the suit Shou’d be Raised out of my Estate in my Possession & out
of Barrowby in Lincolnshire, & out of Hallifax House in St James’s
Square, London... at ye time when Lady Essex Savile attained ye
Age of sixteen years.13

Until that time Savile paid the girls interest on their inheritance at just under

6.5%.1* Essex died unmarried soon after the 1714 hearing and the majority of

9NA:DD/SR/225/3/1; DD/SR/211/54; DD/SR/211/178/1.

10 Dates deduced from litigation proceedings (NA:DD/SR/1/D/1; DD/SR/211/251;
DD/SR/225/8); Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1715-22 (NA: DD/SR/211/178/1).

11 A codicil (August 1700) to the 2nd Marquis’s Will bequeathing each daughter £15,000
on reaching the age of sixteen or at marriage appears to be at variance with this reading.
NA:DD/SR/1D/12/3.

12 Land later repurchased by the 7th Baronet and held ‘in Trust for my self. Savile’s
Personal Account Book, 1727-32. NA: DD/SR/A4/35.

13 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1715-22. NA: DD/SR/211/178/1.

14 Ipbid. Figure calculated from recorded interest payments.
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her share of the £25,000 passed to Dorothy and Mary. In 1724 Halifax House
appears to have been purchased by the 7t Baronet for £6,500 and subsequently
resold.’> In March 1724 Savile mortgaged his Yorkshire and Nottinghamshire
estates to Sir Peter Delme to raise the £23,800 owing to Dorothy (married to
Richard Boyle, 3rd Earl of Burlington, in 1721) and Mary (married to Sackville
Tufton, later 7th Earl of Thanet, in 1722) and on 27 March Savile recorded in his
personal accounts ‘paid to Burlington and Tufton £23,800 being in full discharge
of ye principall sum charged on part of my estate’.1® In 1728, however, a further
mortgage was taken out to raise the £1,901 incurred in legal costs.1” It would,
therefore, appear that although the 7t Baronet’s finances were subject to
considerable uncertainty during the first 25 years of his ownership, the integrity
of the Rufford Estate was not affected by his family obligations.

In 1714 the clear rental value (taxes and tithes deducted) of Savile’s
landholdings in Yorkshire and Nottinghamshire were £3,365 and £1,315
respectively, and during a prospective marriage negotiation with Sir Ralph
Ashton’s daughter, the woods and estates in both counties were valued at £8,035
per annum.!8 By 1720, the want of an heir, financial pressure on the estate, and,
of particular moment to Sir George’s mother, ‘dread of sin’, combined to make
Sir George’s bachelorhood a source of family anxiety.l® Savile seems to have
been engaged in several protracted legal disputes in this period: in addition to
inheritance claims, Rufford’s liability to appoint Parish Officers and have its poor
claim a Settlement was being challenged. In June of that year, on receiving
notification that a legal decree had gone against Savile, his Rufford steward,
Thomas Smith, confided in Madam Savile, ‘I hope "twill induce him to marry and

pay off that Incumbrance with part of his Lady’s fortune and by her heirs

15NA: DD/SR/211/227/104,121. Savile’s financial objective remains unclear.

16 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1722-7. NA: DD/SR/211/192/2.

17 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1727-32. NA: DD/SR/A4/35.

18 Figures stated by Thomas Smith (Rufford steward) and William Elmsall (Yorkshire
steward) as evidence in the case of Lady Mary & Lady Dorothy Savile versus Sir George,
1720 (hereafter referenced as 1720 Interrogatories). Elmsall recorded that the wood
revenue had been inflated c¢. £50 in both counties to improve Savile’s marriage
prospects. NA: DD/SR/225/3/1.

19 Letters Madam Savile to Savile, 4 (6 on verso) March 1721 (quotation) & 8 March
1721.NA: DD/SR/212/3/1,3.
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establish ye estate in his own family’.20 In 1722, the year that Gertrude Savile
recorded her ‘Brother’s Law [suits] of all kinds ended’, the 7t Baronet, at the age
of 44, met Mary Pratt (c.1706-1747) during a visit to Bath - ‘very young, not 16’
and sole daughter of John Pratt, Deputy Treasurer of Ireland and Constable of
Dublin Castle.2! Within a month a match was made. The marriage, which took
place in December 1722, granted a jointure of £1,000 to Savile’s wife and should
have brought a payment of £10,000 to Sir George.?2 Pratt, however, appears to
have defaulted on the original terms of the agreement and instead the 7t
Baronet acquired an Irish Estate in the County of Tyrone, ostensibly of annual
rental value £240 Irish pounds, but heavily mortgaged and in arrears of interest
at the point of exchange. The first rental income from Tyrone was not received
by Savile until 1727.23

In 1735, Sir George sought to terminate the marriage on the grounds of
his wife’s adulterous behaviour. Litigation followed, ending in permanent
separation. During a court hearing in 1738 the 7t Baronet was required to
provide a statement of his wealth. In addition to the Irish Estate, an annual value
of £7,000 was recorded. Against this, an annuity was paid to his sister Gertrude
of £50, and an annual 5% interest payment of £1285 1s 6d on the mortgage of
his Yorkshire estate (referred to above). Besides the mortgage (value £25701
16s 1d), Savile assessed the value of his further personal estate as about
£17,000.24 Social historians have variously ranked English landowners on the
basis of land holdings or income (see Chapter 2). Judged on either consideration,

the Saviles numbered amongst the national elite.

20 Letter Smith to Madam Savile, 4 June 1720 (NA: DD/SR/211/227/41/1); see also
Letters Elmsall to Savile, January - March 1721 (NA: DD/SR/211/2).

21 Gertrude believed John Pratt worth £3,000 a year. Gertrude’s Diaries, 24 August - 5
October 1722, p. 33.

22 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1722-7 (NA:DD/SR/211/192/2); Egmont
Manuscripts, 21 January 1736, vol. 2, p. 223.

23In 1725 the security of Lady Mary Savile’s marriage portion was also in question.
‘Evidence provided to the Arches Court of Canterbury... Dame Mary Savile complainant
against Sir George Savile... 1738’ (TNA: DEL 1/507); Letters between Madam Savile and
Savile, July & August 1725 (NA: DD/SR/212/3).

24 Lady Savile’s proxy attributed an annual income c. £9,000 free of all taxes and
outgoings and claimed that Savile’s personal estate after payment of all debts was worth
c¢. £55,000. TNA: DEL 1/507.
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3.2 Sir George Savile, 7th Baronet

3.2.1 A character portrait

George Savile (bap. 1678-1743) was educated at Christ Church, Oxford,
matriculating in July 1696 (Figure 3.1).25 In April 1697 he was admitted to the
Middle Temple, but his legal studies ended abruptly in 1700 when, at the age of
22, he inherited the Rufford and Thornhill Estates.2¢ No diaries and, with the
exception of a limited and fragmented family correspondence, few documents of
a personal nature have survived in Savile’s hand and none which identify early
friendships, though his sister Gertrude’s diaries record the female metropolitan
society in which she and her mother, Madam Savile, circulated and on occasions
refer to social gatherings at Rufford. Within the latter circle the 1st Duke and
Duchess of Kingston (Thoresby Hall), Mr and Mrs Levinz (Grove Hall), and local
Justices of the Peace, Mr Digby, Mr Pinkney and Mr Thorney are mentioned; a list
to which steward and family correspondence suggest the names Hewett
(Shireoaks), Sutton (Kelham), Thornagh (Osberton), Molyneaux (Teversal
Manor) and Michell (Rector of Eakring) should be added.?” Further, although a
detailed portrait of the 7t Baronet’s character is not possible, a general
impression can be gleaned from the aforementioned archival sources.

