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Abstract: 

Patronage and the Architectural Profession: The Country House in Nineteenth-

Century Northamptonshire by Megan Leyland 

 

This thesis analyses the architectural development of the nineteenth-century country 

house by considering the importance of relationships in the complex history of country 

house building. It reconsiders traditional assumptions concerning country house 

ownership, aristoricratic patronage, the building process and the architectural profession 

during the period 1800–1900 which hitherto has received comparatively little attention 

from country house historians. Whilst considerations of style have, to a limited extent, 

been addressed, the importance of country house alteration and the role of  patrons in 

determining the form these alterations took has been neglected. 

The patronage, design, and construction of a country house and buildings on the 

country house estate was a collaborative process. It was the consequence of a series of 

decisions and conversations. Negotiation and renegotiation of professional and personal 

relationships between architect and patrons, and between patrons, usually husband and 

wife, resulted in redesigns and compromises. On the country house estate these 

conversations might also include prominent residents, such as the local clergyman. 

Accessing these relationships and negotiations is a difficult task for the historian as they 

are often un-recorded. It is therefore hard to define the roles and impact of individulals 

in the design and construction process. This thesis attempts to recover these complex 

relationships through an exploration of alterations to four Northamptonshire country 

houses: Laxton Hall, Lamport Hall, Haselbech Hall and Overstone Hall. 
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Introduction 

 

This thesis explores the experiences of men and women when altering their country 

houses. The origins of this study lie in an AHRC collaborative doctoral award between 

the University of Leicester and the Lamport Hall Preservation Trust.
1
 The project was 

created to explore gender, patronage and architecture in the nineteenth-century country 

house. Lamport Hall has been used as a springboard for the research, which as a 

consequence focuses on Northamptonshire. It analyses the country house as the product 

of a set of relationships in which the protagonists negotiated the design and construction 

and highlights the extent to which engagement with architecture, whether as design or 

as built form, was influenced by considerations of gender. In doing so, this thesis draws 

on approaches to the history of country house design and construction, including the 

legal, emotional and practical implications, that have not previously been considered 

together and discusses the insights these provide in the context of research into the 

archives of the country houses of nineteenth-century Northamptonshire.  

The study reconsiders traditional assumptions concerning the gendering of patronage, 

architectural design and country house construction during the nineteenth century, 

hitherto little explored by country house and architectural historians.
2
 Whilst 

considerations of style have, to a limited extent, been addressed by existing scholarship, 

the role of  patrons, and particularly female patrons, in determining the form of country 

houses has been neglected. This thesis attempts to recover the complex relationships 

which evolved during the building process in a series of Northamptonshire country 

houses including: Laxton Hall, Lamport Hall, Haselbech Hall and Overstone Hall. The 

introduction will discuss the approach and methodology used in this thesis, in 

particular, towards gender and design history before considering literature on the 

Northamptonshire country house in the nineteenth century more generally. 

                                                           
1
 When this project was created it took, as a starting point, research from an MA thesis by Garwood 

which was later written into an article: R. Garwood, ‘Hidden Patronage: Mary and Emily Isham and the 

Remodelling of Lamport Hall’, Northamptonshire Past and Present, 65 (2012), pp. 31–46. 
2
 Although there are a number of publications focused on the nineteenth-century country house these are 

relatively few in comparison to works devoted to earlier periods of country house building and in 

particular the Georgian country house. Key reference works on country house construction during the 

nineteenth century include: M. Girouard, The Victorian Country House (Oxford, 1971); M. Hall, The 

Victorian Country House from the Archives of Country Life (London, 2009); C. H. Hussey, English 

Country Houses, Late Georgian, 1800–1840 (Woodbridge, 1955); J. M. Robinson, The Regency Country 

House from the Archives of Country Life (London, 2005). 
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Gender Patronage and Achitecture  

The country house has commonly been understood and discussed in masculine terms.
3
 

In the Victorian Country House Girouard introduces his subject with a portrayal of the 

Duke of Westminster, the ‘great Victorian gentleman’. At his principal seat, Eaton Hall 

in Cheshire, the Duke benevolently built schools, village halls and churches. He was the 

patron of architects and craftsmen, a great horseman and entertained on a grand scale, 

although living modestly in private. Girouard confidently states that the ‘Victorian 

country house was built for the Victorian country gentleman’, of which the Duke of 

Westminster was the ‘beau-ideal’.
4
  Only a few pages later Girouard reproduces The 

House Builders (1880), a painting by Frank Dicksee showing Lady Welby-Gregory 

seated at a table grasping an architectural plan of Denton Manor, Lincolnshire.
5
 Her 

husband stands beside her, overlooking the scene. In spite of the obvious suggestion of 

female engagement with design that this painting provides, women are almost absent 

from Girouard’s analysis beyond an indirect impact on the country house plan, 

increasingly designed along gender lines in the period.
6
  

Since The Victorian Country House was published in 1971, the growth of fields of 

study such as social history, women’s history, material culture and gender history has 

prompted the publication of a series of studies which have shown that not all houses 

were built for or by men.
7
 Walker’s research on female architects has highlighted that 

although women were not necessarily considered professional architects in the 

                                                           
3
 For example see, R. G. Wilson and A. Mackley, Creating Paradise: The Building of the English 

Country House, 1660–1880 (London, 2000); M. Girouard, Life in the English Country House (New 

Haven and London, 1978); P. Mandler, The Fall and Rise of the Stately Home (New Haven and London, 

1999); J. Franklin, The Gentleman’s Country House and its Plan 1835–1914 (London, 1981). 
4
 Girouard, The Victorian Country House, pp. 2–5. 

5
 To this date there has been no comprehensive study of the role Lady Welby-Gregory played in the 

design of Denton Manor suggested in the painting. 
6
 Girouard, The Victorian Country House, pp. 34–38. 

7
 For example see R. Baird, Mistress of the House: Great Ladies and Grand Houses, 1670–1830 

(London, 2004); R. Larson, ‘Dynastic Domesticity the Role of Elite Women in the Yorkshire Country 

House, 1685–1858’, University of York PhD thesis (2003), pp. 64–87; L. Worsley, ‘Female Architectural 

Patronage in the Eighteenth Century and the Case of Henrietta Cavendish Holles Harley’, Architectural 

History, 48 (2005), pp. 139–162; A. T. Friedman, ‘Architecture, Authority, and the Female Gaze: 

Planning and Representation in the Early Modern Country House’, Assemblage, 18 (1992), pp. 40–61; H. 

Hills, Architecture and the Politics of Gender in Early Modern England (Aldershot, 2003); R. Thorpe, 

Women, Architecture and Building in the East of Ireland, c. 1790–1840 (2013, Dublin).  
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nineteenth century, they often engaged with design in an amateur capacity.
8
 Widows, 

heiresses and single women, unrestrained by common law or with enhanced status due 

to wealth, were often patrons of architecture. Lewis has given the example of Frances, 

Viscountess Irwin who, in her widowhood in the late eighteenth century, remodelled 

Temple Newsam, Leeds, and Worsley, of the widowed Henrietta Cavendish Holles 

Harley who, between 1741 and 1755, remodelled Welbeck Abbey, Nottinghamshire.
9
 In 

Mistress of the House Baird describes the architectural experiences of Elizabeth, 

Duchess of Rutland, among others. Even though married, the Duchess took a leading 

role in rebuilding parts of Belvoir Castle after a fire in 1816.
10

 As well as acting as 

patrons and engaging with architectural design, historians have increasingly recognised 

the role of women in household management. This could encompass practical aspects 

attached to building such as the management of accounts or supervision of the 

execution of designs.
11

 It is reasonable to assume that this sometimes presented 

opportunities to contribute towards decisions that influenced design and construction. It 

is evident, therefore, that women could be active participants in the building of a 

country house. However, the search for female engagement with architecture has also 

formed part of a wider literature which has sought to find evidence of female agency in 

traditionally masculine contexts.  

The period described by this study has been understood as a key moment in the 

development of domesticity. In Family Fortunes Hall and Davidoff argue that a concept 

of ‘separate spheres’ was central to middle-class identity formation. They drew a binary 

                                                           
8
 L. Walker, ‘Women Patron Builders in Britain: Identity, Difference and Memory in Spatial and Material 

Culture’ in D. Cherry and J. Holland (eds.), Local/ Global: Women Artists in the Nineteenth Century 

(Aldershot, 2006), pp. 121–136; L. Walker, ‘The Entry of Women into the Architectural Profession in 

Britain’, Woman's Art Journal, 7, no. 1 (1986), pp. 13–18; L. Walker, Drawing on Diversity Women: 

Architecture and Practice (London, 1997), pp. 1–26.  
9
 J. Lewis, ‘When a House is Not a Home: English Elite Women and the Eighteenth-Century Country 

House’, Journal of British Studies, 48, no. 2 (2006), pp. 336–363 (p. 352); Worsley, ‘Female 

Architectural Patronage’, pp. 139–162. See also J. Lennox, ‘Temple Newsam: A Woman’s Domain’, in 

R. Larson (ed.), Maids & Mistresses, Celebrating 300 years of Women and the Yorkshire Country House 

(Dorchester, 2004), pp. 89–105. 
10

 Baird, Mistress of the House, pp. 232–253. 
11

 C. Ridgway, ‘Isabella, fourth Countess of Carlisle: No Life by Halves’, in Larson (ed.), Maids & 

Mistresses, pp. 35–51; A. Vickery, The Gentleman’s Daughter: Women’s Lives in Georgian England 

(London, 1998), pp. 127–160; Worsley, ‘Female Architectural Patronage’, p. 114.  T. Lummis and J. 

Marsh, The Woman’s Domain: Women and the English Country House (London, 1993). 
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between the public masculine sphere and the private feminine sphere.
12

 This separation 

of spheres located women within the context of home, predominantly concerned with 

the family, and men in the world of business and politics. The negotiation of ‘public’ 

and ‘private’ spheres has been an important focus for studies of women and agency, 

studies which vary in their emphasis on the importance of ‘separate spheres’ in 

determining women’s lived experience.
13

  

A number of historians have shown how, through the language of domesticity and by 

acting within familial contexts, women could engage in a range of activities associated 

with the masculine public sphere but without necessarily transgressing gendered 

boundaries. Chalus and Vickery have discussed the role of women in politics and a 

number of scholars have shown that women could play an important role in estate 

management.
14

 To this end, Friedman has argued that it was through becoming experts 

in all matters domestic that women could claim a level of independence in their own 

lives.
15

 Reynolds has observed that if the family is given a central position in the study 

of the nineteenth-century aristocracy, the role of women within that unit becomes 

apparent.
16

 While recognising the relevance of gendered spheres and of domestic 

ideology in framing women’s actions in the nineteenth century, this thesis will show 

how within the family unit women had the scope to renegotiate the boundaries of their 

domestic roles to participate in activities centred in the home, such as interior design or 

household management, but also activities that were, arguably, part of the public realm, 

for example architectural design and estate management. It will argue that the ability to 

negotiate these roles depended upon the nature of women’s relationships with other 

family members. 

                                                           
12

 L. Davidoff and C. Hall, Family Fortunes: Men and Women of the English Middle-Class, 1780–1850 

(London, 2008). 
13

 A. Vickery, ‘Golden Age to Separate Spheres? A Review of the Categories and Chronology of English 

Women’s History’, The Historical Journal, 36, no. 2 (1993), pp. 383–414; S. Morgan, ‘Between Public 

and Private: Gender, Domesticity, and Authority in the Long Nineteenth Century’, The Historical 

Journal, 54, no. 4 (2011), pp. 1197–1220; R. B. Shoemaker, Gender in English Society 1650–1850: The 

Emergence of Separate Spheres? (Harlow, 1998). 
14

 E. Chalus, ‘Elite Women, Social Politics, and the Political World of Late Eighteenth-Century England’, 

The Historical Journal, 43, no. 3 (2000), pp. 669–697; A. Vickery, Women, Privilege, and Power: British 

Politics, 1750 to the Present (Stanford, 2001); A. Vickery, Behind Closed Doors: At Home in Georgian 

England (New Haven and London, 2009), pp. 106–128; K. Reynolds, Aristocratic Women and Political 

Society in Victorian Britain (Oxford, 1998). 
15

 A. T. Friedman, Women and the Making of the Modern House (New York, 1988), p. 16. See also 

Larson, ‘Dynastic Domesticity’, p. 19. 
16

 Reynolds, Aristocratic Women, p. 16. 
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This thesis does not attempt to discover female architects in the nineteenth century as, 

in the strictest sense, very few, if any, existed. It also does not focus on single female or 

male patrons. Instead, it considers the experiences of married men and women and how 

far their interaction with architecture was determined by gender, the nature of the 

architectural profession and personal inclination. This thesis takes a critical look at 

aspects of the design process where there is no evidence for the impact of women, 

considering why sources may not be so readily available or why women were not active 

in those fields. However, it also actively seeks areas where there is evidence of female 

participation in the architectural process. One way this is achieved is by drawing on 

studies which look at the relationships between men and women during design.  

Friedman has argued that ‘the critique of social relations and of ideology is inherent to 

the study of built form’.
17

 Following from Friedman’s argument this thesis will 

interrogate the relationship between husband and wife within the context of domestic 

ideology described above. Baird has argued that ‘in the building or decorating of a 

house, everything depended on the dynamics of the marriage: whether she controlled 

the purse strings, who was the stronger character, who had the better eye, who was the 

most interested.’
18

 In exploring the relationships between women and men and in 

particular their interactions, or lack of interaction, during the design process this thesis 

attempts to re-introduce women into, rather than abstract women from, wider narratives 

of building at the four houses discussed.  

The roles of women in building have been discussed above; however the positions 

adopted by men were equally varied. Men described in studies of the country house and 

country house building by Girouard and Wilson and Mackley were seen as powerful 

heads of the estate who viewed their country houses as expressions of political power 

and status. Whilst this was undoubtedly true, through in depth archival research, this 

thesis will consider how men related to their homes on a personal, individual and 

emotional level. This draws on the work of Lewis and Smith who have described the 

importance of emotional attachments and concepts of home to women as well as 

                                                           
17

 A. T. Friedman, ‘The Way You Do The Things You Do: Writing the History of Houses and Housing’, 

Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians, 58, no. 3 (1999), pp. 406–413 (p. 407). See also 

Friedman’s approach to the study of Wollaton Hall and the Willoughby family discussed in the 

introduction to A. T. Friedman, House and Household in Elizabethan England (London, 1988), pp. 1–11 

which has been especially influential in establishing the methodological approach of this thesis.   
18

 Baird, Mistress of the House, p. 3. 
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Roper’s discussion of male subjectivity.
19

 Roper has suggested the importance of 

emotional histories in understanding the experiences and actions of men.
20

 Building was 

as much a consequence of personal familial circumstances, individuals’ impulses and 

interior emotions as it was an assertion of power, presence, fashion or wealth.  

However, an analysis of the roles of women and men in the construction of their homes 

is challenging as a result of a lack of sources. Cunningham has highlighted the 

difficulty of differentiating between the taste of men and women who often presented a 

collective identity to the public.
21

 Once married, women’s lack of legal identity has 

tended to obscure their position in legal documents such as contracts and bills. Thus, 

this thesis will draw on a wide selection of sources including accounts and plans but 

also letters, journals and poetry which offer insight into the motives, ideas, thoughts and 

emotional responses to architecture. This approach not only highlights the agency of 

women as well as men but reveals how power, authority and gender shaped 

architecture, spatial experience and responses to buildings. Most importantly this will 

argue that women’s and men’s engagement with architecture can only be understood 

when located within a specific set of personal relationships.  

 

Interpreting the Country House: The Country House as an Architectural Process   

A second focus of this thesis is patronage and the process of architectural design. 

Jenkins, Wilson and Mackley, and Herert and Donchin have shown that the patronage, 

design, and construction of a country house was a collaborative process.
22

 It was the 

consequence of a series of decisions and conversations. Negotiation and renegotiation 

of relationships between architect and patrons, and between patrons, often husband and 

wife, resulted in redesigns and compromises. Thus not only are the gendered 

                                                           
19

 Lewis, ‘When a House is Not a Home’, pp. 336–363; K. Smith, ‘Imperial Families: Women Writing 

Home in Georgian Britain’, Women's History Review, 24, no. 6 (2015), pp. 843–860; M. Roper, ‘Slipping 

Out of View: Subjectivity and Emotion in Gender History’, History Workshop Journal, 59 (2005), pp. 

67–72. 
20

 Roper, ‘Slipping out of View’, pp. 67–72.  
21

 C. Cunningham, ‘“An Italian House is my Lady”: Some Aspects of the Definition of Women's Role in 

the Architecture of Robert Adam’, in G. Perry and M. Rossington (ed.), Femininity and Masculinity in 

Eighteenth-Century Art and Culture (Manchester, 1994), pp. 63–78.    
22

 F. Jenkins, Architect and Patron: A Survey of Professional Relations and Practice in England from the 

Sixteenth Century to the Present Day (Oxford, 1961), pp. 119–227; Wilson and Mackley, Creating 

Paradise, pp. 109–145; G. Herbert and M. Donchin (eds.), The Collaborators: Interactions in the 

Architectural Design Process (Aldershot, 2013), pp. 1–5.  
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relationships discussed above a central concern of this thesis but also relationships 

between architects and patrons which, in turn, can shed light on the architectural 

profession. The period of this study has traditionally been associated with the growth of 

a professional culture among architects as well as a growing distance between patrons 

and the architectural process.
23

 This thesis will argue that the break between the 

architect and patron was not quite as distinct as has been previously suggested by 

considering the construction of the country house as a process.  

Darling and Whitworth have argued that ‘buildings, environments and things are made 

from ideas, performances, uses of space, patronage, and criticisms perhaps more than 

they are made through the production of plans and prototypes.’
24

 In doing so, they argue 

that analysis of structures should extend beyond buildings and objects themselves to 

include, for example, text, speeches, or the uses of spaces after construction. When 

taken together, these constitute architecture. Similarly, Whyte has argued that the 

message and meanings of architecture changed when experienced in different ‘genres’: 

as an idea, plan, picture, structure or description.
25

 These studies recognise that 

architecture was a process where meaning and intent were in a constant state of flux and 

could be interpreted differently in different contexts or when viewed by different 

people.
26

  

This inclusive view of ‘making’, experiencing and interpreting built space as opposed 

to ‘designing’ or ‘building’ a structure moves the focus away from a traditional canon 

of a singular ‘genius’ designer, builder or patron to a wider range of participants.
27

 It 

also extends the reach of study beyond descriptive architectural analysis.  Formal 

analysis of structures reveals very little about the intentions of architects, builders or 

patrons whose ideas could continually change as a project progressed.
28

 It also restricts 

the historian’s field of vision and lends itself towards the analysis of male architects and 
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patrons, their drawings and designs. It is in these sources where the influence of women 

is least likely to survive.
29

 Thus, the absence of women from scholarship on building is, 

in part, a consequence of a lack of sources describing women’s agency in traditional 

studies of building design. Viewing architecture as a process rather than an end product 

has been viewed as a useful method for finding female agency in gender studies.
30

 

The methodology used in this thesis draws on the work of Whyte, Darling and 

Whitworth, Lawrence, Hills and Friedman. It uses a wide variety of source types found 

in estate archives in an attempt to consider the building process, as far as possible, as a 

whole: from conceptualisation, to design, to construction, to interpretation. Accessing 

the conversations, motivations, emotional responses and  relationships which shaped 

each of these stages of the architectural process is a difficult task as these were often 

un-recorded. However, diaries, letters, and circumstantial evidence all contribute to a 

better understanding of the less tangible aspects of the architectural process. These need 

to be understood within the context of gender ideology and professional and legal 

frameworks. The way property was transferred, responses to existing architecture, 

patronage, power relationships and gender could all effect the design of, and responses 

to, architecture.  

 

The Country House in Nineteenth-Century Northamptonshire  

A lack of scholarship on the Northamptonshire country house in the nineteenth century 

is reflective of wider trends in country house research. The reasons for this are well 

versed: a twentieth-century bias against anything un-classical and in particular, the 

‘ugly’ self-aggrandizing ‘monsters’ of Victorian design, some of which have been 

tarred as extravagant and excessive as a result of their nouveau riche origins.
31

 As a 

consequence, there are very few publications which deal with the Regency and 

Victorian country house. However, with the publication of The Victorian Country 

House in 1971 Girouard proved that there was significant country house building in the 
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Victorian era and that these buildings were worthy of study.
32

 This interest was 

continued in house biographies published in Country Life. The Victorian Country House 

considered five hundred Victorian houses; however, only three of these were in 

Northamptonshire: Castle Ashby House, Finedon Hall and Overstone Hall. Of these, 

only Overstone Hall can be considered a Victorian country house as Castle Ashby 

House and Finedon Hall were significantly altered rather than built in the nineteenth 

century.
33

 Northamptonshire is equally poorly represented in Hussey’s The Late 

Georgian Country House 1800–1840. Hussey discusses no Northamptonshire houses in 

the main text, and only five are mentioned in the index of significant architects and their 

commissions.
34

  

Yet, in recent years Northamptonshire has been the subject of renewed interest as a 

result of work completed by the Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of 

England (RCHME) and published in a condensed form in Heward and Taylor’s The 

Country Houses of Northamptonshire.
35

 As a consequence, in his new edition of the 

Northamptonshire Pevsner, Bailey wrote that due to the research conducted by the 

RCHME ‘the time seemed right’ to embark on a revised edition.
36

 The Country Houses 

of Northamptonshire describes the architectural phasing of fifty nine country houses as 

well as listing a further twenty two houses recorded in the National Monuments Record 

but which did not match the criteria for inclusion in the publication. Among these 

twenty two houses are some of the most interesting country houses in nineteenth-

century Northamptonshire. For example, Knuston Hall altered c. 1865 by the great 

grandson of the inventor of the Spinning Frame Sir Richard Arkwright.
37

 Houses were 

included on the basis of being the seat of a peer, baronet or sheriff before 1700; having 
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received a royal visit; or having 17 hearths or more in the 1660 to 1674 Hearth Tax.
38

 

The selection process highlighted seventeenth and early eighteenth-century country 

houses as important centres of government and wealth. Nineteenth-century alterations 

were only included when they had a profound effect upon the earlier structure of the 

house.  

Like the RCHME, the early twentieth-century historian and architect, Gotch, focused on 

the eighteenth century in his publications on the Northamptonshire country house.
39

 To 

Gotch and even Pevsner writing the first edition of Northamptonshire for the Buildings 

of England series in 1961, the nineteenth-century country house was not beyond the 

realm of living memory.
40

 None the less, the wealth of information which Gotch, the 

RCHME and other sources provide forms an invaluable base for this thesis. As a whole 

Northamptonshire country houses are comparatively well researched and recorded even 

if the focus of this research has not been on the Northamptonshire country house in the 

nineteenth century.
41

  

In his seminal work An Open Elite?, Stone describes Northamptonshire as ‘for the most 

part a hidebound, dull, inward-turned, and stuffy society, obsessed with horses, dogs, 

and hunting. Their architectural lethargy matches their inactivity in other spheres of 

life.’ He asked ‘Why were the Northamptonshire squierarchy so totally unenterprising 

in building between 1740 and 1860?’ and ‘What did they do with their money in the 

times of unparalleled prosperity for the landed classes?’
42

 From this description 

Northamptonshire would seem an unlikely county for a study of country house building 

in the nineteenth century.  
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Commentators from the time – and many before and since – have remarked that 

Northamptonshire was proverbial for its ‘spires and squires’.
43

 In 1852 John L. Barker 

explained that ‘squires’ were ‘attracted to Northamptonshire in more variable and 

troublous [sic] times, no less by the snug seclusion and security of an inland retreat than 

by the fertility of the soil, and still more, perhaps, by the presence of extensive forests 

well stocked with wild animals and game, wondrous tempting to the hunting 

propensities of the true Englishman.’
44

 The famous agricultural writer Arthur Young 

was known to grow ‘almost poetical in his contemplation of the large grazing farms’.
45

 

Thus, it has been estimated that just over ninety per cent of Northamptonshire country 

houses were built before 1800 and Heward and Taylor have commented that of the 

small number built after 1800  very few were ‘of any size and importance’.
46

 A solid 

stock of buildings built in the more ‘variable’ times described by Baker, was ample to 

the needs of the landed classes.
47

  

However, as the subsequent analysis will suggest, the impression of inactivity given is 

an illusion; undoubtedly Northamptonshire was a county obsessed with hunting and in 

comparison to other counties, there was no boom in country house building in the 

nineteenth century. Country house building, however, was anything but non-existent. 

New houses on virgin sites were a rarity but extensive building work was undertaken in 

the period on pre-existing houses. Yet, due to the difficulty of describing what 

constitutes an alteration, studies showing wider building trends generally concentrate on 

new builds, rebuilds or substantial additions.
48

 

Girouard identified a peak of building activity at the beginning of the 1870s. The 

reasons for this boom have been established as agricultural and industrial success which 

created what Girouard termed a ‘Golden Age of Victorian Country House Building’. 
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After 1874 there was a rapid decline of building which reached a low in 1885–9.
49

 This 

decline corresponds with the agricultural depression. Using a sample drawn from 

Pevsner of buildings built or substantially rebuilt in Dorset, Kent, Wiltshire and 

Northamptonshire, Lubbock records booms in building in the first two decades of the 

nineteenth century and in the 1850s and 1860s.
50

 Using information on Cheshire, 

Gloucestershire, Norfolk, Northamptonshire, Suffolk and Yorkshire, Wilson and 

Mackley have described relatively steady levels of building between 1810 and 1880.
51

 

These surveys, however, can only ever suggest building patterns as a result of the 

different counties, types of houses and owners included. Applying general building 

trends to Northamptonshire in the nineteenth century is particularly problematic as only 

two substantial new houses were built: Overstone Hall in 1860 and Whittlebury Lodge 

in 1850.
52

 At a slightly lower level Boughton Hall – not to be confused with Boughton 

House – was built in 1844.
53

 If almost complete rebuilds are included as well as new 

builds Norton Hall is a good example, but beyond this it becomes very hard to expand 

the sample with any real sense of certainty.
54

 This is an issue recognised by Wilson and 

Mackley who argue that alterations were an almost constant process and as a result hard 

to quantify in statistical studies.
55

  

Stone, Wilson and Mackley, and Clemenson have all observed regional variations in 

levels of country house building. From the information known about Northamptonshire 

it is possible to suggest that the county had an above average number of large 

‘aristocratic’ estates; 30 estates of 10,000 acres or above.
56

 From information extracted 

from Bateman it has been argued that Northamptonshire had one of the densest 

concentrations of principal seats in England and Wales.
57

 From this it could be inferred 

that few houses were likely to be demolished due to ancestral associations or as a 

consequence of the principal family living there. To this end, Wilson and Mackley have 
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calculated that sixty four per cent of pre-1660 houses were not recorded as ever being 

rebuilt. In other words, only 13 houses out of the 39 in their sample were rebuilt or 

almost completely rebuilt after 1660. This is compared to 21% of houses in Suffolk 

which were not rebuilt.
58

  With this in mind, it is no surprise that studies of 

Northamptonshire have paid little attention to the period after 1800.  

Stone offers a slightly different way of describing building which is perhaps more 

sensitive to alteration. He recorded the entrance of thirteen new houses into his ‘sample’ 

of Northamptonshire country houses between 1800 and 1879.
59

 The criterion for entry 

into the sample was 5,000 square feet of floor space devoted to family rooms; at this 

point the building was considered a country house which could support an aristocratic 

lifestyle as opposed to a smaller house in the country.
60

 These were Laxton Hall, 

Welton Place, Little Houghton House, Pipewell Hall, Moulton Grange, Whittlebury 

Lodge, Weston Hall, Flore House, Grafton Regis House, Bragborough Hall, Wadenhoe 

House, Mears Ashby Hall and Moreton Pinkney Manor House.
61

 Though the number of 

entrants is below that of Hertfordshire and Northumberland, also considered in his 

study, it is the only county of the three to show an increase in entrants in this period, 

and the only century in which Northamptonshire experienced an increase in entrants 

after 1540.
62

 Stone’s analysis shows that although the Northamptonshire aristocracy 

were not building as many new houses as other counties, they were investing in the 

enlargement of their country homes. This corresponds with Clemenson’s observation 

that from the 1790s investment in ‘alterations, adaptions and extensions’ across the 

country rose to a peak in 1830 and endured across the nineteenth century.
63

 As Stone 

identifies himself, his analysis does not, however, show alterations which did not 

change the amount of floor space in the family rooms and as a result it is likely it 

drastically underestimates building activity.
64
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Irregular documentation of when alterations were executed and their often piecemeal 

nature makes pin pointing a commission or building date problematic, and the 

subjective decision by the historian of what constitutes a significant alteration 

complicates any conclusions.
65

 In this context, Beckett among others has argued that 

‘simply counting the number of houses at any one time gives a misleading impression 

of the level of building activity.’
66

 From the houses identified in this thesis with 

concrete alteration dates and discernible phases of building, a very simple observation 

can be made: country house alteration was occurring consistently in nineteenth-century 

Northamptonshire accompanied by low levels of country house building on new sites.
67

 

Several reasons explain this. The obvious conclusion is that there was no need for new 

country houses. Instead, existing houses were remodelled or enlarged. A solid stock of 

sixteenth, seventeenth and eighteenth-century buildings was ample for the needs of the 

landed classes.
68

 

The struggle to decide which houses enter statistical samples of building activity is part 

of a wider difficulty in establishing what constitutes a country house. The problem of 

defining the country house has been a continuing concern of historians and has been 

approached in many different ways: from social and political status to economic status. 

The nineteenth-century country house has principally  been written about as part of 

wider studies. As a result definitions of the country house are often used universally 

over a long period of time and consequently can appear contrary to changes in the 

British aristocracy in the nineteenth century. The dominant approaches in studies 

considered in this introduction include differentiation by the owners’ status, by the size 

of the country house, or by the size of the estate. A key assumption made by historians 

discussing the first approach is that country houses were owned by those with titles, and 

of the latter two categories, is that the size of a house and size of the estate equated to 

levels of prestige. Some studies focused on architecture have only included those 

houses considered stylistically worthy and others have simply included any country 

house that seemed justified.
69

 The need for creating thresholds, however, is evident; no 

study can be holistic. Yet, to every definition there are exceptions. If title was to be a 
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precondition for consideration as a key country house, Lewis Loyd who purchased 

Overstone Hall in 1844 would not be included. Yet, Lewis Loyd was one of the 

wealthiest men in the county in the mid-nineteenth century, even if his family would 

not receive a title until the next generation.  

Although categories such as the size of an estate, size of a house or possession of a title 

might be useful prior to the nineteenth century, they are not so useful for analysis after 

the turn of the century. The final few decades of the nineteenth century have 

traditionally been considered as marking a transition in the fortunes of the landed elite. 

In the nineteenth
 
century the landed aristocracy were losing their pre-eminence in terms 

of wealth as industrialists and bankers became the new plutocracy. New money meant 

new means of supporting the country house which did not necessarily include the 

ownership of a large estate. Curtailed of their land, the houses have been described as 

‘the house in the country’, an ambiguous term. The wealthy were buying houses as 

centres for entertainment rather than as centres of agriculture.  These buildings are most 

typically associated with newcomers to the landed gentry.
70

  

As established above, there was little building on a large scale or on virgin sites in 

Northamptonshire and it has been argued elsewhere that there was little movement of 

new families into the county.
71

 This has often led to the impact of newcomers 

remaining unnoticed by scholars or being side-lined as statistically insignificant.
72

 

Rubinstein’s Men of Property discusses three half millionaires who acquired land in 

Northamptonshire in their lifetimes or in later generations during the nineteenth 

century.
73

 These included the banker Lewis Loyd who purchased Overstone Hall in 

1844 and whose son’s building activity will be discussed later in this thesis.
74

 Jesse 

Watts-Russell, the son of the half millionaire and London soap maker Jesse Russell, 
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purchased Biggin Grange.
75

 Watts-Russell was a merchant trading with the East India 

Company.
76

 At Biggin Grange he added a fashionable mansard roof. However, it seems 

that Biggin Grange was simply a secondary seat and that the social and financial 

investment by Watts-Russell was in his Staffordshire home, Ilam, altered by Shaw the 

Elder between 1821 and 1826.
77

 The third was the nephew of Henry Hope a Dutch 

merchant, who purchased the large Rushton Hall estate in 1828 but re-sold it in 1857. 

Rubinstein recorded only the very wealthy. However, there were further nouveaux-riche 

entrants into Northamptonshire society. Lewis Loyd and his son Samuel Jones Loyd, 

Lord Overstone, were not the only bankers in Northamptonshire. Richard Christopher 

Naylor purchased Kelmarsh Hall in 1864.
78

 Naylor was a Liverpool banker, cotton 

trader and, importantly, an enthusiastic hunter. Northamptonshire was thus the perfect 

location to purchase a country house. Norton Hall was purchased by Thomas Botfield, 

an ironmonger.
79

 Knuston Hall was let by various persons, all from new money 

including Richard Arkwright, great grandson of the inventor of the Spinning Frame, and 

a succession of opera singers.
80

 There was new money in ‘stuffy’ ‘inward turned’ 

Northamptonshire.  

The extent to which categories of buildings and hierarchies of importance developed by 

historians match the perceptions of the nineteenth century has yet to be established. In 

spite of all the considerations already mentioned, little attention has been given to wider 

less quantifiable issues such as concepts of ownership. The person living in a country 

house did not necessarily have to be the owner to derive prestige from the building. For 

example, taking a lease on a house would suffice for inclusion in Walford’s County 

Families which did not differentiate between houses owned outright or let.
81

 Walford’s 

‘who’s who’ was written with the intention not to show who owned the most land but 

rather to list those of importance in the different counties.
82

 This reinforces the notion 
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that the small numbers of the elite classes were expanding to include those without 

large houses, estates or titles.  

The picture of Northamptonshire provided by general studies is an important 

framework for research on country house building. However, Clemenson has argued 

that a focus on wider trends in country house construction and land purchase obscure 

the significance of houses at a regional level, within a county, and at the level of the 

family and individual.
83

 Outside the straightjacket of definitions previously used by 

historians Northamptonshire offers many country houses in the nineteenth century ripe 

for a study. Of the sixty houses considered when selecting case studies for this thesis, 

almost all were altered in some shape or form in the nineteenth century.
84

 To this end, 

in his introduction to The Victorian Country House Hall argues that historians should 

study the country house in the Victorian era as well as the Victorian country house 

itself. The distinction may seem simple, but it is an important one. It recognises that 

extensive building was completed to pre-existing houses as well as new houses. With 

only a handful of nineteenth-century country houses, this is particularly pertinent to a 

study of Northamptonshire. Hall has also taken a far more inclusive stance on what 

constitutes a country house: ‘the country house was in essence a matter of image as well 

as economics’. He argued that any study of the Victorian country house should include 

houses of any size and estate size but which projected the image of a country house.
85

  

The selection of houses in this thesis has primarily centred upon the availability of 

primary source material, predominantly found in the estate collections at the 

Northamptonshire Record Office.  

 

Selection of Case Studies  

Using secondary sources and archival material at the Northamptonshire Record Office, 

architectural alterations to over sixty Northamptonshire houses in the nineteenth century 

were identified. However, this study focuses on detailed research on just four of these 

country houses and their estates: Laxton Hall owned by the Evans, Lamport Hall owned 

by the Ishams, Haselbech Hall owned by the Foljambes, and Overstone Hall owned by 
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the Overstones, and their respective estates Lamport, Laxton, Haselbech and Sywell.
86

 

These houses and estates are not necessarily exceptional or out of the ordinary but have 

been chosen on the merit of their extant archival material, the presence of significant 

building work in the nineteenth century and evidence of both male and female agency 

during alterations. Architectural plans, accounts, legal documents, letters and journals, 

among other documents, have been used to shed light on the houses’ architecture, 

architects, patrons and the architectural process which resulted in their construction. 

Documents in the Northamptonshire Record Office have been supplemented with 

material from various other archives. For example, letters in this thesis relating to 

Overstone Hall are from Lord Overstone’s correspondence held at Senate House 

Library, London.
87

  

 

Figure 1: Pre-1974 boundaries of Northamptonshire, R. Wilkinson, The British Isles, 1812 © British 

Library Board (BL, Maps 177/d/2[15]).  
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This thesis uses the pre-1974 boundaries of Northamptonshire which included the Soke 

of Peterborough [Figure 1]. The houses used as case studies are in the north of the 

county. This concentration can, in no small part, be attributed to the rich supply of high 

quality stone in the region.
88

 Although the introduction of rail in the mid-nineteenth 

century facilitated the transport of materials from outside of the county, it did not result 

in changes of site. As already discussed, many of the houses were built before rail 

transport and were simply altered or rebuilt.  

The date range of this thesis has been determined by the dates of surviving archival 

material, which stretches across the nineteenth century. Although the building projects 

discussed were completed by c. 1880 the inclusion of responses to buildings has 

extended the date range. This period marks a key moment in the changing fortunes of 

the landed elite. Cannadine has argued that there was a falling away of the landed 

tradition after 1880 as a result of agricultural decline, a transition in political power 

from the country to the cities and the accumulation of wealth derived from sources 

other than land.
89

 This is certainly evidenced in surviving archival material for the 

houses in this study. In 1880 Lord Overstone wrote: ‘I have recently opened two new 

Columns in my Rent Book. Vis: – Arrears of Rent – and Capital advanced on Farming 

in hand - Till within the last 12 months, these were unknown quantities’.
90

   

The houses discussed in this thesis cannot be claimed to be representative of country 

house building as a whole; however they do highlight the high levels of building and in 

particular alteration in nineteenth-century Northamptonshire and the varied roles of men 

and women in the architectural process. The houses included have been analysed in 

detail so that the nuances of the complex design process can be revealed. The themes of 

each chapter have been led by the surviving archival material. Due to the different 

amounts and types of surviving evidence, in the majority of chapters there is a dominant 

case study.  

This thesis consists of three main sections. The first section introduces the houses, their 

owners, and architects. In Chapter One alterations executed at each property are 

described, as well as the specific nature of country house alteration. In Chapter Two the 
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owners of the properties and their legal position are explored, highlighting how the 

ability to transfer or alter a property was constrained by gender norms before 

considering the importance of inheritance and purchase in stimulating building. Chapter 

Three considers how familial, societal and professional networks contributed to the 

decision to employ architects at different sites.  

Section two questions the idea of an overall presiding genius who controlled building 

projects as well as an unchanging and unwavering vision of the building work after it 

was first conceived. In doing so the section deals with questions of intent and agency, 

feelings of confidence and anxiety, and the negotiation and renegotiation of familial and 

professional relationships. It does so by exploring a complex series of interactions 

between protagonists in the design process through the writings of men and women, 

architectural designs and building accounts. Chapter Four focuses on the relationship 

between the architect and patron. It considers the extent to which designs were 

determined by the architect, his ideas, his style and his experience, and the extent to 

which the patron’s influence resulted in compromise and reconceptualisation. Through 

discussion of letters between the architect and patron the hazards of misunderstanding 

and miscommunication are highlighted. Chapter Five adds a further layer of complexity 

to the decision making process described in Chapter Four by considering the 

engagement of different members of the family with country house design and their 

roles in the decision making process. The chapter will identify the agency of husbands 

and wives in specific design decisions and will attempt to discern if these were made 

collaboratively or individually and how this, in turn, influenced responses to and 

understandings of the architectural end product.  

The final section of the thesis is an exploration of buildings subject to the patronage of 

the country house owner, but not included within the immediate country house grounds. 

Using letters between land agents, clergymen and patrons, Chapter Seven attempts to 

paint a realistic image of agency and patron investment in the estate. The chapter will 

discuss the building of cottages, buildings related to the church and schools. It will 

identify how these buildings related to the country house in terms of patronage, design, 

and control of the country houses owners.  
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Chapter One 

 

Altering and Rebuilding the Northamptonshire Country House 

 

A new house and an altered house are only theoretically similar; 

practically there is in the altered house certain elements of contrivance 

which are entirely novel, namely, the necessities of compromise.
91

 

          Robert Kerr, 1865 

 

In his second edition of The Gentleman’s House (1865) Kerr introduced twelve new 

chapters on the problems and challenges of altering an existing building.
92

 Even though 

the guiding principles of design were the same as a new build, he argued, alterations 

presented unique problems as they were governed and shaped by existing structures. 

This often resulted in discussion, compromise, and ‘novel’ architecture. The reasons to 

change a house could be many. However, Kerr surmised that there were five different 

ways, and thus five different reasons, to execute alterations. A house could be 

rearranged, enlarged, or a combination of the two. It could also be diminished and 

rearranged or a new house built incorporating old material.
93

 The reasons why 

alterations were executed and the conversations and negotiations which shaped them 

will be addressed in various ways throughout the remainder of this thesis. For now, this 

chapter will outline the alterations executed at Laxton Hall, Lamport Hall, Haselbech 

Hall and Overstone Hall and how these related to wider trends in country house 

building. All of the houses roughly fall into Kerr’s broad categories. At Lamport Hall, 

the primary purpose of alterations was to rearrange the existing structure to create larger 

and more convenient accommodation. Laxton and Haselbech were enlarged, and 

Overstone, at least initially, fell into the last category: building a new house but 

incorporating an older structure.  

