Domestic village architecture in Eden at the turn of
the millennium.

Tom Clare PhD., FSA

1. INTRODUCTION: the purpose of the record.

Although the majority of the population of the United Kingdom now live in urban areas the
“English village” continues to have a fascination for many as a place to live in (if only the
circumstances allow) or holiday in: witness the popularity of television programmes like
“Escape to the Country”, Miss Marple or “Emmerdale Farm”. In particular we can recognise
approximately where we are by the architecture of the village: the half-timbered house
suggesting ‘Shakespeare Country’ or southern England, the cottage with walls of warm
yellow stone, parts of the Cotswolds or Yorkshire, whilst the terraced house of brick might
suggest a former “pit village”. The architecture betrays locality or origins and as such can be

argued to be an important part of our heritage, our sense of place and of ‘belonging’.

Such architectural differences relating to sense of place can be described as ‘vernacular

architecture’:

“Vernacul ar isacategbdry &f ardhitectuee based on local needs, construction
materials and reflecting local traditions. At least originally, vernacular architecture did not use
formally-schooled architects, but relied on the design skills and tradition of local builders.
However, since the late 19th century many professional architects have worked in versions
of the style.” Wikipedia.

And they led, in the 1990’s to various initiatives by the government; most noteably Village
Design Statements, initiated by the (then) Countryside Commission , these were intended to
“make local character count in new development” - with the local community itself deciding
what it valued; one of the pilots being Crosby Ravensworth and Maulds Meaburn (see
“Villagers look to preserve their favourite local features” in the Cumberland and Westmorland
Herald 24/10/98; for sense of place in the North Pennines and Northern England see Hawke
2010 and Convery and Dutson, 2010 and for a more general approach Natural England’s An

Approach to Landscape Character Assessment published in October 2012).


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Architecture
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Construction_material
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Construction_material
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Architect

In Eden vernacular architecture was first studied systematically by Ronnie Brunskill, who
published papers in Transactions of the Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquarian and
Archaeological Society and a book - Vernacular Architecture of the Lake Counties (the latter
in 1974). Of the types identified by Brunskill perhaps the most iconic was the ‘cross passage

house’ (Fig. 1 here and Fig. 3, below).

Fig.1. a) a typical cross-passage house as recorded by Brunskill, not e the oOfron
is at the junction of the O6housed and byre wi
ruined example at Waitby where only the lower part of the house survives with one

jamb of the front door, the other being lost with the less substantial byre c) an

example, unlisted, recorded in the 19900s.

However, post-war (post 1946) social and economic changes, not least changes in farming
and the use of the private car which enabled people to commute more flexibly than the
railways, meant that many villages ceased to be simply the base from which the countryside
was farmed; rather they became places from which people might commute to jobs further
afield and/or to which they might retire, and with such changes came the alteration if not
modification of existing buildings. Perhaps the most obvious manifestation of such changes
was ‘the barn conversion’ but by the nineteen nineties it had become evident that
modernisation had also occurred to some of the particular examples of ‘vernacular

architecture’ previously cited by Brunskill.

In the context of such changes, this report is a memoir updating the work and comments of
Brunskill where the appearance of buildings reflects ‘the range of uniformity and variety to be
found in a compact apparently homogenous region’. But it is a memoir intended to aid
thinking about your village and its physical appearance and for that reason an attempt is
made to identify those features which distinguish particular villages (section 3, below) and a
short note comparing each village with its immediate neighbours is also included (Folder 5).
In making and presenting the record it was not the intention to carry out historical research

per se, though hopefully the memoir may be quarried for such purposes.



2. MAKING THE RECORD AND ORGANISATION OF THE ARCHIVE
HERE.

Making the record was only possible thanks to the work of a number of residents, monies
from the LEADER Programme of the European Union and generous grants from Friends of

the Lake District and Eden District Council. To all, the author is most grateful.