In 1722 Savile appointed Gilbert Michell (¢.1688-1760) as Rector of
Eakring.?8 A close relationship was established between the Savile and Michell
families, and Savile in his Will entrusted the future ‘guardianship, tuition, care
and custody’ of his children to the Rector.2? The children in question, born to
Savile and his wife Mary, were Arabella (1725-1767), George, later 8% Baronet,
(1726-1784), and Barbara (1734-1797) (genealogy detailed in Figure 3.2).
Michell, a clergyman of intellectual inclination and trained in both Oxford and

Cambridge Universities, has been described by his biographer, McCormmach, as

25 Foster (1892), vol. 4. The 2nd Marquis Halifax had matriculated in 1681.

26 Sturgess (1949), vol. 1.

27 Gertrude’s Diaries, October - December (inclusive) 1721, pp. 12-13; family
correspondence (NA:DD/SR/212/3,13,15; DD/SR/221/87); Rufford steward
correspondence (NA: DD/SR/211/24,58,227).

28 McCormmach (2012), 6; Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1722-7
(NA: DD/SR/211/192/2).

29 Will of the 7th Baronet, stated 9 June 1743. NA: DD/SR/225/24.
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Figure 3.1: Sir George Savile, 7t Baronet, unattributed, undated.

Portrait in the possession of the Savile family, photographed in 2009 at Gryce
Hall, Yorkshire, home of the late 3rd Baron Savile (died 2008).
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‘a man of observation and reason, who prided himself on his independent
judgement’.3% In a letter to Gertrude Savile, 1747, the Rector paid a similar
complement to ‘my late good friend’, Sir George.3! Commenting on the
perspicacity and generosity of the latter’s son, his ward, he reflected that the

boy:

...was formed from his Cradle by a good Head & a kinder Hand: By
a Father who himself set out with some of the worst of Principles
imbibed from one of the worst of our colleges in the most
corrupted of our Universities. But he had Understanding to see his
Errors, & Honesty to correct them. And when he had with great
Care and Labour winnowed the Truth, he knew how to value it the
more, & to give it pure & unmixt to his child.32

The tone and content of Savile’s personal correspondence, particularly letters to
his mother from the 1720s onwards, his political activities (see Section 3.2.3),
financial and estate dealings, and scientific pursuits (see Section 3.2.4) all
support a portrait of Sir George as a man of moral integrity and intellectual
curiosity who placed a high value on duty and independence. They also reflect a
propensity for self-scrutiny and marked forbearance in situations of social
conflict whether in the context of neighbourly disputes over estate matters or
personal affairs.33

Savile’s public sociability was commented upon both by his mother and
sister Gertrude, though the latter was often resentful of the treatment she
received in private. Madam Savile reminded her son of his ‘cheerfull
conversation which ever was a great beauty in you’; Gertrude described her

brother as ‘all complisance to strangers’ though fearing ‘his impatience’ and

30 McCormmach (2012), 16.

31 Letter Michell to Gertrude Savile, 3 November 1747. NA: DD/SR/221/87.

32 Letter Michell to Gertrude Savile, 18 April 1747. NA: DD/SR/221/87. Michell’s
distaste for Oxford, in particular Christ Church, is attributed to its embrace of High-
Church Toryism. Cambridge, which the sons of both Michell and Savile attended, was
Whig and latitudinarian. Further, Newtonian mathematics and natural philosophy were
prominent in its curriculum. McCormmach (2012), 23-4.

33 See Section 3.4.1; Letters (copies) Savile to Broughton, 20 (quotation) & 29 June 1717
(NA:DD/SR/212/34; DD/SR/211/432) in which the Baronet cites ‘Amity amongst
Neighbouring Gentleman’ as of more importance to him than prosecution of a deer
poaching offence committed by a tenant and/or possibly estate servant of Broughton’s.
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‘arbitrary exactness’ in dealings with herself.3* Whether the latter aspersions
were justified or not remains unclear, but Gertrude’s acknowledgement that ‘Tis
only this temper [propensity to emotional outbursts] which gives my Brother so
ill an opinion of the women Saviles’ supports the conclusion that the 7t Baronet
was more reserved in temperament than the female members of his family.3>
There appear to have been dissenting sympathies within Savile’s
extended household (see Section 3.4.1) and Sir George certainly held
vehemently anti-Papist beliefs, excluding from amongst the ‘rationall’ all those
who could ‘submitt their Understandings to the Direction of such grovling
Sentiments & Tyrannick Arrogance’.3® On the grounds of private conscience he
chose against a church burial, though it remains uncertain whether the objection
was for denominational reasons or reflected some aspect of free-thinking in his
makeup. The character of the final directions he left for his son, however, do
indicate that Savile recognised the value of social conformity and was prepared

to place consideration for his family’s feelings above personal preference:

Tho’ my dear Father’s private disposition [recalled the 8t
Baronet] was against interring in the Church; yet his tender regard
to his Family made him earnestly desire that everything might be
done in such a manner, that no one shou’d say, why was it thus;
(that was his expression;) for which reason I believe we shall
conform most to his Inclinations in doing what will be most decent
in the Eye of the World.3”

The ways in which Savile’s personality influenced his management choices at

Rufford will be examined in subsequent chapters.

3.2.2 Domestic arrangements: London and Nottinghamshire
During much of the first 22 years of his inheritance the 7t Baronet, as yet

unmarried, shared both his Nottinghamshire and London residences with his

34 Letter Madam Savile to Savile, 4(6) March 1721 (NA: DD/SR/212/3/1); Gertrude’s
Diaries, 19-22 October 1721, p. 11.

35 Gertrude’s Diaries, 8-28 December 1721, p. 18.

36 Letter Savile to Madam Savile, 6 November 1725 (NA: DD/SR/212/3/37); see also
TNA: DEL 1/507.

37 Letter 8th Baronet to Gertrude Savile, 22 September 1743. NA: DD/SR/212/15/2.
Savile was buried in the family church at Thornhill; see Whitaker (1820, pp. 323-4) for
the 8th Baronet’s eulogy inscribed on the tomb.
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mother and younger sister Gertrude, a spinster throughout her life (Figure 3.2).
A second sister, Ann, had married Sir Nicholas Cole of Brancepeth Castle, County
Durham in 1705, thus securing her financial independence.38 Widowed in 1711,
however, Lady Cole re-entered the Savile household until her second marriage to
the Baron d’Ongneys of Brussels, Brabant in ¢.1726. The couple separated in
1731 and Ann rejoined her family, remaining until her death in 1736.3°

From 1706 the London residence of the Saviles was in the fashionable W1
address, Golden Square. 40 Designed to contain ‘such houses as might
accommodate Gentry’, it more than fulfilled its architect’s pretentions, boasting
such residents as James Brydges, later 15t Duke of Chandos (1700-10), Henry St
John, 1st Viscount Bolingbroke (1702-14), and Barbara Villiers, Duchess of
Cleveland (1705-7).41 By 1721, however, Sir George was dissatisfied with the
domestic arrangements, and after his marriage in 1722, the Golden Square
house became the exclusive preserve of Madam Savile and her daughters.
Gertrude, who described herself as estranged from Rufford at this time, made
London her main residence until 1737,42 but Savile’s mother continued to visit
Rufford throughout her life though after her son’s marriage these visits seem to
have become less frequent and her role in the Hall’s domestic management
certainly reduced (see Section 3.4.1). While this seems a natural consequence of
the Baronet’s marriage, family tensions undoubtedly contributed. Relationships
between Madam Savile and her daughter-in-law’s close relations, Madam Pratt
and the Fitzmaurices, became strained in the mid-1725s and the latter seem to

have resided frequently at Rufford.*3

38 Gertrude’s Diaries, 30 October - December 1721, p. 14. Gertrude resented financial
dependence upon her brother; marriage would have brought her a portion of £3,000.
TNA: DEL 1/507.