Just as Kerr noted that alteration presented a unique set of issues for the architect, the 

study of alteration equally creates a series of interpretive problems for the historian. 
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There is no consensus over how much of an original structure needs to be retained 

before it is considered something new; a completely different building. There is also no 

agreement on what constitutes an alteration rather than a simple tweaking or 

adjustment.
94

 Girouard divides the different kinds of building which could take place 

into eight categories: addition, alteration, rebuilding, remodelling, reconstruction, 

restoration, demolition and garden alterations. He only defines one of these, 

reconstruction, as ‘something more than a remodelling, resulting in a virtually new 

house’.
95

 Wilson and Mackley differentiate between a thorough rebuilding and a simple 

re-casing and Stone makes a distinction between ‘builders’ and ‘major builders’. 

‘Builders’ consisted of owners who made any alterations or additions to the house, 

exterior and interior, grounds or offices. ‘Major builders’ were those who added 5000 

square feet or more of additional building for family accommodation.
 
Stone’s category 

of ‘Major builders’ does not include country house offices and as a result, it is likely it 

drastically underestimated the extent of building.
96

  

Yet, service areas were vital to the functioning of the country house and should be 

considered as part of, rather than distinct from, main programmes of alteration or 

building. Service areas were commissioned by the same patron and often designed by 

the same architects employed to build or alter public or family areas of the house.
97

 

However, this part of the country house has not often been regarded as a significant 

object of study and has suffered by the prioritising of family and public spaces.
98

 The 

house, gardens, and pleasure grounds of country houses have also often been studied in 

isolation from each other. Yet, the nineteenth-century architectural and garden theorist 

and designer John C. Loudon believed that one of the greatest flaws in architecture was 

the division between buildings and gardens and his contemporary Beresford Hope 

argued for a united approach to garden and architectural design.
99

 This was practiced by 
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architects such as Charles Barry, who believed ‘the definite artificial lines of a building 

should not be contrasted, but harmonized, with the free and carless grace of natural 

beauty.’
100

 Although these two components may have been designed by different 

people, when executed at the same, or a similar time they all contributed to a wider 

remodelling and re-conceptualisation of the house. A more useful perspective is not to 

consider if a house was rebuilt or altered or if the alteration was large or small, but to 

consider what the effects of these changes were on the houses’ use and appearance and 

how these fitted into, or even prompted wider programmes of alteration. 

Kerr’s additions to The Gentleman’s House suggest the importance of alteration in the 

nineteenth century. Architects became experts in planning as a result of the need to 

adapt buildings to new conditions, technologies and changing social mores.
101

 In 

particular, William Burn, who will be encountered throughout this thesis, was famous 

for his ability to ‘rationalise’ any house. The most common alterations in 

Northamptonshire and more generally were the addition or alteration of servants’ areas, 

the construction of rooms and spaces for entertaining such as dining rooms, smoking 

rooms, conservatories, orangeries and fashionable gardens. Rooms for entertaining were 

often located around a hall or vestibule for circulation and entered from the principal 

entrance.
102

 The form alterations took responded to changing architectural conventions. 

Kerr argued that the most important aspects of the nineteenth-century country house 

were privacy, comfort, convenience, spaciousness, compactness, light and air, salubrity, 

aspect and prospect, and cheerfulness.
103

 The country house plan as described by Kerr 

was expressive of gender ideologies and concepts of private, domestic feminine spaces 

and public masculine spaces. New technologies were introduced to increase houses’ 

convenience both for the families and servants. In the present day, however, these 

improvements have often been seen as retrogressions and as a result, many of the 

nineteenth-century ‘improvements’ have been removed.
104

 Hall has argued that a study 

of the country house in the nineteenth century has to recognise ‘that every country-
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house architect and interior decorator of the time worked on both old and new 

houses’.
105

 

Looking at each house considered in this thesis in turn, this chapter will describe how 

the house was altered and the effect these changes had on the building’s appearance and 

plan. This does not encompass every modification executed during building but 

highlights particular elements within wider building programmes.
106

 This chapter also 

does not analyse why building took place or look in detail at the evolution of designs 

during the design process. These topics are reserved for the remainder of the thesis.  

Instead, it aims to give the necessary context to understand themes considered 

elsewhere by describing the house prior to alteration, the modifications executed and 

how these related to wider nineteenth-century architectural conventions. In particular, it 

will highlight aspects of the architecture which were the direct product of alteration and 

which, in a new build, might have been executed differently. It will also expose the 

similarities and differences between the types of alterations executed and the way these 

were achieved. Before entering this discussion it is worth noting that, to date, of the 

four houses considered here, Overstone Hall and Haselbech Hall have not been studied 

in detail elsewhere and as a result are described at length.
107

 The difficulties of 

researching these two buildings are increased by the loss of much of the historic fabric. 

The interiors and service wing at Haselbech Hall were destroyed by a fire in 1917 and a 

large proportion of Overstone Hall was lost to a fire in 2001. 

 

Laxton Hall 

After their marriage in 1806 George Freke Evans (1772–1829) moved to Laxton Hall to 

live with his new wife, Lady Carbery (1770–1828). His arrival marked the beginning of 
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a programme of alterations and additions to the Hall only thirty years after it had been 

built by George Evans, fourth Baron Carbery (1766–1804).
108

 To execute these 

modifications the Evans hired Humphry Repton (1752–1818) and his son John Adey 

(1775–1860).
109

 Designs were produced for landscaping the grounds, extending and 

altering the existing eighteenth-century mansion, altering and adding to the offices, a 

new stable block, an arch and lodges at the principal entrance, a bridge and dam, 

church, and for erecting various other buildings on the estate.
110

 Thus, it was intended 

that the whole site and surrounding village would be remodelled. The chronology and 

details of the alterations to Laxton have been described in detail in The Inventory of the 

Historical Monuments and as a result only a brief introduction is given here.
111

  

 

Figure 2: Photocopy of proposed plan for the principal floor, Humphry Repton, 1806. The slightly darker 

areas at the top of the plan show the eighteenth-century structure (NRO, Map 5053). Reproduced with 

permission of the Northamptonshire Record Office.
112
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The original eighteenth-century structure had rubble stone walling and consisted of 

three principal floors and two basement floors but was only four bays wide.
113

 A 

number of designs from 1806 by Humphry Repton survive to illustrate the proposed 

alterations to the eighteenth-century house.
114

 However, from a comparison between the 

plan of the building today and Repton’s drawings, it is evident these designs were not 

followed exactly [Figure 2].
115

 In 1808 and as a result of a series of arguments between 

the patron and architects, Repton was dismissed and replaced by the architect and 

surveyor William Carter.
116

 At this stage, alterations to the house had already 

commenced and ‘the walls were in fact carried up’.
117

 However, to finish the 

programme of building Carter chose not to follow Repton’s plans exactly, but to alter 

the scheme and make up his own drawings.
118

 In the event, the final result was not 

dissimilar to the building intended by Repton.  

The structure of the existing house was retained and a new neo-classical range with a 

large portico was built along the south front.
119

 This, in effect, doubled the size of the 

building. A series of new public rooms was created in the new range including a grand 

central entrance hall with a music room to the west and dining room to the east. The 

entrance hall was the new focal point to the house. To design the interior of the hall, the 

Evans hired George Dance the younger.
120

 A surviving preliminary design c. 1812 

shows a top lit double height hall with a rusticated basement, round arches and Ionic 

screen across the upper floor of the south wall.
121

 In execution, minor alterations were 

made to the door heads, and the ornamental lions guarding the entrance below the ionic 

screen were omitted [Figure 3]. Although the structure of the eighteenth-century house 
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was retained the plan was altered. A large library was formed by the demolition of 

partition walls between the oval room [Figure 2] and its ante-rooms. To either side of 

the new library were drawing rooms.
122

 The remodelled Hall was lavishly decorated 

with rich fabrics and ornamented with detailed plaster work and marble fireplaces.
123

  

 

Figure 3: Entrance Hall to Laxton published in J. P. Neale Views of the Seats of Noblemen and 

Gentlemen in England, Wales, Scotland Ireland, 2
nd

 ser. (London, 1824), vol. 1. 

                                                           
122

 This was not part of the proposed interior layout illustrated by the 1806 Repton design [Figure 2].   
123

 For more on the interior decoration see Chapter Five. A number of fire places are easily identified by 

letters to George Freke Evans and in accounts. This has been described in the RHCME Inventory of 

Historical Monuments in the Country of Northamptonshire, plate 111.  



33 

 

 

To ensure the old and new parts of the building harmonised, the south and west fronts 

of the original eighteenth-century building were refaced in ashlar drawn from the 

Evans’ quarry. Although not an expensive alteration, it made a noticeable difference to 

the unity of the design. If the old window surrounds were kept, Carter argued, the 

‘alteration is comparatively trifling being confined to lab[ou]r only as we have so much 

fine stone in the quarry and it is my opinion that to…repair and clean down the old 

front &c. will cost more than one half the proposed alteration.’
124

 The old structure was 

given a new finish to create the impression that the different elements of the main house 

had been built simultaneously. However, the east elevation of the Hall belied the 

house’s neo-classical shell. The original facing of the eighteenth-century house is still 

evident [Figure 4]. Interestingly, even where this facade was part of the new build it 

was constructed of rubble stone walling, as was the new service wing. This suggests a 

hierarchy of elements and a prioritising of spending.
125

 This kind of re-facing was not 

uncommon in the nineteenth century. Among other examples, East Carlton, 

Leicestershire, was refaced to create a French appearance and Highclere Castle, 

Hampshire, was re-faced in an ‘Anglo-Italian’ style.
126
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Figure 4: North section of the east elevation where the rubble wall of the original house is still visible. 

To the right of the picture is the ashlar faced north facade of the new building.  

Not only were the public areas of the house increased in size but the service provision 

was extended by the erection of a substantial new service range to the east. This was 

sunken and screened from view by trees to both the north and south thereby ensuring 

that the structure would not interrupt the symmetry of the new neo-classical facade. All 

of the service rooms appear to have been located in this wing and included a new 

kitchen.
127

 The positioning of the wing in the landscape to ensure it would not disrupt 

the view of the house was part of a wider proposal to landscape the grounds and which 

is shown in a watercolour sketch by Repton from 1806 [Figure 5].
128

 Proposed 
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alterations to the Hall and the site of the offices are shown, as well as a rotunda to the 

south of the house. An engraving from J. P. Neale’s Views of the Seats of Noblemen 

published in 1824 shows a similar garden building to the east of the north front, 

suggesting this feature may have been completed but in a different position.
129

 To the 

north of the Hall a sweeping carriage drive was proposed which, on approach, would 

provide views of the house, neo-classical stables and serpentine river to the east [Figure 

34].
130

  

 

Figure 5: Watercolour showing proposed alterations to the grounds at Laxton Hall, Humphry Repton, 

1806 (Private Collection).  
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Lamport Hall 

In 1818 Sir Justinian Isham, eighth Baronet (1773–1854), inherited Lamport Hall and 

soon moved in with his young wife, Mary (1788–1878).
131

 The house was a patchwork 

of structures which had not been updated since the 1740s.
132

 As a result, it retained 

much of the inconvenience of an old house added to and altered in a piecemeal fashion.  

An engraving by James Blackmore shows the north west front prior to any nineteenth-

century alterations [Figure 6].
133

 The lower block [left] comprises a house built in 1568 

and extended in 1610 and 1611.
134

 There was a second detached kitchen range to the 

south. To the east John Webb constructed a classical pavilion from 1654 for the second 

Baronet, Sir Justinian Isham, to create a grand space for entertaining but also to please 

Sir Justinian’s new wife [Figure 7].
135

 Blackmore’s engraving also shows the side of a 

tall Italianate block [right] built by Francis Smith of Warwick in 1732 and which 

attached the sixteenth and early seventeenth-century buildings to the pavilion built by 

Webb.
136

 A matching wing was built in 1740 to the south of the Webb block [Figure 7].  
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Figure 6: Lamport Hall, James Blackmore, 1761. At the centre is the north west front of the house prior 

to alterations in the 1820s. The classical four bay structure was constructed by the Smiths of Warwick in 

1732. Flanking the courtyard are two stable ranges which, at the time this was drawn, framed the main 

approach to the house (LH). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

Unlike the other houses considered in this thesis, Lamport Hall had already been subject 

to two major building programmes which had altered both the appearance and size of 

the earlier house. This was clearly visible in the variety of styles present in the house’s 

facade when Sir Justinian Isham, eighth Baronet, inherited in 1818 but also the plan of 

the house. For example, the seventeenth-century stair of the Webb pavilion was retained 

even though a new stair leading to the same place was erected in the new wing built by 

Francis Smith of Warwick seventy seven years later.
137
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Figure 7: South west front of Lamport Hall, James Blackmore, 1761, showing the John Webb pavilion 

and Smith of Warwick wings (NRO, IL 3079/D63). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall 

Trustees. 

 

 

Figure 8: South east front of Lamport Hall, George Clarke, c. 1820–1842. To the left is a wing 

constructed by the Smiths of Warwick in 1740, the porch was constructed by Henry Hakewill in 1821 

and the low structure to the right is part of the sixteenth and seventeenth-century building (NRO, IL 

3079/D70). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 
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Sir Justinian and Mary rationalised the layout of the Hall and updated the service and 

family accommodation, before refurnishing the Hall in the latest Regency fashion. The 

architect employed to complete these alterations was Henry Hakewill (1771–1830). The 

building programme began with the removal of the west stable block in 1819 [shown in 

Figure 6]. Soon after, Hakewill rebuilt the north west range in a neo-Jacobean style 

sympathetic in appearance to the original building [Figure 10]. A plan of proposed 

alterations from 1821 [Figure 9] reveals that the Tudor Hall was intended to be retained. 

In execution and almost certainly as a result of its poor condition, this was demolished. 

It may have been this original intention, however, which determined the front’s style. 

Once it was apparent that the Hall would have to be demolished it was decided that the 

new north west front would be realigned at ninety degrees to the existing south east 

building.
138

  

Thus, the remodelled north west entrance to the Hall was no longer the principal 

entrance but a side entrance and the Gothic porch was not used by adult members of the 

kinship family but servants and children accessing the service areas and nursery. This 

construction of a separate domestic area was increasingly common and separated family 

spaces from areas for entertaining. It also provided privacy for the country-house 

owners and servants who now had their own separate domains.
139

 A new bedroom suite 

was added above the ‘Summer Drawing Room’, now the Cabinet Room, transforming 

the space from a two floor high open summer room to an upstairs bedroom and 

downstairs billiards room. To access this bedroom a new curved Tuscan porch was 

erected at the garden front [Figure 8]. More space was created downstairs by 

reorganising the system of stairs. Sir Justinian and Mary commissioned a single 

staircase to be constructed where the staircase from the Webb building was built but 

rotated so it started on the opposite wall. The new service areas were further added to in 

1825 when a wash house and laundry, tool, wood and coal store, dairy and scullery 

were erected to the west of the house.
140

 These measures rationalised the house but also 

created a home suited to nineteenth-century ideals of comfort, convenience and family.  
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 This realignment is illustrated in two later plans from 1821 drawn to show the layout of storm drains. 

See NRO, IL 3079/D11 & D12. 
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 Hall, The Victorian Country House, p. 17. 
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 For plans see NRO, IL 3079/D22, Henry Hakewill to Sir Justinian Isham, 19 February 1825 and NRO, 

IL 3079/D32, John Goldicutt to D. Hewlett, 1 March 1825.    
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Figure 9: Ground floor plan of Lamport Hall showing proposed alterations in red, Henry Hakewill, 

October 1820. The Tudor Hall is labelled ‘Old Hall’. Steps from the newer parts of the Hall show that 

this was on a different level and the plan clearly shows the whole range was on a different alignment 

(NRO, IL 3079/D7). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 
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Figure 10: Elevation showing new wing in a style sympathetic to the previous structure, Henry Hakewill, 

1820 (NRO, IL 3079/D6). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

The Ishams redecorated Lamport Hall in the latest Regency fashion. Accounts record 

practical family items being purchased, such as a child’s bed. Furniture was purchased 

to fill newly built rooms such as a billiards table, purchased and set up for £45 19s 16d 

in a new billiard room designed by Hakewill. Others were to furnish old rooms in need 

of updating, such as a large amount of furniture brought for the old library.
141

  

In 1842 a second phase of alterations was executed by Henry Goddard (1792–1868) 

which focused on the south east range of the Hall [Figure 8]. The north east end of the 

Webb building was seamlessly extended by a bay and the Elizabethan kitchen wing was 

re-fronted to create a flat, rather than stepped, facade.
142

 This extended the drawing 

room and kitchen on the ground floor and above, a bedroom and series of store rooms 

was created. The ghost of the previous facade is evident in the style and detailing of the 

new front. The banding across the facade was present on the original Elizabethan house 

as were hood mouldings over the windows. Even though rebuilt further forward, the 

round heads of some of the windows were also retained, even if the number of lights 
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 NRO, IL 2328, Summary account book, 1818–1836. 
142

 The plans drawn by Henry Goddard do not show if any of the old front was actually retained during 

the rebuilding however, elements of the Elizabethan house do still survive at basement level.   
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was reduced. Garwood has noted the effect the re-fronting would have had in creating 

bright open rooms and providing a broad view across the gardens.
143

  

Justinian Vere Isham, ninth Baronet (1818–1846), inherited in 1845 on the death of his 

father. He suffered so greatly from his father’s death that, upon medical advice, he 

moved to Cheltenham to avoid the stresses of day to day business and seems to have 

left the running of the family home to his mother and younger brother. Almost a year 

and a half later he committed suicide, aged 29.
144

 In his short tenure he left little mark 

on the material fabric of Lamport Hall. The only building work undertaken before his 

death was the construction of an ice house in 1846.
145

 His younger brother Sir Charles 

(1819–1903) unexpectedly inherited the house his mother and father had updated. 

However, with his wife Emily (1825–1898), he continued to adjust and enlarge the 

Hall. 

In 1848 and 1853 a conservatory and green house were built and in 1850 a lodge was 

erected at the entrance gate by J. G. Bland, though evidently influenced by Sir 

Charles.
146

 This had always been intended by Hakewill but had never been 

completed.
147

 It was not until 1857, over ten years after his inheritance and after his 

marriage to Emily, that any alterations were made to the house itself.  At this time, 

minor alterations were executed by the Goddards. The scullery and dairy scullery were 

enlarged and a still room added. Three years later the architect William Burn (1789–

1870) was hired to execute major changes to the house. These centred on the creation of 

a new entrance to the house by moving the principal entrance back to the north west 

front. 
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 Garwood, ‘Hidden Patronage’, p. 39. 
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 In Mary Isham’s diary (Sir Justinian Vere Isham’s mother) she wrote ‘1846, Aug. 25. My lamented 

son Justinian Vere died at Cheltenham, Funeral took place at Lamport, sorrow after sorrow’. See NRO, I 

1384, Diary of Mary Isham. Mary had lost her only daughter to measles on 15 March 1828, her husband 

had died in 1845, and now her eldest son had committed suicide. See also ‘Suicide by a gentleman of 

fortune’, Morning Post, 28 August 1846, p. 4; ‘Suicide of Sir Justinian Vere Isham, Bart.’, Leicestershire 

Mercury, 5 September 1846; NRO, I 13/1–3, Items relating to the death of Sir Justinian Vere Isham. 
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 NRO, IL 3086, Mary Isham ‘Memorandums taken from old papers’. 
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 NRO, IL 136, Estimate and bill for erection of a conservatory, 1853; NRO, IL 3086, Mary Isham 

‘Memorandums taken from old papers’; Bailey, Northamptonshire, p. 385. J. C. Bland was used by the 

Ishams elsewhere on the estate. In 1848 he was employed to build Lamport Home Farm, known today as 

Lamport Manor Farm. See NRO, IL 3079/D71–75. 
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 In a letter of 1824 Hakewill wrote that a lodge would be necessary ‘to prevent intrusion from the road’ 

and that planting should be included to screen it from view. See NRO, IL 3079/D20. 
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Figure 11: Detail from sheet of designs for Lamport Hall showing the proposed re-facing of the north 

west front, William Burn, 10 April 1860 (NRO, IL 3079/D56). Reproduced with permission of the 

Lamport Hall Trustees. 

The existing entrance on the Webb front led straight into the hall. The new entrance 

porch led into a small entrance hall and vestibule [Figure 9]. Thus, the hall could now 

be used solely for dancing and the new vestibule provided appropriate space to greet 

guests as well as easy access to all the public rooms.
148

 Without moving any walls, the 

layout of the house was transformed and the old rooms given a new lease of life and 

new purposes. The drive was re-routed in 1862 to terminate outside the new entrance. 

All sense of confusion as to the location of the main entrance was solved by the 

construction of a balustrade terrace to cut off carriage traffic to the previous entrance in 

the Webb wing; a common technique used when moving entrances. However, as a 

result of the reorientation of the house, carriages now swept past the grand entrance 

built by Webb c. 1654–57 to what looked like the side of the house. The appearance of 

the front was not suitable for an impressive entrance to the Hall. The project grew and 

resulted in the complete restyling of the front.  

The first design for the new appearance of the front is dated 10 April 1860 [Figure 11]. 

The fashionable ‘Italianate’ style harmonises with the style of the existing Smith of 

Warwick block. Burn included an entrance porch but also added a small lateral tower, 

as an entrance for visitors’ luggage. Carriages could now pass directly from the main 

entrance porch to the luggage porch. Unlike the other examples of re-facing described 

thus far, the front of Lamport was entirely removed and when rebuilt, the whole of the 
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 Garwood, ‘Hidden Patronage’, p. 46. 
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building left of the Smith of Warwick wing was constructed 6ft further forward. This 

enlarged the dining room and service areas. More space for servants was also created by 

adding servants’ attic rooms across the whole of the front. All these alterations created a 

space better suited to entertaining.  

 

Figure 12: Detail from sheet of designs for a hall stove and flues at Lamport Hall showing ornamental 

stove, Henry Hakewill, 9 October 1821 (NRO, IL 3079/D16). Reproduced with permission of the 

Lamport Hall Trustees. 

Across the designs and alterations executed by Sir Justinian and Mary and Sir Charles 

and Emily new technologies were implemented at the Hall to increase ‘comfort’ and 

‘convenience’. Designs by Hakewill of the vestibule which led to the new dining room, 

best stairs, drawing room, library and ‘cabinet room’ include an ornamental ‘hall stove’ 

[Figures 12 & 9], popular from the early eighteenth century.
149

 This acted as a focal 

point to the room but also heated the space.
150

 During Sir Charles and Emily’s tenure a 

coal and luggage lift was installed in 1861 at a cost of £140. From September 1861 to 
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 C. Handyment, Home Comfort: A History of Domestic Arrangements (London, 1992), pp. 156–157. 
150

 In a plan of 31 March 1821 this room (now the entrance Hall to the house) is labelled as the ‘cabinet 

room’. This is most likely because it contained the collection of Flemish cabinets brought to Lamport by 

Sir Thomas Isham, third Baronet (1656–1681). See NRO, IL 3079/D11, Henry Hakewill, Plan of 

Lamport Hall showing storm drains, 31 March 1821.  
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February 1862 bells were hung in the stables and house costing £166 4s and a new hot 

water system installed by Mr Perkins in May 1866 at the cost of £72 19s 8d.
151

   

 

Haselbech Hall  

When Viscountess Milton (1812–1883) purchased Haselbech Hall from William 

Franklin in 1856 she did not buy a house which was ready to live in, but a building 

project. In the contract for sale it was stated that ‘all and singular the fittings & 

materials now on the premises provided by and belonging to the vendor and applicable 

towards the completion of the mansion house stables & other buildings in course of 

erection on the estate shall belong to the purchaser’.
152

 Thus, Viscountess Milton was 

not only buying a house, its grounds and associated buildings, but the means to 

complete any unfinished works.
153

 In a valuation completed by the Leicester Banking 

Company it was estimated that these works would cost £1480 to complete and, when 

finished, would create a ‘residence of the first character’.
154

 In spite of the unfinished 

nature of the house and stables they concluded Haselbech was a good investment.
155

 

The alterations to Haselbech Hall can be divided into several phases. The first was a 

building programme started by Franklin and completed by Viscountess Milton. This 

included alterations to the existing seventeenth-century house, the construction of a 

service wing and the erection of a stable block with a coach house, brewhouse, and 

aviary or ‘poultry roost’ attached. A specification of unfinished work made before the 

sale suggests that the vast majority of structural alterations to the house and stables 

were finished but the interiors and fixings remained to be executed in both the house 
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 NRO, IL 136, Bundle of receipts including receipt for a new hot water system, 18 June 1866; NRO, IL 

2771/C, Letter discussing estimates for a lift, 24 October 1861; NRO, IL 3079/D60, Plan of the position 

of the lift, n.d.; NRO, IL 2785, Clerk of the works ‘Journal of the Works Executing at Lamport Hall’, 
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 NRO, FS 24/2, Smith of the Leicester Banking Company to Viscountess Milton, c. 1855.  
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 The letters from Smith to Viscountess Milton also mention designs which had been passed on to 

Viscountess Milton as part of the purchase. See Ibid. 
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 NRO, FS 24/2, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 2 September 1856.  
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 William Franklin was anxious to make a quick sale, most likely due to poor finances. However, there 

is also evidence to suggest that he was reluctant to sell the estate and even more reluctant to leave the 

village. When the sale was being finalised, Franklin assumed that he would be able to remain on the 

estate at Home Farm and to keep a large portion of the land. Viscountess Milton did not agree to this 

arrangement. See NRO, FS 24/2, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 6 February 1856; FS 24/2, 

Edward K. Fisher to Bennett, Field and Dawson, 5 March 1856. 
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and stables.
156

 A long list of repairs was also made for the coach house, brew house and 

aviary.
157

 The finishing of the outstanding alterations and repairs to the Hall appear to 

have been the responsibility of Henry Goddard.
158

 A second phase of work was started 

after Viscountess Milton purchased the Hall. This included updating the house’s 

plumbing, landscaping the grounds, and building an extension to the service wing. To 

complete the landscaping of the grounds and additions to the service wing Viscountess 

Milton hired the London architect Ambrose Poynter (1796–1886). Although these 

alterations can broadly be divided between those started by Franklin and those started 

by Viscountess Milton, the exact dating of elements of the structure is not easily 

ascertained.  

Little evidence survives to describe alterations to the Hall during Franklin’s ownership 

(1853–1856). However, these, and subsequent alterations by Viscountess Milton, can be 

establish through surviving accounts, maps, letters and bills, as well as a series of 

drawings and photographs which illustrate the evolution of the gardens and south 

facade. Little is known of the nineteenth-century interiors of the house after these were 

destroyed by a fire in 1917. 
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 NRO, FS 24/4, ‘Specification of unfinished work at Haselbech Hall’, August 1856.   
157

 A plan of proposed alterations to the stables by Cecil Foljambe in 1868 shows that the coach house 

was attached to the north west of the stables and that the ‘poultry roost’ (possibly the aviary referred to in 

contemporary letters) and brew house were to the south west of the stables. See NRO, FS 24/46. 
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 See Chapter Three for more on the exact role of Henry Goddard.  



47 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Haselbeech [sic] Hall prior to William Franklin and Viscountess Milton’s alterations, George 

Clarke, c. 1830 (NRO, I 909). Reproduced with permission of the Northamptonshire Record Office. 

An ink sketch by George Clarke of Scaldwell from c. 1830 [Figure 13] shows the 

appearance of the south front of the seventeenth-century Hall built by Henry Jones for 

Randolph Wykes c. 1678 and before any alterations by Franklin and Viscountess 

Milton.
159

 The house had a hipped roof with a heavy cornice, bay and dormer windows 

and the main entrance, marked by a simple pediment, was approached from a short 

drive. To the north, and just visible in Clarke’s illustration, was a series of outbuildings 

which ran in front of the north elevation.
160

 This was a modest house which shared 

many characteristic features of early seventeenth-century properties designed by 

provincial architects.
161
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 RCHME, An Inventory of the Historical Monuments, vol. 3, Archaeological Sites in North-West 

Northamptonshire, pp. 100–102. 
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 These were likely to have been farm buildings. The buildings were separated from the main approach 

by a wall which ran from the west end of the house to the perimeter of the property ensuring visitors 

would pass to the south front of the Hall. See NRO, Map 648, Map of the parish of Haselbech by Albert 

Pell, 1850. 
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 E. V. Chew, ‘A Mockery of the Surveyor’s style?: Alternatives to Inigo Jones in Seventeenth-Century 

Elite British Architecture’ in B. Arciszewska and E. McKeller (eds.), Articulating British Classicism: 

New Approaches in Eighteenth-Century Architecture (Aldershot, 2004), p. 60. 
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Figure 14: Sketch of Haselbech Hall, George Clarke, 4 September 1855, showing the new gables, service 

wing and the stable block in the distance to the right (NRO, GCPS Bk 30 pg. 57). Reproduced with 

permission of the Northamptonshire Record Office. 

However, by the time Clarke visited again in 1855, the style of the south facade was 

transformed [Figure 14]. The bays were topped with Elizabethan parapets, the windows 

ornamented with hood mouldings and the dormers surrounded by curvilinear gables.
162

 

This new ornamentation was extended across the building. Although it cannot be 

securely dated it is highly likely that during this programme of alterations the entrance 

to the house was relocated to the north front and the outbuildings which had previously 

screened the elevation, demolished to accommodate a new approach.
163

 To mark the 

new entrance an imposing two story canted porch with decorative strapwork was almost 
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 Bailey has described this gable type as the ‘Northamptonshire gable’. See Bailey, Northamptonshire, 

p. 324. In the 1973 edition of Pevsner’s Northamptonshire these gables were attributed to Crawley, the 

architect who rebuilt the Hall after the fire in 1917. This has since been corrected in the 2013 edition.   
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 A plan of the Hall c. 1850–53 shows a large circular drive to the south of the house. See NRO, ZB 

291/388/1, Map of the parish of Haselbech by Albert Pell, c. 1850–53. The exact date of the relocation of 

the entrance drive and the demolition of the buildings across the north front is not clear. However, in a 

letter of 29 August 1856 to Edward K. Fisher, Viscountess Milton mentions ‘pulling down of the part of 

the farm buildings behind the stables’. See NRO, FS 24/2, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 29 

August 1856. 
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certainly erected at this time [Figure 15].
164

 The new neo-Jacobean finish to the 

structure created an imposing facade using a revival style which was increasingly 

fashionable in the mid-nineteenth century. This kind of alteration was not uncommon 

and had a similar impact to the re-facing of Laxton and the building of a new elevation 

at Lamport.  

However, remaining traces of the seventeenth-century mansion including corbels which 

had previously held the heavy eaves and quoining on the returns of the house are still 

evident. There is also evidence in the archives to suggest some of the difficulties 

accompanying alteration of a structure in terms of matching new materials and 

recycling old ones. In March 1857 Poynter went in search of an appropriate stone to 

build in but which would also match the existing structure. The bed which the house 

was built from was exhausted. Fortunately a different course of action was found:  ‘the 

bed the house was built from seemed really to be run out…not knowing the locality 

another plan was shown me where there is some good stone to be had (I mean it was 

good) but it is not exactly the same colour now I do not think this of any importance, & 

it may be worth while to get some to see how it turns out”.
165

 Whether this relates to the 

alterations of the facade of the house is unclear, though likely. Similarly, in October 

1856 Viscountess Milton requested that when the windows were taken down, the 

workmen should be careful not to break the plate glass so it could be used again. This 

could refer to the alteration of the dormer windows of the eighteenth-century 

mansion.
166

 Separate accounts were also made to prevent any confusion over the costs 

attached to using recycled as opposed to new materials.
167
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 This attribution has been made upon stylistic grounds; however, it is possible that parts of the porch 

were from the Crawley rebuild after the fire in 1917. The wooden door has been attributed to this phase 

by Bailey, Northamptonshire, p. 324. 
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 NRO, FS 24/12, Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 2 March 1857. 
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 NRO, FS 24/6, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 27 October 1856. 
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 NRO, FS 24/6, Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 8 October 1856. 
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Figure 15: New porch on the north elevation of Haselbech Hall. The door and lower part of the bay look 

like twentieth-century restorations however the second floor seems to accord with the rest of the 

structure. 

Not only was the exterior refashioned and the house re-oriented, but, similarly to 

Laxton, a new service wing was constructed to the east of the house.
168

 It is not clear 
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 This wing and a later addition were demolished after a fire in 1917. Although the wing was rebuilt by 

Crawley in a similar style to the original structure, it suffered a similar fate and was demolished. All that 

survives today is a very small section of the twentieth-century wing.   
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whether these offices were built by Franklin or Viscountess Milton.
169

 However, the 

date of Clarke’s drawing [Figure 14], 1855, suggests the wing was complete before 

Viscountess Milton’s purchase in 1856. Further, in a letter of 1853 discussing a 

valuation of the estate Viscountess Milton wrote of her surprise at the low figure she 

had received for ‘the house & offices the unfinished apprehend so very inhabited & 

good’.
170

 This chronology is, however, complicated by a plan on the deeds for sale 

dated in the month before purchase, August 1856, and which does not show any 

evidence of the new wing.
171

  

Viscountess Milton did not just finish the alterations already in progress but 

commissioned new designs to extend the house further. In November 1856 Poynter 

wrote to Fisher that a plan for the ‘addition to the office’ was not quite ready after 

Viscountess Milton had ‘suggested some alterations, much to its improvement’.
172

 

Preparations for ‘new buildings’ started in January 1857 by clearing trees to the south 

east corner of the house and building commenced in the following month.
173

 These 

references almost certainly refer to an extension to the service wing, illustrated in a 

sketch from 1861 [Figure 16]. Letters between Poynter, Fisher and Viscountess Milton 

discuss the purchase of a Kitchener oven for the ‘new kitchen’ and it is possible that 

this was housed in the new structure.
174
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 A map of the parish of Haselbech by Albert Pell from 1850 shows the form of the house without the 

new wing and thus suggests that the alterations were completed after 1850, most likely during the 

occupation of William Franklin or Viscountess Milton as opposed to an earlier occupant. See NRO, Map 

648. 
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 NRO, FS 24/2, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 4 October 1855. 
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 NRO, ZB 291/388/1, Copy plan on deed for Matilda Constance Ismay, 25 August 1856. 
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 NRO, FS 24/6, Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 8 November 1856. 
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 The contract for building was given to William Clifton. See NRO, FS 24/7, Ambrose Poynter to 

Edward K. Fisher, 11 February 1857; NRO, FS 24/7, Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 9 January 

1857. 
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 A new kitchen was erected with a Kitchener and brick oven in the scullery. However, Viscountess 

Milton was not satisfied with the oven. It had been designed for use with faggots instead of coals. She 

noted that this was not how they did it in Nottinghamshire, Yorkshire, Shropshire or Sussex and required 

the oven to be changed. See NRO, FS 24/7, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 12 Nov 1857.  
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Figure 16: Sketch of Haselbech Hall showing the altered gardens, George Clarke, August 1861 (NRO, 

GCPS Bk 30 pg. 57b). Reproduced with permission of the Northamptonshire Record Office. 

As well as modernising the kitchen Viscountess Milton also updated the plumbing at 

the Hall. In 1857 a house without a functioning toilet was, to Poynter, inconceivable.
175

 

water closets required a constant water supply and thus one of the first priorities after 

purchase was to ensure a supply to the house. To install this Viscountess Milton hired 

Benjamin Fowler who recommended the removal of the old pumps in favour of a hand 

engine which could be worked by a small steam engine and which would cost in the 

region of £300.
176

 Not only did the house need to be plumbed but also the stables and 

the gardens in order to install a new ornamental fountain.
177

  

The sketch from 1861 [Figure 16] also illustrates alterations to the grounds executed by 

Viscountess Milton. Sweeping lawns were replaced with a terrace across the south front 

and constructed from material removed when creating the foundations to the new 

service areas. To create this Viscountess Milton sent her gardener from Osberton to 

Haselbech and a labourer, Mr Fox, to level and clear the grounds.
178

 Paths were created 

along the terrace which led to a new sunken kitchen garden and stone steps designed by 
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 When Ambrose Poynter heard of Viscountess Milton’s intention to visit the works at Haselbech Hall 

and to stay in the Hall, he was concerned. He could not see how the house could be habitable especially 

as there was no working W.C. See NRO, FS 24/12 Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 18 March 
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 NRO, FS 24/6, Benjamin Fowler to Edward K. Fisher, 9 October 1856. 
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 NRO, FS 24/7, Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 9 January 1857. 
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 NRO, FS 24/2, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 15 August 1856. 
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Poynter which passed from the parterre to a fountain.
179

 These alterations were typical 

of nineteenth-century garden design which favoured the re-introduction of parterres and 

flower gardens which had been previously swept away by the craze for sweeping lawns 

led by Capability Brown. The whole of the grounds was also enclosed by a boundary 

wall marking the extent of Viscountess Milton’s pleasure grounds. 

By February 1857 internal fittings were being ordered for the house and Poynter wrote 

that he hoped ‘to be able to give final instructions for every thing outside’.
180

 This 

included bookcases for the library.
181

 The addition to the service wing contracted to the 

builder William Clifton was reportedly more or less finished as was John Mason, who 

had been constructing the walls to the grounds.
182

 All that was left to do by April 1857 

was for Viscountess Milton to visit and settle the finishing touches including the 

painting and papering of the drawing room.
183

  

A constant theme throughout the letters between Viscountess Milton and those she 

employed to alter the site was economy. Estimates for the completion of works were 

met by a request from Viscountess Milton to use cheaper chimney pieces in the 

bedrooms and to erect less costly gates.
184

 Instead of new furniture, useful furniture was 

purchased second hand from the Kelmarsh sale.
185

 This house was not intended to be a 

primary seat or a show house. The emphasis on economy at Haselbech will be explored 

at various points throughout the remainder of the thesis.  

 

Overstone Hall  

Overstone Hall is an exceptionally important house in the history of nineteenth-century 

Northamptonshire. It is the only example explored in depth in this thesis of a house 

demolished and completely rebuilt. It also provides the only example of a family whose 

wealth was initially derived from the professions, in this case, banking. Emblematic of 

this is the meagre 1000–1500 acres attached to Overstone Hall when purchased by 

Lewis Loyd (1767–1858); this was a house with no immediate agricultural land to 

                                                           
179
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 NRO, FS 24/7, Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 27 June 1857.  
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 NRO, FS 24/7, Ambrose Poynter to Edward K. Fisher, 21 April 1857. 
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 NRO, FS 24/7, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 23 April 1857. 
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 NRO, FS 24/2, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 29 August 1856. 
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 NRO, FS 24/7, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 3 September 1857. 
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sustain it.
186

 However, this did not remain the case for long. At his death in 1883 Lewis 

Loyd’s son, Lord Overstone (1796–1883), was one of the top five land owners in 

Northamptonshire.
187

  

Overstone Hall was built by Lord and Lady Overstone (1799–1864) from around 1860 

to 1864 and replaced a modest eighteenth-century mansion built by Edward Stratford 

[Figures 16 & 17] in the late seventeenth or early eighteenth century.
188

 In May 1864 

The Building News reported that the structure of Overstone Hall was complete. In 

approximately four years the builders had constructed a mansion of over 100 rooms at a 

cost of around £87,520 for the house and stables.
189

  

 

Figure 17: West front of Overstone Hall, c. 1830 (University of Reading Archive Service, Overstone 

1H/412/493). Reproduced with permission of the University of Reading, Special Collections. 
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 Manchester Courier and Lancashire General Advertiser, 28 December 1881, p. 3. 
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 J. Bateman, The Great Landowners of Great Britain and Ireland (London, 1883). 
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 Overstone Hall was built on the site of a mansion built by Henry Strafford and purchased by Lewis 

Loyd from its then owner, John Kipling. See J. Birdsall, The History of Northamptonshire and its 
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 Between 1861 and 1865 Lord Overstone’s ledgers record a total of £87,520 spent on the new house 

and stables at Overstone. Further costs were incurred under the header of furniture in 1866 and 1869 
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Figure 18: East front of Overstone Hall, c.1830 (University of Reading Archive Service, Overstone 

1H/412/493). Reproduced with permission of the University of Reading, Special Collections. 

In 1862, when Overstone Hall was under construction, The Builder wrote: ‘the style 

adopted is claimed to be that, in a simple form, of the age of Francis I; but the 

treatment, as a whole, has been suggested, to a great extent by the exigencies of the 

case; a great part of the former house having been intended to remain at the time the 

original design was made’.
190

 The style of Overstone Hall will be analysed in detail in 

Chapter Three. For now, the focus of the present discussion will be the impact of the 

proposed incorporation of the original eighteenth-century structure into the new build 

designed by the architect William Milford Teulon (1823–1900). 