Central to the field record was a standardised pro forma or record sheet for every house in
each village outside the Lake District National Park. Whilst the record and analysis was
intended to be a tool for historical research as well as for planning purposes it was solely
concerned with the present external appearance of the house; it was not primarily concerned
with the original appearance or date of the structure per se. Consequently the type of details

included on the proforma (Fig. 2) were

e =—— Fig.2. First page of the pro forma showing how code numbers could be
o0oringedo to record the presence of a feature whi
computer record for that property.

basic plan shape, gable profile, arrangement of doors and windows and architectural details
such as a plinth, wall finish, roof and window details; each feature being allocated a unique
code number. In addition the presence of any blocked windows or doorways or any date
stone was noted but it was recognised these cannot be used in a comparison of villages as
their occurrence in other properties may have been obscured by render preventing a
comparison on a like for like basis. Full details of the pro forma and all features looked for

are provided in Folder 1.

Note that attributes coded 200-214 relate to the fagade of housesand t he types of 0s
housed an ddestribedtby Brupskikid 1974 and, as noted above, side step the

issue of historical relationships and evolution of the kind posed in/by Fig.3.



~Eden “
Design Summary .

Figu3.The front of the Distr i cshowaduilding that mightwieDe si gn S
have been a cross passage house - there being a door between the house and byre and a

fire window adjacent to that door - but the house has a central door which might have been

created later. For the purposes of the record made here, therefore, the property could be

said to have facade type 210 (central door) with barn attached (code 102) a fire window

(code 551), a window over the central door (code250), a roof that is the same height over

the barn as over the house (code 920) whilst all the windows appear to have stone or

cement surrounds (code605) and hood mouldings (code 604)

For practical purposes a record sheet was only completed for houses more than seventy
years old ie those shown on the 2" edition OS map. The reasons for this were twofold.
Firstly it reduced the number of houses to be recorded and secondly it focussed on those
buildings and architectural styles which might be ‘vernacular’ or distinctive to a particular
area or village. Nevertheless, photographs of the front elevations of properties which
appeared to be less than seventy years old (or barn conversions) were taken to ensure that

the record did capture the appearance of the village at the turn of the millennium.

The proforma and record was specifically designed to be user friendly for those with little
architectural or historical background and was piloted by residents of the village of
Ravenstonedale, being subsequently used by residents from 18 other villages. Despite the
positive participation of many communities there were, however, a number of instances
where residents did not wish to have their house recorded. Moreover, some Parish Councils
also said they did not wish to participate and in those seven villages no record was made. As
a result the database is not as complete as originally hoped for and some allowance must be
made for this in any discussion or analysis of the record, especially where patterning is
related to the different numbers of houses in each village stock eg by saying that a particular

feature is present in x% of a village.



Storing the record

Each house more than seventy years old was allocated a unique humber which was entered
onto the pro forma. These numbers are listed in Folder 2 where Appendix 2.1 shows
individual addresses and Appendix 2 shows which nhumbers occur in which villages. The
completed paper proforma for each house are stored by village and sequential numbers in
the County Record Office, Kendal, whilst the photographs of the houses (with their unique

number written on the back) are also in the County Record Office.

The details recorded were also stored in a computer database and this is reproduced here in
Folder 3. Box 1 shows how to use this computer transcription of the primary field notes held

in County Archives as noted above.

Box 1: How to read Folder 3

4 3352 13356 13401 1
5 105 1107 1110 1120 1151 1211 1302 1312 1401 1601 1
5 605 1702 1751 1904 1920 1952 1961 1969 1970 11001 1

In Folder 3 the number on the left hand side of each line is the number of
the house/property. So, the data shown in the example above relates to
houses 4 and 5.

The numbers in the rest of each line are the code number followed by a 1
to show presence (a quirk of the computer program. So the first line for
house 5 records it possessing features 105, 107, 110, 120, 151, 211 etc,
whilst house 4 has 3352, 3356 and 3401.

3. ANALYSIS: looking for similarities and differences between

villages.

As noted above the record is intended to be a memoir which might be used to help decision
making but it is a record with gaps so that rigorous statistical analysis id difficult.
Nevertheless two methods, both developed for use in and adopted from ecology, were used
to look for differences between villages and the possibility that any differences were also

spatial ie. some features tend to occur in part of the area rather than another: the



TWINSPAN program of multivariate analysis and the identification of pseudo-species based

on the percentage of a feature in each village.