39 D’Ongneys was a catholic. For Sir George’s response to the marriage see Letter Savile
to Madam Savile, 6 November 1725. NA: DD/SR/212/3/37.

40 Rented from Savile’s aunt on the death of ‘Uncle Colonel Savile’. Savile’s Personal
Account Book, 1703-8. NA: DD/SR/211/193/1.

41 Weinreb & Hibbert (1983), 312.

42In 1730 an inheritance from her ‘Cousin Newton’ brought financial independence; in
1737 Gertrude took a house in Farnsfield, Nottinghamshire. Gertrude’s Diaries, 8-28
December 1721, 25 March 1737, pp. 18, 232. Letters between Savile and Gertrude, 24
August & 3 September 1730. NA: DD/SR/212/13/20-1.

43 Letters between Madam Savile and Savile (NA: DD/SR/212/3); Gertrude’s Diaries. At
times during his marriage Savile carried on a double correspondence with his mother:
one discourse open to his wife, the other for his private reflection.
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In regard to Sir George’s pattern of residence at Rufford, the combined
evidence of estate and personal correspondence suggests that after marrying,
Rufford was his preferred residence for significant intervals: whereas in October
1722 Smith was berating his master for the latter’s extended absences - ‘I
should be much happyer If Either you were pleasd to Reside more here or
Lessen ye Expence of Stables, hounds, servants, and workmen’ - by August 1726,
it was Savile’s prolonged residence that had become the source of financial
concern.** Family correspondence supports this picture, and it is probable that
at least some of the extended sojourns made to London with his wife — which on
occasions might extend to five months - were primarily motivated by Savile’s
desire to satisfy Lady Savile, a woman almost 30 years his junior and, as Sir
George reflected at the time of their separation, given to ‘levity and coquetry’.4>
During the first eight years of his marriage, Sir George, his wife and children
occupied rented lodgings whilst in town. The Baronet’s preference for ‘Country
Air’ above ‘Stinking Astmatick London’, as he referred to the capital, is further
reflected in the criteria upon which his selection of lodgings was based: any
place between Westminster and Lincoln’s Inn would do, he informed his mother
and sister Gertrude in 1726, ‘only wishing most to be near ye River at that
Season [May and beyond]... or (next) pretty near ye Park, to walk to it easily,
whether we Look into it or no’.#6

A by-election in 1728 resulted in Sir George becoming Whig MP for
Yorkshire (Section 3.2.3) and in 1730 he purchased from Queen Caroline (for
£3,000) the house on the north side of Leicester Fields (since demolished) which
she and her husband, George II, had lived in prior to the latter’s accession.*” ‘A
noble, large and very convenient house, and very pleasant’, reported his sister
Gertrude in 1729, ‘There are 4 Houses lay’d together, one of which Brother
designs to pull down to build stables’.4® Savile invested significantly in the
development of the site. In June 1730 William Lansdowne (variously referred to

as ‘surveyor’ and ‘carpenter’) was paid £600 to refurbish the house and ‘to

44 Letters Smith to Savile, 13 October 1722 & 3 April 1726. NA: DD/SR/211/227/8,128.
45 Egmont Manuscripts, vol. 2, p. 223; Appendix 3.1.

46 Letter Savile to Madam Savile, 11 April 1726. NA: DD/SR/212/3/22.

47 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1727-32, entry 16 April 1730. NA: DD/SR/A4/35.

48 Gertrude’s Diaries, p. 175.
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convert a stable and coach houses’.#° By 1733 further improvements were being
planned and between 1733 and 1734 James Gibbs (1682-1754), one of the
foremost eighteenth-century English architects, was paid £55 13s as ‘surveyor’,
‘in part for drawings and to supervise the work and alterations to be done by Mr
John Parker’ who by May 1734 had been paid a total of £1,734 for his services.>°
The extent to which Sir George subsequently enjoyed the property remains
uncertain. In 1735 Savile’s domestic situation was significantly disrupted.
Evidence of an adulterous relationship between Lady Savile and William Levinz
(c.1713-1765; Tory MP for Nottinghamshire, 1734-47) resulted in Lady Savile
being barred access to her husband’s properties. Savile failed in his attempts to
achieve a divorce, but the separation was final. 51

In addition to Gibbs’s work at Leicester Fields, the style of various
architectural elevations (undated, unsigned) of Rufford suggest that the
architect was employed there too, though whether by the 7t Baronet or his son
is unclear (see Section 3.3.2). Gibbs, though a favourite architect of Tory
grandees whose work was largely independent of the Palladianism favoured by
the Whigs with whom Savile identified politically, had a broad clientele with
several of whom Savile was acquainted. The Pantheon or Pagan Building
(erected 1716) in the gardens of Chiswick House, home of the 3¢ Earl of
Burlington and his wife, Savile’s kinswoman, is attributed to Gibbs; John
Percival, Earl of Egmont, a trusted friend and confident of the 7t Baronet, was an
early patron of the architect; John Hallam, protégé of Sir Thomas Hewett and
employed by Savile in the design of a summer-house at Rufford c.1728 (see
Section 4.3.2) subscribed to Gibbs’s A Book of Architecture (1728).52 As with
improvements made to the landscape of his Rufford seat, Savile’s choice of

architect was almost certainly informed by a range of motivations. Amongst

49 The project over-ran budget and Lansdowne died before the workmen had been fully
paid. By May 1732 Savile had paid an additional £365 11s 5d towards labour costs;
outstanding claims were still being disputed in October 1737. Plans described in
NA:DD/SR/211/441.

50 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1732-8. NA: DD/SR/A4/36.

51 Initially Lady Savile resided at Loakes in Wycombe, the home of anglo-irish peer and
politician Henry Petty, Lord Shelburne (1675-1751), a man rumoured to be her natural
father. Savile attributed the case outcome to Tory bias amongst spiritual court lawyers.
Sedgwick (1970), vol. 2, p. 409; Egmont Manuscripts, 21 January 1736, vol. 2, pp. 223-6.
52 Summerson (1993), 325; Mowl (2004), 108; Roberts’s preface to Egmont Manuscripts,
vol. 1, p. viii.
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these, personal taste and family connection may well have been stronger

considerations than desire for overt political expression.