Stratford’s mansion was a simple U-plan Palladian structure nine bays long and five 

bays wide. Pilasters stretched the height of the building on the north, east and south 

facades and the main front to the south was punctuated by windows ornamented with 

key stones and an entrance marked by stacked pilasters [Figures 17 & 18]. There are no 

known surviving plans of the eighteenth-century structure and no known original plans 

by Teulon. However, it is possible to suggest how Teulon intended to incorporate the 

original mansion into his designs from an elevation, ground floor plan and description 

published in The Builder in 1862 and which were most likely adapted from Teulon’s 
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 ‘Overstone Hall’, The Builder, 20, no. 995 (1 March 1862), p. 149.  
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own designs.
191

 These suggest that the north west corner of the original mansion was 

intended to form the north west corner of the new structure [Figures 19 & 21].  

 

Figure 19: Design of Overstone Hall showing the north and west fronts, Northamptonshire, William 

Milford Teulon, in The Builder, 20, no. 995 (1 March 1862), p. 151.  

Entered from a heavily embellished porch newly located on the north front, visitors 

would have passed through the vestibule and entrance hall to the principal stairs of 

‘massive carved oak work…ornamented with carved oak-leaf and apple designs’ and 

from thence to the principal public rooms [Figure 20].
192

 The Builder describes that 

rooms were to be added to the east of the original structure including a billiard-room, 

dining-room, serving room and, leading off from an entrance to the east gardens, a gun 

room [Figure 21]. The pre-existing service wing to the south east of the Hall was also 

altered and expanded.
193

 This comprised of specialised rooms, for example a brushing 
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room and lamp room and, like Lamport, included a lift. These alterations created the 

spaces and services needed to accommodate nineteenth-century modes of entertaining 

on a grand scale. However, accommodation for the family was also considered. 

 

Figure 20: Photograph of the entrance to the Hall which is now in a ruinous condition, n.d. (NRO, P 

8087/78). Reproduced with permission of the Northamptonshire Record Office. 

                                                                                                                                                                          
Map 3078 Map of the Overstone Hall Estate to be sold by Mr Reid, 1831; NRO, SC 138, Sales 

catalogue; NRO, X 4185/4, Plans of Overstone Hall. 
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Figure 21: Ground floor plan of Overstone Hall, Milford William Milford Teulon in The Builder, 20, no. 

995 (1 March 1862), p. 151. 
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South of the dominating north tower the house only has two floors. This would have 

marked the transition from the old to new structure if the original house had been 

retained. The tower and garden facing rooms to the south west overlooked a terrace and 

ornamental lake developed by Lord Overstone, and consisted of a new suite of private 

rooms. Although connected to the more public spaces these could be closed off to 

guests and accessed independently by a terrace entrance or small lateral tower on the 

south front [Figures 19 & 21]. As well as the plan and elevations of the Hall, Teulon 

was also responsible for the design of some of the fittings and fixtures in the new 

rooms.
194

 For example, he designed bookshelves for the library which were made by a 

London craftsman, marble mantel-pieces and stoves [Figure 22].
195

 The exterior 

architecture of Overstone Hall will be discussed in depth in Chapter Three. Thus only a 

brief account will follow here. 

The skyline and two towers are defining features of the exterior of Overstone Hall 

[Figure 19].
196

 Arguably, it was this skyline which suggested the Francis I influence to 

the design suggested above. The central tower of the north front creates an easily 

readable facade: north of the tower were the public rooms and south, private family 

rooms. However, it is also clear that throughout Teulon’s design exterior ornamental 

treatment was borrowed from the eighteenth-century mansion. In the elevation 

published in The Builder the windows of the principal floor have raised architraves and 

key stones and on the ground floor, they extend the full height of the ground story. 

These are heavily reminiscent of the Stratford mansion. Equally, quoining at the south 

east and south west corners resembles that of the original structure and the heavy 

cornice, entablature and balustrading across the top of the second floor mirrors the 

height of original Hall. The intention to retain the eighteenth-century structure goes 

some way to explaining a seemingly superficial treatment of surface ornament. 
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As the quote above has suggested, in spite of the desire to integrate the old mansion and 

new structure when Teulon’s designs were executed the eighteenth-century house was 

not retained.
 
Heward and Taylor have suggested that this was the result of the collapse 

of the original structure.
197

 Even though Teulon was no longer constrained by the 

eighteenth-century building there is no evidence to suggest he significantly changed his 

design beyond, as The Builder describes, ‘minor alterations and extensions’.
198

 

Overstone Hall and the decisions which determined its design must not necessarily be 

considered in the same view as a new build. This is crucial to understanding the 

architecture and has been overlooked in previous accounts.
199
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 Heward and Taylor, Country Houses of Northamptonshire, p. 44. 
198

 It is difficult to determine how far the 1862 plan was followed due to the current ruinous state of the 

building and consequent lack of access. It is also not evident if the plan shown in The Builder in 1862 
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 The architecture of Overstone Hall has baffled commentators from the nineteenth century through to 

more recent scholars. For more on responses to the style of Overstone Hall see Chapter Three. 
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Figure 22: Bookcases designed by William Milford Teulon in a similar style to the staircase, but no 

longer extant after a fire in 2001. The design of the bookshelves was possibly inspired by seventeenth 

century panelling yet decorated with ornament adapted from the capital types of the exterior of the house 

(Private Collection). 

Conclusions 

This chapter has only touched upon some of the alterations executed at the houses 

included in this thesis, a number of which will be described in greater detail in the 

following chapters. Even within this relatively small sample of houses several themes 

have appeared. It is apparent that alterations were often responsive and design 

programmes expansive. The movement of an entrance and re-arrangement of the 

internal plan of a house might require changes to the route of a drive and consequently 

alterations to the grounds. At Lamport it also resulted in the alteration of the appearance 

of the north west front to create an appropriate entrance facade. Equally, a seemingly 
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small and inexpensive modification could have a significant effect on a building’s 

appearance or use of space. The alteration of window treatments or the addition of 

external ornament on a simple eighteenth-century structure like Haselbech Hall could 

considerably change the impression of the house’s style. However, as Kerr observed, 

the nature of alteration presented unique problems. Most notably in the examples given, 

the harmonising of the exterior aspect of different phases of building and the structural 

difficulties encountered when working with older structures.  

At Lamport and Overstone problems with the structural integrity of the original houses 

prevented their incorporation into new builds. Importantly, however, it did not 

necessarily prevent their influence over the subsequent building’s design. Plans by 

Teulon for Overstone and by Hakewill and Goddard at Lamport were all, to an extent, 

determined by structures which were intended to be incorporated into the new build but 

which were ultimately demolished. This influence of a previous structure upon design 

was common and other examples exist in Northamptonshire. Norton Hall, owned by 

Thomas Botfield, an ironmonger from Dawley, Shropshire, was altered in 1808. All that 

remained of the original sixteenth and seventeenth-century mansion was part of the 

north facade and possibly part of the south wing, however, these elements led 

designs.
200

 Important for the understanding of how designs developed and architecture 

was created is the recognition that the preservation and incorporation of elements of 

original buildings could determine design decisions and that this could still occur even 

if the original structure was not retained.  

This presents a new set of questions: why was the decision made to incorporate these 

elements and why were designs not revised when this was possible?
201

 To this end Kerr 

observed: ‘To some persons, the sweeping idea of the entire demolition of an old house 

commends itself too readily; to others the notion of saving it, either in the whole or part 

is equally too attractive.’
202

 For some, one of the most significant factors must have 

been cost. However, for a number of the patrons considered here, including the 

Overstones and Evans, this was unlikely to have been a limiting factor. Mandler has 
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suggested that the rebuilding of a previous structure was a form of preservation.
203

 The 

character and connotations of the building were retained even if the structure was 

demolished. These issues will be addressed further in Chapters Two and Five.  
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Chapter Two 

 

Inheriting a House; Making a Home 

 

From the walls that held them living still their pictured faces shine, 

Breathing on their children’s children the old spirit of their line... 

Such were they who dwelt within thee, such be those who yet may come. 

Down the path of time, and call thee by the sacred name of home... 

Love, in life, thy pleasant places, pass from there when life shall cease, 

Through a cloud of golden memories to an everlasting peace.
204

 

H. A. Perry, 1895 

 

In a poem dedicated to Sir Charles Isham, H. A. Perry described Lamport Hall as a 

‘recorder of an unforgotten past’. Owned by the Isham family since 1560, the built form 

and contents of the house were tangible links to the family’s history.
205

 Paintings on the 

walls chronicled generation after generation of Ishams ‘long nursed’ in the Hall.
206

 

However, Lamport was not simply a record of generations past but, Perry wrote, a 

repository of ‘golden memories’, a home in the present and, he ventured, in the future. 

This chapter explores two aspects of ownership and possession. First it will consider the 

legal structures which determined the transfer and purchase of property and which 

determined if a family line would continue at a house. Second, it will explore how 

country houses were adapted to meet the needs and ambitions of a new generation or 

owner after inheriting or purchasing a new home.  

An understanding of the legal possession of the country houses in this thesis provides a 

broader context in which to understand men and women’s engagement with the 

properties they owned. The assumed consequences of their subordinate legal position, 

has undoubtedly been a contributory factor in the frequent exclusion of women from the 

history of architecture and country house building. This chapter responds to recent 
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scholarship which has demonstrated that women, although not free agents, were not as 

restricted by law as previously suggested. Not only this, but in outlining how properties 

in this thesis were transferred and purchased the chapter provides an important 

contextual framework to explore how and why country houses were altered.  

Inheritance and the ability to transfer or alter a property were constrained by gender 

norms. Until 1870 and the passing of the Married Woman’s Property Acts, in common 

law, a married woman’s real property and income belonged to her husband and until 

1882 wives could not make a will or devise real property without their husband's 

consent. Such consent could be withdrawn at any time before the will was proved.
207

 In 

spite of this, scholarship has increasingly shown that, for a limited number of women, 

property law was not as restrictive as previously suggested.
208

 Although primogeniture 

was the default position for the transmission of real property this could be circumvented 

in equity law. 

In equity law women could own property separately from their husbands through pre-

nuptial or post-nuptial marriage settlements, deeds or testamentary devices.
209

 These 

written instruments usually stipulated that a woman’s separate property was free from a 

husband’s ‘debts, control, interference or engagements’ and was most commonly held 

in trusts managed by male trustees.
210

 By placing property in a trust it was protected 

from incompetent husbands and overseen by male trustees who, it was evidently 

perceived, would manage the property better than the female owner. Once placed in a 

trust, the freedom women had to control property depended on conditions set out in 

settlements. As will be evidenced later, in theory, women could have considerable 

control.
211

  

The creation of women’s separate property offered scope for individual choice within 

the letter of the law and, Crosswhite has argued, enabled fathers, husbands and brothers 
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to respond to immediate desires as well as patriarchal goals.
212

 Men could ensure their 

female relatives were well provided for, protect property from negligent husbands or 

ensure property was transmitted to direct heirs. However, it is important to 

acknowledge that decisions could also be made which hindered women’s property 

ownership.  

Not only was a woman’s ownership of property determined by law but also, in the 

strictest sense, a woman’s ability to alter a property could be restricted by their inability 

to sign contracts. This could, however, be overcome. The law of common necessaries 

meant women could pledge credit in their husband’s name for items considered 

necessary for their station in life.
213

 Equally, with their husband’s consent, women 

could essentially act as their husband’s agents.
214

 

The ways that women could circumvent the restrictions of law need to be understood 

with a note of caution. Even when women were entitled to separate property in law, 

their legal ownership did not always equate with control. As already noted, this could 

depend on the wording of settlements but also how closely this was followed. Staves 

has cautioned that even when women owned separate property they might be unwilling 

to retain it or forced from ownership or control. Quoting contemporary sources, she 

notes that women could be ‘kissed or kicked’, ‘bullied or coaxed’ out of their property. 

Physical or emotional control over women could render their legal ownership 

redundant.
215

 Nonetheless, Perkin has argued that the multiple ways by which men and 

women received and held property could still be a determining factor in the extent of 

female influence and goes on to suggest that women with separate estates were the most 

liberated of the nineteenth century.
216

 As Chapter Five will show, men and women with 

a variety of different legal relationships to property exercised different degrees of 

authority when altering their country houses.  
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Even within a relatively small sample, this chapter will show that married women’s 

property rights were not as black and white as might first appear. With the legal 

relationship of men to property relatively well established in scholarship, this chapter 

will begin with an in depth consideration of two women and their legal entitlement to 

their Northamptonshire country houses. Both Lady Carbery and Viscountess Milton 

were heiresses, both were widowed, both remarried, and both owned real property 

independently from their husbands. In spite of their similarities, the origins of their 

wealth, the means by which they became possessed of separate property and the uses to 

which they put their Northamptonshire houses were markedly different. As later 

chapters will illustrate, they also wielded different levels of control over the 

architectural alterations to their homes.  

 

Susan, Lady Carbery (neé Watson): ‘The Orphan Heiress’  

Susan, Lady Carbery (neé Watson) was the only daughter and heiress of Lincolnshire 

born Col. Henry Watson (1737–1786). Watson was chief engineer to the East India 

Company in Bengal and was heralded as a mathematical ‘genius’ and engineer of 

unparalleled talent.
217

 He was credited with the improvement of fortifications at Fort 

William, Calcutta, as well as other military structures in the East Indies. Whilst working 

in Bengal, Watson invested in the region of £100,000 in the building of docks at 

Kidderpore near Fort William which were intended to be handed over to, and paid for 

by the East India Company on completion. He also invested in the opium trade, ship 

building and other property holdings.
218

 As a result, Watson amassed an extraordinary 

fortune, reportedly in the region of £300,000.
219

 Although Watson married whilst in 

India, he did not alter his will to include his new wife, Maria Theresa. As a result, when 

he died in 1786, the majority of his fortune passed to his illegitimate child Susan, a 

sizable legacy to her guardian in England Mrs Richardson, later Mrs Schreiber, and 

nothing to his wife.
220
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In a letter to Susan, by then Lady Carbery, from 1816, Maria Theresa wrote that she had 

been ‘left totally unprovided for and destitute’.
221

 After Watson’s death Maria Theresa 

had returned to India to administer her late husband’s estate.  As compensation for her 

work she kept the interest on the property, as was the custom in the East Indies.
222

 The 

right to do so was questioned by Lady Carbery and her second husband, George Freke 

Evans. This led to a Chancery Case being brought against Maria Theresa, by then Mrs 

Nowell, in 1805 and documented in a series of letters between Lady Carbery, her 

husband, and Mr and Mrs Nowell .
223

 Lady Carbery also inherited a court case to 

recoup damages from the East India Company who had reneged on their agreement to 

buy her father’s docks and demolished them instead.
224

 

In spite of the multiple difficulties accompanying her inheritance Lady Carbery was still 

a very wealthy and very desirable heiress. As De Quincey observed of Susan and her 

companion, Miss Smith, both ‘appeared under a combination of circumstances too 

singularly romantic to fail of creating an interest that was universal. Both were solitary 

children, unchallenged by any relatives. Neither had ever known what it was to taste of 

love, paternal or maternal.’
225

 Aware of his daughter’s future, Watson required that 

when educated she should not learn feminine ‘accomplishments’ such as music or 

drawing but should learn knowledge of the world, ‘and the integrity for keeping at a 

distance all showy adventurers that might else offer themselves with unusual 

advantages, as suitors’ and with ‘manners exquisitely polished.’
226

 The suitor Susan 

married was George Evans, fourth Baron Carbery, the owner of Laxton Hall and a large 

landed interest in Ireland. In 1789 it was reported ‘Lord Carbery it is said will certainly 

get Miss Watson, who is very pretty, and a vast fortune’.
227

 He did, however, at the risk 

of forfeiting his English estate and any right to Susan’s fortune on default of an heir.  
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Susan’s inheritance was safeguarded by a pre-nuptial marriage settlement. In this 

settlement she secured a life interest in Laxton Hall, a £2000 jointure and freedom to 

dispose of her inheritance after her husband’s death if there was no heir.
228

 As a ward of 

Chancery the settlement was negotiated on Susan’s behalf by Lord Thurlow who, as 

Lord Chancellor, spent part of his days, one commentator wrote, ‘in giving pretty girls 

away.’ Susan evidently valued Tharlow’s negotiating skills and in spite of his recent 

resignation was adamant he should negotiate on her behalf: ‘On my knees I emplore 

[sic] your Lordship not to leave my state to be decided by another. But suffer my 

happiness to be confirm’d by you alone.’
229

  

George Evans, fourth Baron Carbery, died in 1804 with no male issue. His will upheld 

the terms of his marriage settlement with Lady Carbery, and gave her, ‘his beloved 

wife’, a life interest in Laxton Hall. Two years after her first husband’s death Lady 

Carbery married George Freke Evans, cousin of the fourth Baron Carbery, and 

presumptive heir of the sixth.
230

 A second marriage settlement was drawn up which 

protected Lady Carbery’s life interest in Laxton Hall through the creation of a trust.
231

 

Not only did Lady Carbery have a life interest in the Hall but also all of the ‘sundry 

household goods books plate linen pictures furniture horses cattle farming utensils stock 

and property in upon and about’.
232

  

Lady Carbery gained a title from her first marriage which she retained even after her 

husband’s death, as well as the knowledge that she would never be without a home of 

her own.
233

 If there was no male heir she would receive a sizable jointure, her property 
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and a life interest in Laxton Hall. This was something which she ensured was protected. 

Malcolmson has argued that the very favourable marriage settlement negotiated with 

the fourth Baron Carbery on Lady Carbery’s behalf and protected in her second 

marriage settlement was the result of the fourth Baron Carbery’s poor finances and 

heavily indebted estate.
234

 For the fourth Baron Carbery, Lady Carbery’s wealth 

presented the possibility of overcoming his financial difficulties. However, in spite of 

her favourable settlement, Lady Carbery did not receive all the property she was 

promised. Staves has recognised that the right to a jointure or property did not always 

mean that women received these allowances. Lady Carbery’s jointure is an illustrative 

case. Lady Carbery was entitled to a jointure of £2000 per annum after the death of her 

first husband. However, the estates which had been allocated to provide the funds did 

not cover this sum and Lady Carbery never received any of the money she was entitled 

to.
235

  

 

Selina, Viscountess Milton (neé Jenkins): A House of her Own 

As the second of three daughters of the third Earl of Liverpool, and with no male issue 

or collateral relatives in the male line, Lady Selina Jenkins (later Viscountess Milton) 

was co-heiress to extensive landed estates.
236

 A will dated February 1841 directed that, 

on his death, the Earl of Liverpool’s estates were to be distributed equally among his 

daughters.
237

 Lady Selina would inherit Felbridge and the Evelyn estates in Surrey as 

well as her father’s London home, Fife House, Whitehall Yard.
238

 Her elder sister, Lady 

Catherine Julia would inherit Buxted Park (the principal family seat) and her younger 

sister, Lady Louisa Harriet would receive Pitchford, Co. Shropshire.
239

 As Lady Selina 

Jenkins, she married William Charles Viscount Milton (1812–1835) on 15 August 

1833. Viscount Milton was due to inherit the Fitzwilliam estates on the death of his 
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father Charles William Wentworth, fifth Earl Fitzwilliam.
240

 The match was viewed 

positively by both families. In a letter to Earl Fitzwilliam in September 1833, the Earl 

of Liverpool wrote ‘I really believe that few marriages have united so many ingredients 

of happiness & I only pray that nothing may occur to prevent its continuance.’
241

 The 

Earl of Liverpool’s hopes were dashed when, only two years after Viscount Milton and 

Lady Selina’s marriage, and two months before the birth of their only child, Mary 

Selina Charlotte, Viscount Milton died.   

In 1845 Viscountess Milton remarried.
242

 Her second husband, George Savile Foljambe 

(1800–1869), was landed but untitled, was established in Nottinghamshire politics, the 

owner of Osberton Hall, Worksop: a ‘commanding country mansion, rich in 

archaeological treasures’ and Aldwark Hall, York.
243

 Within a year after her second 

marriage Viscountess Milton gave birth to a son, Cecil George Savile. The presence of 

a new husband and male heir resulted in changes to the will of the Earl of Liverpool.  A 

codicil was added which devised that Viscountess Milton’s third of her father’s 

property was to be held in trust by her two sisters’ husbands, Francis Vernon Harcourt 

and John Cotes.
244

 As a result, Viscountess Milton was denied direct access to the 

family property and the real and personal estate of the Earl of Liverpool was protected 

against the possibility of devolution upon the male heir of Foljambe by his first wife. 

This ensured the accumulated property of the Earl of Liverpool would remain in the 

hands of his direct heirs.
245

  

In the terms of the codicil it stated that the trustees and trustee were able to dispose of 

the property at any time and in any manner and that the monies from such a sale could 

be invested in the trustee or trustees’ names. The right to alienate property was 

increasingly written out of wills in the nineteenth century in an attempt to stop the 

breaking up of estates. Thus, Viscountess Milton was in an unusual position. She sold 

Felbridge in 1855 and the following year (March 1856) purchased Haselbech Hall. 
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During her ownership of Felbridge Hall, it was leased out and there is no known 

evidence to suggest why Viscountess Milton decided to sell.
246

 Viscountess Milton 

purchased Haselbech with money loaned by the trustees of her father’s estate on the 

security of a mortgage of the Haselbech estate. The deed of indemnity releasing these 

funds was clear that the property was purchased with money possessed by Viscountess 

Milton separate from her husband, and that the rents and any profit would be received 

and held solely by her and for her own use.
247

 As a result, Viscountess Milton was in a 

relatively unusual position in comparison to many of her married counterparts. With the 

approbation of her husband and the trustees of her father’s estate, she had been given 

financial control over her own property. In doing so, Viscountess Milton invested in a 

house and estate that was in practice, but not necessarily in theory, her own.  

Even after the death of her husband, legally, Viscountess Milton, like Lady Carbery, 

retained the title of Viscountess and continued to use the Milton name. She also 

maintained a close relationship with the Fitzwilliams. Her second marriage even took 

place at their country mansion, Wentworth Woodhouse.
248

 Viscountess Milton had 

status independent from her second husband’s through her natal family and that of her 

first husband. Thus, in her second marriage she was perhaps not concerned with title. 

After Foljambe’s death in 1869 Viscountess Milton continued to be a prominent figure 

in Northamptonshire and even continued to purchase properties, including the ruined 

Kirkham Priory in 1878.
249

 Her status within county society is also evidenced by her 

inclusion in Walford’s County Families, a compendium of ‘who’s who’ in England and, 

more accurately, an indicator of who was perceived as important in each county.
250

  

When the Earl of Liverpool wrote his will, he not only ensured the well-being of 

Viscountess Milton but also safeguarded the family line by placing his property in trust. 
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Haselbech Hall was never a home to Viscountess Milton and it is likely that when she 

purchased the building she never intended to live there.
251

 Instead, there is evidence to 

suggest that Haselbech was predominantly occupied by Viscountess Milton’s stepson 

Francis John Savile Foljambe and his wife, Gertrude.
252

 The Foljambe men were keen 

hunters and the house provided an ideal base for participating in the Pytchley hunt. 

George Savile Foljambe bred hounds and was described as one of the ‘master-minds’ of 

the day when handling them.
253

 However, it is likely that the house was always intended 

to pass to Viscountess Milton’s first son with George Savile Foljambe, Cecil George 

Savile Foljambe. Thus, whilst the Foljambe estates went to George Savile Foljambe’s 

eldest son, the estates of Viscountess Milton, as planned, were inherited by Cecil 

George Savile Foljambe. Cecil George was created Baron Hawkesbury in 1893 and the 

first Earl of Liverpool of the second creation in 1905.  Between them, the third Earl of 

Liverpool and Viscountess Milton succeeded in reviving the Liverpool earldom a 

generation after its extinction and provided an appropriate seat for the new Earl.  

Although this chapter has shown that legal restrictions upon property were, under the 

right circumstances, not necessarily absolute, this in no way suggests that men and 

women’s experiences were not gendered. From the type of documentary evidence 

which survives and has been used in this analysis it is hard to ascertain the exact 

motives behind the distribution of property. It is also difficult to ascertain if Lady 

Carbery and Viscountess Milton played an important part in the negotiation of their 

marriage settlements to their second husbands. Nonetheless they both managed to gain 

or ensure continued ownership of separate property in their second marriages. The 

motives to remarry are equally unclear. Through her second marriage the ‘orphan 

heiress’ Lady Carbery once again gained a family. In fact, this was the same family she 

had married into originally. Viscountess Milton had a male heir through her second 
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marriage to continue the Liverpool line. Increase in status was evidently not a factor, as 

neither married titled men. Thus, it is possible that a combination of personal and 

dynastic factors contributed to the decision to remarry. These uncertainties aside, it is 

notable that Lady Carbery and Viscountess Milton were both eligible heiresses who 

could bring significant wealth to a marriage; this created the impetus to protect the natal 

family’s property in lieu of a male heir and was used as a valuable bargaining tool when 

making a marriage settlement.  

Although not considered in as much detail as the two previous examples, here, it is 

worth outlining the means of transmission for other houses considered in this thesis, 

Lamport Hall and Overstone Hall, and introducing the main protagonist considered in 

the remainder of this study. As described previously, Lamport Hall was inherited by Sir 

Justinian Isham, eighth Baronet, from his father in 1818. Sir Justinian was a military 

man and it was in this capacity that he had met Mary Close whilst deployed in Ireland 

with the Northamptonshire Militia.
254

 They married only seven months later. Mary was 

15 years younger than Justinian and outlived him by 33 years.
255

 The will of the sixth 

Baronet, Sir Justinian’s grandfather, left considerable sums to his widow and charity 

and had left the family in financial difficulties.
256

 Garwood has argued that the £5,000 

dowry Mary brought to her marriage with Sir Justinian may have been an incentive for 

the match, in the hope it would alleviated the Isham’s strained financial situation.
257

 

Justinian Vere Isham, ninth Baronet (1816–1846) inherited in 1845 on the death of his 

father. However, as previously mentioned, after moving to Cheltenham he seems to 

have left the running of the family home to his mother and younger brother, Sir Charles. 

Almost a year and a half later he committed suicide, aged 29.
258

 Thus his younger 

brother Sir Charles unexpectedly inherited the Hall in 1846 and a year later married 
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Emily Vaughan. Emily was the daughter of Sir John Vaughan, a Leicestershire judge, 

and one of eight children by his two wives.
259

 

The final house considered in this thesis was owned by Lord Overstone and had only 

been purchased a generation earlier by his father Lewis Loyd. Lewis Loyd had married 

Miss Jones (1759–1821), daughter of the Manchester Banker, John Jones (1713–75) 

and was admitted to the Jones’ firm. On his marriage, Lewis Loyd had little money and 

a small farm, Court Henry, which he had inherited from his father. This is a stark 

contrast to the inheritance his son would receive. At his death in 1858 Lewis Lloyd left 

£701,000 in securities, £1,172,091 worth of land and £5,639 in personal effects.
260

 At 

the age of 16 his son, the future Lord Overstone, became a partner in his father’s firm 

and in 1829, kept the tradition of marrying into banking. His wife Harriet was the 

daughter of Ichabod Wright, a Nottingham banker. Before inheriting Overstone Hall, 

Lord Overstone resided at Wickham Park, purchased for £20,000 in 1836, seven years 

after his marriage to Harriet.
261

 Lord Overstone went to live at Overstone Hall in 1853 

after his father became ill and inherited the property in 1858.
262

  

The four properties studied in this thesis were each inherited by their owner in different 

ways. Viscountess Milton gained the financial independence needed to buy Haselbech 

Hall from the property she inherited from her father. Lady Carbery had a life interest in 

Laxton Hall which she secured through a marriage settlement created in her first 

marriage and protected by a trust in the second. Sir Charles was never due to inherit 

Lamport Hall but did so as a consequence of his elder brother’s death. Finally, Lord 

Overstone directly inherited Overstone Hall from his father. These examples show the 

very different and complicated ways by which country house owners came to hold their 

homes and how this can be influenced by gender. Legally, the most obvious gender 

divide is that men considered in this thesis held their property directly and woman held 

theirs in trusts. However, legal possession of property is only one aspect of ownership. 
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The personal and emotional ownership of country houses will be considered in greater 

detail in Chapter Five.  

 

Marriage, Inheritance and Purchase: Reasons to Build?  

Marriage, inheritance, and purchase were significant moments of transition in an 

individual and family’s life and often prompted building to mark the arrival of a new 

family and to create a house which met the family’s needs, ambitions and lifestyle. 

These important events in a family’s lifetime can suggest why building was executed at 

a particular moment. Combined with the analysis of alterations discussed in Chapter 

One it can also begin to suggest some of the motivations behind building.  

The marriage of Lady Carbery to her second husband prompted building at Laxton Hall. 

Although there is no evidence of a large building programme at Laxton during her first 

marriage, there are a number of suggestions that the Hall was in need of alteration. In 

1803 the fourth Baron Carbery paid for drawings and estimates to be made for 

‘alterations’ to the servants’ hall and passage which were, at this time, almost certainly 

located in the basement.
263

 Unlike the fourth Baron Carbery, who was frequently at his 

properties in Ireland, Evans used Laxton as his primary residence. Marriage, the small 

size of the present Hall and the fact it was to be used as a principal seat would have all 

contributed to the desire to build. The enlargement of the house described in Chapter 

One, created rooms appropriate for entertaining and marked the arrival of Evans to the 

area.  

In other instances building was inevitable. The purchase of Haselbech Hall resulted in 

the completion of a building project already in motion.
264

 However, Viscountess Milton 

did not simply complete the project but expanded it to ensure the house had all the 

modern conveniences of the day. As well as creating a convenient residence 

Viscountess Milton created a building which marked her presence in the village. This 

sign of status was especially important in light of her absence from Haselbech on a day 

to day basis, discussed in Chapter Seven. 

Inheritance, marriage, Mary’s dowry, and the need to update Lamport Hall prompted 

Sir Justinian and Mary to remodel the Hall. The alterations described in Chapter One 
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can be broadly divided into two parts: a practical updating of the house and a re-

assertion of the Isham dynasty in the area. The rebuilding of the service areas, addition 

of outbuildings, and creation of more sleeping accommodation in the Smith of Warwick 

wing all ensured the house functioned as a convenient property whereas the creation of 

a new entrance, the opening up the prospect of the park and redecoration of the Hall in 

the latest regency fashion was a marker of the Isham’s dynasty, status and family 

name.
265

 The timing of building was not, however, simply a consequence of the arrival 

of a new generation, the ability to build, or architectural conventions, but could also 

respond to shifting family circumstances.  

In 1846 Sir Charles, inherited the house his mother and father had updated. Sir Charles 

immediately indulged his passion for gardening by making alterations to the grounds, 

however, initially, the house seems to have met the family’s needs. It was not until 

1857, over ten years after his inheritance and after his marriage to Emily, that any 

alterations were made to the house itself. Sir Charles and Emily enlarged the Hall by the 

addition of attic rooms and the establishment of a nursery floor to accommodate visits 

from extended family. After the death of her brother’s wife, Emily’s thirteen nieces and 

nephews frequently stayed at the Hall.
266

 The alterations in the 1860s were also 

completed in the years before the coming out ball of Sir Charles and Emily’s eldest 

daughter, potentially marking the desire to entertain at the Hall on a grander scale.
267

 As 

Chapter One has described, the alterations to the Hall created a logical progression of 

rooms upon entering the house so that guests no longer had to enter into the hall where 

dancing took place. Thus, at Lamport, some of the alterations were made to meet the 

immediate needs of the family.
268

   

Once moving to Overstone Hall, Lord Overstone attempted to improve the eighteenth-

century mansion ‘without venturing upon the gigantic effort of building a new 

house.’
269

 However in 1858, after his father’s death, the decision was made to build a 

new mansion, or at least to expand.
270

 Overstone Hall was not large enough to 
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accommodate many guests. This was amply proven when Lord and Lady Overstone 

attempted to allocate the ‘limited extent of accommodation which this house affords’ to 

various visitors in 1850 with little success.
271

 From the London papers it is evident that 

Lady Overstone was a well-established figure in London life. Her London home was a 

centre for musical entertainment and a hub for liberal thought across the 1850s.
272

 This 

is further suggested by the Overstones’ daughter, Harriet Sarah Loyd-Lindsay, Lady 

Wantage (1837–1920), who, after inheriting, continued the lively rounds of activities 

which took place in their London home, Carlton Gardens. This included the ‘time-

honoured institution’ of an open house at the luncheon hour.
273

 Lady Overstone’s 

panache for entertaining on the London scene may have been something she hoped to 

continue when in the country in a new and enlarged home. Her frequent appearance in 

the newspapers and desire to entertain in the 1850s may also, however, have been a 

response to an important change in the family’s status. In October 1849 Lord Overstone 

was offered a peerage by Lord John Russell which he accepted with some reluctance. 

The Manchester Guardian wrote: 

 The Banker Lord must have his name destroyed; 

 The Peerage must be pure, no peer a (l)Loyd; 

 No longer by his City title known –  

 Lord Overgold is now Lord Overstone.
274

 

After being elevated to a peerage in 1850, the expansion or rebuilding of Overstone 

Hall could be read as a physical expression of his new status, if a rather delayed one. By 
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this stage Lord Overstone had removed himself from business.
275

 This process was 

painful but welcome to Lord Overstone who was reluctant to give up the reins but 

excited at the prospect of a more leisured existence. He owned considerable quantities 

of land across the country and, as an only child, stood to inherit the whole of his 

father’s vast estates. A new and extensive country seat was all that was required to 

complete his elevation. However, whilst the additions to the house evidently 

accommodated entertaining on a grand scale and were a statement of the family’s 

status, they were also designed to meet the specific needs of the family.  

When writing the memoir of her husband, Lady Wantage recalled the warm welcome 

her mother and father, Lord and Lady Overstone, had given her new husband to their 

family. After their daughter’s marriage, Lord and Lady Overstone spent much of their 

time at Lockinge House, Berkshire. This, and an extensive landed estate, had been a 

wedding present from Lord Overstone, and it was here that the two couples enjoyed an 

‘even tenor of…joint family life’.
276

 The plan for Overstone Hall included apartments 

designated for the use of Lord and Lady Wantage in the new south west range, 

described in Chapter One [Figure 21]. It is quite possible this was designed with the 

intention of creating a home which could accommodate the same lifestyle the family 

had become accustomed to in Berkshire. Thus, Overstone Hall provides an example of 

how family life and the behaviour of family members within a built space could have an 

impact upon the form of a building project. Chapter Five will consider the alterations to 

Overstone Hall further and in particular the role of Lady Overstone as the motivating 

force behind building.  

 

Conclusions 

The legal identity of married women shaped the ways they held property. A detailed 

analysis of Viscountess Milton and Lady Carbery has shown that, principally through 

the actions of male relatives, women were able to own real property in their own right. 

In the examples considered, it is evident that this ability was a consequence of 

Viscountess Milton and Lady Carbery’s natal family’s wealth as well as their position 
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within the family. In both instances, there were no male heirs. However, how much 

control women had over the way property was transferred is subject to debate and not 

necessarily recoverable in the types of documents used in this chapter. Although 

married women were not able to own property in their own right in common law, 

Holcombe has argued that when applied to real property, as opposed to personal 

property, common law afforded women a degree of protection.
277

 For example, 

husbands were not allowed to dispose of their wives real property without their wife’s 

consent.  

The legal relationship of individuals to property also had an impact upon their personal 

and emotional relationship to property. More often than not women moved into the 

houses of their new husbands. Lamport Hall was the childhood home of Sir Justinian 

and Sir Charles but the adopted home of their wives, Mary and Emily. Even though few 

married women owned property in the eyes of the law, this did not necessarily prevent 

emotional and physical investment in a property. As Wynne has argued, ‘feelings of 

ownership were not challenged by law’.
278

 If this were the case, the majority of married 

women would forever feel like guests in their husband’s houses. Women, Erickson has 

argued, ‘did not, in their daily lives, operate on the premise that the entire marital 

household belonged to their husbands. Regardless of the law, the great majority of 

married women had to handle property continuously…Married women must therefore 

have regarded property in their possession as belonging to them even when it was not 

legally theirs.’
279

 This will be discussed in detail in Chapter Five. 
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Chapter Three 

 

How to Hire an Architect 

 

DEAR MR TEULON – As formerly President of the Royal Institute of British 

Architects, and in other ways I have frequently had the pleasure of meeting you, 

and of seeing your designs; and I have great pleasure in bearing witness to the 

high position which you occupy both personally and professionally among our 

Architects, and to the regard and respect which your many friends feel for 

you.
280

  

      A. J. B. Beresford Hope, 1870 

 

When applying for the position of architect to the London School Board in 1870, the 

architect of Overstone Hall, William Milford Teulon, compiled a series of testimonials 

gathered from previous clients and colleagues.
281

 Notable by its absence, however, was 

any recommendation from Lord Overstone. In the letters of patrons who did offer 

testimony several qualities consistently appear. Teulon was praised for his ability to 

stay within a budget or as one correspondent wrote, even to reduce the estimate. His 

skill in planning the layout of buildings to make comfortable and convenient spaces was 

noted as well as his attention to detail and readiness to ‘attend to the wishes and 

suggestions of those who employ him’.
282

 Patrons valued Teulon’s integrity and ability 

to listen and to even anticipate their needs as much as his practical skills and knowledge 

of design and building. The qualities identified in the letters of recommendation form a 

conspectus of the desirable attributes of a Victorian architect. They also highlight the 

weight which recommendations carried within the profession as the position was 
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decided solely on testimony.
283

 On this occasion, Teulon lost out to the architect and 

architectural author Edward Robert Robson.
284

  

By the nineteenth century the basis of architectural patronage had been greatly extended 

from the previous century to include a huge number and range of public buildings; this 

was to become the great period of public building construction. Positions, such as the 

Architect to the London School Board, were increasingly common. These provided new 

opportunities to gain salaried work for architects who had hitherto worked from 

commission to commission and without the guarantee of a constant income.
285

 Further 

opportunities to gain commissions came with the rise of architectural competitions 

which gave both established and novice architects the chance to compete to construct 

some of the largest buildings of the age, as well as smaller buildings such as schools, 

banks or churches.
286

 Success in these competitions, Harper has argued, acted as a 

‘certificate of confidence’ before the existence of formal controls on private 

architecture.
287

 The successes and failures of these competitions were reported in 

journals such as The Builder, which emerged with the expansion of the periodical 

printing press in the 1840s. Print created a new forum for architectural discussion and 

debate as well as new opportunities to share knowledge and advertise architects’ 

work.
288

 To this end, Jenkins and Kaye have argued that a once strong tradition of 

private patronage was being replaced by more varied sources.
289

 It was perhaps this 

widening of the field of architecture and different forms of patronage which prompted J. 

C. Loudon to comment in 1835: ‘the time for building palaces, castles, and cathedrals is 
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gone by, or nearly so’.
290

 However, country houses were still an important feature of 

many architects’ oeuvres and in spite of the evolving architectural scene described 

above, from the point of view of the examples considered in this thesis, traditional 

methods of patronage continued.  

This chapter discusses the process by which patrons chose their architects. After 

deciding to build, one of the first decisions a country house owner had to make was 

which architect to commission. This decision was based on a complex set of 

circumstances and as Kaufman has argued, rested upon a fluid and interacting set of 

factors including the type of building programme, cost, location, taste and the meanings 

attached to a structure.
291

 However, there is often limited evidence to suggest the exact 

thought process or motives behind an architect’s employment as these were not 

frequently committed to paper. As a result, this chapter will describe how architects 

came to the attention of patrons through geographical proximity, personal and 

professional networks, or as a result of an architect’s reputation.
292

 In turn, the 

particular skills and knowledge which architects brought to a commission will be 

highlighted to suggest why an architect was hired as well as how these influences may 

have determined designs. It is worth noting here that it is outside the scope of this thesis 

to provide a comprehensive study of each architect’s patronage network; rather, this 

chapter will locate the houses and patrons it considers within the wider context of an 

architect’s oeuvre and the wider context of the country house owners’ patronage 

networks. This chapter will begin with a brief introduction to the reasons why architects 

were employed at Lamport Hall, Haselbech Hall and Laxton Hall before an in depth 

case study discussing the decision to hire William Milford Teulon to rebuild Overstone 

Hall.  
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Accessing Patronage: Geography, Networks, and Reputation    

There was a range of architects employed in country house building across 

Northamptonshire whose client bases varied from local to national in extent. Although 

advances in travel made it possible for architects and gardeners, such as Humphry 

Repton, to work on commissions across the length and breadth of the country, local 

architects working in a relatively small area and for a comparatively small group of 

clients still made up an important component of the architectural profession.
293

 The 

impact and number of these regional architects has often been underestimated by 

scholarship.
294

 These men frequently gained employment through the nurturing of a 

positive reputation within an area and by fostering local professional or social networks. 

For example, Edmund F. Law became known for restoring many Northamptonshire 

churches. His employment on the majority of these jobs was the result of his prominent 

position as architect to the Northamptonshire Architectural Society as well as his 

reputation as a man of ‘great practical knowledge, sound judgement, and long 

experience in his profession’.
295

 Even though his work was chiefly confined to 

churches, Law was employed at several country houses owned by members of the 

Architectural Society.
296

  There were also architects who worked across a relatively 

large area but who also built close ties with specific locations where they started their 

career, had family connections or had gained accessed to networks of patrons united by 

geography or personal ties.  