TWINSPAN analysis

It was originally intended to analyse all the data using the Vespan version of the TWINSPAN
(computer) program of multivariate analysis which had been used by ecologists to identify
discrete groupings of data and thus ecosystems. For the same reason, the program was
also being used by the (then) Countryside Commission to identify/describe Countryside
Character Areas and had been used previously by the author to investigate overall village
character in Westmorland and North Lancashire (Clare 2000) and the findings of that
investigation are referred to below. However, as with the Countryside Character Programme
the overall volume of data gathered for houses in Eden proved too large for the Vespan

program so the analysis was only carried out on the first 1800 houses recorded.

Essentially TWINSPAN groups the attributes in a hierarchical way, identifying which ones
tend to occur together in order to ‘throw into relief...salient features’ of those elements which
are indicative of distinctiveness (Hill 1979, 3). The practical and visual output of his process
was the creation of a table where the most common features and groupings occur in the
centre , with the least common thrown to left or right and top or bottom. Space does not
allow for the full table to be reproduced here but a particular result of the analysis of the

1800 houses made was that house facades fell into three groups. On one side of the table

Fig.4. A simplified/indicative version of the analysis of all features recorded for 1800 houses

by the TWINSPAN computer program, showing which features tend to occur together: the

top left grouping shows circularwi ndows, sash windows without bars
tend to occur together whilst, bottom right, facade type 212, arch headed windows tend to

occur together and, in the centre, are the most common features.
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was facade type 212, in the middle were facades like 200-209 and on the other side

properties with attributes such as roofs over-hanging gables, ‘Victorian style’ windows and
other features which might be explained by the house being designed by an architect (Fig.
4). In short the analysis confirmed - statistically -the distinction made by Brunskill between

‘large houses’, ‘small houses’ and ‘cottages’ (the latter being facade type 212 here) .

However in doing so the TWINSPAN analysis also threw into ‘sharp relief an important
aspect of vernacular architecture which has implications for trying to differentiate between
villages, namely that vernacular architecture is unlikely to vary much within a small region
like the Eden valley and that some types, such as the ‘small house’, relate to a single,

original tradition.

Pseudo-species

Statistical analysis to identify - and interpret - differences between villages is made difficult
by the fact that the number of houses in each village (the unit of sample) varies greatly from,
on the one hand, Shap and Tebay to, on the other, somewhere like Hardendale and Little
Asby. One way to compare them is, therefore, to calculate the % of each village with a
particular feature and this is done in Table 2, Folder 4 and a comparison of these forms the

basis of the individual village statements made in Folder 5.

However, presentation of similarities and differences in this way may not allow for the
recognition of any statistical differences between villages. Take for example the occurrence
of fagcade type 212. The average is 12% of houses per village but the actual proportions vary
from 0% to 70% so the problem is how to identify significant variation within that range,

especially as the data does not lend itself easily to analysis by t-test.

Recognition of ‘pseudo-species’ offers an alternative way of identifying variation. Pseudo-
species are derived by plotting frequency of occurrence of a particular percentage of a
particular feature in all villages and identifying discrete groupings (see Clare 2000, esp Fig. 2
in Folder 6 here)

Take, for example, the frequency of occurrence of window surrounds shown in Graph 1, Box
2. There it can be seen that there are three groupings: villages where no or less than 20% of

houses possess window surrounds, villages where 26 to 35% of houses have them, and



those where more than 41% of a village possess the feature. Again, if we look at facade type
212 (Graph2, Box 2) it appears that in most villages between 6 and 20% of houses have this
feature - with the spread being either side of that peak - but that some, a distinctive group,

BOX 2.

Graph 1. The number of villages (vertical axis) with a particular percentage (horizontal axis) of
window surrounds.