3.2.3 Public persona local and national: politics and sport

Savile served as Sheriff for the county of Nottinghamshire (1706-7), as Deputy-
Lieutenant for Nottinghamshire, Captain of the 24 Troop of Horse within the
Nottinghamshire Militia at the time of the 1st Jacobite Rebellion (1715), and
Deputy-Lieutenant for the West-Riding of Yorkshire (1735).53 In a contribution
(drafted 1710) to The Tatler, Sir George, under the pseudonym ‘Greg Simple’,
mockingly styled himself as ‘one of that Rank of men called Country Squires’;
men generally more at home on the local than national or international stage.>*
Though the family identified themselves politically as Whigs, prior to the
strongly contested election of 1722 the 7th Baronet seems to have had little
interest in playing any significant role in national politics. In 1704 he declined an
invitation to stand as the Whig candidate for Nottinghamshire and was
unflattered by appeals that he would be ideal.>> Even in 1722 his involvement
seems to have required persuasion. By January of that year, local electioneering
was actively underway in Nottinghamshire and Savile’s Rufford steward, Smith
(himself an ardent Whig), was urging his master’s active support for the county
Whig candidates (Sir Robert Sutton and Lord Howe) holding up the 1st Duke of

Kingston’s vigorous backing as an example:

I hear ye Duke of Kingstons Interest in this Election is more
Earnest than any other in this County and that Mr Green
[Kingston’s steward] Spends a Deal of money; It behooves Every
Lover of his Country to Exert himself.5¢

By the end of February Savile was still withholding financial backing to the
campaign and Smith’s appeal had became more urgent. In the event, Savile

agreed to entertain his freeholders to a breakfast at Rufford on the morning of

53 NA: DD/SR/207/113-14; DD/SR/231/8; DD/SR/228/1,2.

54 NA: DD/SR/212/26/13. No evidence of publication has been found.

55 Foljambe of Osberton (additional deposit): Correspondence re National and
Parliamentary Affairs. NA: DD/F]J/11/1/1pt1/10-20. See also Hanham, ODNB; Hanham
(1992), 266-9.

56 Letter Smith to Savile, 17 January 1722. NA: DD/SR/211/227/30.
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the election though ‘ye meat and drink [were to] be disperced amongst ‘'em with
as much frugality as is consistent with such a design’ and Smith’s son, Tomy
(Thomas, also written Thomy), who was then assisting his father as steward,
was released from duty to act as clerk for Sutton at the polls.57 Savile himself
remained in London throughout the period. Gertrude’s record of the event
testifies both to the extent of her brother’s political influence in the county and

his want of political ambition:

Many that never before interested themselves now did, amongst
which was my Brother, whose interest was very considerable.>8

In 1728, however, when urged to stand for Yorkshire - ‘Above 10,000
Letters sent (most printed, many writ). All taken care of by his friends. I never
heard of any so pressed to stand... 'Tis thought he will scarce have any
opposition’ recorded Gertrude - Savile did consent, much to the diarist’s

amazement.>® In May 1728, she reported:

To the great surprise of all who knew my Brother, in May he was
persuaded to come into Parliament, to stand for the County of
York instead of Sir Thomas Wentworth lately made Lord Malton.0

The elevation of Savile’s friend and kinsman, Sir Thomas Watson Wentworth, to
the upper house was the event referred to. In June, Savile was returned
unopposed to Parliament with the full backing of the Yorkshire Whig interest led
by Lords Malton and Carlisle. The second county seat was held by the Whig
Cholmley Turner. Savile’s office, however, proved brief. In the lead into the 1734
election Turner refused to openly join Sir George, who, fearing that the lack of a
common Whig front would result in a contested election (as it ultimately did),

determined not to stand for re-election despite having Malton’s support.6!

57 Letters Smith to Savile, 26 February & 4 April 1722. NA: DD/SR/211/227/23,19.

58 Gertrude’s Diaries, 26 March - 24 August 1722, p. 27.

59 [bid., 3 June 1728, p. 117.

60 Jbid., 30 May & ‘Heads of the Year’ 1728, pp. 155, 116. Comments of William Elmsall
penned to Savile (6 February 1732) add weight to Gertrude’s appraisal: ‘you against
your Enclinacions took upon you that Expence & trouble purely in Complyance to their
[gentleman of the county] Request’. NA: DD/SR/211/3/95.

61 Letter (copy) Cholmley Turner to Lord Carlisle, 1 October 1733. NA: DD/SR/31/5/16.
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Savile’s reasons for declining were multiple. Firstly, his sense of public duty: the
fact that he lived outside the county made him less able to engage fully with the
county’s concerns. Secondly, that his poor state of health often prevented him
from attending the House and would certainly prevent him from adequately
contesting an election. Throughout his adult life Savile suffered from crippling
gout and considered that his absence at the vote on Walpole’s Excise Bill in
1733, which had been necessitated by ill-health, had earned him considerable

‘disesteem’ in the county. Thirdly, a sense of personal diffidence:

..it was a great mortification when I came into ye House of
Commons [he wrote in a draft letter of resignation] to prove my
Capacity so unequal to my Desire of being serviceable in That
Assembly, as well as my utter Inability to deliver my sentiments
There. It was a rebuke to my Vanity to meet such frequent
Occurrences to pussle my weak Judgement, which too often fail’d
to Determine upon a Question; & my reasonable & therefore no
more than honest Diffidence in It sometimes gave me great Pain in
Cases of importance, when I wou’d gladly have Compounded for
an Insurance that I was doing no Hurt to ye Publick.62

Savile’s personal misgivings are neither reflected in the support he continued to
receive from northern Whigs nor, to marked extent, by his actions or
achievements when in Parliament.®3 They do, however, say something more
general about his personal integrity and belief in the importance of independent
judgement. When first pressed to stand in 1704 Savile had expressed his distaste
for the factionalism which characterised political life and his conviction that over
judgements of public interest, abstention was a defendable course of action

where no clear personal opinion was held:

Another reason why I declined standing for the County of
Nottinghamshire... I earnestly desired not to embroil my self in the

62 Letter (draft) from Savile to ‘Sir’ (possibly Sir William Strickland), undated
(NA: DD/SR/31/5/13); see also correspondence between Savile and Lord Malton, Lord
Carlisle and William Elmsall, September - December 1733 (NA: DD/SR/31/5/1-55).

63 See draft of Savile’s speech to the Commons on ‘Report from ye Committe to Mend ye
Laws’, 22 February 1731 (NA:DD/SR/219/21); The History and Proceedings of the
House of Commons, London, 1742-4, vol. 7, pp. 82-3, quoted in Sedgwick (1970), vol. 2, p.
409; Hanham, ODNB; Letters Elmsall to Savile, 12 April & 14 May 1732
(NA:DD/SR/211/3/89,87a).
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Divisions and Animosities areising [sic] from thence which I hope
need not cast ye odium of a Trimmer®4 in an ill sense upon me, for
[ did not think my self obliged to enter ye combat when my
conscience did not direct me which side to take...5

When in office Savile voted as an independent and frequent references in Lord
Egmont’s diaries (himself ‘a supporter of Robert Walpole, with a bias towards
independence’)%® of dinners shared with Sir George Savile, Robert Walpole,
Horace Walpole, Sir William Strickland and George Bubb Dodington, suggest a
perceived need to court his vote and point to Savile’s political influence.

Not only was Savile held in confidence by leading members of the
Government but Gertrude’s observations in March 1731 suggest that he became
a favourite at Court and established a private sympathy with Queen Caroline

(1683-1737):

He [Sir George] came for a very little, being going to Court. That
and the Parliament takes up all his time. He has extreordinary
obligations. The Queen having been very perticular of late in her
regard of him, Lady Savile and his Children. His Boy has been twice
with her by her desire, and the Girl once.®”

In July the same year, the contents of a letter to Sir George from William Elmsall,
his Yorkshire steward, imply that the King intended to visit Rufford as part of a

northern itinerary. Elmsall wished his master a return to health to enable him:

..in the best manner to receive his Majestie who we are told
designes from Nottingham Castle to Rufford from thence to
Wentworth where we also hear that Lord Malton is making vast
Preparacion.t8

64A term generally applied in a derogatory sense to men who maintained a position of
party neutrality, but in the opinion of David Hume (1711-1776) ‘more natural to men of
integrity than of ambition’. Brown (1989), vol. 1, pp. xx, 41-52.