Although having worked across the country, in the latter part of his career Henry 

Hakewill’s commission base was centred on Warwickshire and the surrounding 

counties.
297

 Within Northamptonshire he worked on the stables at Dingley Hall in 1790 

and was architect to Rugby school, a relatively short distance from Lamport Hall, 
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between 1809 and his death in 1830.
298

 There is little evidence to show how Hakewill 

came to be employed at Lamport Hall in the 1820s, however it is quite possible that he 

was known to Sir Justinian and Mary Isham through his connection with Rugby.
299

 

Over a decade of working at the school and within the surrounding counties was 

unlikely to have gone unnoticed by the landowning classes, many of whom sent their 

children to study at Rugby.
300

 A further connection between Lamport Hall and Rugby 

school is evidenced in the architecture itself. The perpendicular Gothic porch of the new 

north west wing built in 1821 [Figure 10] is an almost exact reproduction of the porch 

to the new master’s house at Rugby, built c. 1809–13 [Figure 23].
301

 As a whole, 

stylistically, the buildings were very similar and are indicative of the ability of Hakewill 

to transfer styles between building types. This was not necessarily an unusual trait, as 

many architects in the nineteenth century adapted to the needs of the market by building 

in numerous styles. There is no documentary evidence to suggest if the reproduction of 

the porch from Rugby at Lamport was at the behest of the patron or architect.  

                                                           
298

 Bailey, Northamptonshire, p. 232; Hakewill’s appointment at Rugby School also resulted in 

appointments further afield for example Farnborough Hall, Oxfordshire, in 1815 which was 

commissioned by one of the school’s trustees, William Holbech. 
299

 Hakewill, ‘Henry Hakewill’, p. 227. 
300

 Sir Charles Isham was educated at Rugby School from 1834. T. L. Bloxham, A Companion to the 

Rugby School Register from 1675 to 1870 Inclusive (London, 1871), p. 60. His older brother Sir Justinian 

Vere Isham was sent to Eton. See NRO, IL 3091, Diary of Sir Justinian Vere Isham. 
301

 Hakewill, ‘Henry Hakewill’, p. 229; W. H. D. Rouse, A History of Rugby School (London, 1898), p. 

198; Rugby Borough Council, Rugby School Conservation Plan Appraisal (June 2010) 

file:///C:/Users/Megan/Downloads/Rugby_School_Character_Appraisal%20(1).pdf  [accessed 7 May 

2015], p. 38; Summerson, Lamport Hall, p. 11; Garwood, ‘Hidden Patronage’, p. 36; T. Uwins, The 

Costume of the University of Oxford (London, 1815), p. 24. 



86 

 

 

 

Figure 23: School Masters House at Rugby School built by Henry Hakewill, c. 1809–13 and showing the 

porch which was replicated almost exactly on the rebuilt north west front of Lamport Hall, built 1821. 

Although Hakewill had a concentration of commissions in the Midlands he also kept an 

office in London.
302

 He worked on a number of other country houses during his career, 

won the silver medal at the Royal Academy Schools in 1790 and received an 

architectural education when articled to John Yenn. The training in neo-classical 

architecture he would have received is evident in some of the designs he presented to 

the Ishams at Lamport Hall [For example, see Figures 29 & 36].
303

  

Sir Justinian and Mary were evidently pleased with their decision to commission 

Hakewill as, in a bill dated 1824, Hakewill thanked the Ishams for recommending his 
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services to Sir John Palmer at East Carlton Hall.
304

 The Palmer and Isham family were 

linked by two marriages: Sir Justinian’s sister, Sophia Isham, married Thomas Palmer, 

the elder brother of Sir John Palmer, in 1793 and Mary Isham’s brother, Col. Robert 

Close married Sophia, Thomas Palmer’s daughter c. 1827.
305

 The Isham’s kinship 

network was a powerful tool for creating a steady flow of commissions within a 

locality. It was a different branch of this network, however, which was the most likely 

reason for Henry Goddard’s employment at Lamport Hall just over two decades later.  

In 1842 Sir Justinian and Mary employed Goddard, an architect who worked almost 

exclusively in the counties surrounding Leicestershire.
306

 Unlike Hakewill, Goddard’s 

career was built on his demonstrated practical skills and knowledge learnt when articled 

to his father a ‘Carpenter, Joiner and Cabinetmaker’ rather than an architectural 

education.
307

 His practice was not simply confined to architectural work but also 

included surveying, valuations and estate agents work.
308

  

Two years before his employment at Lamport Hall, Goddard was commissioned by the 

Rev. Robert Isham to alter a house in Shangton, Leicestershire.
309

 It is possible this 

commission led to Goddard’s employment at Lamport Hall. This started a tradition of 

patronage from the Ishams. Goddard was employed at Lamport Hall again in 1857 by 

the next generation of Ishams to live at the Hall, Sir Charles and Emily. It is perhaps of 

note that one of Goddard’s previous patrons, Mary, was still living at Lamport at this 

time. Goddard extended the south east front by the addition of a new scullery, dairy 

scullery, still room and an extension to the housekeeper’s room, described in Chapter 

One. The principal advantage of hiring Goddard in this instance must have been his 
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knowledge of the building and ability to seamlessly extend the wing in the same style 

and faced in the same stone as the wing he had built fifteen years earlier.
310

  

Known amongst the Leicestershire and Northamptonshire gentry and with experience 

and knowledge of building in the area, Goddard was also a convenient architect for 

Viscountess Milton at Haselbech. Goddard appears to have been responsible for 

finishing outstanding work at Haselbech: he organised the purchase of materials, 

supervised some of the building, checked accounts and measured the works once 

complete.
311

 He also offered a number of designs, for example, improving the 

appearance of the chimney by raising the chimney case, guards for the cellar steps, 

standings in the stables and altering the appearance of the steps of the principal stair.
312

 

Although his exact role at Haselbech is not clear, it is likely he took on responsibilities 

of an architect as well as a more general contractor.
313

 With many of the designs already 

underway or completed, Goddard’s skills were ideal. He knew local builders and 

suppliers, measured and surveyed work but also had the skills to correct and alter 

designs. 

It is evident from this brief introduction that the geographical proximity of architects 

and patrons interacted with local and personal networks. To this end, Pears has argued 

that the use of familial patronage networks by provincial architects was fundamental to 

their success.
314

 However, the recommendation of an architect within these networks 

could also serve a means in itself for the patrons. The brokering of the employment of 

an architect by family members and across kinship networks not only ensured that 

architects came with a recommendation but also confirmed and secured family ties 

through the sharing of knowledge. This sharing of knowledge, although partly created 

by location, was not limited by it.  
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The London architect Ambrose Poynter was hired to landscape the grounds and build 

an extension to the service wing at Haselbech Hall. The first mention of Poynter is 

made in a letter of October 1856 where Viscountess Milton instructs her agent Fisher to 

supply Poynter with a ground plan of the house, evidently to suggest any necessary 

alterations or additions.
315

 Poynter was no doubt chosen as architect to Haselbech as a 

consequence of his employment at Osberton Hall, Nottinghamshire; Viscountess 

Milton’s husband’s principal seat. George Savile Foljambe hired Poynter in 1847 two 

years after his marriage to Viscountess Milton to construct a new kitchen wing, add an 

extra floor to the existing service wing and a bay window. This was not the first time 

Foljambe had used Poynter. He had been employed seventeen years earlier to build 

Scofton Church, Nottinghamshire, as a monument to his first wife, Harriet Emily 

Mary.
316

 From 1845, after their marriage, Viscountess Milton and Foljambe resided 

together at Osberton and even though the couple were in Dusseldorf for the majority of 

the alterations, Viscountess Milton would have had first-hand knowledge of Poynter’s 

work.
317

 It is not unreasonable to assume that when choosing an architect to work at 

Haselbech, Viscountess Milton or Foljambe chose Poynter based on a tradition of 

previous patronage. With Viscountess Milton’s level of engagement with all other 

aspects of Haselbech it is also not unreasonable to suggest that it was Viscountess 

Milton, as opposed to Foljambe, who directly appointed Poynter. It was thus her 

marriage into her husband’s family and his patronage network which determined her 

choice of architect.  

The patronage networks surveyed so far have been centred on the family and have been 

extended through marriage or kinship. Employment of an architect could have been the 
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result of word of mouth recommendations between family members and friends or the 

result of inspiration found on visits to properties within personal networks. These were 

not exclusively male networks but relied on women both as patrons and sources of 

information and connections. These connections were not necessarily passive links 

created through marriage but could be actively sought and used.  

In her study of women and political patronage Chalus has argued that, like men, women 

had extensive social and personal networks which they used to gain valuable 

information and contacts.
318

 It is reasonable to assume that similar personal networks 

could be used in the patronage of architects. There is little evidence to suggest the 

individual agency of women, or indeed men, in the choice of architects in the case 

studies considered by this thesis, however, numerous examples exist elsewhere. The 

Duchess of Rutland recommended James Wyatt to her close friend the Duke of York to 

build Stafford House.
319

 Women also kept abreast of architects’ reputations. Harriet 

Sutherland described Blore as ‘the cheap architect’ and portrayed Wyattville as 

temperamental in her correspondence.
320

 The person who was recommending an 

architect occupied an intermediate position in the patronage process. They were not 

necessarily in a position to offer a commission but gained their power from access to 

individuals and information.
321

 In this regard, even if wives were not the ones paying 

the architect’s bills it was certainly in the architect’s best interest to keep them on his 

side.  

The series of recommendations made within personal networks described so far not 

only reveal the ways that architects came to a patron’s attention but also the benefit to 

the architect of gaining a good reputation within personal networks. Architects 

established a reputation through work carried out and, where successful, found further 

work through being recommended by former clients amongst networks of friends and 

families of those clients.  
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Virtual Networks and Reputation  

Regardless of whether networks of kinship existed or not, a good reputation amongst 

groups of people connected, for example, by political allegiance, social standing or 

class were equally important in creating patronage. In 1860 the architect William Burn 

was hired by Sir Charles and Emily Isham to alter Lamport Hall. With no evidence to 

suggest a personal connection it is highly likely that Burn was hired on reputation 

alone. Burn’s architectural practice executed upwards of 700 commissions in a career 

that spanned more than half a century.
322

 A large part of his practice was devoted to 

building country houses for a notoriously difficult to please upper class clientele. In 

spite of this in 1869 T. L. Donaldson commented that Burn had succeeded in 

maintaining an excellent reputation throughout his career. 

In hiring Burn the Ishams were confirming their membership of a group of patrons 

which contained many of the wealthy landowners of the day. Burn’s initial 

commissions were received through friends, family and his master, Smirke. However it 

was not long until his carefully constructed reputation created patronage off his own 

back. After a commission from the fifth Duke of Buccleuch to remodel Drumlanrig 

Castle, Dumfriesshire, in 1828, Burn entered into a network of Tory noblemen, who, 

along with the Duke of Buccleuch, would provide an important commission base for the 

rest of his career.
323

 The importance of maintaining this network of clients was 

increased by Burn’s withdrawal from entering competitions early in his career and his 

practice of never publishing his designs.
324

 Burn’s refusal to publish his works not only 

protected the privacy of clients and prevented copyism, but may also have been part of 

his self-presentation as an exclusive elite architect. Corfield has described the 

importance of keeping trade secrets within a profession and which, as a result, enhanced 

prestige due to the exclusive nature of knowledge and skills.
325
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Once established within a virtual network and with so many commissions evidencing 

his work, Burn’s employment at Lamport could well have been the result of his 

reputation alone. He would certainly have been known to members of the upper classes. 

Significantly, the commission at Lamport Hall, the new principal front, was one of the 

most important facades of the building after it had been reoriented. It is perhaps this 

reason which led Sir Charles and Emily to hire one of the most well-known architects 

of the time. On the converse, Burn’s employment at Lamport Hall is not included on the 

commission list in a memoir of Burn written by Donaldson after Burn’s death.
326

 This 

suggests that Burn was even more prolific than Donaldson’s record of his work might 

indicate but also contextualises his employment at Lamport: this was a relatively small 

commission.  

Although Burn worked for a certain type of clientele he was also noted for his skill and 

reliability. If his perceived reputation was correct, the Ishams were employing a reliable 

architect experienced in both new builds and a large number of alterations to existing 

houses. In particular, he was known to be skilled in the arrangement of the floor plans 

of both old and new houses to create comfortable and convenient homes. To this end, 

Kerr described Burn as the ‘master’ of the country house plan.
327

 Burn was well suited 

for a job which required the re-arrangement of the internal plan of a country house. 

Reputation may also have stimulated the Evans to hire the Reptons at Laxton Hall, 

discussed in greater detail in Chapter Four.
328

  

The themes considered through the examples in this chapter so far, have evidenced the 

importance to architects of networks of patrons in gaining commissions. However, as 

well as networks of patrons there were also networks of architects and workmen in 

operation which promoted colleagues, students or members of their own family. 

Alliances between architects were being created in the form of professional 

organisations. Thus traditional personal systems of recommendation were supplemented 

by new systems of official validation, for example competitions, mentioned in the 
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chapter introduction, but also membership to exclusive groups such as the RIBA.
329

 

Arnold has argued that the move towards a regulated profession by the RIBA instilled 

an element of trust in architects who were increasingly viewed as professionals, in 

much the same way as were lawyers.
330

 However, what this meant in practice was 

questioned by some contemporaries: ‘Perhaps the Institute may entertain an idea that 

the public will think that better architects will be found belonging to an architectural 

institute than are to be found unconnected with one…Anything which has a tendency to 

elevate a man in public opinion, otherwise than his own individual merits, is so far 

bad’.
331

   

On a smaller scale, partnerships were made between architects to broaden client bases 

and the skills on offer to potential patrons. As architecture became separated from 

practical building, the architect’s role increasingly involved choosing agents or 

contractors to employ.
332

 Goddard was employed at both Lamport and Haselbech at a 

similar time. Many of the workmen, the builder Clifton for example, were also working 

at both sites.
333

 Viscountess Milton and Sir Charles also both used the land agent 

Edward K. Fisher (c. 1827–1901). If Fisher, Goddard and even Clifton had a working 

agreement or helped each other gain commissions or if proximity to the building works 

and good reputations earned them a place on both sites is not clear. However, Wilson 

and Mackley have shown that architects would often use the same contractors for 

different commissions and by doing so created informal alliances.
334

 The remainder of 

this chapter will describe one example where the professional connection between the 

architect William Milford Teulon and the landscape gardener and designer William 

Broderick Thomas may have resulted in both of their employment at Overstone Hall.  

 

Professional Networks: William Milford Teulon and Overstone Hall 

A detailed study of Teulon, a relatively unknown architect, and his employment at 

Overstone Hall illustrates the many different factors which influenced the patron’s 

choice of architect and in particular the importance of recommendations from within the 

                                                           
329

 Corfield, Power and the Professions, p. 184. 
330

 D. Arnold, Reading Architectural History (London, 2001), p. 62. 
331

 J. C. Loudon, Architectural Magazine, 2 (1835), p. 471. 
332

 Wilson and Mackley, Creating Paradise, pp. 135–6 
333

 NRO, FS 24/6, William Clifton to Edward K. Fisher, 4 November 1857. 
334

 Wilson and Mackley, Creating Paradise, p. 140. 



94 

 

 

profession.
335

 Currently, there has been no comprehensive survey of Teulon’s practice 

and assessments of his work have been dominated by the negative perception of one 

commission, Overstone Hall. On seeing the Hall in 1864, Lord Overstone described the 

house as an ‘utter failure’ and as having ‘neither taste, comfort nor convenience’ and 

said of Teulon, that ‘incapacity is his smallest fault’. He wrote, ‘I am utterly ashamed of 

it…I grieve to think I shall hand such an abortion over to my successors.’
336

  

Teulon’s reputation as an incompetent architect and Lord Overstone’s disapproval of 

his design have followed him ever since. Pevsner argued that Overstone Hall ‘defeats 

description and appreciative analysis’, Girouard has condemned the building as 

designed in a ‘terrible bastard Renaissance’ style and Heward and Taylor have claimed 

that Overstone Hall is ‘by common agreement the ugliest’ building in the county of 

Northamptonshire.
337

 Lord Overstone has not escaped censure. The choice of Teulon as 

architect has been criticised by Franklin: ‘Often one can guess how a client came to 

choose a particular architect. Sometimes it remains a total mystery. Samuel Jones Loyd, 

Lord Overstone, banker, was one of the richest men in England. Yet for Overstone Hall 

he employed the obscure W. M. Teulon…he got what he deserved’.
338

  

The low estimation of Overstone Hall’s aesthetic, in part, owes to scholarship’s 

traditionally negative response to High Victorian and eclectic architecture, which has 

only recently begun to be viewed in a serious light. Teulon’s older brother Samuel 

Saunders Teulon has been described as a ‘rogue architect’; an expression coined by 

Goodhart-Rendal.
339

 Saunders has argued that Teulon shared some of his brother’s 

‘roguish tendencies’.
340

 ‘Rogue’ architects have been defined by their ‘stylistic 

nonconformity’, individuality and their difficulty to categorise on stylistic grounds.
341

 

However, studies of Lamb (1806–1869), Bassett Keeling (1837–1886) and Edward 
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Schroeder Prior (1852–1932), among others, have begun to revise traditional 

interpretations by illustrating how the architectural decisions made by these architects 

responded to wider movements within the architectural profession.
342

 In particular, 

nineteenth-century architects were concerned with finding a style for the nineteenth 

century and which stimulated, among this group of architects, innovation and often the 

mixing of architectural styles.
343

 Hence, as well as suggesting how Teulon came to be 

employed at Overstone Hall, the following analysis will take a more critical and 

balanced view of the architecture of the Hall.  

 

Figure 24: Drawing of the Church of St Rumbold in Mechelen, William Milford Teulon’s European tour 

journal, 1847–1848 (Private Collection). 
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Born in 1823, William Milford Teulon was the younger brother of the better known 

architect Samuel Sanders Teulon.
344

 By the time he was fifteen his elder brother had 

already established an architectural practice working principally in London and the 

Midlands.
345

 However there is no evidence that the brothers ever worked together or 

that Teulon was articled to Samuel Sanders.
346

 The only insight into Teulon’s early 

training is afforded by two manuscript volumes: his European tour journals from 1847 

to 1848. Teulon visited Mechelen, the Rhine, Basel, Bavaria, Austria, Venice, Vicenza, 

Rome and Paestum. The title pages for each chapter of his journals are filled with 

sketches.
347

 The buildings Teulon chose to feature were common stops on the European 

tour including St Rumbold in Mechelen, Hendebery Castle in the Rhine, the Walhalla in 

Germany, St Stephen’s Cathedral in Vienna, the Palazzo Foscari in Venice, the Piazza 

dei Signori in Vicenza, St John’s Lateran in Rome and the Basilica and Temple of 

Neptune in Paestum. Teulon’s illustrations are not simply of architecture or 

architectural details, but are scenes, often populated, and which show a concern for the 

overall silhouette of a building and in particular the skyline [Figure 24]. 

The size of Teulon’s practice was not as great as that of his brother however between 

1850 and his retirement from the RIBA in 1889, he received at least 68 commissions 

[See Appendix]. It is probable that this list could be considerably extended. A large 

number of these were in Yorkshire, Sussex, Kent and London. They varied in type from 

parsonages, schools, churches, mausoleums, alterations and additions to country houses 

and gardens to several new country house builds. Later in his career and after being 

commissioned by Lord Overstone, he was employed by a number of other bankers. 

William Yeoman, chairman of the Darlington district banking company, hired Teulon 

to build their Darlington head office, house and a bank at Leyburn in North Yorkshire. 

The similarities between the architecture of Leyburn bank, built in 1875, and Overstone 

Hall are notable and illustrate how Teulon, like Hakewill mentioned earlier, transferred 

his ideas from a domestic to public context. Teulon was also hired by the banker 
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Oswald Augustus Smith in the 1860s and by H. Birkbeck to build a bank at Derehem, 

near Norwich.
348

 

Teulon had several important professional partnerships and associations. Between c. 

1872 and 1874 Teulon worked in partnership with the builder Egbert Evans Cronk.
349

 

Teulon was a trustee of St Pancras Church, the originator and designer of the Strand 

Improvement Scheme, founder of the City Churches and Churchyards Protection 

Scheme and an Associate of the RIBA in 1854 and fellow in 1860. To add to this, he 

was also a committed member of the Ecclesiological Society which he joined in 

1847.
350

 Thus, although not building on the scale of his brother, Teulon was still a 

relatively successful architect and was certainly well known within the profession.  

Even though it has been established that Teulon was not necessarily as obscure as 

Franklin suggests, the employment of Teulon at Overstone Hall still deserves further 

investigation. Lord Overstone had almost unlimited finances as well as numerous 

connections to the art and architectural world. His role in the financial and 

organisational aspects of the Great Exhibition of 1851 meant he came into contact with 

a number of architects.
351

 As one of Her Majesty’s Commissioners for the Great 

Exhibition he worked alongside Sir William Cubbitt, James Meadows Rendel, Sir 

Charles Barry and Sir Charles Lock Eastlake. He was on the Catalogue committee with 

Sir William Cubitt and Dr Lyon Playfair; the Prices of Admission committee with Col. 

Sir William Reid and Sir William Cubitt; and the finance committee, again, with Sir 

William Cubitt. To this list of architects, surveyors and architectural historians can be 

added the Reptons and the engineer Thomas Telford, old family friends of the Lindsays. 

George Stanley Repton had been used by Lord Overstone to design Stabling Wood’s 

Mews but died in 1858 before Overstone Hall was commissioned.
352

 Many of these 

acquaintances occupied a strange middle ground in the architectural profession, being 

considered as engineers, garden designers or surveyors as much as architects. As a 
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result, Barry aside perhaps, there were no candidates among Lord Overstone’s circle to 

rebuild his house. This all assumes that it was Lord Overstone who chose the architect 

of Overstone Hall. As Chapter Five will show, it was Lady Overstone who desired to 

rebuild the Hall and it is not beyond the realm of possibility that it was her who chose 

Teulon.
353

 There is, however, another possible way that Teulon may have come to the 

Overstones’ attention: through the landscape gardener William Broderick Thomas.  

At both Overstone Hall and Althorp Hall the fortunes of Teulon and the garden designer 

Thomas were connected. The laying out of the gardens at Althorp has been attributed to 

Teulon who is credited with the design for the formal gardens around the house and the 

stone pillars and ironwork to the forecourt. Thomas has been noted as the gardener.
354

 

However, there was a far more complex relationship between Teulon and this garden 

commission. A letter from John, fifth Earl Spencer and owner of Althorp suggests it 

was in fact the landscaper Thomas who laid out the gardens at Althorp and that it was 

Thomas who employed Teulon’s assistance.
355

 Spencer wrote on 24 July 1864 ‘I am 

glad to state that I have known you for four years. You were introduced to me by 

Thomas, who employed you for the architectural part of some plans for re-arranging the 

grounds at this place, which he made for me…some drawings you have made for me 

enable me to state that I consider you have considerable skill as a designer, and that 

your designs are in excellent taste.’
356

 Thomas worked on several prestigious 

commissions previously, including Sandringham Palace for the Prince of Wales as well 

as for the Earl of Abercorn, the Earl of Cranbrook and Lord Iveagh among others.
357

  

The acquaintance of four years mentioned by Spencer would date Teulon’s involvement 

in the grounds at Althorp to the same time that he was employed at Overstone. 

Importantly, similarly to Althorp, both Thomas and Teulon were employed. Thomas 

was commissioned to lay out the grounds around Overstone Hall, choose a site for the 

stables and create new roads through the park to approach the entrance court.
358

 It is 

possible that Teulon was recommended to Lord Overstone by Thomas, or vice versa. 

Regardless, this example shows the benefit which architects and landscapers could gain 
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by forming professional relationships. Further evidence of a professional and personal 

relationship between Thomas and Teulon is provided by a letter to Teulon by Thomas 

himself. He wrote, ‘I believe I have had the pleasure of being acquainted with you for 

upwards of fifteen years, in which time I have had many opportunities of observing 

your taste, &c., which I consider very good, and have often received great assistance in 

my own profession from your thorough knowledge of your profession.’
359

 The 

employment of an architect to complete the architectural parts of a landscape design 

was not necessarily unusual. In the earlier part of his career, Repton employed several 

architects for that exact purpose before collaborating with his son.
360

 

The connection between the patronage of Teulon at Althorp and Overstone is further 

strengthened by the high probability that Lord Overstone visited Althorp on several 

occasions and was likely to have seen the works being executed.
361

 Thomas had also 

worked for the brother of Lord Overstone’s son-in-law, Robert Stayner Holford at 

Westonbirt, Gloucestershire from 1839.
362

 Lord Overstone and Holford were 

correspondents and Lord Overstone visited Westonbirt prior to beginning building 

works at Overstone. Though it is not clear who was recommending Thomas to whom, it 

is apparent that within Lord Overstone’s kinship network there was a confluence of 

thought on the most appropriate landscaper for their ambitions and that Thomas’ 

connection with Teulon may explain his employment at Overstone Hall. Thus, when 

placed in the wider context of Teulon’s patron and professional networks the choice of 

architect at Overstone Hall does not appear as illogical as Franklin has suggested. 

Recognition of Teulon’s wider networks and the context in which the Hall was built 

also sheds light on the architecture of Overstone Hall, which is perhaps not so far 

beyond comprehension as Pevsner has put forward.  

Teulon, like many contemporary architects, worked in many different styles, tailoring 

his architecture to the needs of clients or suggestions from professional architectural 
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associations.
363

 Among other styles, Teulon designed buildings in late pointed Gothic, 

perpendicular, neo-Elizabethan and neo-Jacobean. Teulon was noted within the 

architectural community for his innovative and experimental designs. In 1865 Teulon 

submitted a design for the Chapel-School, Spaldington, Yorkshire, to the Ecclesiologist 

which he frequently used as a sounding board for his ideas. The design for the Chapel-

School was criticised as being ‘multum in parvo’ with particular reference to the 

combined chimney pot, single bell and clock face. Teulon was chided for his 

‘misplaced ingenuity’. He submitted a redesign to the Ecclesiologist in 1857 which 

received a more positive response.
364

 Teulon also responded to the requests of patrons 

and the personal treatment they received, described at the beginning of this chapter, was 

extended to his designs. In 1857 Teulon was commissioned to build ‘Long Hull’ for 

Captain Thomas Chaloner in Guisborough, Yorkshire. The design is unique and copies 

elements of a ships design, for example, the inclusion of an oriel window on the south 

front, mimicking the porthole on the stern of a ship. The design is a reference to the 

Captain’s profession in the Royal Navy.
365

 Thus, Teulon was regarded as innovative, 

even if all of his innovations were not well received.  

Teulon’s approach to design is evident at Overstone Hall, commended in The Builder 

for its successful combination of architectural components from different  periods: ‘a 

dignified design for a large mansion, with what may be called a mixture of Renaissance 

and Elizabethan features pretty successfully fused into a consistent whole’.
366

 The 

towers at Overstone combine elements from many periods and countries seamlessly to 

produce a monumental feature. The round arches of the central tower, combined with 

the heavy cornice, are arguably Venetian in inspiration. However, the vertical thrust, 

grid like appearance and rusticated columns borrow more from Elizabethan models. A 

compelling comparison can be made with the neo-Elizabethan prodigy house Mentmore 
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Towers designed by Paxton and modelled on Wollaton. These towers are accompanied 

by shaped gables and triangular pediments.  

 

Figure 25: East facade of Overstone Hall. 

The asymmetrical and sometimes awkward arrangement of architectural features and 

windows at Overstone were to a large extent determined by the interior layout of the 

house. Several clear examples can be used to illustrate this. The east facade of the house 

has, perhaps, the most uncomfortable arrangement of windows and architectural 

features. On the ground floor level long rectangular windows are surmounted by a 

Jacobean style gable consisting of scrolls, raised and fielded panels, pilaster strips and 

an urn or Jacobethan pendant, however, there are no windows on the floor above 

[Figure 25].  

The awkward arrangement was determined by the internal layout of rooms. On the 

second and third floor level there were fireplaces. As a result, no window could be 

placed in the wall. Instead, the ornamental gable was used to decorate what would 

otherwise have been empty space.  Equally, the window at second floor level in the 

adjoining bay sits uncomfortably close to the bay window. The window was placed in 
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this position to provide light into a small dressing room rather than as a result of 

external aesthetic considerations. A similar situation presented itself on the north 

entrance facade. In this instance an area of wall at the west end of the elevation was left 

unadorned except for the cornice and stringcourses carried around the majority of the 

building. The elevation published in The Builder of 1862 covers this wall space with a 

carefully placed hedge; possibly indicating the architect’s awareness of the problem 

[Figure 19]. The reason for the lack of fenestration, as with the previous example, was 

due to the presence of a chimney flue running from the ground to third floor. It is 

interesting that the fireplaces should have taken precedence over external arrangement 

in light of the presence of a central heating system at Overstone Hall.
367

 It is possible 

that these were features of the eighteenth-century structure intended to be retained, or 

that they marked important rooms in the internal arrangement, or simply, were the 

result of Teulon’s design philosophy. It was not unusual for a building to be designed 

from the inside out. This was a principle espoused by Pugin and one which was 

persistent throughout the nineteenth century.
368

 Arguably, the distribution and location 

of ornament was executed in such a way that an impression of ad hoc placement is 

given. However, these were deliberate design decisions. 
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Figure 26: Column Capitals, Overstone Hall. 

Aspects of the architecture of Overstone Hall suggest Teulon’s skill as a church 

architect as much as a domestic architect. The column and pilaster capitals of Overstone 

are distinctive and Teulon went to great lengths to avoid the repetition of capitals 

[Figure 26]. They are of several types, though there does not appear to be any 

correlation between their style and position on the building. This is not necessarily an 

unusual feature. In his History of Architecture, which was as much a treatise on what 

modern architecture should be as a history, the architectural historian James Ferguson 

argued that in Medieval France the capitals of ‘the best buildings vary with every 

shaft’.
369

 Similar observations were made by Ruskin in The Stones of Venice and other 

publications.
370

  

Rather than evoking classically Gothic or classical shapes and styles the columns at 

Overstone creatively employed plants and foliage. Some draw on geometrical design 

whereas others are stylised, heavy and robust carvings of flowers, ivy leaves and 

acanthus leaves; the latter are often deployed to the volutes and shapes of more 

recognisable capitals and others are variants of crockets or stiff leaf capitals. These 

vegetative forms spill from the capitals onto the wall surface. This mannerist approach 

to the placement of decoration is repeated through leaves exploding from gaps of 
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scrolled ornament over the terrace facade doorway and elsewhere. This decoration and 

more especially the column capitals are reminiscent of the Gothic revival decoration in 

church interiors of the 1850s and 60s and would not look out of place in the repertoire 

of Gilbert Scott or in form, though not necessarily in material, in the Museum of 

Physical Sciences (now the Natural History Museum) at Oxford built under the 

superintendence of Messrs. Deane and Woodward from 1855.
371

 Similar column 

capitals though less bold and on a building of a much smaller scale were executed at 

Teulon’s Mortuary Chapel, Bryn-y-Pys, Overton, Flintshire, which was being erected 

by Teulon in 1861.
372

 These elements demonstrate Teulon’s noted ability for invention 

upon a recognisable theme. 

Ruskin argued for the importance of the craftsman in producing varied and natural 

ornament.
373

 If the carving of column capitals was the invention of Teulon or the 

craftsmen themselves is not known. However, the craftsmen employed seemed suited to 

a project which required so much masonry work. The Overstone’s employed a local 

builder and contractor to the East Midlands, Benjamin Broadbent of Leicester of 

Messrs. Broadbent & Son.
374

 Messrs. Broadbent & Sons was described by The Builder 

in 1861 as ‘one of the acknowledged best and most liberal provincial firms’.
375

 

Broadbent would not see the end of his contract. He died ‘somewhat suddenly’ on 16 

May 1862 at the age of 49.
376

 None the less, for a commission which would require 

considerable numbers of masons to complete the intricate detail of capitals and gables, 

Broadbent seemed an obvious choice. In 1846 Broadbent was listed in directories as a 

partner in Broadbent and Hawley, stone and marble masons and gravestone cutters. By 

1855 he was working alone as a builder and mason.
377 

His knowledge as a contractor as 

well as a mason would stand him in good stead for a commission as complex as 

Overstone Hall.   
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Figure 27: North and west fronts of Overstone Hall, William Milford Teulon. It is highly probable that 

this is the painting exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1865 and at the Exhibition of the Architectural 

Society in 1870. Reproduced with permission of the Northampton Museums and Art Gallery. 

Here, it is worth returning to the response of Lord Overstone quoted earlier in this 

analysis. Lord Overstone’s damning remarks on Overstone Hall and Teulon might have 

damaged Teulon’s reputation. However, it is important not to over-emphasise the 

impact of individual patrons and individual buildings upon the success of an architect’s 

career. The multiple reasons for Lord Overstone’s dislike of the architecture at 

Overstone Hall will be described in greater length in Chapter Five. The designs, 

however, were not so poorly received among the architectural profession. Teulon 

exhibited a painting of Overstone Hall at the Exhibition of the Royal Academy of Arts 

in 1865 [Figure 27].
378

 He also exhibited at the Exhibition of the Architectural Society 

in 1870 where, along with a number of other designs, Overstone Hall was commended 

as having ‘much that is admirable’.
379

 The Builder reported that ‘Mr Teulon, however 

he may vary the style of his domestic buildings, always impresses on them a certain 

amount of originality of treatment, and is in quite a different position from those 

architects who merely reproduce correctly and exactly the original features of two or 
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three styles.’
380

 This quote echoes the cry of the nineteenth century for a new style; a 

style which transcended the chaos of copyism.
381

  

There is also evidence to suggest that Teulon had provided a good service at Overstone 

Hall and that the building was not universally unappreciated. Among the testimony 

provided for Teulon’s application to the London School Board was a letter from Lord 

Suffield. He attached a private note to his letter in which he commented on the praise he 

had heard for Teulon at Overstone Hall: ‘I have written you the sort of letter I suppose 

you require; what I have said is strictly true. I have observed Lord Overstone’s house in 

Northamptonshire, and though I had not the pleasure of meeting you there I heard 

everything in your praise, so much so that if I required your services, I should not fail to 

ask for them.’
382

   

Pevsner’s comment that the architecture of Overstone Hall ‘defeats description and 

appreciative analysis’ and Girouard’s, that Overstone was a ‘terrible bastard 

Renaissance’ style quoted at the beginning of this chapter need to be balanced against 

the context in which Overstone Hall was built. The inability to define the architecture of 

Overstone Hall and Teulon’s adaption of Renaissance idioms when read in the context 

of the nineteenth century could be understood as Teulon’s attempt to find a new 

architectural style for the age. In fact, contemporaries equally struggled to define the 

architecture of Overstone Hall. In 1862 The Builder, wrote: ‘the style adopted is 

claimed to be that, in a simple form, of the age of Francis I’.
383

 By 1870 The Builder 

changes its assessment and describes the style of Overstone as ‘a mixture of 

Renaissance and Elizabethan features’.
384

 The confusion over how to describe 

Overstone’s architecture says as much about the design as any ability to categorise the 

architecture through a single overarching style. By the 1870s buildings similar to 

Overstone were appearing. These were fuller and vamped up expressions of what 

Teulon was striving for in the 1860s. For example, St Leonard’s Hill by C. H. Howell 

was comprised of many of the same features as Overstone Hall but multiplied and with 
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a fashionable French mansard roof.
385

 It is also evident that Teulon was fascinated with 

experimentation. This was not only in the style of the Hall described above but also 

materials and technology. The Hall had many modern conveniences including a central 

heating system, gas lighting, and one of the earliest examples of cavity wall 

construction.
386

 Chapter Five will consider if Teulon’s passion for experimentation was 

matched by Lord and Lady Overstone.  

 

Conclusions 

Even though the architectural scene as a whole was changing in the nineteenth century, 

it is also evident from the architects considered in this chapter that traditional means of 

patronage endured when hiring architects for the country houses considered in this 

thesis.
387

 The reasons to hire an architect were multiple and the networks and 

relationships described among this small sample of houses were only one part of the 

rationale behind employment. However, in these examples it is evident that, for 

architects, networks of clients played an important role in gaining access to future 

patrons either through word of mouth recommendations or reputation within a virtual 

network. For the patrons, the act of recommendation was itself, a means to an end. It 

could consolidate family ties and help to ensure the success of a family member’s 

project through the employment of a trusted reliable architect. In doing so, dynastic 

patronage networks were perpetuated. 

The choice of architect could also express something of the patron’s status or ambition, 

financial ability, as well as the status of the project. To this end, the importance of 

hiring the right architect and building in the right style is noted by Brown in his 

publication Domestic Architecture: 

Let it be borne in mind that the want of chasteness and harmony in such 

buildings, either in the external part of the fronts, or taken as a whole mass, 
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when observed by a man of taste, will ever detract from, or be a disgrace to, the 

judgement of the owner.
388

 

There is little evidence to suggest how far contemporaries believed that Overstone Hall 

detracted from the judgement of its owner. Overstone Hall was, indeed, seen as a 

‘disgrace’ by Lord Overstone. However, this chapter has shown that the design was not 

universally disapproved of, even if it lacked the ‘chasteness’ and ‘harmony’ Brown 

clearly valued.  

Access to patrons and their initial interest did not guarantee employment. The factors 

which determined successful patronage were far more complex and are not always 

recoverable in historical sources or circumstantial evidence. Attempts have been made 

across the chapter to draw connections between commissions and the suitability of 

architects. Evident across the sample is the versatility of architects, many of whom 

could design in multiple styles to suit the requirements of a patron but who also built 

numerous building types, from schools to country houses, to sustain a wider 

architectural practice. For example, Burn was fluent in the Greek revival, Tudor Gothic, 

Scots Baronial, Cottage House, Classical and Italianate styles.
389

 Differences in the size 

of offices and in the types of buildings the architects were most associated with also 

determined their modus operandi. Burn’s almost exclusive attention to country houses 

after the 1840s required a different approach to gaining patronage, described above. 

Other architects in this thesis took full advantage of the new patronage opportunities 

emerging in the nineteenth century. Hakewill found a steady source of employment as 

architect to Rugby School. The architect at Haselbech Hall, Poynter, took on several 

salaried positions including Inspector of the provincial schools in the Government 

School of Design as well as frequently acting as an arbitrator in disputes.
390

 

Once employed by a patron there was no guarantee, even with a recommendation, that 

the employment of a specific architect was going to be successful. This has been 

evidenced by the comments made by Lord Overstone. The following chapter will 

describe the relationship between architects and patrons during design and building to 

explore the factors which contributed to a positive or negative building experience. 
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Chapter Four 

 

Architect-Patron Relationships 

 

Do not expect that you will build and not discover at the end of the work that 

you have gained experience, and that you could do the work better were you to 

begin again. This fate awaits all who handle bricks and mortar.
391

 

                        Lord Overstone, 1858 

 

Hanson has argued that architects’ authority and control over a building programme 

depended on a process of ‘subtle diplomacy, so as to control the building process 

without appearing to do so’.
392

 In spite of moves towards professionalisation, the 

relationship between architect and patron was still flexible and ill-defined in the 

nineteenth century. Architects, not necessarily able to dictate the terms of their 

relationship with patrons, were in a continual process of negotiating and renegotiating 

their position in the architectural process and the dynamics of these relationships could 

determine the success or failure of a building programme.
393

 Thus, Herbert and Donchin 

have argued that the architect-patron relationship could be positive, negative or 

obstructive but was ‘undeniably definitive’.
394

 The traditional view of the nineteenth 

century, in particular post 1834 and the foundation of the Institute of British Architects, 

as the period where architecture was formalised and the role of architect and patron 

defined masks the great variety of modus operandi in operation at the time and, Webster 

has argued, the ‘fascinatingly wide set of activities, performed by designers’.
395

   

The Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) aimed to create ‘uniformity and 

respectability of practice in the profession’ and to uphold the ‘character and 

respectability of its professors’.
396

 This, Saint has argued, was a response to the two 

most pressing issues faced by architects in the nineteenth century, status and 
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education.
397

 The RIBA sought to define a role for architects separate from builders and 

workmen who had recently taken full advantage of a boom of building construction in 

the nineteenth century. Formal aspects of the architect-patron relationship were 

discussed including payment of fees, ownership of designs and the level of involvement 

architects should have after supplying initial drawings. However, there was still 

considerable scope for variation. The architect might simply supply designs, supervise 

the building or contract to erect the structure itself.
398

  

To this end, Mordaunt Crook has shown that very few architects were actually members 

of the RIBA; approximately 9% of the architectural community in 1841.
399

 Thus, 

regardless of proscriptive ideas and an attempt to create ‘uniformity’ across the 

architectural practice, during the period of this study the role of architect and patron 

was still fluid and, even by the end of the century, architects and patrons had a very 

different view of the responsibilities of the architect. In a lecture given to architectural 

students at the University College London in 1888 and printed in The Building News, 

Professor Smith suggested that ‘The desirability of an architect’s maintaining a purely 

professional intimacy with his client is well urged. This is best for all parties…what the 

client wishes and what he actually wants are two different things. Attention to the 

former and disregard to the latter are sure to lead to unsatisfactory results.’
400

 However, 

when commenting on a recent court case between a patron and architect two years later, 

Lord Grimthorpe, reminded architects of the professional responsibility of the architect 

to the client, even at the cost of their own personal taste or judgment: ‘The architects 

would soon learn then that “the responsibility of the architect”… means something else 

than the power of ordering whatever they like, and even ordering the builder to omit 

things that have been put into the specification and drawings by your express desire, 

merely because the architect does not like them’.
401

 The hierarchy of patron and 

architect was unclear. Aristocracy’s undisputed leadership in matters of taste in the 

period was no longer beyond question and the distance between ‘gentleman architects’ 
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of the eighteenth century and a new breed of architects educated through articulation 

increased.
402

  

As some architects tried to define a professional status similar to that of medicine or 

law, the issues of authority, status and power within design relationships were 

increasingly problematic. Tensions were increased by the shifting position of 

aristocracy within architectural discourse as a whole. Scholars have traditionally argued 

that as the architect became professionalised and the building trade more organised the 

landowner was growingly detached from the architectural process.
403

 As architecture 

became professionalised there were fewer opportunities for patron engagement or 

amateur involvement in the practice. This particularly disadvantaged female 

engagement, which had traditionally been in an amateur capacity.
404

 In spite of this, in 

the 1890s there were still those who saw themselves as amateur architects, although 

Lord Grimthorpe described them as an ‘accursed race…whose only duty is to find 

money and praise for the great “artists”’.
405

  

Previous scholarship has tended to focus on the formal elements of the architect-patron 

relationship to describe the rise of the professional architect from the lower ranks of 

builders and tradesmen. As the formal development of the architectural profession has 

been written elsewhere by Kaye, Wilson and Mackley, Jenkins and Wilton-Ely among 

others, it will not be repeated at length.
406

 Instead, this chapter will focus on the 

personal relationships formed between architect and patron and how professional 

ideology worked, or did not work, in practice. What becomes evident is that the most 

important factors in the building process were, perhaps, the personalities of the architect 

and patron and their own personal circumstances. In their edited volume on 

collaborations in architecture Herbert and Donchin have argued for an approach to 

architecture which brings ‘to life the challenges, the problems and above all the human 
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dimension and dynamics extant in the creation of architecture.’
407

 With this in view, 

generalisations about the architect-patron relationships are difficult to make. 