Window surrounds

Graph 2 . The number of villages (vertical axis) with a particular percentage (horizontal axis) of
facade type 212.
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has 71% or more. The problem is of course whether those villages without any examples are
really different from those with only 1 to 5%. This question is whether those villages without
any examples are really different from those with only 1 to 5%. This question is returned to in
the next section where the individual features are analysed. However, it is important to note

here that the identification of pseudo-species - in the next section - forms the basis for



saying, in Folder 5, whether a village is distinctive when compared with all the villages in

Eden and not just its neighbours.

4. IDENTIFIED DIFFERENCES AND SOME COMMENTS.

Window surrounds.

This is a feature often recreated in modern houses so it is perhaps not surprising that it
occurs in many villages with most villages having 61-100% of houses with the feature
(Graph 1, Box 2). For that reason it can be suggested that those villages where it is not
recorded at all (Garrigill, Kelleth, Nateby, Nenthead and Newbiggin on Lune) and those with
less than 20% (Tebay, Raisbeck, Old Tebay, Ravenstonedale and Church Brough) are
exceptional; whilst another small group (Crosby Garrett, Gaisgill, Little Asby, Orton, Soulby
and Winton) is characterised by having only 26-35% of houses with the feature. The

geographical proximity of these villages is striking (Fig. 5).
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Fig.5. The distribution of villages with no or relatively few window
surrounds. Closed circles= none in village; open circles = less than 20% of village; light circle
=26-35% of village.

Facade type 212

Nineteen villages have no facades of this type. Of those that do many have 5-20% of the
houses (Graph 2, Box 2) but only one (Tebay) has more than 70%. Those with none are:

Brough Sowerby, Crosby Ravensworth, Drybeck, Ellonby, Gaisgill, Great Ormside,



Hardendale, Johnby, Kelleth, Laithes, Little Asby, Little Salkeld, Little Strickland, Motherby,
Ousby, Raisbeck, Sandford and Sleagill.

Terraced houses

Note the phrase ‘terrace’ was used because the word ‘row’ had been used in earlier studies
of village character (Roberts 1987) to describe, essentially, the whole side of a village street
(see also Clare 2000 where Roberts work was used as a basis for a new classification of
village character). As used in this record, however, the term encompasses long terraces of
(former) railway houses as at Tebay, Shap and Croshy Garrett but also smaller

agglomerations where several ‘cottages’ might form as single row as in Newby.

Given that the term includes arrangements like those in Newby it is perhaps not surprisingly
the feature occurs in most villages (Graph 3, Folder 4), where it might also be reflected in the
existence of facade type 212 and their distributions are similar but not exactly the same

(Figs. 6a and 6b). For that reason villages where no such feature is recorded (Burrells,

%
x % " % % X o ®
X
xgx x o~ X oxx X xe X
Oxx X 9 3: x Q
% X X 5 % <] x Xx @
9 xxxx Xy X X xxxx Xy X
X 0.0 Bz = XX T %
XXXX xxxx
96’( x X @x"x x A e
S @ x (-]
x Q@ @e WX g X
() % o P 5 %
x
. Ox x x 0@ "
X x
‘@ % .Xxoxx

Fig.6a and Fig.6b. The distribution of fagade type 212 and terraced properties .

Drybeck, Ellonby, Great Ormside, Johnby, Kelleth, Kirkland, Lamonby, Little Asby, Little
Salkeld, Little Strickland, Ousby, Raisbeck and Reagill) might be considered somewhat
unusual whilst Tebay and Garrigill, both with over 81% of houses in terraces might also be

considered exceptional.

That all the villages with no terraced houses, apart from Ousby, have less than 20 properties
may be significant in terms of how the settlements functioned, socially and/or economically

in the past.

Facades 200-209 and 214




Most villages have some of these fagade types (Graph 4, Folder 4). However, in the context
of vernacular architecture we might expect all villages to possess at least one example, so it
can be argued that those with none (Blencow, Gaisgill, Kirkland, Lamonby, Langwathby,
Little Asby, Newbiggin on Lune and Yanwath) are exceptional. The typical proportion might
be said to be between 6 and 30% with slightly less typical having 30 to 50% (Blencarn,
Bolton, Brough Sowerby, Hardendale, Little Strickland, Ousby, Sandford). Exceptionally,
Great Ormside has 56%. However, it is important to note that the record is of present
facades and it is possible that those villages with no or low percentages did once have some
or more houses with one of these facades; the most obvious example of this being Little
Asby.