65 Letter Savile to John Thornhagh, 24 February 1704 (NA: DD/F]/11/1/1pt1/10-20);
see also Letters Elmsall to Savile, 2 March & 15 April 1729 (NA: DD/SR/211/6). Elmsall
characterised himself as an ‘Hannover Tory’ and was openly critical of polarised
court/country positions.

66 Roberts’s preface to Egmont Manuscripts, vol. 1, p. v.

67 Gertrude’s Diaries, 12 March 1732, pp. 224-5.

68 Letter Elmsall to Savile, 12 July 1731. NA: DD/SR/211/3/105.
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In addition to residences in London, Savile enjoyed frequent, though
shorter, visits to the spas at Bath, Buxton, Tunbridge and Scarborough, and to his
Yorkshire estate.®® In July 1733, for example, he informed Gertrude of an
intended ‘Tour with my Wife and Children... to Thornhill, thence to Scarbrough
perhaps a Week or 2, & then to York Races; to pay my complements in these
Places’.”’0 The same year, he purchased a permanent residence at Thornhill, Lees
Moor House (cost £150),71 and in May 1735 was ‘on the Ramble at Thornhill &c
for near a month’.72 The principal social attractions of the countryside for Savile
were almost certainly field sports, and, as his spirited defence of ‘ye Diversions
of ye Field, Hunting, Shooting, &c.’ to The Tatler (1710) argued, these were the

recreations of a rational man intent on good health:

[ confess that I am much taken up with ye Diversions... But worthy
Sir I shou’d be very Sorry to be Philosophised out of a real Benefit
which I may receive though by a Ridiculous means... For my Part |
look at it as a blessing that such Physick will goe down with me;
that I can bend my mind with such Alacrity as is requisite to
Amusements soe salubrious to it self as well as to It's Partner ye
Body.”3

The Rufford kennels supported a large pack of fox hounds in addition to
greyhounds for hare coursing and setting dogs for shooting. Fly-fishing and
grouse shooting seem to have been particular attractions of Savile’s Yorkshire
estate (see Chapters 5 & 8). The above reference to ‘York Races’ alludes to
another of Savile’s sporting pursuits. On 16 August 1728 he recorded giving ‘21
guineas to be runn’ at York races to which he subscribed together with the races

at Nottingham, Pontefract and Doncaster, and in the 1730s he acted as steward

69 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1703-8 (NA: DD/SR/211/193/1); Letters Savile to
Gertrude Savile, 17 June 1723 & 9 July 1733 (NA: DD/SR/212/13/10,26); Gertrude’s
Diaries, pp. 33, 61,177, 181.

70 Letter Savile to Gertrude Savile, 9 July 1733. NA: DD/SR/212/13/26.

71 Precise location of Lees Moor House (ready for occupation in 1735) remains
uncertain. Letters Elmsall to Savile, 21 August 1733, 8 December 1734, 23 May 1735.
NA:DD/SR/211/3/65,38,33.

72 Letter Savile to Gertrude Savile, 19 May 1735. NA: DD/SR/212/13/31.

73 NA:DD/SR/212/26/13.
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for the latter.”# Although there is evidence that Savile bred horses for fox hunting
(see Chapter 8), there is no suggestion that he owned racehorses.

To conclude, even if the above suggests that Savile, as he asserted to The
Tatler, was more naturally inclined to the lifestyle of a ‘Country Squire’ than
society figure or political intriguer, he clearly moved with significant ease

between metropolitan and county platforms.

3.2.4 Interest in natural philosophy: science and gardening

Sir George’s association with Queen Caroline is used here to provide a context
for subsequent examination of the Baronet’s more intellectual pursuits.
Although there are no detailed records of their meetings, the Earl of Egmont,
another court confidante, documented his own conversations with the Queen.
His diary entries capture the breadth of her cultural engagement and suggest the

course such meetings might have taken. For 31 December 1734 he recorded:

The Queen talked with me at least half an hour upon my collection
of printed Heads, Dr Couraye [Pierre le Courayer, the exiled
French theologian who had defended the validity of Anglican
orders], the history of France, gardening, painting, flattery, and
divers political and moral subjects.”>

Queen Caroline’s engagement in religious and contemporary philosophical
debates, the latter ranging from Newtonian theory to landscape design, is widely
acknowledged.”® She corresponded with Gottfried William Leibnitz and Samuel
Clarke about Newtonian doctrines and the nature of free will; her early
encouragement of the style of ‘natural’ gardening promoted in the writings of
Joseph Addison and Alexander Pope (1688-1744) led Egmont to record that ‘our
best tact’ in gardening was due to her. The Queen’s response, ‘I have introduced
that, in helping nature, not losing it in art’, testifies both to her assimilation of
avant-garde ideals and intention to promote them.’” To this end Charles

Bridgeman (died 1738) was appointed Royal Gardener in 1728, and in 1730

74 NA:DD/SR/A4/35; DD/SR/6/1/7; DD/SR/211/3/87a.

75 Egmont Manuscripts, vol. 2, p. 138.

76 Taylor, ODNB.

77 Egmont Manuscripts, 31 December 1734, vol. 2, p. 138; see also Batey (2005), 205.
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William Kent (1685-1748) designed for the royal gardens at Richmond an
‘Hermitage’, described by Mowl as a ‘Rococo jewel’. ‘Merlin’s Cave’ followed in
1735: a complex, vaulted grotto vested with political associations and
considered to have launched the ‘Gothick revival’ in British architecture.”8

The 7t Baronet certainly shared the Queen’s interest in natural
philosophy and although no direct statements of his landscape tastes have
survived, there is much evidence to support the conclusion that Savile was
conversant with contemporary design trends. In May 1724 he purchased
Giacomo Leoni’s translation of Andrea Palladio’s works, The Architecture of A.
Palladio, in Four Books, for £4 14s 6d.7° In August 1726 he purchased outright
John Harris’s ‘Lexicon technician [Lexicon Technicum: or, an universal English
dictionary of arts and sciences| in Two volumes bound’ for £10 16s 6d.8° He used
novel gardening terminology for literary effect. In 1728, for example, angered by
what he perceived as the opaque accounting style of his Rufford steward he
commented: ‘Here you have him and there you have him. Like a HaHa, a Fence
and no Fence’.8! He was an avid reader of The Tatler, the literary vehicle first
used by Addison to disseminate his vision of estate gardening. As Savile
commented in 1710: ‘I have always read ye Tatlers with Extasy, & am apt to
flatter my own judgement because I think I have a true relish of Them’.82
Between 21 June and 3 July 1712 Addison expounded his theory of aesthetics in
a series on ‘the Pleasures of the Imagination’ published in The Spectator and in
September of that year provided his readers with a more personal view of his
gardening tastes. A subsequent Steele/Addison publication, The Guardian, aired
Pope’s early thoughts on gardening.83 All three publications were quoted from in
Gertrude’s diary (1720 onwards) and entries such as ‘read Guardians’ (1721)

and ‘read “London Journal”, Court Politicks, and “Universall Spectator”, an

78 Mowl (2004), 119.

79NA: DD/SR/211/192/2. Leoni’s translation was originally published in instalments,
1716-20.

80 Jbid. Harris’s work was first published in 1704.

81 Letter Savile to Smith, 7 December 1728. NA: DD/SR/211/53. Deployment of the ha-
ha in elite English gardens was not appreciable before the 1720s. Williamson (1995),
46.