This chapter will add to a body of literature which supplements progressive 

interpretations of the architectural profession and the subsequent detachment of the 

patron from the architectural process. It will illustrate how a series of negotiations and 

renegotiations defined roles in the design and building process on a case by case basis, 

as much as formal structures described by nineteenth century institutions, journals or 

theorists. This is not to say that custom and precedent were not used by architects and 

patrons in the establishment of a modus operandi and, as this chapter will illustrate, to 

justify their position when a commission went wrong. Secondly, this chapter will show 

that it was often the conversations between architect and patron, and other protagonists 

in the process such as builders, tradesmen and clerks of the works which decided the 

form of designs and buildings executed. It is important to highlight here, that this 

chapter will not consider how decisions were made between patrons as this will be 

discussed in detail in Chapter Five. Due to the existence of an extensive series of 

correspondence a large part of this chapter is dedicated to an in depth study of Laxton 

Hall.  

 

Conceptualisation: Negotiation and Compromise 

The initial commission, generation and development of designs by the architect and 

subsequent consultation with clients often resulted in a series of presentation drawings 

and sketches. These attempted to interpret the clients’ ideas but also to show the clients 

what they would miss if they did not commission the architect. From the initial designs, 

working drawings were made and sent to the site for workmen to follow. With the rise 

of contractors and fixed formal estimates prior to building, these drawings became more 

and more complex and detailed and the alteration of designs after working drawings 

more costly; a circumstance of which architects and well informed patrons were well 

aware.
408

 It could take years of negotiation before building actually began.  

The re-drawing of designs suggests that the original concept presented by the architect 

did not meet the patron’s requirements. From these architectural designs certain 
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assumptions can also be made about the levels of involvement of the architect and 

patron or the levels of agreement and disagreement. At Lamport a number of highly 

finished designs as well as sketches of the alterations executed by Henry Hakewill in 

the 1820s and William Burn in the 1860s survive. These drawings show the evolution 

of ideas during the design and building process and suggest a successful process of 

consultation.  

 

Figure 28: Watercolour sketch and plan of the proposed new entrance to Lamport Hall, Henry Hakewill, 

January 1821. This design was not executed (NRO, IL 3079/D10). Reproduced with permission of the 

Lamport Hall Trustees. 

In 1821 Hakewill proposed an elegant neo-classical design for the new entrance to 

Lamport Hall on the Harborough Road. The very carefully drawn and coloured design 

he produced was intended to show Sir Justinian and Mary Isham exactly what they 

could expect if they commissioned Hakewill and went as far as including a couple on 

horseback arriving home [Figure 28]. Not only did architects have to present plans to 

their potential clients but they also had to sell them. The design of the entrance gates 
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was revisited three years later.
409

 However, it would appear that after consultation with 

the Ishams, Hakewill’s designs changed radically. When executed a less extravagant 

design was chosen. The new entrance constructed passed through simple swan adorned 

piers. The two swans were specially commissioned from London sculptors and were the 

emblem of the Isham family.
410

 From this personal touch, passers-by on the Harborough 

road knew exactly who lived in the house beyond the gates. Compared to Hakewill’s 

first design, this proposal appears understated. It may have been a simple question of 

cost, but the change in style suggests the Ishams preferred a less ostentatious 

architecture. This is further suggested by a number of other neo-classical designs which 

were not executed. 

The drawings which survive of Lamport Hall from 1821, of which the proposal for the 

entrance is one, are united by their neo-classical features. Not only did Hakewill include 

neo-classical ornament in his first design for the entrance gate, but also in designs for a 

drawing room fireplace and garden porch.
411

 To add to this a plan included in a letter 

from 1825 showing additional service areas includes a rectangular dairy with a portico 

suggested by Hakewill as opposed to the octagonal shape which was executed.
412

 

Cumulatively these all added to a much clearer articulation of a neo-classical concept 

for the public areas of the Hall. However, of these designs only the fireplace was 

executed with all its neo-classical features.
413

 Hakewill had a personal interest in 
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ancient Roman architecture and it seems these neo-classical elements were an 

expression of Hakewill’s taste, not that of his patrons.
414

 

The redirected drive which led from the new gate described above terminated at the 

south west front rather than the north west, as it had previously.
415

 Thus, the first view 

of Lamport Hall visitors saw from their carriages was the block built by the architect 

John Webb from 1654 and extended by the Smiths of Warwick between 1732 and 1741. 

In 1829, under the direction of Sir Justinian and Mary, Hakewill modified the pediment 

over the entrance to the Webb block. In a letter dated August 1829, Hakewill 

commented: ‘The present pediment is so out of line of proportion that it disfigures the 

front’ and attached an elevation of proposed alterations to the pediment and section of 

the cornice.
416

 The Ishams’ agent Hewlett wrote, in return, that Hakewill’s proposal had 

‘been carefully examined by several persons of much taste now in the House, and the 

prevailing opinion’ was to remove the pediment and extend a horizontal cornice across 

the whole front without vases or ornament whatsoever [Figure 29]. Hakewill attempted 

to persuade his patrons that this was not the best solution.
417
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Figure 29: Elevations in a letter from Henry Hakewill to the Ishams showing the effect of the two 

different proposals for altering the pediment. The top elevation is the suggestion of the Ishams and the 

bottom, Hakewill’s (NRO, IL 3079/D31). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

In his following letter he directly compared two designs by drawing elevations of the 

pediment one on top of the other. One elevation was based on the Ishams’ suggestion 

and showed the pediment removed in favour of a low wall across the central block and 

surmounted by a coat of arms, which Hakewill believed would add a necessary central 

focus to their proposition. The other showed the pediment raised on a low wall, with 

part of the balustrade removed and flanked by neo-classical vases. If the direct 

comparison that Hakewill hoped would highlight the aesthetic merits of his design 

failed, he appealed to the Ishams on the grounds of economy. He argued the Ishams’ 

proposition ‘would hardly add to the effect of the front equal to the expense attending 

it’.
418

 The alterations to the pediment, when executed, appear to have been a 

compromise. In this positive example of consultation the patrons relied on their ‘taste’ 

and the opinion of those around them whilst Hakewill referenced the ideas of ‘effect’, 

‘proportion’ and economy to try to sway them to his design preference.  
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Figure 30: Unexecuted design for elevation of the north west front, William Burn, 27 December 1860 

(NRO, IL 3079/D51). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

 

 

Figure 31: Unexecuted design for elevation of the north west front, William Burn, 27 December 1860 

(NRO, IL 3079/D52). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 
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Figure 32: Unexecuted design for elevation of north west front, William Burn, 20 March 1861 (NRO, IL 

3079/D52). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees.
419

 

A similar process of consultation occurred between Sir Charles and Emily Isham and 

Burn when designing the new re-faced north west front. The first surviving design is 

dated January 1860 and compares two proposals for the configuration of rooms leading 

from the new north west entrance.
420

 The presentation of options, quite possibly at the 

request of the patron, suggests that this was not the first proposal given by Burn. These 

frequent option appraisals continued throughout the commission. By April 1860 a sheet 

of designs had been worked up showing the proposed facade, bedroom floor, new attic 

floor, and roof plans. The fashionable ‘Italianate’ style Burn proposed harmonised with 

the existing Smith of Warwick block and included a porte cochere to the public rooms 

and a lateral tower entrance for visitors’ luggage [Figure 11]. However, it is evident that 

the designs did not exactly meet the patrons’ expectations.  

Over eight months later Burn drew up two further proposals. These were essentially re-

workings of the original design but in a different style and showing the effect of adding 

an attic floor between the lateral tower and Smith of Warwick wing [Figures 30 & 31]. 

These designs were in a Jacobethan style; retaining some of the character of the 

structure it was designed to replace. They were also more typical of Burn’s architectural 
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output.
421

 The mixture of Jacobethan and Tudor detailing in the designs at Lamport was 

deployed by Burn in one of his earliest Jacobethan houses, Riccarton House, Midlothian 

extended by Burn in 1827.
422

 The elevation marked ‘No. 2’ and which does not include 

the extra attic floor [Figure 30] uses a combination of Jacobethan curvilinear gables 

alongside straight pointed gables and Tudor hood moulded openings in the terminal bay 

to the left of the design.
423

 On both designs, a bay window highlights where the Tudor 

great hall once stood and marks the transition from service rooms to public rooms. 

However these were not the last designs presented. The options appraisal continued 

three months later with a third elevation [Figure 32]. This design returns to the original 

Italianate style Burn had proposed and besides a few minor adjustments to details, is 

almost identical to the April 1860 design. In a turn of events, and after much evident 

indecision the house built was more or less executed to the first designs made in April 

1860 [Figures 11 & 33].  

 

Figure 33: North west front of Lamport Hall. 

With a lack of accompanying correspondence it is not evident how Burn responded to 

his patron’s indecision. However, it is possible to suggest that this sequence of 

drawings indicates a successful collaborative relationship between architect and patron 

who worked together to explore options and to find a design both architect and patron 
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agreed upon, even if this was the first the patrons had seen. As a result of the close 

resemblance between the April 1860 designs [Figure 11] and the design executed it is 

tempting to suggest that this design was misdated and was in fact from April 1861, the 

month after the final Italianate option and when the Ishams were considering different 

stylistic options [Figures 32 & 33]. It could therefore be a finished version of this rough 

design. Even if this was the case, the point remains that Burn and the Ishams considered 

the different options before settling upon the Italianate style.   

Surviving documents during and after building shows Burn’s personal attendance to the 

commission at Lamport. He corresponded directly with Sir Charles on the erection of a 

terrace wall in front of the south east front of the house, the design of the dining room 

ceiling, the omission of a servants’ hall in the basement, the clerk of the works and 

contractors.
424

 This is all the more significant because, as Chapter Three has indicated, 

Lamport Hall was a relatively small commission for Burn who was at the head of a 

large and busy office.
425

 It does seem that apart from a few problems with some inferior 

masonry work, the Ishams had a positive experience.
426

 This is of note as, after his 

death, Donaldson described that Burn’s ‘frank and plain spoken manner was not always 

tolerated.’
427

 The design of alterations at Lamport Hall by both Hakewill and Burn were 

formed through negotiations and discussions between the patrons and architects and 

evidenced by a series of architectural drawings. After designs were made they were 

converted to bricks and mortar. This transition will be the focus of the remainder of this 

chapter. As a result of the survival of an extensive series of letters between Humphry 

Repton and George Freke Evans, the following discussion will predominantly focus on 

Laxton Hall.  
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Laxton Hall: From Concept to Building  

The remainder of this chapter will consider what happens when a collaborative and 

cooperative relationship between architect and patron turns into a negative and 

obstructive one; what happens when the architect-patron relationship breaks down? 

This study will focus on one example: the troubled relationship of an eminent architect 

and his son, Humphry Repton and John Adey Repton, and their demanding patron, 

Evans, when building Laxton Hall and the surrounding village. The end result was the 

Reptons’ dismissal and a mansion and village which neither patron nor architect was 

entirely satisfied with. Although not the central focus of this chapter, where relevant, 

design conversations relating to estate buildings will be included.
428

  

Laxton Hall was altered just after the turn of the century and before the creation of 

formalised architectural societies such as the RIBA. By this date there were already 

moves towards a more organised and cohesive profession. A number of short-lived 

architectural societies had formed at the end of the eighteenth century in an attempt to 

improve the education of architects and standardise architectural practice.
429

 Yet, as 

suggested in the introduction to this chapter, there was no common agreement among 

architects as to the shape the architectural profession should take, the exact role of the 

architect during design or his status as a professional man. Repton had begun his career 

in the eighteenth century at the very beginning of this move towards 

professionalisation. However, as the following analysis will show, he had a very clear 

sense of his authoritative position in the design process and a specific, if not very high 

handed, modus operandi.  This was at a disjuncture with the patron’s expectations of his 

own high level of personal involvement during design, as well as the degree and nature 

of support he anticipated from his architect before and during building.   

The architect-patron relationship was further complicated once building began. The 

number of protagonists in the process increased and with it, the possibilities for 

differences of opinion, mistakes and misunderstandings. The relationship between 

architects, patrons and building works was not direct. Craftsman, clerks of the works, 

draftsmen as well as architects and patrons were all engaged in the process of building 

and the roles of each often overlapped and varied from commission to commission. 
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This was exasperated in the nineteenth century as the practice of architecture became 

fragmented into its component elements: the builder, the surveyor, the architect and the 

engineer. At Laxton Hall, the patron, architects and clerks of the works became 

embroiled in a cycle of disagreements.  

Humphry Repton and his son John Adey Repton were employed at Laxton Hall from 

February 1806. Humphry Repton, referred to as Repton from this point onwards, 

produced designs for the landscaping of the grounds, and acted jointly with his son in 

the architectural department.
430

 Arguably one of the most famous and sought after 

landscape improvers of the mid- to late eighteenth century, Repton had a clear sense of 

his identity in the design process. He was the first to describe himself as a ‘Landscape 

Gardener’, a role which he believed required the combination of landscape painter and 

practical gardener.
431

 In 1795 Repton wrote the landscape gardener ‘must possess a 

competent knowledge of surveying, mechanics, hydraulics, agriculture, botany, and the 

general principals of architecture.’
432

 Although taking on architectural commissions, 

Repton was not a trained architect but had started his landscape gardening career at the 

age of 36 after working as a textile merchant, private secretary, art critic, essayist and 

transport entrepreneur.
433

 At the beginning of his career Repton overcame his lack of 

architectural training by recommending architects to complete the architectural parts of 

garden designs.
434

 This was not necessarily uncommon and, as described in Chapter 

Three, was how Teulon came to be employed at Althorp. In 1800 he began working 

with his eldest son, John Adey Repton, who took on the responsibility of architectural 

elements.
435

   

The relationship between the two Reptons at Laxton adds a further protagonist to the 

design process. However, all communication with Evans was written by Repton and 

surviving designs are signed ‘H & JA Repton’. This makes it very hard to differentiate 

the roles they played. It is likely that a number of the architectural drawings were the 
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responsibility of John Adey Repton. When questions on the architectural design arose it 

was John Adey Repton who often answered, even though it was through his father.
436

 

Repton also protected his son from the severity of the relationship breakdown with 

Evans. He wrote to his patron: ‘Please direct your answer to me in London. As I wish to 

keep from my son all knowledge of this matter, lest it shou’d damp that ardour & 

enthusiasm with which he is now interested in all that relates to Laxton Hall to which he 

has of late given all his attentions’.
437

 Due to a lack of evidence of John Adey Repton’s 

exact role, the remainder of this study will focus on Repton’s relationship with Evans.  

The Reptons’ lack of working drawings was a bone of contention during the building 

process at Laxton Hall. On the occasions where Evans received drawings they were not 

what he expected or unsatisfactory. For example, in May 1806 Repton sent designs for 

the offices and stables to Laxton. He requested that those parts of the drawings that 

Evans approved should be drawn over in pen and alterations communicated in pencil; 

this was consultation and collaboration from a distance.
438

 From these initial designs 

new working drawings would be drawn and then sent for the tradesmen on site to 

follow during construction. However, when the working drawings for the stables 

arrived they were entirely different from those which Evans had corrected. Unsatisfied 

with the new designs, Evans requested the Reptons return the original drawings; these 

were not forthcoming.
439

 At least Evans had received drawings for the stables; as for the 

offices, he had received none. Instead, Repton sent a letter in which he explained: ‘with 

respect to the offices, perhaps it will be better to defer the working plans till we are on 

the spot’.
440

 This was not the only time the Reptons deferred sending drawings until 

they were on the spot. On a plan Repton sent of the cellar floor dated 1806 he wrote: 

‘The precise dimensions can only be figured on the spot as the new part must be made 

to fit the present building’.
441

  

This frustration over a lack of drawings came to a head in October 1807 when, after 

requesting working drawings for the offices, house, church and lodge to proceed with 

building, Evans threatened: ‘I shall be happy to hear an early answer or from your 
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silence I shall conclude you wish me to apply to some other architect’.
442

 Exasperated 

by the Reptons’ delays and withholding of plans, Evans requested their presence on site 

so that those drawings needed to be done on the spot could be completed.  

However this created further problems when instructions given ‘on the spot’ were not 

recorded. Repton never made plans for the plantations or the location of new buildings 

at Laxton. Instead he marked them out when on site which he believed ‘render’d any 

map of the demesne unnecessary’.
443

 A lack of drawings was once again a problem 

three years later when in November 1809 the construction of the new part of Laxton 

Hall was well under way. The clerk of the works sent a letter requesting Repton to 

resend the general plan showing the connection between the old and the new building. 

Repton could not understand why ‘because he [the clerk of the works] has the drawing 

made on the spot for the mode of connecting which cou’d only be ascertained on the 

spot – & any drawing made at a distance would only confuse him because the new must 

be fitted to the old as we ultimately settled the plan where we had the old walls before 

us – & unless he sends me a sketch of what was finally determined it is impossible to 

recollect all the circumstances’.
444

 This chiding letter on the clerk of the works 

highlights a further grievance: the Reptons’ lack of copies of drawings. As Evans 

commented ‘I am surprised you had not copies of the plans as I will recollect on your 

shewing me those for Mr Neals house you informed me you had copies of them & that 

such was always your custom as seems absolutely necessary’.
445

 Evans found it 

impossible to comprehend that the Reptons would not remember or have records of the 

details of their commission.  

The transition point from concept to working drawings became a sticking point; 

drawings were late, insufficient or never made. Part of this undoubtedly had to do with 

Repton’s individual working method and in particular his favouring ‘working on the 

spot’. Repton argued he was ‘gifted with the peculiar faculty of seeing almost 

immediately the way in which [a place] might be improved’.
446

 On his first visit he 

would decide the overall concept and make sketches. The details were worked out later 

and the architectural drawings for Laxton were being made by John Adey Repton while 

                                                           
442

 NRO, Freke, Bundle 1/39, Humphry Repton to George Freke Evans, 17 October 1807. 
443

 NRO, Freke, Bundle 1/36–38, Humphry Repton to George Freke Evans, 8 September 1806. 
444

 NRO, Freke, Bundle 2/21–22, Humphry Repton to George Freke Evans, 16 November 1809. 
445

 NRO, Freke, Bundle 1/18–19, George Freke Evans to Humphry Repton, 21 October 1807. 
446

 Daniels, Humphry Repton, p. 12. 



125 

 

 

works were progressing. Repton also completed a lot of his designs by eye, favouring 

sight lines and physically seeing visual connections rather than producing them on 

paper. By the turn of the century deciding the details of construction after building had 

commenced was no longer considered a sign of grace. With the introduction of 

‘contracts in gross’ architects were expected to provide more detailed plans and 

specifications for the patron but also for the craftsmen to follow.
447

 Patrons wanted to 

know how much they were going to spend and what they were paying for from the start. 

To exacerbate this situation further, the Reptons were constantly traveling across the 

width and breadth of the country in pursuit of commissions and especially as a result of 

the number of commissions they had at the time they were working for Evans.
448

 

Consequently, they had very little time to personally attend to and supervise the works. 

The stage was set for a turbulent relationship and the problem of a lack of drawings was 

a continuing grievance throughout the progress of works. Unhappy with Repton’s 

delays and lack of designs Evans also began to question if his confidence in the 

Reptons’ ability, judgement and trustworthiness had been well placed. This did not go 

unnoticed by Repton who descried Evans’ position throughout the process as one of 

‘extreme caution & suspicion’. Evans wanted to approve all designs before execution 

and as Repton commented paid ‘very active unremitting attention’ during the 

alterations.
449

 Ultimately, Evans and the Reptons had a different idea of which parts of 

the designs needed the patron’s approval. The issue of control and Evans’ role during 

the design and execution of plans is most clearly spelt out when a disagreement erupted 

over the manufacture of the entrance gates. Repton sent enquiries to ascertain the best 

price and quality of gates from two smithies: Pilton and Moiser.
450

 It seems Evans had 

Pilton in mind for the commission and had even visited his manufactory to discuss 

plans. However, Repton was eager to receive at least one other quote for comparison.
451

 

Finding the estimates from Pilton and Moiser so alike, Repton confirmed the order with 

                                                           
447

 Jenkins, Architect and Patron, pp. 205–206; M. Crinson and J. Lubbock, Architecture or Profession? 

Three Hundred Years of Architectural Education in Britain (Manchester, 1994), p. 43. 
448

 Daniels, Humphry Repton, p. 39; Daniels, ‘On the Road’. 
449

 NRO, Freke, Bundle 2/7, Humphry Repton to George Freke Evans, 9 March 1809.  
450

 NRO, Freke, Bundle 1/9, Roger Moiser to Humphry Repton, 15 January 1807. 
451

 NRO, Freke, Bundle 1/15–16, Humphry Repton to George Feke Evans, 10 July 1807. 



126 

 

 

Pilton.
452

 On the 12 August 1807, nearly four weeks after Pilton was given 

conformation to execute the plans, the manufacturing of the gates was brought to a halt.  

Evans was unimpressed: he had not seen the design of the gate before it was ordered 

nor had he approved the estimate. He exclaimed, ‘I have to express my very just 

surprise at your saying that I told you I had ordered Pilton to make the gate – it is a very 

extraordinary circumstance indeed if I did so as I never had the most distinct idea of 

ordering a Gate’.
453

 Repton had acted on Evans’ behalf and had done the same in the 

past. When ordering a clock dial and vane he did not show Evans detailed designs but 

merely sketches in a letter. He replied:  

[I] do not know how I have deserved to lose that confidence – without which it 

will be mutually unpleasant to transact any business at the distance of 100 miles 

– In the detail of execution of the minutest point of a design – this will arise 

trifling variations which it would be ridiculous to trouble you with – but as I see 

you expect it – the working drawings shall always in future be sent to you at the 

same time I hope you will do me the justice to suppose that in acting for you, I 

act as I would for myself.
454

  

The right and wrong of this situation aside, Evans’ complaints are illuminating. Evans, 

even though he clearly distrusted the Reptons, saw his own desire to see plans and 

designs not as a want of confidence, but rather as a question of control. He saw it as a 

reasonable request and argued ‘I never shall delegate to any one the power of 

determining for me as long as I am in possession of my eyesight & understanding’.
455

 

This desire to determine the building programme was possibly increased as, even 

though they were similar, Repton had chosen the more expensive of the quotes for the 

gates. In demanding such close supervision of the works, there was inevitably tension 

between the architect and patron over their respective positions and authority in the 

design process. 

Evans wanted to be involved in all aspects of the alterations at Laxton to ensure he was 

receiving quality, value for money and that the alterations were executed quickly and 
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efficiently. He was neither sympathetic nor patient when it came to the Reptons’ 

working methods. The points of conflict between Repton and Evans were made worse 

by a succession of clerks of the works employed to oversee building and mistakes 

which were made during the execution of designs.  

The translation from drawing to building was not direct. One of the mediators in this 

process was the clerk of the works. Repton had a clear idea of their duties: at least once 

a month they should send an accurate statement of the progress made on the works with 

the number of men employed & how each ‘gang’ was employed.’
456

 On various 

occasions the clerk of the works at Laxton was also required to make working drawings 

and even spent a few days in the Reptons’ office for this purpose.
457

 This was not 

necessarily unusual as the clerk of the works’ role could vary greatly depending on the 

personal involvement of the architect and the patron. However it was generally 

understood that, at the very least, he was responsible for keeping a record of the 

tradesmen’s accounts, supervising building, organising materials and ensuring the 

drawings supplied were executed to a standard and cost satisfactory to the patron. The 

clerk of the works was often chosen by the architect who ‘always claims…to treat him 

as the architect’s servant’.
458

 To this end, in 1876 Hoskins argued ‘the clerk of the 

works, although paid by the employer, is employed by the architect.’
459

 In Repton’s 

eyes the control of the clerk of the works at Laxton had been appropriated by the 

patron.  

During the whole of the building works at Laxton the line of communication between 

Repton and the clerk of the works was not well maintained. From the very start of 

building in 1806 a large majority of Repton’s letters concluded with a request for 

information on progress. In January 1809 when dismissal seemed imminent and 

tensions were at their highest, Repton wrote to Evans ‘It is so long since I have heard 

from Laxton that I begin to fear that it must be with your consent that the clerk of the 

works has ceased to send his monthly report of the progress – but it is impossible for 

me or my son not to feel anxious’.
460

 This was repeated two months later after the 

Reptons’ dismissal and when both Repton and Evans attempted to wash their hands of 
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any blame for the failures at Laxton: ‘lately you have actually forbid the Cl[er]k of the 

works to write us & at the same time prevented our visiting the spot for 12 months by 

saying that everything was going on right & that there was no occasion for our visiting 

Laxton.’
461

 While Repton was in the dark on progress, mistakes and decisions by the 

patrons were being made without his knowledge.  

Three different clerks of the works were employed while the Reptons were architects at 

Laxton and two further clerks after the Reptons had been dismissed. Employed from 30 

April 1806 to 22 September 1806, John Collet was the first casualty at Laxton. Collet 

was employed by Repton on the recommendation of a Mr Rowles who had employed 

him for many years. However Evans found Collet’s services unsatisfactory and on 22 

September 1806 wrote, ‘his abilities are constantly not at all equal to the situation in 

which you have placed him.’
462

 Amongst his blunders was a crooked gable on the 

parsonage. The offcuts over the bow window to the east were also laid wrong resulting 

in its having to be taken down and redone. Finally the piers on the parsonage were not 

all the same dimension. These mistakes were continued through to the construction of 

the new offices at the Hall where the foundations were ‘dug & redug & redug again’ 

and, as with the parsonage, no two piers had corresponding dimensions. These mistakes 

Evans was willing to overlook, however, when it came to the principal front of the new 

offices Evans could not take the risk of the clerk of the works making further errors and 

dismissed Collet. He had ‘shewn extreme ignorance & has put me to considerable 

expense by repeated blunders.’
463

 It seems, however, that Collet was equally unhappy 

and placed the blame on the tradesmen. Repton commented that Collet ‘was disgusted 

with the ignorance of the tradesmen whom he had to instruct’.
464

 

Evans decided to choose a new clerk of the works without a recommendation from 

Repton. He settled upon one of the carpenters at Laxton, Jones. Jones lasted one year 

and five months before he was dismissed by Evans; the exact reasons why are 

unknown. However, after Repton was dismissed he was quick to point the finger at 

Jones for little errors and delays in the execution of work and at Evans for hiring a clerk 
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of the works whom Repton ‘knew nothing but his incompetency’.
465

 The final clerk of 

the works employed while the Reptons were architects was Woolcot. He lasted just shy 

of a year. Woolcot’s appointment was never intended to be permanent because of his 

‘great age’ and it seems that Woolcott was dismissed at the same time as Repton.
466

 As 

a result a large part of the blame for the failure of the Reptons at Laxton fell on his 

shoulders. The succession of clerk of the works was not conducive to the smooth 

execution of the buildings. There was no consistency and one clerk of the works 

constantly had to make good the blunders of their predecessors. 

 

Concluding Business: Payment and Reputation  

Loss of confidence in the Reptons’ ability and working methods, as well as in the clerk 

of the works, were points of contention during the building process and added to the 

issues already mentioned. However, the relationship between the Evans and Repton 

ultimately came to an end over money. Disagreement over appropriate remuneration 

played a fundamental role in the escalation of tensions and the removal of the Reptons 

from the Evans’ service. In the period under discussion, Port has argued that there was 

considerable distrust of the architectural profession and a large part of this centred upon 

an inability to build on budget.
467

 From the first year of the Reptons’ employment 

Evans complained of charges for their travel to and from Laxton Hall. He queried the 

necessity of a visit Repton charged as landscape gardener and argued his presence was 

as an architect, joint with his son. This argument was, in part, borne out of the 

difficulties inherent in employing two architects on one job. The dissatisfaction with the 

charge was exacerbated by blunders and misunderstandings during the execution of the 

architectural and landscaping works described above. The continually evolving side 

issue of payment created ceaseless trouble and could have ended in considerable legal 

expense.  

By 1809 the situation at Laxton had become untenable and the relationship unworkable 

in the eyes of Evans who wrote: 
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Under these circumstances, I have determined to give the whole business into 

Mr Carter’s hands, who will furnish all plans that may be wanted & take upon 

himself the responsibility of yours being well executed – I should therefore wish 

to settle accts with you.
468

 

The settling of these accounts was anything but simple. In the period Laxton was built, 

architects traditionally charged 5% on building works executed. They also customarily 

charged travel expenses and time on the road. These were the terms Repton stated in the 

first letter which survives in this correspondence dated February 1806: the first visit to 

all places at 100 miles from London was 50 guineas, plans cost from 20 to 50 guineas 

according to magnitude or difficulty, subsequent journeys were charged at 20 guineas 

and in the architectural department in which Repton and John Adey Repton acted 

jointly the terms were ‘the usual with all architects – 5 per cent on the expenditure’.
469

  

The fairness and effectiveness of the 5% rule was disputed well into the nineteenth 

century.
470

 In 1886 the architect George Aitchison commented ‘The payment of 5 per 

cent seems to me to work very badly, not as the judges think by enabling the architect to 

rob their clients, but by enabling the clients to rob the architects.’
471

 The 5% payment 

could be a limiting factor on work for architects. As payment was not technically due 

until the end of a commission architects could find themselves out of pocket if 

commissions took a long time to realise. Repton also encountered a loss of profit when 

plans were executed a long time after they were made and were claimed to be the ideas 

of the patron.
472

 However, it was generally accepted that the architect would receive 

advances during the progress of works; at Laxton this amounted to the payment of £310 

for the works and £90 for travel.
473

 The architect also had to rely on the clerk of works 

on site to produce reliable accounts from which the 5% could be calculated. For Repton 

and Evans this was problematic:  
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If I have given offence by asking for a remittance on amount of percentage you 

must have the goodness to recollect that I cou’d have no knowledge of the 

amount of your expenditure or even of the progress of the work because 

Woolcot was forbid to correspond with me & therefore I confided implicitly in 

your honor for what was due to me being certain that you never cou’d intend to 

take any pecuniary advantage but that in a paltry consideration of the injury 

sustained professionally by the cost of reputation in withdrawing your 

confidence after Lady Carbery & yourself had expressed so much satisfaction in 

our endeavours to be useful.
474

 

Repton estimated that executing the plans already underway could cost no less than 

£10,000 making the charge £500.
475

 To this he added the cost of travel and drawing 

unexecuted designs. However, as Repton made clear, no financial recompense could 

mend the loss of professional reputation. He consulted his second son, William, a 

solicitor to check the charges were just. Only six years earlier Repton had sought advice 

from the architect Sir John Soane when he was faced with a similar situation at 

Panshanger.
476

  

At this time there was no formal architectural profession with fixed rules, entry 

requirements or a regulating body; arguably, this would not start to form until 1834 and 

the creation of the Royal Institute of British Architects. This made the settling of 

accounts difficult, especially when the patron and architect did not see eye to eye. As 

Repton told Evans on his refusal to pay travel costs:  

a letter from you gives me much concern – my terms are well known – & long 

established…I have no means of redress as my profession is a liberal one…but 

as an architect the terms have been allow’d repeatedly in the court of justice…I 

was very far from supposing…I was asking a favour which you cou’d refuse.
477

   

This was a system based on precedence and custom. Payment was not a problem 

confined to Laxton but one which extended across the profession. The Architects Club 

formed in 1791, though essentially a dinning club, had among its aims the auditing of 
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fellow architects’ accounts.
478

 The early nineteenth-century architect Alfred 

Bartholomew complained that to all the other charges the cost of litigation had not 

infrequently to be added. He wrote: ‘Almost entirely from sufficient plans not being 

taken in drawing specifications for buildings, and from a want of proper foresight, may 

be traced most of the disputes between the builder, architect and the employer, which so 

often occur, and which lead to lawsuits and arbitrations, which are ofttimes so 

excessively and even ruinously expensive, and though final are unsatisfactory to all 

parties.’
479

  Bartholomew’s comments seem especially appropriate in light of the lack of 

plans provided by the Reptons. 

Repton’s costs were not readily accepted. The building completed was measured both 

by Repton and Evans; although there was disagreement as to whether measuring fell 

into the usual compass of the architect’s 5%. The difference between their accounts was 

great and recriminations over payment marked the end of the relationship. Evans 

complained the parsonage was uninhabitable as every room smoked; the roof was bad 

as the timbers were no good; and that due to a lack of drains the basement was damp. 

The plans for the stable office were defective and blunders in the erection of the house 

severe. Evans argued they had caused great trouble and expense as the plans supplied 

were not up to standard and concluding: ‘you wrote to us some time ago respecting a 

remittance w[hich] letter I did not answer as I was at that time most dissatisfied about 

many things & I conceive that you are in my debt not rather than I’m yours’.
480

 Repton 

retorted that the parsonage had been lived in by three different curates; a basement was 

sunk without him knowing so the drains were not his responsibility; the roof Evans 

complained of was made with fir which Evans had bought having failed to accept his 

recommendation for using timber from Lynn. He argued faults that had occurred during 

building were the consequence of the clerk of the works’ blunders. Finally a lack of 

communication sanctioned by Evans meant that the Reptons were never aware of any 
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problems and assumed no news was good news. Repton felt as though he had been 

taken advantage of:  

I might perhaps have felt altho I did not say it that you had taken full advantage 

of mine & my sons abilities before you discovered that you could do without 

them – you had plans for every thing you were likely to want & working 

drawings for most of those plans – so explicit as to enable you with the help of 

any carpenter to carry them into execution without the assistance of either 

architect or clerk of works – but I do not think this quite a fair reason for 

dismissing them – & much less for disgracing them by attributing blame without 

a cause.
481

  

It was decided the case would go to arbitration. After all the mistakes, 

misunderstandings and complaints Evans and Repton were unlikely to come to their 

own terms. In June 1810, a year after the Reptons had been dismissed Repton asked 

Evans to name a sum in an attempt to end the business.
482

 Seven months passed and 

again Repton made another desperate plea for settlement and asked that Evans would 

stop referring him to other people. He was also concerned that the works had 

progressed so much further since their dismissal that it would be hard to differentiate 

the Reptons’ work from that which had followed.
 483

  Repton was never paid his final 

bill. The creation of societies and a profession to guard against these difficulties was 

equally as important for architects as their patrons.  

It is obvious to state that not all architect-patron relationships were successful. When 

they failed, the possibility of an architect’s dismissal and replacement by someone to 

execute their plans and who would acquiesce with the patron’s wishes was a distinct 

possibility. This was the case at Laxton Hall. After the break down of their relationship, 

Evans replaced Repton with William Carter, whose father and brother had been 

employed at the Hall as carpenters from 1806.
 484

 Carter is first mentioned in 1808 
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when he was consulted by Repton about procuring a suitable clerk of the works.
 485

 It is 

apparent that Evans did not approve of this communication as, after his dismissal, 

Repton bitterly wrote, ‘I was blamed for corresponding with the very carpenter whom 

you have now engaged to complete our plans.’
486

 After Repton’s dismissal, Carter 

superintended, altered and executed Repton’s designs and, as will be evidenced later, 

certainly did not think of himself as a carpenter.  

It was not unheard of for architects to be replaced after a commission had commenced, 

although it was severely deprecated. This is testified to by a rule in the Architects 

Club’s Code of Regulations which stated ‘That if any Member shall make application, 

directly or indirectly, to be employed in any business of the Profession, about to be 

executed during the known employment of any other Artist...shall in either case, be 

considered as acting contrary to the established practice of a Gentlemen, and derogatory 

to his own honor and that of the profession.’
487

 At Harlaxton, Lincolnshire, three 

different architects, Salvin, Blore and Burn, were consulted or hired by Gregory 

Gregory. Although there is no current explanation why, the possibility of disagreement 

and friction between architect and patron was possibly amplified by Gregory Gregory’s 

role as ‘chiefly his own architect’ and his heavy involvement in the supervision of 

works.
488

 At Stafford House, commissioned by the Duke of York, Robert Smirke was 

dismissed in favour of Benjamin Wyatt four years after building had commenced and as 

a result of George IV’s disapproval of the designs. Wyatt was soon forced to retire from 

the Architects Club whose members frowned upon his behaviour.
489

 Architects’ 

relationships with patrons broke down not only due to personalities but also as a 
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consequence of the opinion of members of the patron’s networks and competition from 

other architects.  

There is no evidence to suggest that Carter actively sought Repton’s commission, 

however, six months after Repton’s dismissal Carter did comment that Repton’s 

charges were ‘extravagant’ even though, the correspondent noted, ‘architects and 

Artists…are not in general fond of taxing each others Bills’.
490

 Even though there was 

an increasingly formalised set of procedures in the nineteenth century architects still 

had to work hard to form a good relationship with their patrons and to defend their 

work. After all, as Chapter Three has described, it was through these positive 

experiences that new commissions were gained.  

Initially the relationship between Carter and Evans seems to have been a successful one. 

Evans even recommended Carter to friends in 1809 and 1811.
491

 However, just as it had 

with Repton, the relationship broke down and payment was the main bone of 

contention. Evans and Carter disagreed on a number of issues, many of which had 

caused similar disputes with Repton: charges for travel, materials, tradesmen and plans. 

Carter’s integrity was also questioned and it was inferred that he was not only making 

money from his percentage on the commission but also on his families business. It is 

evident that Evans was not an easy client to work for.  

Carter persuaded Evans to go to arbitration. Carter’s defence was built upon his status 

as a London architect, his experience and his belief that he had followed generally 

accepted architectural practice. When cross examined Carter stressed his 18 years of 

experience and the fact that he had never been a partner with his brothers or any person 

in the building trade. He stated that before working for Evans he had ‘had the 

superintendence as a surveyor of many other buildings – of greater magnitude than Mr. 

Evans’s’. Evans agreed to pay Carter the same commission and charges as other ‘first 

rate architects’ and gave Mr Wyatt, Mr Soane and Mr Dance as examples, suggesting 

Carter’s perceived standing.
492

 The drawings were examined by two surveyors, Thomas 

Hardwick and Mr Porden, who agreed they showed ‘considerable skill’ and were ‘fit 
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and proper’ for a clerk of the works to follow. Carter also noted that he had been 

directed to act ‘without any limitation’.
493

 The investigation into the disagreements 

came to an effectual halt after Carter declared bankruptcy and upon which it was 

believed the assignees would accept £1000 without any further investigations, as 

opposed to Carter’s claim of nearer £3000.
494

   

Carter’s concern over the appointment of men with appropriate skills reoccurred in the 

proceedings taken against him by Evans. As with Repton, Evans questioned Carter’s 

professional judgement in this matter.  When Carter was asked why he did not employ a 

plumber from Birmingham at a lower rate than the plumber employed, Poynder from 

London, he argued that country workmen were not ‘fit to do such work’.
495

 A similar 

sentiment towards country workmen was expressed by Ambrose Poynter, nearly half a 

century later after a fountain in the grounds of Haselbech was erected incorrectly.
496

 He 

complained ‘These country workmen are enough to drive any one out of his senses’.
497

 

There was a divide between the way that these two London-based architects viewed city 

and country workmen and a belief that skills in the country palled in comparison to 

London. These concerns were likely to have centred upon the status of the architects, 

workmen, and buildings being constructed as much as the skills of the tradesmen.  