In that context it might be worth noting that facade type 214 might have originated by the
house end of a cross-passage building extending into a short barn, and that type 210 would
therefore be related leaving types 212 and architect designed houses as oddities: a situation
suggested by TWINSPAN.

Facade type 210

Although identified by Brunskill as being within the vernacular tradition this facade is also
one which children tend to draw to represent a house. Perhaps not surprisingly, therefore, it
is found in most villages in similar proportions (Graph 5, Folder 4), the two exceptions being

Great Ormside and Little Asby where there are no examples.
Qutshots.

Occur in all but one village (Newbiggin, Temple Sowerby) with them often forming 10-25% of
village (Graph 6, Folder 4). However three villages are exceptional in having 55-65% of

houses with them: Colby, Drybeck and Ellonby.

One or more gable door.

A surprising feature of the record was the number of houses recorded as having no door in
the rear wall or one in a gable wall (Graph 7, Folder 4) This appears to be a feature of most
villages with only four (Garrigill, Kirkland, Reagill and Skirwith) having none and only two
(Hardendale and Little Asby) having an unusually high percentage (56-60%). However, the
small number of properties in both Hardendale and Little Asby means this difference may not

be statistically significant.



Fig. 7. Villages with no gable doors - open circle and those
with an unusually high percentage of the feature - closed circle.

There is a suggestion from the distribution of exceptional examples (Fig.7) that, apart from
Reagill, the absence of the feature from some villages may be a feature of the Pennines and
Pennine edge whilst high proportions are a feature of the limestone upland - though the
comment above about small numbers of houses in the latter villages needs to be

recognised.

Window over front door.

Again in the context of the observation made about facade types 200-209 and 214 about
historical changes, the presence of a window over the front door may be significant. The
typical proportion seems to be 16-35% (Graph 8, Folder 4) with the six villages with none
(Hardendale, Kelleth, Laithes, Langwathby, Little Asby and Raisbeck) perhaps being the
exception. Certainly the geographical proximity of three if not four of the six (Fig. 8) might be
significant.

Fig.8. Villages where there is no window over the front door.

Quoins of type 311




There appears (Graph 9, Folder 4) to be no exceptional examples of this feature.

House is at right angles to the road.

Lamonby is exceptional in the number of properties recorded as being at right angles to the
road (Graph 10, Folder 4) although it might be argued that those villages with no examples

(Gaisgill, Great Ormside, Little Asby, Motherby, Reagill and Winton) are somewhat unusual.
Their distribution (Fig.9) also suggests that apart from Motherby low percentages are a

feature of the southern part of the District.
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Fig. 9. Villages where no properties are recorded as
being at right angles to the road.

Windows where a small panel opens

Perhaps not surprisingly, two thirds of the villages have no or very few examples of this

feature (Graph 11, Folder 4). Those villages where 6 to 25% of houses possess the feature
might be considered somewhat different .These villages are Crosby Ravensworth, Drybeck,
Great Salkeld, Maulds Meaburn, Motherby, Ravenstonedale, Skirwith, Soulby and Warcop,
with the latter, Crosby Ravensworth and Drybeck having 20% or more of properties with the

feature.

Again the distribution (Fig.10a) might hint at the existence of local factors operating.

Horizontal sliding sash window.

Similarly, very few houses have a horizontal sliding sash window (Graph 12, Folder 4). One
village, Reagill, is exceptional in having 27% of houses recorded as possessing this feature
whilst Crosby Ravensworth, Great Salkeld, Kings Meaburn, Little Strickland and Newbiggin

(Stainton) have 9% or more.



Given the proximity of Crosby Ravensworth, Kings Meaburn and Little Strickland to Reagill
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Fig.10a and Fig. 10b.
Villages with high proportlons of windows where one small panel opens and properties with
a horizontal sliding sash window.