82 NA: DD/SR/212/26/13.

83 The Guardian, no. 173, 29 September 1713.
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entertaining paper in the manner of Sir R. Steele’s [Henry Baker’s weekly journal
commenced 1728] (1729) indicate their availability at Golden Square.84

Gertrude’s diaries record garden visits made with her brother or other
family members, and touch upon her admiration for wooded landscapes, open
prospects, informality, and a romantic/gothick sensibility to the emotional
resonance of ruins. These were all tastes in the vanguard of landscaping
developments and although not necessarily shared by the 7t Baronet, would
certainly have been familiar to him. On visiting close relatives in Weedon,
Buckinghamshire, for example, she admired the ‘noble extencive prospect’ while
lamenting the lack of ‘Wood’, ‘my greatest Country beauty’. Her return journey to
London through Hertfordshire and Berkshire rewarded her with views of ‘the
prettiest Countys I know... all wild irregular Gardens’. On several occasions
during 1727, she accompanied her mother to Wimbledon to see the ruins of the
Duke of Leeds’s House, lately demolished by the combined onslaughts of Sir
Theodore Janssen and the Duke of Marlborough. While again lamenting the loss
of ‘fine woods and plantations’ and ‘one of the finest and agreeable places’ she
found wistful solace in experiencing that ‘The Ruins of a Stately place has
something pleasingly Awefull, like the corps of a great man’ and ‘may add to the
beauty’ giving ‘them a melancholy, solemn look’. In May 1728, with her brother,
mother and aunt Newton, she went ‘to see Lord Burlington’s Gardens at
Chiswick’.8> At the time of their visit the new Palladian Villa was nearing
completion. William Kent's landscape interventions had not begun, but the
geometric structure which formed the basis of the future garden, and is
generally attributed to Charles Bridgeman, had already been laid out.8¢

In November 1711 Sir George was elected a Fellow of the Royal Society:
Sir Isaac Newton was acting president, Sir Hans Sloane the vice-president.
Hanham'’s contention that the appointment was merely a salute to the heir of the

1st Marquis of Halifax, member during the final twenty years of his life, is

84 Gertrude’s Diaries, pp. 16, 24, 162-3.

85 Jbid., 3 October 1721, 10 August 1727, 21 May 1728, pp. 7-8, 50, 116. For context see
Dudley (2013), 91; Langley (1728b), xv; Lyssons (1792), vol. 1, pp. 519-40.

86 Mowl (2004), 110. In the same year Savile stayed at Castle Howard, Yorkshire and
possibly visited Wray Wood, praised by Switzer as ‘the highest pitch that Natural and
Polite Gardening can possibly arrive at’. Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1727-32
(NA: DD/SR/A4/35); Switzer (1718), vol. 2, p. 198.
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questionable.8” The 7t Baronet took an active interest in scientific advances
both before and after his election and in his Will bequeathed a legacy of £50 to
the Society.88 Attendance of public scientific lectures became a feature of
leisured urban society in the reign of Queen Anne and by the 1720s, if not before,
Savile had become a regular attendee in London. The instrument maker and
scientific demonstrator Francis Hauksbee (1688-1763) is particularly prominent
in the Savile Archives as supplier both of scientific instruments and instruction
to the 7th Baronet in this period.8? In 1718 Savile purchased ‘2 prisms and a
double convex glass’ from the maker for 10s, and in March 1720 ‘a jappon’d
fountain (affected by compressed air) with ye syringe pipes’ which together with
its box cost £9 2s.90 In addition, regular purchases of mathematical instruments
were made from a range of suppliers: in 1734 to the value of over £11.91
Hauksbee teamed up with leading scientists of the day to offer experimental
lecture courses from his home in Crane Court, adjacent to the Royal Society.?? In
February 1720 the 7th Baronet paid for a course of anatomy lectures advertised
in The Daily Courant as - ‘chiefly intended for Gentlemen’ being designed to
contain ‘nothing offensive’ though omitting only such things as ‘are neither
Instructive nor Entertaining’ — and conducted jointly by Hauksbee and William
Cheselden (1688-1752), surgeon to Queen Caroline.?? The following month Sir
George purchased from Cheselden ‘a double microscope with all ye apperatus
and a shapneen case’. Anatomy books were given prominence in Savile’s library.
The section devoted to ‘Sciences and Arts’ contained subsections referenced
‘Annatomy’ and ‘Chymistry’ and in February 1727 he subscribed (for 2 guineas)

to ‘the fine Cutts of Humane Bones’ that Cheselden was then working on.?* The

87 Hanham, ODNB.

88 NA: DD/SR/225/24.

89 Savile’s personal account books provide the main evidence for his purchases but
cover only a limited and discontinuous sequence of years.

9% NA:DD/SR/211/178/1.

91 NA: DD/SR/A4/36. The 1734 payments were made to ‘Mr Sipson’, with high
probability the mathematical instrument maker Jonathan Sisson (1690?-1747), active in
the Strand from 1722 and renowned for his surveying instruments. Howse, ODNB.

92 Rivaling those given at the Royal Society by his uncle, Francis Hauksbee (elder).
Stewart, ODNB.

93 NA: DD/SR/211/178/1; The Daily Courant, 21 March 1721, quoted in Kornell (2011).
94 ‘Description of Books for a library’, May 1728 (NA: DD/SR/215/61); Letter Savile to
Madam Savile, 25 February 1727 (NA: DD/SR/212/3/53).
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subsequent publication, Osteographia or the Anatomy of Bones (1733), was a
lavishly illustrated work dedicated to Queen Caroline: in Kornell’s opinion ‘as
much work of art as science’ and ‘a landmark in the history of anatomical
illustration’.®>

Other branches of Science in which Savile displayed a notable interest
were physics, in particular astronomy, and mathematics: both were sufficiently
well represented within his library to warrant individual sections although, with
the exception of ‘Mr Long’s System of Astronomy’ which he subscribed to in
1731, no record of their contents has been found.?¢ A document dated June 1719
and referenced ‘Mr Molineux’s directions for a rest for a telescope’ implies that
Savile owned his own observing instrument by the late 1710s and raises the
possibility that he was familiar with the work of astronomer and politician
Samuel Molyneux (1689-1728).97 In 1724 Savile paid Hauksbee a subscription
fee of £1 1s towards construction of ‘a Large Reflecting Telescope’ in return for
which the 7th Baronet was to be granted unprecedented views of the heavens.%8
Accounts from 1737 record Savile’s purchase of a telescope for £4 16s 3d.?°
Moreover, the Baronet’s possession of astronomical tables, and tables comparing
the time of the 1715 eclipse according to ‘the watches and observations at
William Whiston’s which were not exact’ and the ‘exact account of time kept by
the Royal Society’, all testify to an active engagement with the scientific advances
and excitements of the day.1%0 In March 1720 Savile paid £5 5s for a course of
astronomy lectures delivered jointly by Hauksbee and Whiston, a distinguished
natural philosopher and Lucasian Professor of Mathematics at Cambridge (1702-
10), who was best known to the educated public as a populariser of Newton’s
work.101 Expelled from Cambridge for holding heretical views, Whiston formed a

lecturing partnership with Hauksbee in 1713 and offered a syllabus covering

95 Kornell (2011).

96 Possibly Roger Long (1680-1770), master of Pembroke College, Cambridge University
(1733-1770), first Lowndean Professor of Astronomy and Geometry (1750). The first
part of Long’s Astronomy (5 vols) was not published until 1742. Taub, ODNB.