Carter believed country workmen were not fit for commissions such as a country house 

and preferred to employ the ‘best tradesman’ for the job.
498

 However, while the 

employment of the best workmen may have been a priority for the architect, it was not 

necessarily the main concern of the patron. At Haselbech, as already discussed, 

Viscountess Milton prioritised economy. Thus, the employment of cheaper country 

workmen meant that her requirements were met, even if they upset Poynter. Carter, 

knowingly or unknowingly, prioritised quality above the patron’s desires to keep costs 

low. Evans complained ‘unknown to me until brought him by Mr Carter from London, 

rejecting some…much better & at half the expense’.
499

 This, Evans argued, was the 
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result of Carter’s desire to increase costs and thus increase the amount due to him as a 

percentage on the works. Evans’ comments are reminiscent of his distrust of Repton. 

The interplay of status, skill, trust and priorities caused friction between the patron, 

architect, clerks of the works and tradesmen. Disagreements over tradesmen also 

demonstrate yet a further layer of protagonists which could influence the success of 

building.  

The fact that Evans had many of the same problems with both Carter and Repton 

suggests that the personality of the patron played an important role in determining the 

success of the building program. The rules and customs which Wilson and Mackley 

describe so well in Creating Paradise were, in some instances, secondary to specific 

working relationships created in particular contexts and determined by individuals’ 

temperaments. However, like Repton, when it came to defending his work and right to 

payment Carter called upon precedent and convention to defend his actions. He also 

highlighted his status and reputation within the architectural world. Both Repton and 

Carter saw themselves as professionals and gentlemen. This emphasis on status, 

standard practice and the elevated position of the architect were characteristic goals in 

the professionalisation of architecture, even if this was far from being achieved at the 

time. In spite of this, even though the procedures Carter followed were accepted as 

conventional by witnesses during the arbitration case, these rules and customs only 

worked if both parties recognised their relevance and standing and if evidence existed 

to suggest if they had been adhered to.  

Many of the same problems experienced at Laxton Hall were still points of contention 

sixty years later and can be evidenced by letters between Viscountess Milton and 

Poynter during alterations to Haselbech Hall. In particular, the payment of bills was still 

problematic and suggests that any attempt to resolve these issues had not yet become 

universal. Viscountess Milton was just as particular as Evans when ensuring she only 

paid what was due.  

Viscountess Milton was exacting about receiving detailed accounts and frequently 

checked the estate accounts recorded by her agent, Edward K. Fisher, during building. 

The precision with which Viscountess Milton monitored the accounts is shown in a 

letter from John Mason, the local builder responsible for the garden walls and fountain. 

His accounts were questioned as a result of a difference between his book and 
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Viscountess Milton’s over the day the fountain brickwork commenced. Fisher had been 

asked to ascertain if this had been started on the Monday or the Wednesday. Mason 

recorded works on the Monday of each week regardless of the day in that week they 

began.
500

 Thus it is evident that two records of the accounts were being made, one by 

the builder and one by Viscountess Milton. These were scrutinised to the day by 

Viscountess Milton.  

The builder William Clifton had been contracted to extend the services at Haselbech in 

1857 as well as to complete sundry work. When he submitted his accounts for these 

extra jobs in April 1857 he hoped this would be satisfactory ‘the more so as it is quite 

unusual for a carpenter builder to name every little job done by his men while employed 

at Sundry jobs’.
501

  Though Poynter agreed with the bills for measured work he asked 

for the day accounts to be revised as they seemed too high for the work completed. 

Clifton promised to return the bill with explanations of all the costs ‘so explanatory that 

I should be satisfied with its accurateness’.
502

 Before he could verify these new bills 

Poynter travelled to Germany as a result of his failing health. What could have ended in 

confusion was prevented as Fisher stepped in to continue Poynter’s job. Poynter left 

estimates of what was due and on his return arranged to meet Fisher to resolve any 

problems.
503

 However before his return it was suggested, possibly by Fisher, that the 

accounts should be looked over by a valuer. Poynter was eager for the accounts to be 

brought to a close as his eyesight was failing and as a result he wanted to rest from 

business.
504

 Not long after, evidently feeling under attack from Viscountess Milton’s 

exacting standards, Poynter sent a letter defending his position in dealing with the 

accounts: ‘as you know exactly what I wrote to Lady Milton & the pains I took that the 

tradesmen might be paid on account you will agree that it is very hard upon me to be 

made for the least chargeable with the delay’.
505

  

As at Laxton Hall, Poynter frequently requested information on the progress of works 

so he could plan his visits.
506

 Unlike Laxton Hall, his polite requests were met by 
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Fisher. Communication between the architect and patron, and architect and workmen 

was through a reliable, professional and trusted mediator, Fisher.
507

 However, this did 

not mean that the building works were error free. There was miscommunication 

between Poynter and the bricklayers, who began foundations without consulting 

Poynter on levels.
508

 After Poynter had ordered the balustrade, Clifton put a halt to 

castings as the cases were not the same size.
509

 Clifton was Poynter’s eyes on site. As at 

Laxton Hall, there were problems over the gate for the entrance. The gate was ordered 

from the ironmonger Barwell who enquired on 28 February 1857 if the gate was to 

swing both ways. If this was the case it would have to be made differently form the 

drawing. Three months later, after the gates were installed, Poynter was horrified to 

discover they only swung one way.
510

 The comparison of Haselbech over a decade after 

the alterations at Laxton shows that the same points of contention were arising: 

payment of bills, an exacting patron and communication between participants in the 

building process. With the increasing specialisation of roles during the building process 

more and more people were involved in constructing a house, each with seemingly 

discrete responsibilities. However, in the nineteenth century these roles were often ill-

defined or overlapped. To add to this, those on site were often directed from a distance. 

Poor lines of communication and the freedom with which some individuals exercised 

their own judgement on site caused problems both at Haselbech and Laxton Hall. The 

patrons were certainly not detached from the architectural process.  
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Conclusions 

 

Figure 34: Design for Laxton Hall in Humphry Repton’s Fragments on the Theory and Practice of 

Landscape Gardening (London, 1816), p. 113. 

Evans did not have the final word on Laxton Hall. Two years before his death in 1818, 

Repton published Fragments on the Theory and Practice of Landscape Gardening. In 

this treatise, he looked back upon his lifetime of commissions. One in particular struck 

a bitter cord: Laxton Hall. He describes how he had made extensive and detailed plans 

for the house, stables, a school-house, a parsonage, and numerous other buildings, 

which were approved of, and executed, but he was denied from ever being permitted to 

visit the progress of the works and never received the expected remuneration. The name 

of both the place and its proprietor were omitted in the text but a design was inserted for 

all to know that it was Laxton Hall and Evans he referred to [Figure 34].  He wrote of 

his exertions: ‘some of these I can view with delight and record with exultation; but 

alas! in how many have my time, my labour, and my contrivance been employed, 

without producing fame or profit: the latter was only a secondary consideration, and 

yet, when that has been withheld, the other has generally suffered in proportion.’
511

 In 

reproducing the plate in Fragments and by staking his claim to the works at Laxton, 

Repton was in some way recovering a little of the fame he lost; even if he was unable to 

claim any profit. His disillusionment at the practical difficulties which could arise 
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during building was expressed in his book, Observations on the Theory and Practice of 

Landscape Gardening. Repton wrote ‘the frequent opposition I have experienced from 

gardeners, bailiffs and land stewards, who either wilfully mar my plans, or ignorantly 

mistake my instructions…It is rather through my opinions in writing, than on the partial 

and imperfect manner in which my plans have been executed, that I wish my fame to be 

established’.
512

 

Although it has not been the purpose of this chapter to attribute blame it is apparent 

there were a number of factors which led to the breakdown of the architect-patron 

relationship at Laxton Hall: a lack of communication, Evans’ micromanaging of the 

situation, Repton’s working method and wider changes to the architectural profession in 

the nineteenth century. In particular, it is evident there was tension between the status of 

Repton as the overall authority in relation to designs and the increasing expectation in 

the nineteenth century that architects would provide detailed and exact plans for patrons 

to comment on before and during building. This evidences that, at this time, the role of 

patron and architect during design was uncertain and ill-defined. This chapter has 

focussed chiefly upon Laxton Hall but in doing so has highlighted the areas of potential 

ambiguity and tension where things could go wrong, and which with houses like 

Haselbech Hall and Lamport Hall were negotiated much more successfully.  

This chapter has also highlighted that in many instances, patrons were not simply 

patrons in the technical sense of providing the finances for a building endeavour, but 

collaborators whose influence could be fundamental in determining the 

conceptualisation of a building’s design.
513

 The re-designs of plans for Lamport Hall 

were almost certainly the result of requests and suggestions by the patrons. It is in the 

conversations and discussions between architect and patron where the final form of the 

designs were determined. However disagreements could also have lasting legacy in the 

final form of buildings. 

Beyond the mistakes at Laxton Hall the most obvious legacy in regards to the Hall’s 

architecture was the evolution of designs as a result of two architects. The plans 

proposed by Repton were not executed in their entirety but were instead modified by his 
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successor in the works, Carter.
514

 As described in Chapter One, Carter altered Repton’s 

plans to change the layout of rooms but also suggested re-casing the old Hall. This 

chapter has also shown that at the houses discussed patrons not only communicated 

directly with architects but also with men on site. As a result, at Laxton Hall many 

clerks of the works became caught in the middle of the patron and architect. It took 

approximately five years, two architects and five clerks of the works to finish altering 

Laxton Hall and the surrounding estate. Fortunately, the disagreements described in this 

chapter did not permanently halt building works.  
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Chapter Five 

 

‘Under Petticoat Government’? Husbands, Wives and Architecture  

 

The excellent suggestions for improving Lamport Hall, 

Came not from me in any way, they yours were doubtless all.
515

 

                  Sir Charles Isham, 1899  

 

In this verse Sir Charles Isham attributes suggestions for the alterations to Lamport Hall 

to his wife, Emily. The view that architecture was the domain of men where, regardless 

of their ability or aptitude for design, women could not participate is slowly being 

revised. Neither men nor women were acting in isolation in a strictly predetermined 

gendered-sphere. Individual skills, knowledge, circumstances and interest meant that 

different protagonists in the design process engaged with architecture to different 

degrees. There was an element of individual choice and interest. Yet, gendered 

expectations could govern the ways that individuals participated in the building process 

and more especially in the architectural profession. Changes in the practice of 

architecture in the nineteenth century resulted in a profession struggling to establish an 

identity and professional status. One aspect of this transition to a professional culture 

was the strict gendering of the emerging profession as male. 

Professional institutes were generally exclusively male. The RIBA did not count a 

woman among its ranks until 1898, even though there was no rule to prevent women 

from joining. The exclusion of women, Walker has argued, was simply assumed.
516

 In 

1835 the secretary of the RIBA commented that its members were to be ‘men of taste, 

men of science, and men of honour’.
517

 Some of the new architectural organisations 

formed across the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century took the form of male 

dining clubs and focused on the education of aspiring male architects or young 

gentlemen.
518

 Women already had little access to formal architectural education through 
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a standard upper class female upbringing and had even less access to new systems of 

articled pupillage, considered entirely inappropriate for a woman.
519

 In spite of this, 

Corfield has argued that women’s engagement with the professions was not directly 

harmed by a professional ethos which favoured skills and knowledge.
520

 It was 

professional culture and gendered expectations which meant their direct participation in 

the architectural profession was more or less inconceivable.  

Yet, in spite of the masculine nature of the profession some architectural practitioners 

and commentators recognised and even recommended appropriate ways in which 

women could engage with architecture. Loudon argued that an inclusive dialogue 

between ‘females, surveyors, builders, carpenters, ironmongers, and in short all trades 

connected with building’ would be most beneficial to architects, architecture and the 

public.
521

 He thus recognised that women were ‘connected with building’ and could be 

influential protagonists in the design process. This potential was also noted in an article 

in The Foreign Quarterly Review in 1831 which advocated the study of architecture 

among women: 

in order that they may be able to draw columns, for that is merely the means, not 

the end of the pursuit, that we would suggest the propriety of ladies applying 

themselves to what has hitherto never been included within the circle of female 

acquirements; but that they may thereby cultivate their taste, and ground it on 

something less baseless and shifting than mere feminine likings and dislikings 

we would suggest the propriety of ladies applying themselves to what has 

hitherto never been included within the circle of female acquirements.
522

 

The article went on to acknowledge how ‘influential the authority’ of female taste had 

been on ‘ornamental furniture and interior embellishments’. It did not, however, 

recommend that women became architects or designed country houses, but merely that 

they ‘cultivate their taste’ through education rather than feminine intuition.
523

 The idea 
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that a woman’s taste was founded in ‘baseless and feminine likings and dislikings’, 

draws on an Early Modern rhetoric which viewed women’s innate nature as less 

rational, less constant and less restrained.
524

 Equally, by describing the study of 

architecture as a superficial ‘female acquirement’ and one ‘incapable of receiving or 

transmitting the least moral taint’, the author framed his argument in the language of 

femininity and morality, softening the impact of his suggestion and forestalling any 

possible objections. Although the usefulness of women learning about architecture was 

recognised this was understood within a patriarchal framework and within the 

limitations of women’s nature.  

However, just as some commentators recognised women’s usefulness to architecture in 

supporting roles, others were completely opposed to women engaging with architecture 

in any capacity. Wightwick’s The Palace of Architecture explained architecture to the 

public and advocated women pass some of their leisure time studying it. However, a 

review by ‘Candidus’ disparagingly wrote ‘That which has hitherto been the task of a 

higher order of intellect is now to become the amusement of women – perhaps the play-

thing of children.’
525

 Wider educational movements often classified women with 

children and the lower orders and texts such as Wightwick’s responded to a greater 

societal concern with raising the architectural and aesthetic standards of the populace in 

general. Candidus was further appalled that Wightwick had dedicated his publication to 

a Countess, exclaiming, ‘A man might as well think of dedicating a cookery-book to 

Wellington.’
526

 Not only does Candidus illustrate negative attitudes towards women’s 

suitability to engage with architecture but his comments also suggests wider tensions 

between the preservation of an exclusive profession and the quasi-paternalist ethos 

which many professions adopted to justify their elevated position.
527

As the article in the 

Foreign Quarterly Review acknowledged, ‘Non-professional people would be 

considered by them in the light of interlopers. We ourselves, too, run some risk, not 

only of being looked upon by the Vitruvian fraternity as poachers trespassing on their 

manors, but as seeking to derogate from the honour of their art, by recommending it as 
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a pastime for boys and girls, and rendering its mysteries “intelligible to the meanest 

capacities”’.
528

 

Yet, exclusion from professional institutes and the mixed opinions of commentators did 

not necessarily exclude women from architectural patronage or engaging in 

architectural conversation, as they had done in previous centuries. There always had 

been and continued to be informal methods through which a woman could acquire a 

more than competent knowledge of architecture and design, through reading, through 

conversation, through country house visiting or simply through practical observation. 

Both Emily and Mary Isham, although not members of the Northamptonshire 

Architectural Society, attended meetings.
529

 In fact, the aim of some local societies such 

as The Northamptonshire Architectural Society was not only to protect buildings and 

advise architects but, as they described upon their establishment, to act as a ‘middle 

class educational tool’.
530

 In a similar way to Wightwicks’s publication, one category of 

individuals the Society sought to educate was women. The Society also admitted a very 

small number of female members, even if its activities were coordinated and led 

exclusively by men.
531

 At Haselbech Viscountess Milton learnt about cottage design 

and estate management by consulting the knowledgeable men she surrounded herself 

with.
532

 Lady Overstone went on two tours of the continent with Lord Overstone and 

her daughter in the ten years before Overstone was built, which included Paris, Rome, 

Venice, Munich, much of Switzerland and Italy. This might have meant she was more 

receptive to the suggestions of Teulon. Mary meticulously transcribed documents 

relating to Isham family history and paid particular attention to the architectural history 

of the house.
533

 This suggests her personal investment in her marital family but also an 
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understanding and appreciation of its historic fabric. Although not active in the 

profession, women could certainly attain the skills required to become informed patrons 

and active contributors in the building process. 

In this context Hall has observed that although few women acted independently as 

architectural patrons or as architects, there is plenty of evidence of women acting as 

advisors to their husbands when building or altering their country houses.
534

 Much 

scholarship has closely equated women’s architectural agency with domestic locations 

and a wider dynastic mission.
535

 Among others, Walker and Friedman have argued that 

by acting within the family unit and on family property, elite women were given a 

degree of responsibility over the built environment not afforded elsewhere.
536

 Recent 

scholarship has also increasingly shown that women who altered their family homes, or 

indeed engaged in areas such as estate management, were not necessarily transgressing 

or challenging traditional gender divides.
537

 Instead they were fulfilling their duty as 

wives and mothers by creating an ‘atmosphere of domesticity’ with family life, 

intimacy and comfort at its centre.
538

 They were conforming to the idealised image of 

the woman as homemaker.  

Larson argues that by performing these roles women not only provided for their own 

and immediate family’s needs but also enhanced their family’s public image.
539

 

Reynolds, among others, has drawn upon the concept of the ‘incorporated wife’ to 

explain the joint approach of husbands and wives to the management of estates.
540

 

‘Incorporated wives’ played an essential supporting and public role in their husband’s 

career and consequently his wider familial and dynastic ambitions.
541

 Hence, women 

could be active participants in occupations, such as architecture, traditionally consider 

the domain of men. Yet, if the concept of the ‘incorporated wife’ is taken as the central 
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framework for understanding women’s agency, it implies that their individual ambitions 

or interests were indistinguishable from a wider public identity and performance; an 

identity determined by their husbands’ position and status.  

Certainly, the perpetuation of the husband’s identity can be seen in the built fabric of 

the houses considered in this thesis. A geometrical scheme of barbed quatrefoils and 

interconnected fields was executed on the library ceiling at Overstone Hall. In the main 

field of the central barbed quatrefoil is the coat-of-arms of the Loyd family with the 

additional Barons coronet.
542

 At Lamport, the Isham swan was present on the piers of 

the entrance gate as well as furniture purchased by the family. Stained glass from the 

Ishams’ ancestral residence of Pytchley was also inserted into the window in the 

stairwell in 1844.
543

 Arguably, the desire to retain original parts of their homes during 

alterations could also be understood as an attempt to preserve and perpetuate the 

families’ dynastic heritage.
544

 These easily readable signs privileged the paternal line 

and contributed to a wider self-presentation of the family in the public realm. 

Yet, dynastic displays alone tell us very little about the agency and interests of 

husbands or wives during alterations. Although the husband’s family was privileged in 

the built fabric, it cannot be assumed that wives were not the motivating factors behind 

the perpetuation of their new family’s identity. As already suggested, Mary was deeply 

invested in Isham family history. It was also logical that alterations would respond to 

existing structures and their dynastic associations. Equally, nor can it be assumed that 

the husband’s taste and architectural predilections would be privileged over his wife’s. 

The difficulty of identifying individual agency and individual taste in schemes of 

building is one which has previously been recognised by Cunningham.
545

 This 

challenge is increased when trying to establish the influence of individuals in the 

creation of a family home and family identity and more especially when trying to 

establish the roles of women. 

Women’s role as advice givers or as proxies of their husbands as opposed to the person 

who signed contracts has lessened their mark in the archives.
546

 It is likely that many of 
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the suggestions and consultations between husband and wife were never committed to 

paper. Where evidence does survive to suggest female agency, for example in letters, it 

is not necessarily easy to ascertain who made decisions and when. Though it may have 

been the gentleman of the house to whom bills were addressed, this did not necessarily 

mean that he took responsibility for deciding what to buy. It may have been the 

gentleman of the house who wrote to the architect, but the decision to do so and the 

instructions the letter contained may have been made by a different person at a different 

time. Thus, this chapter seeks to reintroduce women into the design and building 

histories of the houses considered in this thesis. As Adams and Tancred have argued, if 

women as well as the designers and builders who were not necessarily termed as 

‘architects’ are taken into consideration ‘a much wider range of architectural experience 

is encompassed’.
547

   

This chapter is divided into two parts. Part One explores husband-wife relationships and 

their impact on agency in the design process through three themes: agency, identity and 

representation. It will highlight evidence which suggests the specific agency of men and 

women during alterations to their country houses and gardens. However, it will also 

consider how the creation of space could express individual and collective family 

identities. Finally, it will recognise that the vast majority of sources used to find 

evidence of male and female agency can only ever provide a self-consciously 

constructed representation of one person’s view of the design process. This is especially 

important as the evidence which has survived for the properties discussed in this thesis 

has predominantly been found in the writings of male spouses with very little surviving 

of women’s views. The second part of the chapter will explore the emotional responses 

to home and how this can alter understandings of responses to architecture and design. 

In doing so it highlights that meanings attached to buildings were constantly 

changing.
548

 Crucially, it highlights that responses to architecture could be informed by 

familial circumstances, memories and emotions as much as individuals’ taste.  
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Part One: Agency, Identity and Representation  

 

Structural Alterations 

In a notebook written by Louisa Corbett (neé Isham), Mary Isham’s granddaughter, she 

describes how ‘Granny altered the triangle over principal door in music hall (the 

pediment) about 1830 – it used to be circular with [a] window in centre’. Louisa 

explains that Mary also ‘designed the curved window over garden door in order to get 

an entrance to the crimson room’ as well as constructing outbuildings, panelling the 

Gothic room and planting trees.
549

 The ‘triangle’ refers to the central pediment over the 

Webb elevation of the house, altered by Henry Hakewill in 1829.
550

 The ‘curved 

window’ refers to a porch added to the garden front of the house in 1828 [Figure 35].
551

 

If her granddaughter’s comments are taken at face value, they imply that Mary 

determined a large part, if not the entire programme, of works.
552

 However, the 

alterations Louisa describes were completed before she was born and as a result, her 

attribution of elements of the building to Mary may have been a result of her hearing 

stories of the alterations from ‘Granny’. It is notable that she describes Sir Justinian as 

‘Granny’s husband’, the two having never met. There is very little known surviving 

evidence from the time of the alterations to corroborate Mary or even Sir Justinian’s 

roles. None the less, a bundle of letters written by Hakewill and the Lamport estate 

steward, Hewlett, cast doubt over Mary’s singular role in determining the design of one 

feature, the pediment.
553
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Figure 35: Detail of design for porch leading from the new rooms, Henry Hakewill, May 1827, including 

a billiards room on the ground floor and providing access to a new bedroom and dressing room created 

by the insertion of a floor in the Smith of Warwick wing (NRO, IL 3079 D27). Reproduced with 

permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

In 1829 Hewlett wrote that he had shown a letter from Hakewill containing designs for 

the pediment to Sir Justinian and ‘Lady Isham’, described in Chapter Four [Figure 

29].
554

 When noting who had seen the letter, Hewlett originally omitted Lady Isham’s 

name, making the point of adding it in to ensure Hakewill knew she had been consulted. 

At the very least, Mary was part of discussions regarding changes to the pediment and 

may well have been the person who made the decision on the design.  

To add to this, there is evidence to suggest that Mary had an interest in architecture. As 

already mentioned a notebook written by Mary and entitled ‘Memoranda from Old 

Isham Papers’ contains a chronology of the building history of Lamport Hall. The 

earlier sections appear to have been extracted from old papers found at the Hall and the 

description of the nineteenth-century building history, almost certainly written from 
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Mary’s own experience. This notebook suggests Mary’s pride in her adopted family’s 

history and more particularly a knowledge of, and interest in changes to the Hall.
555

  

Mary’s careful management of the accounts at Lamport are potentially further evidence 

of her agency during alterations. Memoranda in her hand describe the cleaning of books 

in the library, a notebook records the payment of tithes, tax, insurance and donations to 

charities and her own personal ledger includes everyday household expenses as well as 

references to payments for ‘the new building’, carpenters, nurserymen and items such 

as bricks.
556

 In managing the household and accounts Mary was fulfilling gendered 

expectations learnt in her formative years. During her childhood she filled in a notebook 

with practice accounts and maths questions. Many of these were scenarios she might 

encounter during married life and was no doubt preparation for her future occupation.
557

  

However, while accounts show what was being purchased and that Mary was engaged 

in household management, including making payments for building, they reveal very 

little about who was choosing items in the accounts or what level of engagement Mary 

had with building decisions.
558

 This example shows the difficulties of attributing agency 

and of claiming that any one person was a determining force in the architectural 

process. It also shows how difficult it is to establish the role of women through the use 

of traditional sources used to describe building, such as letters to and from architects, 

accounts and architectural designs. It is the coincidental noting of facts about the history 

of the house by Mary and family legend which has primarily drawn attention to her 

potential role in the architecture of the Hall.
559
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Greater evidence survives to suggest that Mary’s daughter-in-law, Emily, had a 

considerable influence over the structural alterations to Lamport Hall. As described in 

Chapter Four, several designs by William Burn in different styles survive for the 

rebuilding of the north west front. Summerson and subsequently Garwood have argued 

that it was Emily who chose the style adopted.
560

 This is supported by comments made 

by Sir Charles in a book he wrote and published, Emily. The caption under a 

photograph of the Hall reads ‘This is the House, oh: so greatly improved, Part forty 

years old my good wife had removed’.
561

 Published in 1899, the year after his wife’s 

death, the volume contained extracts from condolence letters as well as poetry, essays 

and letters by Sir Charles, and others, relating to the Ishams’ home, their lives there, 

and their spiritualist beliefs. This was not, however, the only suggestion in verse of 

Emily’s agency during the alterations to the Hall. Composed by Sir Charles when he 

fell ill in 1902, his self-published poem My Wife lovingly looks back on his life with his 

departed ‘thrice Blesséd Wife’. He declares that it was she who had made all the 

suggestions for improving Lamport Hall: 

With splendidly developed head, you deemed yourself not clever,  

Could anyone have thought the same? no, indeed, no, never. 

The excellent suggestions for improving Lamport Hall,  

Came not from me in any way, they yours were doubtless all.  

You came at the right moment, and the same you went, 

I, therefore, never had a doubt you from heaven were sent.
562

 

The agency of Emily during the initial designs for alterations to Lamport Hall is 

described by Sir Charles’ poetry; however the strongest evidence of her direct 

involvement survives in a ‘Journal of the Works’ kept by the clerk of the works during 

building.
563

 The journal chronicles the alterations to the north west front of the Hall 

from 24 June 1861 to 6 February 1862.
564

 It is likely that this journal was kept as a 

record of ‘extra work’ not included in the original contract for the Hall. Once 

completed, it was checked and signed off by both Sir Charles and Burn. In July 1861 
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the journal records alterations to the location of doors in the nursery and attic rooms 

ordered by ‘Lady Isham’. She was also the first to approve a revised plan for the 

extension to the service area which set it back further from the facade of the rest of the 

house, almost certainly to mask its existence from any visitors arriving at the Hall along 

the main driveway.
565

 This plan for the service extension was drawn on 27 July 1861, 

approved of by Emily on 29 July and ‘settled’ by Sir Charles on 5
 
August [Figure 36]. 

Further practical considerations were requested by Emily including the ventilation of 

the nursery and attic rooms and the raising of the back windows.  

Sir Charles ordered the partition in the attic passage to be set back, the division of 

window panes, bell hanging and new rain water pipes on the Webb front. Orders for 

designs from Mr Burn were requested by both Emily and Sir Charles through their 

steward, Mr Watson. From Burn, Sir Charles requested a plan for a balustrade and 

alterations to the bedroom water closet and Emily, for the coal store and luggage lift.
566

 

There are also entries where decisions were made jointly, for example the use of wood 

on the office floor and York pavement in the luggage passage. It is difficult to quantify 

the exact extent of influence and impact Sir Charles and Emily had on the overall 

design of Lamport Hall. What is apparent, however, is that once building had 

commenced both Sir Charles and Emily were on site making decisions independently of 

each other and as partners, thus confusing Sir Charles’ idealised representation of his 

wife’s role. Equally interesting, then, is the light that this example sheds on the way that 

the design process and Emily’s role within it was represented by Sir Charles in his 

poetry. Intimately bound up with Emily’s ability to engage in design and Sir Charles’ 

representation of her influence was his view of their marriage.  

                                                           
565

 Plans by William Burn from April 1860 show a proposal to move the servants’ hall from the ground 

floor to the basement. See NRO, IL 3079/D56. An alternative proposal from 27 December 1860 proposes 

building new specialised rooms in the basement and leaving the present servants hall unaltered. See 

NRO, IL 3079/D50. In the event, neither was executed. The servants Hall was left in its present location 

and an extension added at the east end of the north west front. A letter from William Burn to Sir Charles 

Isham in 1861 reveals that this was the cheapest option. See NRO, IL 2771A, William Burn to Sir 

Charles Isham, 20 May 1861. It is the designs for this addition that the journal refers to. See NRO, IL 

3079/D57, 58.  
566

 The design for the coal store and luggage lift this refers is almost certainly NRO, IL 3079/D60, 

Designs for a coal lift showing principal, nursery, attic and roof floors, n.d.   



155 

 

 

 

Figure 36: Plan for alterations to the proposed brushing room building, William Burn, 27 July 1861. This 

is the plan referred to in the clerk of the works’ Journal which Emily approved and Sir Charles Isham 

settled. It shows the setting back of the service extension between the stables and house (NRO, IL 

3079/D58). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

Sir Charles’ publication, Emily, offers a carefully curated view of Sir Charles and Emily 

Ishams’ relationship. Sir Charles selected abstracts from 183 letters sent by family, 

friends and acquaintances after Emily’s death. Across the extracts are the common 

themes of Emily’s virtuous character, her role as the ‘centre of the family’, her 

selflessness in helping the poor and her husband’s devotion. One correspondent wrote, 

‘I know from many years observation, how uniformly you made her comfort and 

pleasures the ruling object of your life’ and another, ‘You gave her the whole devotion 

of your life to make her happy.’
567

 A great number of comments pay testament to Sir 

Charles’ desire to make his wife happy, no doubt intended to comfort him. They also 

have to be representative of the dynamic of Sir Charles and Emily’s relationship. Some 

of the extracts have been added to by Sir Charles. To the remark ‘I am sure I am right in 

thinking she never had a wish ungratified if it was in your power to gratify it’ he added 

‘True’.
568

 When one correspondent wrote ‘Lamport was the perfection of an English 
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country house’ Sir Charles added ‘This was entirely done by herself’.
569

 Sir Charles and 

Emily were described as ‘inseparable’.
570

 Although the attributes assigned to Emily 

closely match many of those of the idealised nineteenth-century woman, the devotion of 

Sir Charles and intimacy of their relationship appear genuine.  

There is also evidence to suggest that Sir Charles viewed his relationship with Emily as 

one of equality and collaboration. In a ‘Confession Album’, a form of specialised 

autograph album where confession-writers answered questions on their likes and 

dislikes, Sir Charles wrote next to the question ‘favorite [sic] heroines in real life’, 

‘those who maintain their equality with men’.
571

 Sir Charles also connected Emily’s 

contributions to the alterations with her intelligence, quoted in the verse above. In a 

scrapbook filled with articles on spiritualism, local events and unusual or odd 

occurrences created by Sir Charles he included articles describing women’s 

achievements in traditionally male domains.  One clipping describes the success of 

Miss Hervey and Miss Ramsay coming out top in Tripos on 20 June 1887 and another, 

the inability of phrenology to justifiably assert women’s inferiority.
572

 These may have 

been included as they were unusual or appealed to Sir Charles’ wider interests. Yet, he 

certainly attributed Emily with considerable intelligence. This did not, however, have a 

bearing upon the subordinate position of Emily constitutionally or necessarily within 

domestic space. Sir Charles’ respect for Emily’s abilities is suggestive of their happy 

marriage, Sir Charles’ view of husband-wife relationships within marriage, and Sir 

Charles’ desire to create a home for Emily. The desire to please his wife and his high 

opinion of Emily’s abilities removed many of the obstacles which might have existed to 

prevent her engaging with architectural design based on gendered grounds.  

It is significant, however, that the verses Sir Charles wrote about Emily in My Wife and 

Emily were written just after her death and at a distance of forty years from when the 

alterations were executed. After her death Lamport Hall became a tangible reflection of 

his marital relationship. It was the largest product of his devotion and his desire to 
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please Emily in every way. Through Sir Charles’ publications Emily was publically 

acknowledged for the ‘suggestions’ for improving the Hall. By this time, women were 

participating, though in a very limited way, in architectural education as well as in 

many domains previously understood as masculine.
573

 From these sources a series of 

questions arise, not only about agency, but about how men’s and women’s agency was 

represented and how this in turn could construct identity and meaning.
574

 The interplay 

of representation, agency and identity is also evident at Overstone Hall.  

Like Emily, Lady Overstone has been attributed with the programme of building at 

Overstone Hall in the 1860s. However, unlike the Ishams, evidence suggests that Lord 

Overstone showed a complete disinterest and even hatred of the project. Lady 

Overstone’s daughter, Lady Wantage, acknowledged her mother’s role in the erection 

of the Hall in the published memoirs of her husband: ‘It had been the desire of her life 

to make her home at Overstone, and with this view a new house had been erected there 

under her supervision’.
575

 Little evidence survives to define the nature of Lady 

Overstone’s ‘supervision’ and as a result, as with Emily, it is difficult to uncover her 

exact influence on the Hall’s architecture. However an extensive series of letters 

between Lord Overstone and his friend George Warde Norman (1793–1882) describe 

the attitudes of both Lord and Lady Overstone towards the project and Lord and Lady 

Overstone’s marital relationship. Unusually, there is clear evidence to suggest the 

differences in taste which existed between the marital partners.  

Although Lady Overstone desired a new home, Lord Overstone was opposed to the 

idea. In 1859 he complained to Norman, ‘I cannot enter into Lady O's extraordinary 

enthusiasm for building a new House – the time is gone for such folly and I covet 

quietude and repose in what I have, bad as it may be’.
576

 Lord Overstone was 63 and as 

noted in Chapter Two, his daughter, Harriet (later Lady Wantage), was soon to marry 

and leave the family home. He had retired from banking after accepting a peerage and 

was increasingly resigned to life on the side-lines of business and parliamentary life. 

With other mansions in his possession, he could ‘see no necessity for building’ 
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especially in a county where he had no ‘society’.
577

 He was also anxious about the 

responsibilities attached to creating a new country house such as the building of 

cottages, park walls and a parsonage.
 
It would bring ‘no want of occupation…for time 

or money.’
 578

 Not only would building a new home disrupt any hopes of quiet 

retirement but worse, his father’s home would be demolished and all of Lord 

Overstone’s ‘habits and associations violently broken up’. In 1861 Overstone wrote, ‘I 

have resisted to the last without success.’
579

 

After building had begun he complained that for the next two years he would be ‘turned 

out of the house and home…thro' the Summer, Autumn, and Wint[e]r – we become 

Tramps, unable to give any satisfactory account of ourselves, and willing to be passed 

from house to house.’ He wrote to Norman ‘Could you see the state of things here – I 

am confident you would pity the sorrows of an old man condemned to build a new 

house. It makes me heavy at heart’.
580

 Although privy to plans and on site once building 

had commenced he wrote, ‘I hate the very mention or sight of plans and builders’.
581

 To 

him, being encircled by building works was to be ‘surrounded by all the plagues of 

Egypt’.
582

 Lord Overstone’s only consolation was improving the pleasure grounds: ‘Mr 

Thomas, our landscape gardener, has been with us since you left. I find pleasure in 

developing the capacity of the grounds’.
583

 From Lord Overstone’s dislike of building 

and his wife’s ‘enthusiasm’ it can be inferred that he was less involved in the 

construction of Overstone Hall. If Lord Overstone was so against building, what made 

him a man ‘condemned to build’?
584

  

On several occasions Lord Overstone describes his familial situation as under ‘petticoat 

government’. When Lord Overstone recommended that Norman should rebuild his 

house at Bromley Common, he suggested that before he began he should ‘go and see 

what an old fool under petticoat government is doing at Overstone’.
585

 When the family 

made tours of the continent, they were determined by Lady Overstone and his daughter 
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Harriet (later Lady Wantage): ‘the ladies after a hard struggle have got the Mastery, I 

am powerless, and they alone are responsible.’
586

 Similar control was maintained over 

engagements nearer to home. When in Edinburgh, Lord Overstone wrote to Norman, 

‘The ladies have got the upper hand with me, my authority is gone…it has just been 

announced to me that in one day more I am to be again suddenly and violently 

transferred to Inverness – What then? Ask my travelling wife and daughter – they only 

can say – the Pole’.
587

 Lady Overstone and Harriet appear to have had considerable 

control over Lord Overstone’s domestic and social engagements. Even in his letters, the 

hovering presence of Lady Overstone is felt: 

How many more dividends will be paid on my Stock – What will become of me 

when they are not paid – shall I join a rifle Club – as the best means of shooting 

myself. Lady O – insists upon my asking all these questions and requisitions 

your calm advice thereupon – Lady O – is very indignant at my making this 

disclosure to you – and says I do not speak the truth – You thus see the state of 

things in my family.
588

 

Lord Overstone constructed an identity for himself in his letters which reveals how he 

related to the building process and his position in his marriage. This image of family 

life was painted with a hint of humour and self-deprecation. Whilst some assumptions 

and generalisations can be made about the roles of Lord and Lady Overstone during the 

design and building process, these letters are more useful as sources of Lord 

Overstone’s view of the project, his own sense of identity, and how he wanted to 

represent his familial relationship to Norman. Something of the intimacy of Lord 

Overstone and Norman’s relationship is suggested in Norman’s description of 

Overstone in his autobiography: ‘Of all my friends, he is the person to whose advice I 

have ever resorted with the greatest confidence in all cases of difficulty’.
589

 Unlike Sir 
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Charles’ published poetry, which was almost certainly intended to be seen by a wide 

audience of friends and family, Lord Overstone’s letters were private. These were 

personal thoughts only to be read by the recipient and their immediate family and 

tailored to Norman’s sense of humour. To add to this, by portraying himself as obliging 

his wife and meeting her wishes, Lord Overstone separated himself from responsibility 

for the architecture of the Hall, the style of which he seems to have disapproved of very 

early on.  

These letters also provide evidence of Lord and Lady Overstone’s different tastes and 

ideas of comfort, showing how a family identity could accommodate different opinions 

and that both could not necessarily be expressed in the architectural style chosen. It was 

not a foregone conclusion that a husband and wife’s taste would be the same and that 

the husband’s would take precedence. Sir Charles admired his wife for the alterations to 

Lamport Hall and from the evidence previously stated, generally seems to have agreed 

with her taste. At Overstone Hall, Lord Overstone did not celebrate the house which his 

wife had commissioned but instead expressed his hatred of the style. Lord and Lady 

Overstone also had a different view of what a house could offer in terms of ‘domestic 

comfort’. 

In 1863 Lord Overstone wrote, ‘The park remains as it was, growing in beauty every 

year – but in the midst of it is being erected an edifice – ambitious, pretentious – and 

with little promise of domestic comfort.’
590

 Whatever the intention of Lady Overstone 

and Teulon may have been, Lord Overstone understood the building in different terms. 

When he saw Overstone being constructed, as quoted above, he described it as 

‘ambitious’, ‘pretentious’ and devoid of ‘taste’ ‘comfort’ and ‘convenience’. He 

continued, ‘It has distressed me deeply…I grieve to think I shall hand such an abortion 

over to my successors.’
591

 

Lord Overstone valued modesty in design. In a memorandum on his personal wealth he 

tried to justify its accumulation commenting that throughout his life he had been 

‘prudent and moderate’ and ‘had no expensive tastes to indulge’.
592

 His ideal qualities 

in a new house are suggested when he describes Kingston Hall near Kegworth in 
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Derbyshire, commenting  ‘He has built a house which is nearly perfect – handsome 

without ostentation – sufficiently capacious without being in excess – and the most 

comfortable of any recently built house which I have ever entered.’
593

 Overstone Hall, 

Lord Overstone believed, was too large to be comfortable. His greatest objection was 

with the principal rooms, as opposed to the more intimate ‘private apartments’. These, 

he argued, were ‘literally uninhabitable’ and commented ‘I shall never fit them up’.
594

 It 

was perhaps the houses size and extravagance which led Lord Overstone to argue that 

there was little chance of ‘comfort’. Convenience might usually be associated with 

modern technology installed in a house, such as the central heating system, lift and gas 

lighting at Overstone Hall. However Lord Overstone argued the Hall was anything but 

convenient. His view of such technologies is suggested in a comment to Norman on the 

rebuilding of Norman’s country home, Bromley Common, ‘I really begin to think that 

the old and venerated Mansion at Bromley Common will be displaced by one of these 

new follies of the day – what they call a handsome, commodious, substantial, well-

warmed House. Happy the man who likes to live in hot water! and has more pleasure in 

Destruction than in Construction.’
595

 Overstone Hall was the antithesis of modesty and 

prudence. However, Lord Overstone’s views were not unchanging. When visiting 

Westonbirt, Gloucestershire, in 1873 he wrote:  

I sit down to write to you a few lines from this really wonderful place. Mr 

Holford has built a Mansion, the full length of which is 400 feet – the external 

elevation, now complete, is a perfect Model of architectural taste and beauty – 

and the internal decorations, rapidly advancing, will be of a corresponding 

character. The courage of a man who will embark upon such an establishment is 

beyond my comprehension...but there constitute a really large and handsome 

House.
596

  

Arguably, Westonbirt bore similarities to Overstone Hall and was certainly not modest. 