(Fig.10b) we might postulate that this feature can be explained by a particular historical
process such as the work of a single jobbing carpenter but the other villages where the
feature is recorded - albeit as a single example - are: Ainstable, Blencow, Bolton, Cliburn,
Colby, Crosby Garrett, Dufton, Garrigill, Glassonby, Langwathby, Milburn, Morland, Newby,

Plumpton, Ravenstonedale, Soulby and Stainton.

Sash windows of types 751-754.

The recording of some types of sash window, such as type 763, was only undertaken in the
later part of the project and this type of feature may have existed more widely than identified.
However, if only types 751-754 are considered (Graph 13, Folder 4) then two villages stand

out as having either no examples (Laithes) or a proportion higher than elsewhere (Sandford).

Sandford is also unusual in having a higher proportion of sash type 752 than other villages: a
somewhat surprising finding given that it was postulated that this was a Victorian type of
window and one which might have been found in large numbers in Tebay. However, this
postulation might help explain why many villages have a higher proportion of this type of
sash window than the other types and why those villages with no examples tend to be
smaller than the others (Kelleth, Laithes, Little Asby and Little Salkeld).

Bay window to front.

It can be assumed that this architectural feature is not vernacular in origin; an assumption
which may explain the low numbers of houses with the feature (Graph 14, Folder 4) with 71

of the 80 villages having 10% or less of houses with this feature. Two villages (Brough



Sowerby and Burrells) might therefore be considered exceptional in having 25% or more of

houses recorded as possessing the feature.

Fire window.

Although this feature must be regarded as being vernacular in origin it too is present in very
few numbers (Graph 15, Folder 4) with, again, some 71 villages having less than 15% of
houses with the feature. Drybeck, with 40% is clearly exceptional and a few other villages -
Blencarn (20%), Hardendale (295) and Little Strickland (19%) - might also be regarded as
having an unusually high number. However, with the possible exception of Blencarn, the

total number of properties in these villages is small.

Flagstones on roof.

(Graph 16, Folder 4). It can be suggested/postulated that the use of flagstones on roofs
would be limited in geographical extent and Fig. 11 shows those villages (almost exactly
half) which have some use of this material, albeit in a couple of courses. However, Brough
Sowerby, Great Salkeld, Langwathby and Sandford have a higher proportion than other
villages and Winton is exceptional in having 66% of houses with some use of flagstone.

Fig.11. Villages with unusually high numbers of flagstone
roofs (open circle) and exceptionally high proportions (closed circle).

Greenslate.

(Graph 17, Folder 4). In contrast only 3 villages (Church Brough, Garrigill and Johnby) are
recorded as having no houses with some green slate on the roofs. However, with the

possible exception of Greystoke where 96% of houses are said to possess this material,



there no other clear differentiation exists between the villages. In part this may be explained

by the problem of (sometimes) distinguishing the colour of slate.

Roof types.

Two assumptions lay behind the recording of roof types. Firstly, that as the roof in a classic
‘cross-passage’ house differed between the byre and dwelling a change in height of the
ridge of any house (type 921) might relate to or betray the historical character of a property.
Secondly, and again in the context of historical origins, that a roof overhanging the gable
(type 922) was an arrangement adopted in the Victorian period and, therefore, not

vernacular.

It can be seen from Graphs 18a and 18b (Folder 4) that the proportions of both types in each
village are similar, although two villages (Blencarn and Sandford) have unusually high
proportions of roof type 921. However, it might be expected that the appearance of type 922
would have occurred in all villages and, consequently, those without any examples might be
regarded as unusual. It is, therefore, somewhat surprising to see from Graph 18b that this
feature is absent from almost half of the villages (35) and that it is a rare feature in most
other villages (another 35). Consequently, the presence of roof type 922 in more than 11%
of houses in the remaining villages (Bolton, Calthwaite, Crosby Garrett, Edenhall,
Glassonby, Great Strickland, Kelleth, Melmerby, Newginnin Stainton, Ravenstonedale and
Tebay) can be said to be a distinctive feature of those villages. However, the reason for this
higher proportion in those villages is not clear although some, such as Edenhall, might be
due to the influence of a landowner and in others, such as Tebay and Crosby Garrett, to the

influence of the railway.