97 NA: DD/SR/218/1. Sir Francis Molyneux (Teversal Manor) and his son were close
acquaintances of Savile, suggesting an alternative provenance for the sketch.

98 NA: DD/SR/212/26/8.

99 NA: DD/SR/A4/36.

100 NA: DD/SR/212/26/6,14,17.

101 NA: DD/SR/211/178/1.
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‘mechanics, hydrostatics, pneumatics and optics’.192 In 1722 Savile subscribed to
‘Dr Desagulier’s 2 volumes of Experimental Philosophy in French and English’
and six years later purchased ‘[Henry] Pemberton’s View of Sir Isaac Newton'’s
Philosophy’ for £1 5s.103 Further documents in the Savile Archives reveal Sir
George’s familiarity with the work of mathematician and future president of the
Royal Society, Martin Folkes (1690-1754), and Savilian Professor of Astronomy
at Oxford University, James Bradley (1692-1762). One such record, dated
December 1728 and referenced ‘Mr Graham’s Invention to Describe Mr Bradley’s
new Discovery about Light’, refers to Bradley’s work on annular parallax and
discovery of the ‘aberration of light’ and indicates the degree to which Savile
kept abreast of scientific advances: the phenomenon was not formally
communicated to the Royal Society until January 1729.104 [n 1734 Savile
employed Peter Grandey, associate of John Achard, tutor to the 2nd Duke of
Portland, as private tutor to teach his children ‘Languages, Writing, Arithmetick,
and all Sciences, Arts and Improvements to ye best of his capacity’.1%> Both
Grandey and the Reverend Michell would comment subsequently upon the
younger George’s passion for the physical sciences - ‘son genie est fort tourné de
ce coté 13’ - an interest almost certainly inspired by his father’s example.106

The 7t Baronet’s engagement with natural philosophy was not confined
to an intellectual plain but had practical outcomes in the management of his
estate. His delight in mathematics and geometry found most direct expression in
the highly individual geometry of a cold bath and summer-house constructed
adjacent to the Hall. His designs for water features at Rufford on occasions
required the application of hydrodynamic principles. In the 1730s, for instance,

he directed water flow experiments to ensure that an appropriate force would

102 Snobelen, ODNB.

103 NA: DD/SR/211/192/2; DD/SR/A4/35.

104 NA: DD/SR/212/26/5,11. Savile was conscious of his ancestor’s eminence (c.f.
NA: DD/SR/212/3) but there is no evidence that he acted as patron to Bradley; for
public dissemination of Bradley’s work see Fisher (2010).

105 Savile’s Personal Account Book, 1732-8. NA: DD/SR/A4/36. Grandey remained at
Rufford until the 8t Baronet’s death in 1784 (NA:DD/FJ/11/1/3/317); a
correspondence (in French, 1743-6, 1752-8) has survived between Grandey and the
Swiss scholar, Achard (NUM: P1C 37/1-20; Pw C 369-71).

106 NUM: PI C 37/17,18; Letter Michell to Gertrude Savile, 17 November 1746
(NA: DD/SR/221/87).
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be available to drive Rufford corn mill which had been re-located to the head of

his ‘Great Canal’ (see Section 4.3.4).

3.3 The Rufford Estate: Geography, Scale and Principal Elements

3.3.1 The physical geography of the Rufford Estate
Nottinghamshire is a county which though lacking topographical drama, is
undulating in parts. Moreover, its notably contrastive geology has helped
pattern a landscape with ‘considerable diversity of types of country’.107

The Savile Archives contain no complete survey (either in the form of
map or field book) or unambiguous record of the landholdings which constituted
the Rufford Estate during the 7t Baronet’s ownership. A profile of the latter
must therefore rely on comparative study of estate rentals, tenancy and
contractual agreements, and occasional summary reports submitted at
significant moments (principally estate successions and court hearings). Tables
3.1 & 3.2 summarise this data, which when read alongside estate
correspondence gives rise to two conclusions pertinent to Sir George’s estate
improvements. Firstly, although the Baronet’s landholdings were broadly
contiguous and focussed around his residence, with the exception of Rufford
Liberty, land within townships was distributed amongst several landowners.108
Secondly, with the exception of landholdings in Tuxford, Kirton and Wellow,
both the land distribution and scale of the Rufford Estate remained broadly
constant during the 7th Baronet’s ownership. Rental accounts specify that some
of the Wellow land was ‘newly purchased’ in 1741. Beyond the establishment of
a boat house at Fiskerton-on-Trent (c.1715), and two acts of enclosure by
private agreement - Cocking Common, Ompton, at the request of local
freeholders (1719), and ‘Eakring grassfield’, a three-way agreement between

Savile, the 1st Duke of Kingston and freeholders in the parish of Eakring (1724) -

107 Edwards (1944), 420.

108 [n the Savile Archives, the terminology used in relation to administrative units is
fluid; words ‘liberty’, ‘manor’ and ‘town’ seem on occasions to be used interchangeably,
though ‘liberty’ most frequently describes the extra-parochial ground around Rufford
Hall within which Savile was sole Lord of the Manor.
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Table 3.2:

Valuations of the 7th Baronet’s Nottinghamshire
landholdings 1710, 1731 and 1742.

Rents due half yearly: Lady Day (25 March) and Michaelmas (29 September)

Town Annual rental in Annual rental for Annual rental for
1710 accounting year accounting year
1730/1731 1741/1742
Source: Letter Thomas | Source: George Holt’s | Source: George Holt’s
Smith to Savile viz. full estate accounts. full estate accounts.
data from accounts. NA: DD/SR/6/1/1. NA: DD/SR/6/1/12.
13 December 1712,
NA: DD/SR/217/58.
Rufford £836 5s 8d £1002 2s 8d £1010 4s 8d
Eakring £171 0s 4d £221 0s 4d £229 5s 4d
Ompton £99 18s 0d £129 18s 4d £128 3s 6d
Wellow £64 13s4d £72 13s6d £76 0s 6d
£39 1s 0d [land
marked ‘newly
purchased’]
Wailsby £43 16s 8d £47 16s 8d £48 18s 4d
[Walesby]
Kirton £100 7s 4d £102 19s 1d £64 3s 0d
Kersall £2 10s 0d £3 0s 0d £3 3s 0d
Laxton £1 10s 0d £2 0s 0d £2 2s0d
Morton £5910s 0d £69 10s 0d £72 19s 6d
Grange
Tuxford £42 0s 0d
Booton £1 10s 0d £99s 0d
[Boughton]
Bilsthorp £3 0s 6d
Fiskerton £1 0s 0d £1 0s 0d
Bevercoates £3 0s 0d
Sheep Walks | £11 0s 0d Not stated Not stated
Breck Rents Referenced but value Not stated £1210s0d
not listed
Key

Town Names highlighted are those locations where comparison of the rental
accounts indicates change in the total tenanted holdings whether through
acquisition, sale or change of status (from ‘in hand by Sir George’ to ‘leased to
tenants’ or vice versa).
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no evidence has been found in estate correspondence (record terminates 16
June 1739) or archival documents (catalogued as of a contractual character) to
suggest that the 7th Baronet was party to any significant land exchange or
purchase in Nottinghamshire. 199 This implies that changes to Savile’s
landholdings in Tuxford and Kirton either, like Wellow, occurred towards the
end of his ownership, or reflect changes in the balance of demesne/tenanted
land as opposed to land acquisition, exchange or sale.