This was not a fleeting fancy as two years later Lord Overstone wrote of the Holfords 

and ‘their splendid new Mansion in Gloucestershire’.
597
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Although Lord Overstone was knowledgeable on architecture and even participated in 

the design of public buildings, Overstone Hall was Lady Overstone’s project. What, 

however, becomes even more interesting from this brief exploration of Lord 

Overstone’s ideas and taste is how diametrically opposed his views on architecture were 

to the Hall commissioned at Overstone. The style of the Hall was bold and although it 

contained rooms designated for domestic quietude it was also fitted up with large rooms 

for entertaining. These spaces were possibly the consequence of Lady Overstone’s 

desire to entertain on a scale and in a way which was befitting of a newly titled 

family.
598

 With a lack of evidence on Lady Overstone’s point of view and taste it is 

hard to discern if the architecture of the Hall was led by her ideas or Teulon’s. 

However, it would be hard to imagine that she would supervise the erection of an 

edifice she disliked even if Lord Overstone believed the Hall’s failures were the result 

of an ‘incompetent architect’, described in Chapter Three. Lady Overstone’s taste and 

Teulon’s style aside, it is significant that Lord Overstone was willing and able to build a 

house for his wife that he personally did not like and to which he was opposed from the 

very beginning.  

In his letters Lord Overstone presented a very specific image of himself as a pliant 

husband tolerating his wife’s construction of a new house. When writing to Norman 

about altering Bromely Common, Norman’s home, in a mocking tone, he argued the 

principal benefit would be pleasing his wife: 

Mrs Norman herself would dance and be frantic with delight; to roam thro halls 

and varied galleries of her spacious Mansion – to look at last thro' the thick wall 

of her trees, and to see that there really is sky and light behind them…Oh thrice 

happy woman thus expectedly blessed in her advancing years – only thinking 

the good half lost, because no sooner found.
599

 

The idea that husbands built for, or to attract wives was certainly not a new one.  In 

1654 Sir Justinian Isham, the second Baronet, wrote that he was ‘busy in building my 

nest against my wife lies downe’ when making alterations to Lamport Hall.
600

   

                                                           
598

 See Chapter Two. 
599

 Ibid., vol. 2, p. 968, Lord Overstone to George W. Norman, 26 September 1861. 
600

 Isham, The Correspondence of Bishop Brian Duppa, vol. 2, p. 83; His wife had described the old 

house as ‘vile’. See also Isham ‘The Architectural History of Lamport’, p. 17.  



163 

 

 

So far the evidence discussed in this section has shown that in spite of the strong 

association of architecture with men, women often participated in various ways in the 

alteration of their country houses. However, the ability of historians to attribute 

women’s agency is dependent on the sources which have survived, which can often 

only provide suggestions of female involvement. The preceding analysis has also 

suggested that an important factor in determining if women participated in alterations 

was the nature of the relationships between husbands and wives as well as patrons’ own 

personal interest, inclination and motivation. Considering relationships of husbands and 

wives, in turn, contributes to our understanding of how women’s participation has been 

represented in men’s writing. It has highlighted how the ways architecture and the 

design process were written about were deliberate representations not only of the 

building process but also the marriage of the country house owner. The following 

analysis will now turn to an area women have more traditionally been associated with 

during the alterations to their country houses: interior decoration, furnishing and garden 

design.  

 

Ornamenting the House and Garden  

Structural alterations have often been considered the domain of men. However, interior 

design and furnishing have been associated with a strong feminine culture.
601

 

Nineteenth-century theorists argued that the dutiful wife should both manage and 

beautify the home. The creation of an appropriate interior was often construed as part of 

women’s household management and part of their obligation to create a comfortable 

residence.
602

 A division of labour existed during alterations to Laxton Hall and which 

broadly matches the gender divide suggested by scholarship and nineteenth-century 

domestic ideology between structural alterations and interior design. 

The surviving letters to Humphry Repton during the alterations to Laxton Hall are 

exclusively addressed to George Freke Evans and have been described in Chapter Four. 

However, there is also evidence in letters and from accounts and bills that suggest Lady 

Carbery was, at the very least, responsible for the interior design of the Hall. In a letter 

addressed to Evans, Repton asks him to decide how he would like rooms on the 

principal floor decorated and furnished. However, he addressed the second part of his 
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letter directly to Lady Carbery: ‘I should have the honor [sic] to propose to Lady 

Carbery to vary the style of fitting up the different rooms – as much as they are varied 

in shapes – in aspects – & in views’. Using the guiding principle of variety, Repton 

proposed painted marble for the Hall and stairs, en Marque for the oval room, woods of 

various colours in the library, painting and gilding in the music room, a ‘more 

splendidly’ decorated drawing room, and Etruscan, panelling or Hindostan for the 

dining room.
603

 Consideration was also given to the location of specific objects. In 

particular, serious concern was given to the display of ‘Lady Carbery’s china jars’; 

evidently prized possessions and quite possibly a remnant of her East Indian heritage. 

Lady Carbery’s participation in decisions is further suggested when Repton asked for 

the patrons’ preferred location of furniture in the music room: ‘as you & Lady Carbery 

have such correct ideas of what may be proposed – by a slight sketch I have not 

finished any one design – but lightly put in pencil several different hints for your 

selection’. Read within the context of the Evans and Repton’s ongoing conflict there is 

a thinly veiled hint of annoyance in Repton’s words at the patrons’ interference. With 

regards to the placement of an organ – directly in front of a window so as to require its 

being made blank or at the east end of the room between two doors – Repton hoped that 

‘Lady Carbery’ would ‘consent to the organ being in the east end of the room’.
604

 These 

examples suggest the joint importance of Lady Carbery and Evans in the decision 

making process.  

With only one side of the correspondence it is hard to know if suggestions by the 

Repton’s for Lady Carbery’s consideration were directed as a result of her own 

instruction or if it was an assumption that, as the Lady of the house, she would have a 

say on interior design. By addressing letters to Evans an assumption was also made that, 

as patron, it was Evans who should receive all official correspondence and that even if 

Lady Carbery had a say in decisions, it was Evans who was the vehicle through which 

these would be communicated. It is difficult to know if, in the event, Lady Carbery 

made any decisions regarding these elements of the remodelling. Yet, having lived at 

Laxton for nearly a decade and a half it would seem unlikely that Lady Carbery would 

not have had a say in how new objects and those inherited from her first marriage were 
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arranged in the remodelled house. After all, her knowledge of the building and its 

contents would have been far greater than that of Evans or Repton. 

Further evidence of Lady Carbery’s role is provided in a series of bills for furniture and 

fixtures from 1809 to 1816 which suggest an almost wholesale alteration of the interior 

of the Hall. Bills survive from several cabinet-makers and upholsters.
605

 Orders were 

made with Hurley and Grant, then John Calloway and finally Oakley and Evans.
606

 

Although the surviving correspondence and bills are almost exclusively addressed to 

Evans, a letter from Richard Hurley asking for early payment is addressed directly to 

Lady Carbery and enquires if tassels which had been ordered were for shutters or 

curtains as well as asking after drawings sent to Mr Calloway and Mr Atkinson.
607

 

Although letters and bills which have survived are almost exclusively directed to Evans 

this adds further evidence that the decisions may have been directed to Lady Carbery.  

A comparable process of redecoration, mentioned briefly earlier, was completed at 

Lamport Hall where between 1819 and 1831 the Ishams spent over £2,258 refurnishing 

as part of the wider programme of alterations.
608

 Account books record the purchase of 

three pianos, several dressing tables, no fewer than six beds, numerous chairs, sofas, 

mirrors, curtains and plates.
609

 New bookshelves were installed around the perimeter of 

the library by Mr Atkins.
610

 Some of the furniture was tailor made or personalised, for 

example a long case clock purchased in March 1831 with an inlaid swan on the case, 

the Regency Isham crest. Some were purchased to fill newly built rooms such as a 

billiards table purchased and set up in a new billiard room designed by Hakewill. 

Others were to furnish old rooms in need of updating, such as the large amount of 

furniture brought for the old library. Eight new chairs were even bought for the 

servants.
611

 It is evident that the purchase of furniture was both out of practical need but 

also a desire to create a fashionable home suitable to the Ishams’ status.  However, as 
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mentioned previously, account books can, in reality, reveal very little about who was 

making decisions.  

The evidence given so far can, to a limited extend, suggest women were involved in the 

decoration of their country house interiors, as expected. In the case of Lady Carbery, it 

highlights that she was certainly perceived to be in charge of, if not actively involved in 

the decision making process even if the final decisions went through Evans. In a similar 

way, the ‘Journal of the Works’ at Lamport Hall recorded that Emily Isham ‘approved’ 

designs for the new service area and Sir Charles ‘settled’ them,  suggesting that he 

made or at least confirmed the final decision. From accounts showing items purchased 

at Laxton and Lamport it is evident they were decorated in the latest regency fashion. 

However, how far this was determined by the taste of individuals in the design process 

is not necessarily evident. 

Of the houses considered in this thesis evidence does survive, however, to suggest the 

crucial role and individual influence of Sir Charles in furnishing Lamport Hall a 

generation later. The unique and unusual additions he made to the interiors and garden 

can be understood as expressions and reflections of his interests and personality. In 

turn, Sir Charles presented these in carefully orchestrated displays intended to entertain 

and amaze visitors to Lamport Hall. As well as an example of the pivotal importance of 

individual agency and personal idiosyncrasies in determining design, Sir Charles’ role 

adds to a literature concerned with discovering the influence of men in creating house 

interiors. Not only were men involved in buying large expensive objects and fixtures for 

their homes, as has traditionally been understood, but also in determining the minutiae 

of design and furnishing. This has been explored by scholars such as Finn, Styles and 

Vickery. After all, men could be equally if not more invested than their wives in 

adorning the places where they lived.
612
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Figure 37: Late nineteenth-century photograph of the library at Lamport Hall showing furniture, some of 

which was purchased by Sir Justinian and Mary Isham, and the library bookshelves designed by Atkins. 

In front of the painting on the far wall is one of Sir Charles’ creations: a bear holding a glass with dried 

plants and butterflies (LH). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

Sir Charles used his home as a large cabinet of curiosities. Lamport was filled with 

prized objects collected on his travels and items he had carefully made. He saw these as 

attractions and wonders displayed to dazzle and surprise visitors, as much as decorative 

devices. Sir Charles prided himself in owning ‘one of a kind’ oddities.
613

 He was 

interested in crafts and design and drew, sculpted clay figurines, designed monograms 

and even had his own lithographic printing press.  

On the dining room table at Lamport Hall was, Sir Charles claimed, the world’s first 

ever portable water fountain and across the Hall plates were displayed with monograms 

to his designs.
614

 In the library Sir Charles displayed a clay bear holding an eight foot 

glass ‘like a coach-horn’ with dried plants and butterflies in the top [Figure 37]. The 

bear was one of Sir Charles’ own creations:  

There’s a great rough bear to protect it from breaking, 
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He holds the glass tight should it chance got a shaking; 

I made him some years back, he long has done duty, 

Some exclaim, ‘Why I never before saw such beauty!’
615

 

Two further clay figurines were displayed on top of an organ between the staircase 

vestibule and drawing room and held objects that related to Sir Charles’ interests in 

spiritualism and the unknown: a divining rod, an alpine plant which had lived with no 

earth or water for a year, two kettles struck by lightning at the nearby village of Old, 

bird’s nests from South America and the skin of a snake [Figure 38]. The organ these 

were placed upon, at nearly four metres high, was a spectacle in itself. To fit the 

instrument into the Hall Sir Charles removed the wall dividing the drawing room and 

stair vestibule in 1847.
616

 He described its booming sound: ‘The organ was played, 

another grand wonder, some people outside the house thought it was thunder’.
617

  

 

Figure 38: Photograph and description of Sir Charles Isham’s sculptures in the stair vestibule at Lamport 

Hall, 1891 (LH). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 
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Cohen has argued that interiors were a forum for self-expression and, that by the very 

end of the nineteenth century, this expression had transitioned from a concern with 

character and morals to one concerned with ‘distinctiveness, performance, and 

display’.
618

 These three descriptors certainly apply to Sir Charles’ approach to the 

interiors at Lamport Hall. How far Sir Charles’ alterations were also products of his 

distinct interests is evidenced by three large scrapbooks filled with articles and 

annotated with Sir Charles’ thoughts as well as a number of books and pamphlets he 

authored. These contain articles on religion and spiritualism, vegetarianism, music, 

inexplicable occurrences and local events.
619

  

However, Sir Charles’ creative expressions did not stop at the house but extended into 

the gardens, where he designed a landscape of concealed surprises. Visitors passed from 

unique and perfectly formed box bowers, to ancient trees, down a long Irish yew lined 

avenue to a cage where a pet great eagle owl named ‘Jamarack’ lived, and along a 

narrow passage to emerge in a miniature alpine world colonised by gnomes [Figures 39 

& 40].
620

 It was the creation of the rockery where these gnomes lived which was the 

most personal of Sir Charles’ projects. Although rockwork was not novel, the rockery at 

Lamport Hall, Sir Charles argued, had several unique characteristics and in particular, 

the use of ‘pigmy trees’.
621

 The one off character of the rockery was recognised by 

those who visited. In an article published in the Strand Magazine in 1900 Herbert Pratt 

wrote ‘The word “unique” has been used, but this is incorrect, in so far as it is not the 

only rock garden in existence...But the word may be allowed to stand, for probably 

nothing to be compared with the rockery at Lamport can be found the world over.’
622
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Sir Charles extolled the benefits of this form of gardening in pamphlets he wrote and 

decorated with colourful marginal designs and illustrations.
623

 It could be constructed in 

a small space, was not seasonal and plants of varied requirements could thrive there. 

The jagged rocks, quartz, miniature alpine plants, and dark crevices of the rockery 

provided the perfect backdrop for scenes of industrial life staged by Sir Charles’ colony 

of gnomes and narrated with poetry on plaques. The rockery’s population had been 

purchased in Nuremberg and were originally intended as place name or match box 

holders.
624

 However, instead, Sir Charles displayed them as miners and some, as miners 

on strike under a plaque concerning working conditions, suggesting his interest and 

possible support of the ‘Trade Union spirit’ [Figure 39].
625

  

Sir Charles also conducted research on gnomes, or as they were otherwise known 

knockers or mine fairies, who were often described as guides to miners in spiritualist 

thought and folklore. In Notes on Gnomes and Remarks on Rock Gardens Sir Charles 

argued that these were real beings and that if they had been imaginary, they would not 

have been admitted in the rockery. Seeing these spiritualist creatures was not a sign of 

‘mental delusion’, he wrote, but an ‘extension of faculty’.
626

 From Sir Charles’ research 

it is not hard to find the sources of his inspiration. An account of mine fairies in 

Llanferris [sic], Wales transcribed by Sir Charles describes how W. Smith saw ‘a little 

mine fairy ascend the ladder step by step, it was dressed like a miner, it carried a small 

pick axe over its shoulder’ [Figure 40].
627

 The rockery and its population was an outlet 

for Sir Charles to indulge and display his interest in verse, the occult and the unusual. 
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Figure 39: Photograph of gnomes on strike, Sir Charles Isham, Emily (Horsham, 1899). The verse on the 

plaque was probably adapted from the slogan: ‘Eight hours labour, Eight hours recreation, Eight hours 

rest’, used in the ‘eight hour day movement’ which advocated better working conditions.
628

 Reproduced 

with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

 

Figure 40: Photograph of rockery with gnomes mining, Sir Charles Isham, Notes on Gnomes and 

Remarks on Rock Gardens (1884). Reproduced with permission of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 
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As well as being influenced by his spiritualist beliefs Sir Charles was also inspired by 

contemporary theories on garden design discovered in the pages of horticultural 

journals. Sir Charles commented that he had been inspired to include gnomes in his 

rockery by J. C. Loudon, who had observed the effect of figures in ‘pigmy gardens’.
629

 

Over the years Sir Charles continued to adapt and alter his rockery. This included the 

addition of a terracotta statue of a girl purchased in 1888 from an auction house in 

London. Sir Charles described visitors’ reaction to seeing her: ‘At sight of her some 

people start, Think they’re intruding and depart’.
630

   

In creating this landscape and describing its unique design in his publications Sir 

Charles was not only creating a display which suggested his beliefs and interests but 

one which demonstrated his horticultural expertise. In 1848 a greenhouse was 

constructed in the kitchen garden and in 1853 a large 53-foot long and 40-foot wide 

conservatory near the rockery.
631

 With the introduction of numerous new species, the 

rise of the nurseryman and the publication of periodicals concerned with all aspects of 

gardening, the cultivation of plants became increasingly popular among the aristocracy 

and garden designers.
632

 Unlike many of his contemporaries, however, Sir Charles had 

little interest in the cultivation of flowers. He argued that by flowering, they wasted 

energy. Instead he was fascinated by Alpine plants and ‘pigmy trees’ and showed his 

skill by cultivating plants rejected by the Northamptonshire nursery.
633

  

There is little evidence to suggest the extent of Emily’s involvement in these 

endeavours. Sir Charles did note once that she had read the Spiritualist and it seems 

likely that she shared in some, if not all, of his interests. There are also surviving 

receipts from nurserymen and upholsters addressed to Emily.
634

 However, even if she 

shared his interests and contributed towards the gardens and interiors of Lamport, the 

rockery was Sir Charles’ project. In 1890 he wrote of Emily, ‘That spirit…took but 
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little interest in the rockery, it having to attend to so many other important matters.’
635

 

Almost every stone was said to have been put in place by Sir Charles himself.
636

  

The reasons to decorate a home or design a garden were undoubtedly many; however 

the information which survives about Sir Charles’ interests and the way Lamport was 

used and presented to visitors, offers unusual insight into the thought processes which 

accompanied their design. Sir Charles’ collecting and display was closely linked to his 

construction of identity and its subsequent presentation to the public.  

It is apparent that both Sir Charles and Emily contributed to alterations to Lamport, 

even if certain projects became the reserve of individuals. It is also evident that 

Lamport was altered to match the lifestyle and interests of the Ishams. For example, 

they frequently opened the grounds of Lamport to the Northampton Archery 

Association, friends, and family as well as for an annual orphanage fete.
637

 In a speech 

at the meeting of the Northampton Archery Association a member exclaimed: ‘Through 

parks and through palaces though we may roam, There’s no host like Sir Charles, and 

no place like his home’.
638

 On several occasions Sir Charles published a poetic account 

of the annual orphanage fete which he sold to raise further funds.
639

 This described the 

carefully curated route which visitors could take through the gardens to see all of 

Lamport’s wonders.
640

 The Ishams built a home for family, display but also as an 

outward expression of their personal preoccupations. 

Part one of this chapter has focused on the attribution of agency to protagonists in the 

design process. In doing so it has highlighted the interplay of agency, identity creation 

and representation revealed through the use of various different sources. The last part of 

this chapter will move away from the physical creation of a house or representation of 

the design process to consider how these buildings were understood in the context of 
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dominant domestic ideologies relating to home as well as considering how meanings 

attached to buildings could change with changing family circumstances. This will 

modify how Overstone Hall has been understood by further explaining Lord 

Overstone’s response to its architecture. 

 

Part Two: Understanding Architecture; Experiencing Home  

The specific context of building and the precise nature of the relationships between 

husband and wife not only determined their agency in the design process but also 

emotional attachments individuals formed to particular locations. This section will 

illustrate how memories of the architectural process and lived experience contributed to 

the meanings attached to architecture by country house owners. This draws on Roper’s 

suggestions for the development of the field of masculinity studies. He argues that these 

studies should foreground emotions, subjectivities and ‘human experience formed 

through emotional relationships with others’.
641

 In doing so, this section will explore the 

obvious assumption that legal ownership or control over a building project was not a 

prerequisite for a sense of ownership or emotional attachment to a building. Thus, it 

will also consider if and how gendered assumptions about ownership were embodied in 

individuals’ notions and experiences of home.
642

  

The ideological association of women with home became well established in the 

nineteenth century and has, to an extent, been discussed in scholarship through studies 

of domesticity. In comparison, the body of work on men, especially aristocratic men, 

and their concept and experience of home is limited.
643

 Vickery and Hamlett have 

argued that this is, in part, a consequence of a lack of sources. Men, they argue, were 

less likely to write about home as they prioritised other concerns, for example their 

careers, when writing journals or letters.
644

 In spite of this, among the houses 

considered in this thesis evidence survives to illustrate Sir Charles’ and Lord 

Overstone’s experience of, and emotional responses to home in moments in their lives 

where home, or the lack of a home, meant this was uppermost in their thoughts. The 

following analysis does not intend to consider the ideological construction of home, but 
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rather ideas of home and masculinity as products of personality and circumstance.
645

 

First, however, it is worth briefly discussing what is meant by ‘home’ in this study.  

In her study of elite women’s impact upon the construction of their country homes, 

Lewis has defined home as an:  

environment in which one privileges comfort and convenience over grandeur 

and display, in which primary attention is paid to rooms and objects for the 

kinship family – the members of the family alive at the time of the subject, as 

opposed to her ancestors and descendants or the vertical relationships with 

dependants. In a home emotional attachments to objects and spaces exist 

primarily because of personal histories rather than dynastic ones.
646

 

It is apparent, therefore, that not only is a home a physical space or building but also an 

imagined space, ideology or idea centred on emotional connections and personal 

histories. The latter were not necessarily attached to specific buildings. In this context, 

Smith has argued for a far more sophisticated use of the idea of home in country house 

studies claiming that ‘more emphasis needs to be placed on the ‘home’ as a multivalent 

site through which individuals discussed and negotiated ideas of family, identity and 

belonging.’
647

 The home was a place where gendered roles and boundaries could be 

established and tested.  

Smith has emphasised the importance of ‘imagining home’ in colonial families 

detached from their physical homes.
648

 This process of imagining home was not only 

important when people and homes were separated by distance but was a fundamental 

part of embarking upon building. Ideas of ‘home’ and in particular of a future ‘ideal’ 

home factored in design decisions as well as motivation to build.
649

 Smith also 

discusses the feelings of longing for home.
650

 These feelings of displacement and 

homesickness were equally not confined to those who travelled across the continent. 

Larson has noted that from the 1750s there was an increase in declarations of affection 
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toward country houses in women’s letters, especially when they were separated from 

their homes and family.
651

 These feelings of longing and loss were a reoccurring theme 

in Lord Overstone’s letters. 

Lord Overstone’s elevation to the peerage and consequent removal from business in 

1850 increased the time he spent on his country estate. He commented that his 

usefulness in business was over and spent his time in the countryside often investing in 

and managing land. It was with this transition to a more domesticated rural existence 

that Lord Overstone became acutely aware of the importance of home. Fundamental to 

Lord Overstone’s concept of home was retirement. As described previously, Lord 

Overstone opposed alterations to Overstone Hall as this would disrupt any hope of 

quietude. Throughout his life Lord Overstone was troubled by the possibility of not 

having a home and was anxious about any change in the location of his residence. A 

comment made by his daughter suggests that the challenges presented by change were 

not helped by a nervous disposition: ‘every character has its limitations, and in Lord 

Overstone’s case with a singularly sound and powerful brain was coupled a nervous 

organisation.’
652

    

Lord Overstone was most animated about ideas of home in moments in his life when he 

was without one. As part of an appropriate masculine education, in his formative years, 

Lord Overstone went on a tour of the continent in 1821. However, any appreciation of 

his travels was dampened by home sickness.
653

 These anxieties surfaced again when 

moving house. Lord Overstone’s letters to his friend Norman reveal his anxieties about 

being away from home and fear of becoming homeless. As mentioned in Chapter Two, 

before living at Overstone Hall, Lord Overstone resided at Wickham Park. From 1850 

Lord Overstone had increasing demands on his time. His father’s health was failing and 

he had purchased a new London house in Carlton Gardens. Between trips to his father 

at Overstone and his new London home, Lord Overstone was spending little time at 

Wickham. In 1850 he wrote, ‘But I must have a home, and that I cannot have without 

living at it’. He wrote of Northamptonshire, ‘there is much to be done there, our 

presence is certainly required and is useful’.
654

 As a result, in 1853 he transferred his 
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Wickham property to his cousin and permanently relocated to Overstone to take care of 

his sickly father.
655

 The decision to move from Wickham to Overstone was made 

reluctantly: 

This is done with some regret on my part, with still more regret on the part of 

Lady O. I hope we have not acted foolishly. I cannot see my way to residence 

there. My father expresses the strongest wish for our presence here…this 

arrangement, with my approaching removal from my old house in Norfolk St. 

makes me feel desolate – and on the whole I am heavy-hearted.
656

 

A month later he wrote, ‘I have broken off many tender and pleasing associations and I 

cannot look forward to a renewal elsewhere of the happiness which I have there 

enjoyed.’
657

 Wickham Park was near the home of many of Lord Overstone’s closest 

friends, including Norman. It had also been the house where his daughter had spent the 

first three years of her life.  

Lord Overstone’s emotional attachment to buildings was not fixed over time but altered 

with his circumstances. After the death of Lady Overstone on 6 November 1864 the 

Hall took on an emotional significance as a tangible connection to his lost wife. In the 

following year, when visiting Overstone, he wrote ‘The absence of Lady Overstone is 

felt most painfully – in the garden, in the grounds, in the House – in short 

everywhere’.
658

 When staying with his daughter and son-in-law at Lockinge, which had 

been a wedding gift from Lord Overstone, he wrote ‘Every thing about the place is full 

of associations which must necessarily fix my thought upon the dreadful absence of her, 

whose presence was sunshine wherever she went.’
659

 These feelings of loss and the 

sense of something missing have been termed by Rubenstein as the ‘presence of 

absence’.
660

  Lord Overstone ‘felt’ the absence of Lady Overstone in the places most 

associated with her, Overstone Hall and Lockinge. In his letters he remembered and 

imagined her presence and this in turn had an impact upon the way he used and 
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furnished the spaces in which he lived. Overstone Hall was a home which never came 

into being and as a result Overstone determined to never fully furnish it.  

The house was used as a glorified hunting lodge and occasional residence for the 

family. Over time Lord Overstone slowly warmed to the quietude and peace that the 

Hall and its surroundings offered. He took part in the Pytchley hunt and became 

engrossed in improving farming.
661

 However, a considerable amount of his later years 

was spent living with his daughter and son-in-law at Lockinge. This house provided a 

tangible connection to Lady Overstone. In the month after his wife’s death Lord 

Overstone wrote of Lockinge:   

I am surrounded by every comfort my case admits of. The remembrance of the 

pure and holy life of her who is gone…I have no wish to fly from the scenes 

around me. I find a holy joy and consolation in associating with them. The 

chairs in which she sat – the windows from which she used to look out, smiling 

and calling to me – the walks in which we rambled together – the very grave in 

which her remains now repose. It is a joy to me to be with these.
662

  

Responses to objects and buildings could be informed by the relationships which were 

conducted within them. The association of Overstone Hall with the incomplete project 

of his wife was likely to have effected Lord Overstone’s responses to the architecture. 

From the evidence already presented, it is clear that Lord Overstone was never enthused 

by the prospect of building. However, his description of Overstone Hall as an ‘utter 

disgrace’ which could offer no hope of domestic comfort was perhaps not only 

stimulated by a dislike of building, but also the death of his wife six months earlier. In 

the months before Lady Overstone died, he had written that she was in 

Northamptonshire ‘preparing the great House for our domestic torture’.
663

 This had 

been her project. An emotional response to building could also be the reason why Lord 

Overstone objected to the rebuilding of Overstone Hall in the first place. As mentioned 
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previously in this chapter, Overstone had been the home of Lord Overstone’s father. 

When it was decided that the house was to be demolished Lord Overstone wrote that he 

would have his ‘habits and associations violently broken up’.
664

 Thus, understanding 

not only Lord Overstone’s attitudes towards building, his creation of an identity during 

the building process and its representation in letters but the emotional significance of 

Overstone Hall, can contribute to a better understanding of his responses to architecture.  

Whilst the concept of home may have influenced Lord Overstone’s response to 

buildings it is evident that it was not necessarily the buildings or specific locations 

themselves which Lord Overstone believed created a home. Instead it was the 

memories, associations, people and feelings of comfort and ease attached to them. This 

is exemplified by a comment made after his wife’s death. He wrote of his daughter, ‘I 

have no home however but where she is – I must follow in her steps.’
665

  Central to 

Lord Overstone’s idea of home were people and in particular family members.  

Similar associations were drawn by Sir Charles at Lamport Hall. Emily had been the 

centre of the family and it was her presence which was seen by many to have made 

Lamport Hall a home. By the 1880s, Lamport Hall, which had once been a centre for 

the Pytchley hunt, was suffering from the effects of Agricultural Depression. 

Nethercoate, High Sheriff of Northamptonshire and co-author of The Pytchley Hunt: 

Past and Present, saw the creation of a ‘home’ as a remedy to economic, physical and 

emotional ‘aches and pains’: 

That evil spirit ‘Agricultural Depression’ has cleared out from many a stable the 

too costly luxury of a hunter, and in her flight across the broad acres of 

Northamptonshire it would seem as though she had laid her hand on the once 

well-filled boxes of the Lamport Hall stables. To share the blame with this ‘evil 

spirit’ are the cold and damp of a Midland county winter – evils which have 

necessitated for Lady Isham the formation of a home where a more kindly 

atmosphere gives hopes of immunity from aches and pains.
666

  

Nethercoate credited Emily with the creation of a home with a ‘more kindly 

atmosphere’. Although Emily undoubtedly contributed to a sense of home at Lamport 
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Hall the comments by Nethercoate are framed in the language of domesticity which 

highlighted family, comfort, and the atmosphere of homeliness. He was not, however, 

the only person to note the centrality of Emily to the creation of home. After her death, 

friends and family wrote that it was Emily ‘who made us feel Lamport as a home’ and 

how an ‘atmosphere of affection and kindness…always seemed to pervade the place she 

lived in’. Emily was identified with the creation of an ‘atmosphere’ and feelings of 

comfort and homeliness.
667

 

 

Figure 41: South view of Cartrevle, Sir Charles Isham, c. 1882–1899 (LH). Reproduced with permission 

of the Lamport Hall Trustees. 

However in the 1880s the Ishams had multiple places they called home. In 1882 the 

Ishams brought a house called Cartrevle in Anglesey, near the Menai Bridge on a 99 
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years’ lease from the Marquis of Anglesey [Figure 41].
668

 This was a money saving 

measure. By 1880 falling crop prices and consistently high rainfall resulted in reduced 

profits from agriculture, which was the Ishams’ only source of income. For part of each 

year from 1884 to 1898 the Ishams let Lamport for hunting and almost certainly 

retreated to Cartrevle.
669

 This was a smaller establishment and would have been cheaper 

to run. Although Emily and Sir Charles felt the exile from Lamport greatly, the couple 

came to view their Welsh house as home.
670

 Sir Charles was soon drawing sketches of 

the area labelled with historical facts and the Ishams became well known and well liked 

within the community.
671

 

Even though Lamport Hall was no longer their full time residence, after Emily’s death 

in 1898 it ceased to be a ‘home’ to Sir Charles altogether. Lamport’s importance to Sir 

Charles, however, was not decreased. One correspondent commented that now Emily 

was gone ‘Lamport will seem more sacred to you than ever.’
672

 In the year that 

followed, Sir Charles signed over the house to a distant cousin, and retreated to the 

home of his second daughter in Horsham, Sussex.
673

 In the year after Emily’s death he 

wrote of his most personal project: 
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The rockery was commenced the year of marriage and its gradual downfall may 

probably be dated from the year of the departure of the moving spirit [Emily] of 

Lamport Hall.
674

 

Once spaces have been produced they can have multiple and specific meanings to the 

people who owned and used them. In the instance of Sir Charles and Lord Overstone 

they became objects to remember their wives by. Lamport Hall was a testament to Sir 

Charles’ wife’s intelligence, evidenced in the poetry and letters of testimonial described 

earlier in this chapter. Overstone Hall, however, was a reminder of Lord Overstone’s 

wife’s unfinished work. An understanding of the emotional attachments to home can 

help explain the ways buildings were interpreted and understood by patrons. 

Fundamental to both Sir Charles’ and Lord Overstone’s understanding of home was 

their wives. Thus, not only was the marital relationship important in determining 

agency, identity and representations of the home but it was also fundamental in 

determining emotional responses.  

 

Conclusions 

The examples discussed in this chapter suggest the very complex and multiple 

relationships members of the household could have with properties. As a result of 

surviving evidence, this has principally been viewed from the male perspective and 

contributes to a deficient literature regarding elite men’s ideas of, and relationship to, 

home. In his discussion of contemporary literature on home, Briggs notes that husbands 

as well as wives became growingly interested in home in the Victorian era. To this end, 

he quotes John Stuart Mill: ‘The improved tone of modern feeling as to the reciprocity 

of duty which binds the husband and wife – has thrown the man very much more upon 

home and its inmates, for his personal and social pleasures’.
675

 Tosh has argued that 

‘Domesticated husbands and supportive wives’ were ‘central to the self-image of the 

Victorians.’
676

 This, he argues, was a logical expression of the dominant domestic 

ideology.
677

 An interest in home is evidenced in the letters of Lord Overstone and 

writings of Sir Charles. Lord Overstone’s playful self-portrayal as a man under petticoat 
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government plays on domestic ideology which placed women at the centre of the 

domestic realm. Lady Overstone controlled Lord Overstone’s movements at home and 

even on family trips abroad. The house she built, even if it did not match Lord 

Overstone’s image of domesticity, was designed to accommodate the private life of the 

family as well as to express their status and wealth.  

The case studies in this chapter have also suggested that there was no one gendered 

version of the design process. Fundamental to the participation of married women in 

country house design was the relationship between husband and wife and its effect on 

the roles they adopted during design and building. The positive and doting relationships 

adopted by the men of the Isham and Overstone families resulted in their spouses 

playing an important role in building. However, this was not always the case. When 

rebuilding Charter’s House the wife of Lord Coleridge remarked, ‘my husband tells me 

he worships the ground I tread on…but I am never allowed to choose the carpets.’
678

  

What starts out as a recovery of the gendered roles husband and wife played turns into 

an exercise of understanding representations; how husbands and or wives viewed their 

role and the roles of others in the design process. The representations of agency 

provided in Sir Charles’ poetry or Lord Overstone’s letters only show one side of the 

story. These can, to an extent, be tested against evidence to show what happened in 

reality. However, it is perhaps the representations themselves that reveal more about 

gendered roles and more specifically individual identities and personalities during 

building.  
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Chapter Six 

 

Beyond the Country House Gates 

 

As I have already told you it is absolutely necessary now that I should stand up 

for myself I must do something & I must be as much mistress of my own 

cottages as I am of the Hall – so that when I come to reside there & even only 

going occasionally I may be looked up to by the villagers & that I am to come 

before Mr B & Mr Pell. As you know I have been driven out of the church but 

no one shall take my place in the village.
679

 

Viscountess Milton, 1878 

 

In 1878 Viscountess Milton sent a letter to her agent stressing the importance of 

asserting her position over the tenants of her country house estate, Haselbech. Decades 

of arguments with the parish clergyman Mr Bury (Mr B) and Mr Pell, a tenant of one of 

the farms and MP for South Leicestershire, had left her feeling undermined, unwelcome 

and out of control. In spite of this, she was determined to reinstate herself in what she 

believed was her rightful position, head of the estate. It was she and not the local 

clergyman or MP who should act as a focus for the community and for villagers’ 

loyalty. Central to this was control over the estate buildings she owned and which she 

had spent years building and repairing.  

Architectural patronage was not restricted to country house owners’ homes. More often 

than not they possessed land and buildings surrounding their houses and many saw 

themselves as playing a part in a wider rural community. As a result, owners’ 

architectural vision often included the villages surrounding their residences; 

considerably enlarging the scope of any architectural undertaking. This was a 

circumstance Lord Overstone was well aware of when embarking upon the building of 

Overstone Hall. He bemoaned: ‘Many cares hang over me – The prospect of having to 

build a park wall – two whole villages – a church – a parsonage – and a Mansion – no 

want of occupation therefore for time or money’.
680

  

                                                           
679

 NRO, FS 24/69, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 12 November 1878. 
680

 O’Brien, Correspondence, vol. 2, p. 849,  Lord Overstone to George W. Norman, 9 April 1858. 



185 

 

 

Yet, by the end of the nineteenth century the identification of the country house with the 

productive landscape was changing. For many, income from the land was supplemented 

or replaced by other sources of wealth and it was possible for country lifestyles to be 

maintained without an extensive working estate. This has resulted in historians drawing 

a divide between ‘the house in the country’, defined as a country house curtailed of 

land, and a country house, defined by its association with a productive estate.
681

 

However in the period covered by this study and in the case studies considered, 

landownership was still an important indicator of status, influence and, until the 

agricultural depression in the 1870s to 1890s, could present a good investment. Even 

though his wealth was originally derived from banking, Lord Overstone is testament to 

this. He invested extensively in land, describing himself in 1860 as ‘up to my chin in 

purchases’.
682

  

As the nineteenth century progressed increasing measures to improve the rural built 

environment, a rush of publications on good and bad design and changing social 

relations within the rural community added an extra layer of complexity. The 

construction and maintenance of good estate buildings was considered an outward sign 

of good ownership. Analysis of building on the country house estates considered in this 

thesis paints a complex image of both men and women striving to create homes for their 

tenants which were comfortable and convenient but also economical. In doing so they 

were grappling with the dual requirements of function and economy addressed in much 

of the architectural literature of the day.   

Building on the estate was not therefore conducted in a vacuum but attracted the 

attention of villagers and other landowners. When building a country house, design 

conversations were restricted to a privileged group which, as Chapters Four and Five 

have described, could include the architect and patrons, but also friends, family and 

craftsmen. Ultimately, however, it was the patron as holder of the purse strings who 

was in charge of the commission. The design of subjects of architectural patronage on 

the estate attracted attention beyond an immediate circle of invited commentators. 
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When building schools recourse might be made to the Committee of Council on 

Education and when building parsonages or altering churches the clergyman was 

frequently consulted.
683

 As a result, patrons were often confronted with the need to gain 

both public and private support for their building projects. The building of rural 

structures to a high or low standard also contributed to a wider nineteenth-century 

discourse on the moral obligations of country house owners. This was an issue which 

was not only a subject for landowners but also the church and state. 

This chapter will discuss the management and construction of buildings on the country 

house estate by country house owners. The first section will consider dwellings attached 

to the productive landscape; farm houses and cottages and the second half, the formal 

architectural elements of schools and the church. The erection, repair, and maintenance 

of these buildings could form part of a programme of estate management. Using 

buildings as a locus, the interaction of various interested parties in estate affairs will 

offer insight into the way patronage worked as well as shifting power relations on the 

estate more generally. Prominent among surviving letters considered here are the 

concepts of authority, power and the identity of the estate. Vital to understanding these 

dynamics of power is the recognition that women often made considerable 

contributions to estate building and management. This shows that, when removed from 

the context of the country house, patrons could have a very different relationship with 

architecture and the design process.  

 

Women and Estate Management   

Although scholars such as McDonagh and Reynolds have shown that women were able 

to participate in areas such as estate management and landscape improvement, there are 

still comparatively few studies detailing their roles and impact on the built environment 

of the country house estate.
684

 Women’s involvement in the construction of estate 

buildings can be understood in a similar familial context to women’s contribution to the 

design of their homes. Like country houses, it can be understood as an extension of 

their domestic role. As discussed in Chapter Five, Emily Isham’s domestic prowess was 
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described as a remedy to agricultural depression and she was known for always ‘being 

engaged in some good work, first for the people of Lamport and then for the county at 

large.’
685

 The moral well-being of tenants, labourers and their families was considered 

to be a particular concern of women, in a similar way to the moral health of their own 

households.
686

 For some, this found expression in the improvement of housing. 

Reynolds has argued that this was a particular concern of aristocratic women.
687

  

The role of women in improving the dwellings of labourers and tenants was recognised 

in architectural treatises. In his Encyclopaedia of Cottage, Farm, and Villa 

Architecture, J. C. Loudon was very clear about the publication’s intended audience. It 

was written for men who had not had sufficient architectural education to engage with 

the subject, the young, and women. The intention was to impart knowledge of good and 

bad architecture and in doing so, to improve the dwellings of the ‘great mass of 

society’.
688

 Lady Caroline Kerrison even went as far as producing her own book of 

cottage designs in 1864.
689

  

However, women’s moral role on the estate could have wider implications. Prochaska 

has argued that women’s philanthropic activities were tools to political ends, a form of 

‘self-expression’ and  an opportunity to engage in governance through the management 

of institutionalised philanthropy.
690

 This chapter will demonstrate that the philanthropic 

contributions of women can also be read as a sophisticated response to economics and 

changing attitudes towards landownership. Some wives of country house owners were 

far from the ‘Lady Bountiful’ portrayed by Gerard who, due to her lack of property 

ownership, was unable to offer material benefits to tenants beyond organising charitable 

clubs or tending to the sick.
691

 The case studies considered also evidence that 

benevolence and duty were crucial to aristocratic women’s creation of identity on the 

estate, as well as their motivations behind building. In an age when the exclusivity of 

the upper classes was shifting and dominance in the country side was waning, 
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benevolent estate policies and architectural patronage continued to justify and support 

the aristocracy’s economic and social position.
692

 

Viscountess Milton provides an instructive example of an aristocratic woman engaged 

in estate management and in particular, the management of building stock. As discussed 

in Chapter Two, Viscountess Milton purchased Haselbech with money loaned by the 

trustees of her father’s estate and under the terms of purchase owned the property 

separately from her husband.
693

 The fear of defaulting on loans made it all the more 

important that the estate was successful and profitable. As a result, throughout her 

lifetime, Viscountess Milton took considerable pains to improve the village and land.
694

 

She did this through a sophisticated management network which she used to monitor 

the village during long periods of absence, garner advice on estate policies and 

administer the day-to-day running of her property. This was particularly important 

because, as established in Chapter Two, Viscountess Milton chiefly resided at her 

husband’s principal seat, Osberton, Nottinghamshire. As well as this, any difference in 

education or training as a consequence of Viscountess Milton’s gender could to a large 

degree be mitigated.  