Dormers of types 904, 907 and 911.

(Graph 19, Folder 4). The roof line is broken by dormers of types 904, 907 and 911 in 28
villages but the actual numbers are not large and only in two villages (Calthwaite and
Newbiggin Temple Sowerby) do more than 20% of houses possess this feature. However,
in some villages such as Kirkby Thore the feature can be concentrated in a particular

area/along a particular road and, therefore, be a characteristic of part of the villagescape.
Kneelers.

Perhaps surprisingly this feature is recorded as being present in 54 villages, though the

numbers are low (Graph 20, Folder 4). Two villages (Great Ormside and Temple Sowerby)



do, however, appear exceptional in having more than 31% of properties with the feature

whilst Brough Sowerby and Sandford have 25%.

Roof feature 970.

This feature, which might be considered related to kneelers is recorded as being present in
slightly less villages (Graph 21, Folder 4), though the pattern across all villages is similar.
The one village which may be considered unusual, in having 35% of properties recorded

with the feature, is (as with kneelers) Temple Sowerby.

Datestones.

(Graph 22, Folder 4 and, Fig. 12.) As with kneelers these are recorded as being present in
many (56) villages, albeit in small numbers. Whilst the proportion of pre and post 1800
datestones in each village are recorded and compared separately in folder 5 it can be

postulated that

, Fig.12. Villages with no recorded datestones (open
circle) and those where the datestones are only post 1800 (closed circle).

the existence of pre 1800 datestones in some villages might have formed a vernacular
tradition which led to the addition/appearance of later ones. However, whilst it is possible
some datestones may not have survived, the evidence does not support this postulation for
some villages with pre 1800 stones have no later ones and some villages with post 1800
stones have no earlier ones. It may also be significant that the numbers or proportions of
datestones, of whatever period, differ between adjacent villages, such as Clifton and Eamont

Bridge.



Taken together, this evidence suggests that the existence of datestones may reflect past
choices by residents but was not regarded as a vernacular tradition to be widely picked up
and developed in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, though such a feature did appear
for the first time in some villages: Brough Sowerby, Calthwaite, Clifton, High Hesket, Little
Salkeld, Ousby, Ravenstonedale, Skirwith, Tebay and Warcop. Similarly, it may be important
to note which villages have no recorded datestones: Armathwaite, Burrells, Church Brough,
Ellonby, Garrigill, Hardendale, Hilton, Johnby, Kelleth, Kirkland, Laithes, Little Asby,
Melkinthorpe and Newbiggin on Lune.

Finally it must be noted that Drybeck is exceptional in having 50% of houses with a
datestone of some kind, whilst 40% properties there and 33% of Sandford have pre-1800

datestones.

Rendered facade.

Whilst it is accepted that the removal of render is largely a relatively modern occurrence it
has clearly had an impact on the appearance of villages and, therefore, it seemed worth
while to record any substantial differences - if any - between one village and another.
Perhaps not surprisingly many villages have both rendered and un-rendered properties and
the most common proportion of rendered houses is in the 21-55% bracket (Graph 23, Folder
4). Interestingly there appears to be a second, if smaller peak, of villages with 71-75% of
houses rendered suggesting that overall the feature is a major characteristic of the region. In
contrast, four villages (Drybeck, Kirkland, Laithes and Newbiggin Temple Sowerby) are
distinguished by having no rendered houses whilst Eamont Bridge is distinctive in having

more than 80% of properties with the feature.

Rear stair window crosses two floors.

Fig. 13. This type of stair window, in Kendal, has sometimes been said to be typical of
Westmorland. Photo: Trevor Hughes, Kendal Civic Society.