Figure 3.3 shows the areal distribution of the Rufford Estate in 1742
superimposed on a soil map published in Robert Lowe’s General View of the
Agriculture of the County of Nottingham (1794), and highlights the potential
impact of underlying geology on the estate. Keuper and Bunter landscapes give
rise to soils of fundamentally different character, the former clay, the latter sand.
By the early eighteenth century they supported diverse agricultural economies
and social structures. As Figure 3.3 and Table 3.1 together indicate,
approximately two thirds of Savile’s Nottinghamshire acreage in this period lay
on light forest sand land (substrata: Bunter sandstone); only a third on the more

agriculturally fertile clay (substrata: Keuper rock).

CLAY LANDS: EASTERN SIDE OF THE ESTATE

The Keuper rocks give rise to clay soils of varying quality: the Keuper
Waterstones produce a deep, medium-light soil of moderate fertility suitable for
arable cultivation; the Keuper marl, a stiffer, heavier, clay soil much harder to
work.110 Parliamentary Enclosure in north Nottinghamshire became significant
only in the late 1750s.111 Prior to this, clay ground north of the Trent was
predominantly open arable fields and common land, with mostly well-populated
open field villages whose land was divided into multiple strips held in
intermixed ownership. This social structure favoured the continuance of

traditional farming methods although modest improvements in the economic

109 NA: DD/SR/211/227/58,88,153. When, in 1732, a well-tenanted neighbouring estate
(at Kirklington and Hockerton, worth £1,000 per annum) was for sale, Savile appears to
have shown little interest. By 1736 the land had been purchased by ‘General Wetham
[Thomas Whetham]’. NA: DD/SR/211/24/24,103; Jacks (1882).

110 Edwards (1944), 432-3.

111 Though by 1700 probably half the county - land concentrated in the Trent Valley and
Vale of Belvoir — was enclosed. Chambers (1966, first published 1932), vii, 148.
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Figure 3.3: Robert Lowe’s 1794 Map of the Soils of
Nottinghamshire with the areal extent of the Rufford Estate
1700-1743 indicated.

Red dot locates the Hall.

Solid red area indicates Rufford Liberty, an area owned exclusively by Savile;
dashed contours enclose areas of the county in mixed ownership, in which
Savile owned land.

(Lowe, R, General View of the Agriculture of the County of Nottingham, London,
1794; Rufford estate accounts and surveys, Nottinghamshire Archives.)
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return might be obtained through the consolidation of strips into larger holdings
(giving the tenant farmer greater autonomy) and the introduction of new fodder
crops into the rotations to maintain fertility. Grasses such as lucerne, sainfoin
and clover, or root crops such as turnips were the most common substitutes for
the traditional but more labour-demanding cultivation of peas and beans.112
Intermixed landownership also impacted on an individual landowner’s capacity
to design on an estate level (see Chapter 7) and on occasions led to disputes
about rights to game (see Section 8.4.1). At Rufford it was the ¢.5,780 acres of
land east of the Hall (just over a third of the total estate acreage) that lay within
the clay lands - divided between meadowland (23%), pasturage (46%), ‘field
and arable’ (7%), woods and parks (24%) in ¢.1700.113

The clay land was well watered: innumerable small rivers, springs and
streams ran through it, many of which could be readily dammed (see
WATERCOURSES AND MILLS below). By the early eighteenth century the northern
clay lands (particularly around Retford and Southwell), and the moister eastern
margins of the Bunter sand lands (Rufford, Elkesley and Ollerton) supported a
profitable brewing industry through the cultivation of a regional strain of hops
known as ‘North Clay hops’.114 Lowe records annual hop fairs at Retford and
Tuxford. Ash, coppiced for hop poles, was increasingly husbanded in the area
both as traditional coppice-with-standards (ash underwood amongst oak
standards), and, towards the late eighteenth century, in new plantations (see

Chapter 6).

SAND LANDS: WESTERN SIDE OF THE ESTATE

Rufford Hall lay on the very border of the east-west, sand-clay division of the
Rufford Estate and the ¢.10,000 acres of Rufford Liberty west of the Hall (almost
the entire manor) lay on Sherwood Forest sand land, as did a further 800 acres
of estate land in Babworth and Eaton (Table 3.1).

In contrast to the Keuper clay lands on the eastern side of the county, the

Bunter sandstone strata in the west defined a more rolling landscape which

112 Chambers (1966), ch. 6; Thirsk (1987), 41. In some areas a system of ‘convertible
husbandry’ was adopted.

113 Percentiles calculated (and categorisation taken) from acreages stated in Table 3.1.
114 Edwards (1944), 514-5.
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suffered from a lack of surface water. Bunter sandstone generates a thin, light,
sandy soil of variable quality whose high drainage reduces fertility.11> Lowe
references this area as the ‘Forest & Borders’ (Figure 3.3). At its maximum
extent, Sherwood Forest covered ‘at least a fourth of the whole county’.11¢ The
precise boundary of the Forest in the early eighteenth century, however,
remains uncertain.!l” The poor soils and sparse population of this region gave
great scope for enclosure, a process that escalated as the century progressed: of
the 23,000 acres of private parkland which existed in Nottinghamshire by 1820,
a large proportion lay within former Royal hunting ground.118

With the exception of its moister eastern zone on the fringe of the Keuper
strata, a significant proportion of Lowe’s ‘Forest & Borders’ land consisted of
‘mere heath and shrub’ in the early eighteenth century.11® Areas of the forest did,
however, possess natural woodland in the period (typically oak and birch), and
woodland coverage increased as private plantations became established (see
Section 6.1.3). On the forest margins, moreover, it was common for landowners
to be granted licence by the crown to make temporary enclosures for pasture or
arable cultivation. Known as ‘brecks’ or ‘breaks’, such enclosures were generally
cultivated for between 3-9 years and collectively farmed, in a manner similar to
open arable fields. According to Fowkes, breck cultivation was particularly
extensive on the Rufford Estate - 650 acres of breck were periodically utilised
by the estate during the eighteenth century.120 Although Fowkes'’s figure seems
high for the early eighteenth century, Savile was certainly set on extending

Rufford breck land in the 1710s, even at the expense of estate warren ground.121

115 So-called ‘good sands’ derived from ‘Bunter Pebble Beds’, ‘bad sands’ from the
‘Lower Mottled Sandstone’. Pickersgill (1979), vol. 1, ch 3; Edwards (1944), 452-4.

116 Page, ed. (1906), vol. 1, p. 365.

117 In 1663, John Trueman, a forest verderer, described Sherwood as ‘60 miles about’.
Gillott, S., ‘The Royal Forest of Sherwood in the Seventeenth Century’, quoted in
Mastoris (1985-7), 9; Mastoris (1998); Mastoris & Groves (1997).

118 Fowkes (1987), 72.

119 Chambers (1966), 155. A survey of the Forest conducted in 1609 categorised almost
37% as ‘waste’ (Rooke, 1799, p. 5); Lord Albemarle, ed. (1852), vol. 2, p. 138; Lowe
(1794), 22; Gillott (1985), 68.

120 Fowkes (1977), 57.

121 Letters Mr Clay (clerk of Forest and Attachment Courts) to Savile, 17 May 1716, and
Savile to Verderers, 14 July 1716. NA: DD/SR/229/13/13,15.

84



WATERCOURSES AND MILLS SERVING THE CORE ESTATE

The principal watercourse supplying Rufford Abbey and its surrounding
landscape was Rainworth Water, shown most clearly on John Chapman’s Map of
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