. The record, however, simply noted those stair
windows which crossed two floors and shows (Graph 24, Folder4) that the numbers in each
village cover a range from 0 to 50% with the majority of villages having between 6 and 35%
of houses with this feature. As such those villages with no examples (Ellonby, Johnby,
Laithes, Lamonby, Gaisgill, Kelleth, Raisbeck, Garrigill, Hilton, Murton and Nenthead) might
be considered somewhat unusual and their geographical location (Fig.14) is suggestive of

choices made/nor made in the past.

Fig.14. Villages with no recorded example of a stair window
across two floors.

5. SOME FINAL OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTS.

5.1. In the above and in Folder 5 the emphasis is on differences between villages but the
pseudo-species suggested by the graphs also allow that some features are a recurring
feature of most villages, albeit occurring in less than half the properties. Examples of these
are outshots (Graph 6, Folder 4) and sash windows of type 751-754 (Graph 17d, Folder 4).
Others appear to be, terraced houses, houses at right angles to the road, facade type 210,
stair windows, render, green slate roofs, windows with surrounds and, perhaps surprisingly,
gable doors. However, as the graph for terraced properties (Graph 3) clearly demonstrates

the absence of such features can make some villages different from the majority.

The unusual or exceptional features in each village are shown in Table 3, Folder 4 and it will
be apparent that 23 have none whilst 12 (Drybeck, Ellonby, Garrigill, Great Ormside,
Kelleth, Kirkland, Laithes, Little Asby, Little Strickland, Raisbeck, Sandford and Tebay) have
four or more. Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, some of those villages which we might think
‘picturesque’ such as Maulds Meaburn and Kings Meaburn have no or very few ‘exceptional

features. Does this mean they are ‘typical’ villages?



5.2. As noted above, the distribution of some features appears to suggest discrete
geographical distributions but this does not apply to most; the clear exception being the
distribution of those villages with few or no windows surrounds and those with a high
proportion (Fig. 5). Nevertheless there are hints of some spatial groupings: the Laithes area,
Lune Valley and, perhaps not surprisingly Garrigill and Nenthead. Do these reflect past
historical and topographical factors such as the former presence of Inglewood Forest and

the limestone uplands?

5.3. In this context and the question raised above about the possibility that those villages
with no or few unusual features being typical, attention is drawn to two other studies by the
author (Folder 6 here) in which other village characteristics in Westmorland and North
Lancashire were compared with the characteristics of late medieval villages. There it was

concluded/demonstrated that the overall character of villages like Maulds Meaburn, Kings

Meaburn and Great Asby,

Fig.15. The arrangement of houses with backlaneand O s tsuirp séndéino Great Asb
compared with the arrangements of the late medieval deserted village of Wharram Percy in
Yorkshire. lllustrations: the author, and Beresford and Hurst 1990.

is typical of the medieval village (Fig. 15) and that they have a discrete geographical
distribution (Fig. 16) here.

As such it can be postulated that such villages might have a higher proportion of Brunskill's
vernacular ‘small houses’ (Fagade type 200-209 and 214) here than elsewhere. However,
this does not appear to be the case. For example, whilst they form 24% of Great Asby and
30% of recorded properties in Drybeck and Newby, only 6% of Sleagill is recorded as

possessing these facades.



Fig.16. The distribution of villages in Westmorland which have characteristics of the villages
shown in Fig. 15. From Clare 2000 (Folder 6 here).

-7 Fig.17. Villages with no facades of types 200-209 and 214.

The distribution of villages with no such facades is shown in Fig.17 and whilst there is some
correspondence between that and those villages with ‘medieval’ features, one of the villages
recorded as having no facades of types 200-209 and 214 is Little Asby. However, details not
recorded here suggest that several properties in that village began life as a ‘cross passage
house’ or equivalent. It is a reminder that what is recorded here is the appearance of the

houses at the turn of the millennium, not what they might once have been.

5.5 That said, it is apparent from just driving around the area that since 2000 further changes
have occurred to some of the houses. In particular solar panels have drastically altered
some roofs. Equally barn conversions have continued to change the character, and

especially, facades of some properties. Another significant change will be the removal of



render and loss of some details of fenestration. Such changes challenge ideas of what we
value about the buildings we have inherited? What value, if any, should we attach to the

character and differences of villages?
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