Viscountess Milton’s first port of call for advice or information was her land agent, 

Edward K. Fisher. Fisher was a new type of non-resident agent who, rather than 

managing a single estate, managed over fifty different properties for various owners in 

Northamptonshire and Leicestershire from his base in Little Bowden, Market 

Harborough.
695

 Fisher contributed towards the management of alterations to Haselbech 

Hall, collected rents, helped with the allocation of tenants, managed accounts and 

improved estate buildings and faming. While doing so, Fisher also acted as an 

important intermediary between Viscountess Milton and members of the village. 

In October 1858 Viscountess Milton dismissed Fisher arguing that ‘As the farms are 

now all tenanted (for wh[ich] I am much indebted to you) & the farm building are 
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completed & as the estate is so small a one & will now require so little attention I think 

it will be quite unnecessary for me to take up your time’.
696

 Viscountess Milton 

intended to run the estate on her own. However, it was perhaps with the termination of 

Fisher’s employment that Viscountess Milton realised his value. Within less than four 

months she wrote to ask if she could once again employ his services. This, however, 

came with several provisos. Fisher must not be insulted if, when Viscountess Milton’s 

son was old enough he decided to take over the management of the estate for the sake 

of economy. She requested that Fisher consult her on ‘every’ estate matter and pay rents 

directly into her account from which other expenses, including Fisher’s salary of £50, 

would be paid by cheque.
697

 The terms of Viscountess Milton’s reemployment of Fisher 

and surviving letters illustrate her level of direct engagement with estate management 

and in particular, her desire to maintain control over her finances.  

Viscountess Milton did not, however, solely rely on Fisher and often sought second or 

third judgements on a situation. On several occasions she discussed decisions with her 

husband and drew upon her knowledge and experience of living at Osberton. She 

consulted her husband on the length of notice which should be given to tenants when 

asked to leave their cottages and wrote of her hope to discuss plans for a farm with him 

before a visit to Haselbech in February 1857.
698

 On issues with a long lasting effect 

Viscountess Milton consulted her sons, especially in later life. From the terms given to 

Fisher noted above, it is evident Viscountess Milton saw her management of the 

property as a temporary position until her son came of age. In matters concerning law, 

she occasionally drew upon the knowledge of her London lawyer, Mr Bennett. More 

frequently, however, Viscountess Milton consulted Dr Faulkner, a local Northampton 

lawyer. Faulkner almost certainly cost less and had the added advantage of local 

knowledge and networks.   

Finally, Viscountess Milton relied on information reported by trusted tenants who often 

acted on her behalf during her absences.
699

 Viscountess Milton was acquainted with the 

farmers and labourers in name and reputation, if not in person. The tenant farmer and 
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trustee of the school Mr Scales informed Viscountess Milton of any untoward or 

important events on the estate and was also an important ally in upholding her interests 

and reputation. To this end, when looking for a new tenant for one of her farms a 

priority was finding someone who would be friendly with Scales so he could ‘work 

hand in hand with him in all Parish concerns so as to uphold & strengthen me’.
700

 When 

the Reverend at Haselbech, Bury, questioned her right to any involvement in the 

running of the school on the grounds of her frequent absence, she retorted ‘there is not a 

person or a thing that I don’t attend to – Every sick person is looked after for me by Mr 

Scales every building is attended to by me &c &c’.
701

  

A recurring topic in correspondence between Viscountess Milton and Fisher was the 

allocation of tenancies and management of building stock. Viscountess Milton took it 

upon herself to personally attend to the allocation of cottages to an ‘improved class of 

labourer’.
702

 She informed Fisher, ‘I shall always wish to arrange myself who should 

live in my cottages’.
703

 To enable her to do this, rather than having tied tenancies, where 

farmers allocated cottages attached to their properties directly to a labourer, Viscountess 

Milton chose tenants based on a selection of candidates presented by the farmer. These 

candidates were ruthlessly vetted and any slight hint of previous misdemeanours meant 

they were not even considered. Viscountess Milton was also ruthless in ensuring that 

the standards she expected from tenants were maintained. Any evidence of bad 

character or poor behaviour once living on the estate could result in notice being given 

for tenants to leave. Finally, Viscountess Milton prioritised and favoured tenants she 

liked or who would be useful in running the estate. In managing her tenancies she was 

not only ensuring she had reliable hard working tenants but was also undertaking a form 

of moral policing on her property. 

Viscountess Milton’s correspondence with her agent Fisher also indicates her approach 

and attitude towards the buildings themselves. It is apparent she was uncompromising 

when it came to control over the built environment. This point was directly made when 

members of the cooperative society at Haselbech led by Bury and the local MP Mr Pell 

sublet a room from one of her tenants to use as the cooperative store. The cooperative 
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erected a partition in the sublet room without consulting Viscountess Milton and against 

the will of the tenant. Viscountess Milton exclaimed: ‘Now this is quite out of the 

question, it is my house, & I am not going to allow him or any one else to interfere with 

my cottages & houses, he might just as well talk of putting up a partition in the Hall.’
704

 

Thus, the buildings on the estate were, in the eyes of Viscountess Milton if not others 

on the estate, firmly under her jurisdiction. However, she also perceived that the 

provision and maintenance of good dwellings was a duty which came with 

landownership. When erecting cottages in 1859 she wrote ‘I was anxious to do 

something for my poorer neighbours’ and in 1878 remarked ‘I consider & always shall 

consider it my duty to see that all the cottages that I build are kept as they should be & 

in proper repair’.
705

 

Viscountess Milton was not necessarily unusual in her interest and position in the 

management of her country house estate. Only five days after her marriage to Rainald 

Knightly in 1869, Louisa Lady Knightly (neé Bowater) recorded astonishment at her 

husband’s ignorance of the cottages and farms on his Northamptonshire estate, 

Fawsley, in her journal.
706

 On a visit with her husband to Down Farm she alighted upon 

a project where she felt in her element. The Ames family at Down Farm lived in a tied 

tenanted cottage with only two rooms. In line with the general belief that a comfortable 

uncrowded cottage should have three, Lady Knightly decided building was necessary. 

She wrote in her diary with excitement and in the hope that she could do a ‘tidy job’ of 

the improvement. Aware of the expense attached to the alteration she also noted:  

But I fear it will be some time before much can be done here in the way of 

cottage-building, the farms absorb so much money, and even now all the cottage 

rents are spent in repairs.
707

  

An interest in housing was evidently not confined to Lady Knightly. Her mother offered 

to bring a book of Lord Cawdor’s on Housing to which Louisa enthusiastically said she 

was ‘always on the look-out for hints.’ Lord Knightly, however, did not wish to indulge 

his new wife’s passion, writing ‘She and her cottage improvements are the plague of 
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my life!’. He wrote to his mother-in-law asking her not to bring the book on account 

that the Ames’ cottage had already cost him £30 to which he did not want to add.
708

  

Lady Knightly’s interest was not simply confined to buildings and ensuring moral 

standards were met, but also farming and its methods. Rainald Knightly, as with cottage 

building, was unenthused by more general estate matters.
709

 This became all the more 

important in the 1880s when five or six of the principal farms on the estate stood empty 

in the midst of the agriculture depression. With tenants hard to come by and the estate 

heavily mortgaged, Lord and Lady Knightly decided to farm the land directly. With 

their agent, Waters, the couple set upon a plan of improvement. This was taken up more 

readily by Lady Knightly than her husband. She found it all ‘most interesting’ but 

feared that the outlay required to put the farms in order would ‘disgust’ Lord Knightly. 

She walked the farms and settled matters about the turkey and fowl, as well as 

improvements to the dairy without her husband’s presence. In spite of her efforts, 

Waters reported on the 2 August 1880 that losses amounted to £2200 for the half year. 

This did not seem to effected Lady Knightly’s enthusiasm and optimism however she 

wrote of her husband, ‘No wonder my poor darling is low and out of heart!’
 710

 

Viscountess Milton does not appear to have engaged as actively in the day to day 

aspects of farming as Lady Knightly but certainly showed awareness of both what 

happened on her farms and of farming methods. She wrote, ‘for tho’ I don’t consider 

myself a great farmer I could see plainly when I was at Haselbech that Mr Teasdales 

object has been to get all he could from the land & not to consider the real improvement 

of the land.’
711

  

Lady Knightly’s efforts on the estate were seen as a burden as much as any form of 

assistance by her husband. However, Lord Overstone valued the support of female 

members of his family and especially his daughter. After making two new purchases of 

land in 1869 he wrote:  

We have now rather more than sixteen thousand acres around this place; and we 

are steadily and rapidly bringing it into good order – draining, building cottages, 

improving the cultivation. I feel most deeply the responsibility which attends the 
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possession of large property – and I hope I am proceeding in the right course – 

fortunately I have the full sympathy and cooperation of Harriet [Lady Wantage] 

and her husband.
712

 

Lord Overstone estimated that between 1842 and 1883 he had spent £106, 361 on his 

estates, not including purchases of land.
713

 Like Viscountess Milton, he felt a great 

moral responsibility and ‘spared no expenditure’ in bringing his holdings into ‘the best 

possible condition – to improve the condition of both Tenants and Labourers.’
714

 He 

was helped in this by his daughter and her husband. In the memoire of her late husband 

Lady Wantage wrote: ‘She [Lady Wantage] shared eagerly in all her husband’s pursuits 

and work…from hunting and volunteering to estate management and politics…she 

herself used to say that she had filled the post, not altogether unsatisfactorily she 

flattered herself, of confidential private secretary both to her father [Lord Overstone] 

and her husband.’
715

 It is evident that women took on a number of roles in relation to 

their estates, from deciding day to day farming policies, to identifying unacceptable 

housing, to general estate management or administration. Evidence also survives to 

suggest that women’s role was not only acknowledged by their relatives, but also in the 

public realm.  

Lady Carbery’s ownership and engagement with estate policies was recognised on a 

number of occasions in print. A report by William Pitt for the Board of Agriculture 

described new cottages at Laxton as both ‘comfortable and ornamental’ and J. P. Neale 

commented that ‘every attention’ had been paid ‘to the comfort of the inhabitants, as 

well as the picturesque appearance of the cottages’ during the village’s rebuilding.
716

 

Pitt noted that by ‘the benefice of Lady Carbery’ nine of the cottagers in Laxton were 

given land and cows.
717

 He explained that the provision of comfortable housing and the 

tools needed for food production meant the owner could benefit by a reduction of poor 

rates and increase the value of the whole estate, even if the return on the outlay for 

building was not realised through rents. Lady Carbery and the Marchioness of Exeter 
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were praised in The Gentleman’s Magazine for their ‘building and repairing cottages, 

and allotting small patches of land to them, according to the ability of the tenants’. They 

were said to have ‘done honour to their sex’.
718

 It is noteworthy that, although The 

Gentleman’s Magazine and Pitt recorded Lady Carbery’s role, there is divergence over 

the ownership and patronage of cottages at Laxton in printed texts. Britton described 

Laxton Hall as ‘the seat of George Freke Evans, Esq. who, among the many 

alterations…has erected several new and comfortable cottages’.
719 In the context of 

nineteenth century gender norms, Britton assumed they were built by the husband rather 

than the wife. The recognition of Lady Carbery’s role by individuals beyond the 

country house estate may have been a consequence of her life interest in Laxton.  

However, the way that both men and women managed their estates was not necessarily 

fundamentally different because of gender. Men as well as women relied on networks 

of professional men. For example, both Sir Charles and Lord Overstone employed the 

advice of the agriculturalist Beasley at their estates and Viscountess Milton and Lady 

Knightly relied heavily on their agents. In a similar way to Architectural Societies 

discussed in Chapter Five, men were also more likely to take leading roles in official 

institutions and bodies of opinion. Sir Charles was President of the Lamport Ploughing 

Society and a member of the Northamptonshire Agricultural Society. In this context it is 

perhaps unsurprising that Lady Carbery’s impact may have gone unnoticed or 

unrecognised by those only briefly viewing the property. However, this did not mean 

that women were less interested in, or less able to manage these aspects of the country 

house with equal competency. It is evident that husbands and wives helped each other 

to manage the estate. Foljambe advised Viscountess Milton on farm buildings and 

tenancies and Lady Wantage assisted her father in administration. 

Irrespective of the impact gender on direct agency, this section has begun to suggest the 

multiple reasons to improve or rebuild estate buildings. Many landowners and their 

families saw the provision of good housing as a paternalistic obligation and justification 

of their landownership.
720

 In 1897 the Duke of Bedford argued ‘There is…nothing more 

important to a landlord than the question of cottage management. Good and 

comfortable cottages, in which the decencies and dignity of human life may be 
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maintained, generally imply that they are inhabited by good and efficient labourers.’
721

 

The equation of good housing and efficient tenants was a keystone of nineteenth-

century thought on cottage construction.  

The remainder of this chapter will examine the processes and motivations behind the 

construction of buildings on the country house estate. It will explore how design 

relationships differed from the relationships formed when building the country house.
722

 

As part of this it will highlight that although the country house owner may legally own 

land or provide money to build, estate building was conducted in a very public forum. 

At Haselbech and Laxton, this resulted in the intervention of the local clergyman and 

tenants in the design and construction process. The power struggles which ensued shed 

light on how these owners used and viewed their ownership. In particular, it highlights 

how the built environment was used to shape the country house owners’ identity on the 

estate and, in some instances, control the estate tenants. A lack of directly comparable 

information for these estates makes it hard to ascertain if the examples considered here 

are unusual or if the identities women and men adopted on the estate were gender 

determined. However, certainly in Viscountess Milton’s case, it is evident that she saw 

herself as occupying the same position as any nobleman. 

 

Cottage Building  

From the mid-nineteenth century the number of pattern books of rural buildings aimed 

at landowners increased.
723

 These were particularly targeted at wealthy and benevolent 

estate owners and were concerned with the ‘comfort and convenience’ of the cottager as 

much as the external appearance or economic benefits derived from building. In fact, it 

was generally believed that cottage building was a poor financial investment.
724

 The 

vital components of a ‘comfortable’ home were relatively simple: according to Loudon 

it had to be warm, dry, well ventilated, and convenient.
725

 The architecture of 

convenience was primarily concerned with creating a working, practical house. The 
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house functioned through a network of objects, by the logical layout of rooms and 

ensured the morals of the household were preserved through the separation of the sexes 

and of parents from children.
726

 In constructing buildings suitable to their function, 

Loudon argued, the appearance of these structures would improve as a consequence.
727

  

Equally, there was a general belief that improved dwellings would both create and 

attract a better sort of tenant. The introduction to C. B. Allen’s Cottage Building; And 

Hints for Improved Dwellings for the Labouring Classes is an impassioned essay 

arguing for the benefit of ‘comfortable habitations’ in improving the minds of tenants 

and stemming the increase of pauperism.
728

 In his book on cottage construction and 

design Strickland argued ‘The health and happiness, and even the morality of men, are 

very considerably influenced by the character of the houses in which they live’.
729

 He 

advocated that landowners should not consider if a building would pay of itself but 

‘whether they be not wanted in order that the land should be made the most of’ by 

raising the standard of morality, lessening crime, and having reliable and trustworthy 

workmen. All of these, he argued, increased the value of the properties.
730

 These ideas 

were assimilated by some, though certainly not all, of the landowning classes.  

The idea that architecture could improve the minds of men was something Sir Charles 

was familiar with. Beside an article on housing pasted in a scrapbook, he quoted 

Ruskin: 

Architecture is the art which so disposes and adorns the edifices raised by man 

for whatever uses that the sight of them contribute to his mental health power 

and pleasure.
731

  

The belief that appropriate housing could improve social and moral behaviour was an 

important impetus for many landowners improving estate housing.
732

 This is evidenced 
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in the policies of Lady Carbery, Lord Overstone and Viscountess Milton described 

above.  

An increase in patronage and interest in rural buildings in the mid-nineteenth century 

from prestigious landowners was followed by a growth of interest among architects.
733

 

Previously, cottage and farm buildings had predominantly been the domain of agents 

and local builders. This undoubtedly continued for a large proportion of rural buildings. 

However, as will be demonstrated, some structures were designed by the same 

architects that altered country houses discussed in this thesis. This was noted by 

Brudett:  

The wealthier classes are able to take care of themselves by the employment of 

such able architects as they may like to select, and the poorer classes – artizans 

and the like have thousands of well-arranged and carefully-constructed 

dwellings erected for them from the designs and under the superintendence of 

the same class of architects.
734

  

In an 1850 lecture to the Royal Institute of British Architects Henry Roberts, Honorary 

Architect to the Society to Improve the Condition of the Labouring Classes, enumerated 

the interest which cottage design could provide for the architect and appealed to the 

Institute to pay closer attention to the subject. This enthusiasm filtered through to local 

societies, such as the Northamptonshire Architectural Society of which Sir Charles was 

vice president.  

Like many other landowners in the nineteenth century, Viscountess Milton continually 

grappled with finding the perfect balance of economics, a good comfortable and 

convenient plan, and a pleasing aesthetic when building cottages. At Haselbech, low 

cost and an appropriate plan to promote specific modes of living were prioritised, with 

aesthetic appearance as a secondary concern. She was always careful not to overspend 

and only to undertake what she knew she could afford.
735

 From 1856 Viscountess 
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Milton started pulling down old cottages and began a programme of cottage building 

which would last approximately seven years. In a letter to her agent Fisher regarding 

the construction of two new cottages in 1859, Viscountess Milton described her 

expectations. Each cottage was to be built using bricks made on the estate and the 

overall cost was not to exceed the sum of £105–£110.
736

 To achieve this, Viscountess 

Milton specified plain window panes instead of lattice, the cheapest roofing material, 

and decided not to employ an architect. All of these were measures intended to reduce 

outlay. Instead of an architect Viscountess Milton sent plans she had ‘selected’ and 

employed the builder Badcock to erect the buildings. There is no evidence, however, to 

suggest where she was selecting designs from. Any queries relating to the construction 

were to be directed to Viscountess Milton herself who was confident she could answer 

any problems and frequently visited Haselbech to see progress and make decisions on 

the spot.
737

  

Some of the cottages erected were specifically tailored or allocated to fit the needs of 

families already in the village and to promote specific modes of living. A new cottage 

facing south west was to be built with three bedrooms so the Iron family – two adults, a 

son and daughter – could live there. It was important that the parents and children 

should sleep in separate rooms and that the genders were divided. However, 

Viscountess Milton made a point of saying ‘I don’t fancy having them nearer to the 

Hall’.
738

 The new cottage near the Hall was to be occupied by Bury and his wife and 

another facing south east by Watkins and her son. So as to discourage the taking in of 

lodgers the house built for Watkins and her son was designed with only two rooms. 

However, in recognition that in the future more rooms might be required, there was 

space for a partition and window to be constructed to create a third. By the 11 June 

1863 Viscountess Milton was satisfied that she had provided everyone on the estate 

with cottages. She also hoped that by her next visit all of the old cottages would be 

demolished.
739

 There was only one tenant for whom Viscountess Milton would not 

build a new home, Old Admitt. Having heard that Admitt had struck his daughter and 

with no explanation forthcoming, Viscountess Milton was clearly in the hope that the 
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lack of a new cottage and the poor condition of his current home would induce him to 

leave.
740

 In this way, Viscountess Milton used buildings to enforce the expected 

behaviours of those living at Haselbech. 

Although not a priority, Viscountess Milton was not unconscious of the aesthetic 

appearance of the buildings she was constructing. The three rooms of the Iron family’s 

and Bury’s cottages could have been two if it were not for a last minute request from 

Viscountess Milton. However, this arrangement was to be sacrificed if it ruined the 

uniformity of the village: 

now I think this increase of length wd not shew much outside to make it observable 

& look very different from the other cottages would it? There would be 2 extra 

windows necessary for one bedroom & the staircase at each end of the house wh 

whd be different from the other cottages but that whd not signify…now if the house 

are begun upon & you think this alteration wd not make them sufficiently uniform 

with the others never mind, we must then build a pair like the others.
741

 

Certain details of the design were flexible, such as the roofing material and window 

leads, if it meant costs were reduced. In 1872 she wrote to Fisher ‘I think it is a great 

pity that appearance is not a little more studied in building, even farm buildings, 

because with a very slight alteration they might be made so ornamental & quite as good 

& useful as the present ugly ones’.
742

 Viscountess Milton wrote to Fisher when 

travelling through Europe and after having seen ‘such very picturesque houses’ in 

Switzerland.
743

 She asked if the eaves of Mr Teasdale’s new farm, being built at the 

time, could be made to extend two or three feet beyond the wall. This, she believed, 

would make a considerable difference to the appearance at little increased expense. The 

desire to make cottages and farm buildings aesthetically pleasing, comfortable and 

morally sound resulted in numerous suggestions in pattern books for low cost ornament, 

for example simple moulded tiles and bricks which could be manufactured by most 

brick makers.
744
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Creating moral homes out of a sense of duty was not necessarily the only motivation to 

build new cottages on the country house estate. Clemenson and Mowl have argued that 

buildings in the grounds and on the estate of country houses, such as entrance lodges, 

could reference the architecture of the country house, acting as a prelude.
745

 These 

buildings, often emblazoned with date stones, initials or even plaques commemorating 

patronage, were outward signs of good ownership. The building itself could also be 

read as an indicator of status within the village. When discussing the designs for a new 

school at Haselbech, Viscountess Milton specified that the windows should match those 

of the stables: ‘The only thing I can imagine may increase the expense is, the storm 

heads to windows & stone sills I wish them to be brick just like the stables’.
746

 In doing 

so, Viscountess Milton created a visual link between the school and Hall and thus a link 

between the provision of education and her benevolence. Similarly, the Renaissance 

style of a plaque to commemorate Lady Overstone’s rebuilding of Sywell village 

referenced the style of Overstone Hall and showed a Baronet’s coronet, foregrounding 

the Overstones’ status [Figure 42]. 
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Figure 42: Commemorative Plague on the front of Sywell School. 

Even when cottages were built that were not parts of a model village, there were often 

common features across the estate.
747

 These were not necessarily confined to the one 

estate village owned by the patron but could extend across several villages. Housing 

built by the Ishams at Lamport is comparable to that built at Shangton, their 

Leicestershire estate, and which was almost entirely rebuilt by Sir Justinian and Sir 

Charles.
748

 A report of the Northamptonshire Architectural Society from 1849 mentions 

designs for model cottages at Shangton: ‘No. 5 is a tracing of a plan for three cottages, 

which have been erected at Shang[t]on, for Sir Chars. Isham, under the superintendence 

of Mr Fisher…I have not yet seen these in brick and mortar, the great test of all plans, 

but they seem to contain all the requirements I have spoken of, and are very simple and 

inexpensive.’
749
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Figure 43: Model cottage at Shangton and initials and date on a shield almost certainly designed by Sir 

Charles Isham. 

Properties on both estates that were erected by Sir Charles are emblazoned with his 

monogram, CEI (Charles Edmund Isham) and some are further decorated with 

polychrome brickwork [Figure 43].
750

 It is easy to suggest that the dynamic polychromy 

of the diamond cottages at Lamport is Sir Charles’ handiwork [Figure 44]. The 

buildings on the estate were also a vehicle for Sir Charles’ poetry. In 1859 the ‘old 

pigeon house’ or dovecot on the estate was converted into a bakehouse.
751

 A plaque was 

inserted above the door reading ‘where pigeons once did sport and fly, you now may 

bake a pigeon pie.’ Although the use of heraldry and of dating stones grew in popularity 

from the middle of the eighteenth century, the designs at Lamport and Shangton are 

unique and each different.
752

 In the archives scraps of paper survive with sketches by 

Sir Charles of family members’ monograms.
753

 His own carefully designed initials 

appear in many of the books he wrote and illustrated as well as plates displayed in the 

Hall. It is highly likely Sir Charles also designed those on his estate housing and 

probable that he influenced the design and decoration of estate buildings more 

generally. Estate housing provided Sir Charles with the opportunity to indulge his 

interest in design, much as he had done at Lamport Hall itself.  
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Figure 44: Diamond cottages erected in 1854. 

Mowl has argued lodge houses were used as sites for architectural experimentation.
754

 

This kind of architectural invention can equally apply to the wider estate. After visiting 

England in the 1860s The French writer Hippolyte Taine commented:  

Their dwellings [are] huge machines, partly Italian or partly Gothic, without 

distinctive character. One sees that they are spacious, comfortable, well kept – 

nothing more. These are the houses of the rich, who understand comforts, and 

who sometimes rather unfortunately, have architectural fancies; many elegant 

cottages, covered and encumbered with turrets, seem playthings in glazed 

pasteboard. All their imagination, all their national and personal invention, have 

been expended upon their parks.
755

 

Monograms on the buildings at Shangton and Lamport were not only subjects of Sir 

Charles’ architectural invention, but also signalled his personal and dynastic 

benevolence. They associated the Ishams with a well-built ‘improved’ sort of dwelling. 
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Sir Charles was described as a man of a ‘transparently kind and simple nature, an 

admirable host, a sympathetic landlord, generous to a fault’.
756

 His concern with the 

welfare of his tenants is evidenced by his attendance at meetings of the Agricultural 

Society, by giving of rent relief during the agricultural depression and by the raising of 

funds for local charity.
757

 The presence of Sir Charles’ initials announced his 

benevolence to the local community and visitors to Lamport, but also reflected the 

interests of a man deeply invested in his estate and who was said to have had ‘an 

extraordinary attachment for rural life’.
758

   

There were undoubtedly multiple motivations to improve or rebuild estate housing. The 

evidence discussed so far dispels any myth that estate management was a purely 

masculine sphere and operated along gendered lines. Although agents and farmers were 

predominantly male, both men and women supervised and oversaw the management of 

the built environment. Similarly to the conclusions reached in Chapter Five, this was 

determined by marriage dynamic, circumstances and inclination. Viscountess Milton’s 

interest in alterations to the estate was almost certainly the consequence of her 

ownership of the land and her personal interest in securing an estate for her son to 

inherit. Lady Carbery’s role may have been a consequence of her life interest in Laxton. 

However, investment in cottages and farm buildings was also the consequence of a 

desire to improve the living conditions of villagers. With this came the ability to attract 

and secure a better kind of tenant and to ensure that the estate was morally sound. In the 

context of Haselbech, it is evident that an element of social control and a belief in the 

authority of the country house owner determined decisions when managing the built 

environment. This control is even more evident in discussions over the erection of the 

school and alterations to the church at Haselbech. Here, the importance of the position 

of Viscountess Milton on the estate comes into sharp focus.  
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Church and Parsonage Building: Conflicting Religion  

This section will describe how the built environment could act as a locus for issues of 

authority and control between the local clergyman and landowner.
759

 This is 

exemplified by the turbulent relationship between the parson, Bury, and Viscountess 

Milton in the second half of the nineteenth century. Uncertainties about their roles as 

clergyman and estate owner, but also as a ‘gentleman’ and ‘Lady’, created tension and 

distrust. This was aggravated by overlapping areas of jurisdiction; both felt in some way 

responsible for the physical and spiritual well-being of the parish. These tensions 

presented themselves during the construction or alteration of buildings on the estate 

including a school, parsonage and church, which might traditionally be considered 

within the clergyman’s scope, but also cottages and shops, traditionally the landowner’s 

domain. A similar set of disagreements was also evident at Laxton Hall over the 

construction of a parsonage for the new incumbent. In the correspondence of 

Viscountess Milton and Lady Carbery the issues of authority, control, and social status 

are played out. As a result, this section will trace the role of both men and women in the 

construction of buildings related to the church and how specific dynamics determined 

the success or failure of building projects. These arguments, however, have to be read 

within the changing relationships between the church and parish as a whole and an 

explosion of interest in church architecture in the nineteenth century.  

There was a growth of interest in church architecture on both a local and national scale 

in the nineteenth century. The church building acts of 1818 and 1824 resulted in a boom 

in building through the creation of grants. The Oxford society and Cambridge Camden 

society spearheaded research into churches from an archaeological and architectural 

perspective but also advised on church restorations and new builds.
760

 Not only did 

these societies prescribe how churches should look but also how the clergy should 

conduct services. Their influence stimulated a growth of regional groups, such as the 

Northamptonshire Architectural Society, which absorbed many of their ideas but also 

created a forum for discussion within the local community. Meetings of these societies 

were an opportunity for architects, clergymen and landowners to discuss architecture 
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and seek advice.
761

 The increase in commentary on church architecture can be 

understood as part of a wider movement of reform within the church and which Smith 

argues advocated a more accessible and engaged clergy embedded in the community.
762

   

Smith has described how the identity of the clergyman within the parish was changing 

in the nineteenth century. Not only did clergymen play an important role in ministering 

their flock but also in the running of charities and provision of education.
763

 Large 

numbers of nineteenth-century clergyman had been to university and, as a result, were 

frequently the most educated in a village.
764

 It is not surprising therefore, that they were 

increasingly looked to as potential leaders in rural communities, especially if the 

landlord was absent. The tensions created by an ambitious and active clergyman heavily 

invested in parish affairs created conflict at Haselbech. Viscountess Milton feared that 

her authority and status would be eclipsed and that any idealised vision of the 

landowner as a figure looked up to by the community would be disrupted.
765

 

Chadwick has argued that the clergyman’s ‘usefulness in the parish, his capacity for 

almsgiving, his free access, the decoration of his church or effectiveness of his school, 

often depended on alliance with the squire or the farmers.’
766

 This was especially true 

when altering or erecting structures associated with the church. The church and attached 

buildings were traditionally objects of architectural patronage for the landowner. Where 

the advowson of a living was held by an individual patron, frequently the lord of the 

manor, they often contributed to the maintenance of, or alterations to, the church and 

might construct or maintain a parsonage for the incumbent. However, tensions arose 

over the control of the landowner and control of the clergyman during the erection of a 

new parsonage at Laxton Hall.  

The building of the parsonage at Laxton was part of a rebuilding of the village begun in 

1804, before the fourth Baron Carbery’s death. Built in 1806, the parsonage is marked 

out as different from the buildings in the rest of the village by its size and style. The 
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entrance front consists of two gables with tall finials, between which is a two storey 

ashlar porch with a Tudor arched doorway. The whole of the porch is framed by two 

narrow buttresses terminating in moulded pinnacles and giving an otherwise plain 

facade a perpendicular character. This marks a break from the picturesque cottages of 

the rest of the estate. The Gothic appearance of the house is likely to have been a 

reference to its ecclesiastical purpose and was a design decision recommended in 

pattern books later in the century.
767

 On the south elevation of the building is a 

cartouche displaying the Initial E to remind the minister that while the parsonage was 

the home of the incumbent, the house was under the patronage of the Evans.  

Before starting to build the parsonage at Laxton the donative was vested by Lady 

Carbery in a new minister, Rev C. Chew.
768

 The Carberys owned a donative, as 

opposed to an advowson, which entitled them directly to vest a person with the living 

without presenting them to the Bishop for approval. By accepting the living at Laxton 

the parson was entitled to the benefice which came with it. The parsonage, however, did 

not belong to the benefice but to the patrons who gifted its use to the incumbent during 

his residency. Chew’s letters are filled with deferential assertions and self-deprecating 

statements and his tone, whilst recognising his subservient position, tried to conceal his 

unyielding stance when it came to alterations to the parsonage that he believed 

necessary for a comfortable life. For example, he wrote ‘I am…desirous cordially to 

pay all deference shown to my exalted patrons, not more elevated in rank than by their 

unbounded beneficence’.
769

 However, the correspondence which followed was a tangle 

of misunderstandings and accusations which, in a progression of events parallel to those 

with Repton described in Chapter Five, resulted in Chew resigning his position.  

In designing a building for someone else certain assumptions have to be made about the 

household, their lifestyle and values. Or to put it another way, when building the 

parsonage at Laxton, a decision had to be made about what characterised a home 

equivalent in rank and value to the living. Divergent views of the identity, social, and 

visual standing of the person living in the new parsonage was an inevitable point of 

conflict between the patron and the future incumbent. Not only did the architect have to 

understand the patrons’ vision of a future undesignated minister but they had to 
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anticipate the minister’s needs and lifestyle which could vary considerably between 

individual incumbents. The extreme difference in the wealth of clergymen and their 

livings was recognised in architectural pattern books. In 1841the architect Thomas F. 

Hunt described designs he had published on a hierarchical scale. At the top were houses 

suited to both parson and squire: ‘A house erected from this Design would be a suitable 

residence for a Clergyman on an opulent living; or it would be applicable as a Manor 

House.’
770

 Kerr’s The Gentleman’s Country House includes suggestions for parsonages 

as well as for the grandest mansions. These better sorts of parsonages are likely to have 

been built by men of rank who had entered the clergy, a practice at its peak between 

1810 and 1830, or by a wealthy patron to a living.
771

 The architecture of the parsonage 

is thus indicative of the tension which could exist between the competing visual status 

of the clergy and of the country house owner on the estate. Both could command a 

residence fit for a gentleman. At Laxton, a new parsonage was built to the designs of 

the Reptons and to a standard that Lady Carbery and Evans believed was appropriate 

for the value of the living. 

The Evans and Chew clashed on three main points concerning the parsonage and its 

design: the influence of Chew during the design of the floor plan, the addition of 

offices, and the length of tenure. These were, in part, practical problems but also 

impinged upon Chew’s perception of his status within the parish, ecclesiological 

differences between Evans and Chew and conflicting information given to Chew by 

Lady Carbery and Evans.  

From the outset Chew expressed concerns to Lady Carbery about his position at 

Laxton: ‘circumstances have made me apprehensive that I am no longer regarded at 

Laxton as a gentleman, nor hardly considered as a Clergyman in my own parish.’
772

 In a 

letter to Lady Carbery he described an ‘unaccountable coolness’ towards him on the 

part of Lady Carbery and Evans.
773

 This was compounded by anxieties that his position 

was being appropriated by  the schoolmaster, Mr Charter, who Lady Carbery insisted 

should provide instruction in singing to the children in the parish and who ran the 

Sunday school – the latter described  disparagingly by Chew as ‘a conventicle’. In reply 
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Lady Carbery informed Chew that singing had always been instructed by Charter and 

that ‘he will as usual superintend my Sunday School…in doing which he is answerable 

to no one but to me’.
774

 Lady Carbery exclaimed that she could not understand Chew’s 

need to be consulted on every subject relating to the church. On the other side, Chew 

felt areas within his jurisdiction as a clergyman were threatened and, although it may 

have been acceptable to the previous incumbent, Chew clearly questioned the extent of 

lay influence in the day to day running of the church. 

Evans, on the other hand, confronted Chew on matters of liturgy. After a service at 

Laxton he wrote to Chew to request that he only read from the ‘approved lessons’ as 

they were ‘universally read’.
775

 He also took the opportunity to explain to Chew that he 

could not see the ‘propriety of your speaking with such approbation from the pulpit…of 

places of worship out of the established church’.
776

 Evans’ High Church standards 

clashed with Chew’s evangelical approach. When corresponding with Evans on the 

terms of his appointment at Laxton, the exasperated Chew exclaimed: ‘Was not your 

Ladyship looking out for an evangelical Clergyman? & was not I accepted as one of 

that description?’
777

  

It was possible Evans and Lady Carbery’s close supervision of the church was a 

consequence of holding a donative advowson.
778

  Certainly Evans argued that ‘from the 

peculiar circumstances of Laxton being out of the Bishops jurisdiction’ he felt it his 

duty to guard against any irregularity’.
779

 However, personal religion was undoubtedly 

a factor. The family friend and author De Quincey wrote of Lady Carbery’s religious 

devotion ‘supporting locally the Church of England, patronizing schools, diffusing the 

most extensive relief to every mode of indigence or distress’.
780

 He went so far as to 

suggest that ‘had any mode of monastic life existed for Protestants, I believe that she 

would before this have entered it’. He explained, ‘having sunk into gloomy discontent 

with life, and its miserable performances as contrasted with its promises, she sought 

relief and support to her wounded feelings from religion’.
781

 Lady Carbery also 
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cultivated an intellectual interest in religion. She engaged in theological debates with 

De Quincey and learnt Greek in order to read the New Testament.
782

  

At one point, Lady Carbery went so far as to question Chew’s faith and his anxieties 

over secular affairs. In the same letter in which Chew questioned Charter and Lady 

Carbery’s role in the church, he complained about the conditions he had arrived to at 

Laxton. He was disappointed and surprised that the donative was not a lifelong position 

and argued that he had sacrificed much to relocate to the parish. In response Lady 

Carbery wrote:  

you mention them as trials of faith & patience you will pardon my saying I really 

think it is a mocking of the times & I trouble to think (if such grievances as you 

have mentioned form trials of faith & patience) of what will become of us when a 

day of real affliction shall arrive.
783

 

The Evans’, and in particular Lady Carbery’s, engagement with the church can thus be 

read as an expression of their strong religious sentiment. The disagreements and 

questions of control this created were reflected in discussions over the building of the 

parsonage. Chew was in an unusual position. When accepting the living at Laxton 

sometime in 1806 or 1807 he had been informed that a new parsonage was to be built. It 

is evident that Chew had been privy to designs and, according to Lady Carbery, had 

negotiated alterations to them. In corresponding on the initial design Chew believed he 

had a voice in the building’s conceptualisation and, as became evident in later 

correspondence, in its future development.
784

  

This view was not shared by Evans or Lady Carbery. Evans argued: ‘no terms whatever 

were made or implied except as to the stipend – that a new parsonage was not promised 

to you at any stated period & consequently if the first stone had not been laid even at 

this day, you could not have said you had been deceived’.
785

 Chew retorted that Lady 

Carbery had promised a parsonage would be built in the course of the following year 

and that it would be ‘built for me, that is, as the Minister of this place; & that it should 

be to my mind, as I was to live in it’.
786

 In support of this, Lady Carbery does appear to 
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have given Chew an active say in the design. Chew had required three sitting rooms ‘to 

be comfortable’ and requested that the height of the bedrooms should be sufficient to 

accommodate his four poster beds. Lady Carbery commented that these requests had 

caused considerable difficulties when the Reptons made their plans. She wrote: 

Sir I am compelled to say, that it was your consciousness that the three sitting 

rooms being built originated neither in any mistaking you upon the subject, nor 

in their having been (as you now say) part of my original plan, but that they 

were built at your own express desire.
787

  

When built, Evans chided Chew for changing his mind after he had told Evans three 

rooms were unnecessary. Chew denied ever requesting they should be built. A similar 

argument arose over the lack of offices attached to the parsonage. Chew could not 

conceive that Lady Carbery would contemplate building a ‘naked house’ especially 

after he had expressed the expectation that offices would be constructed. He had not 

been corrected by Lady Carbery in this hope and had therefore understood they would 

be built. Chew wrote, ‘I beg you to reflect upon the situation you reduce me to’.
788

 In 

practical terms, a lack of space to keep horses, he believed, would prevent his receiving 

guests.  

Mr Evans declares it is not his intention to build either barn or stable at the 

Parsonage, or suffer any person whatever to do it. What can this mean? Lady 

Carbery allows me to continue upon the terms on which I came, which I am 

willing to do; & Mr Evans comes in with a condition, that deprives me of the 

power & the hope ever to visit or to receive a friend, in circumstances as I am in 

this village, besides the want of accommodation in other aspects!
789

 

Chew saw Evans as an interfering influence and, in this situation at least, as 

undermining his original agreement with Lady Carbery. Though the grievances Chew 

held about the construction of his home were directed against Lady Carbery and, he 

argued, rested upon her honour, he initially corresponded with both Lady Carbery and 

Evans.
790

 In the same unrestrained manner in which he corresponded with Repton, 
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Evans explicitly stated that Lady Carbery never intended to build offices at the 

parsonage and further questioned Chew’s right to ever suppose he had any say in the 

building’s design: ‘you must give me leave to ask what right you had to suppose that 

your hints were to regulate Lady Carbery’s conduct that it was incumbent upon her to 

explain to you every particular of her intentions.’
791

  

The issues surrounding the construction of the parsonage are illustrative of several 

wider issues. First, in spite of choosing an enthused evangelical minister Lady Carbery 

and Evans kept tight controls on all aspects of the clergyman’s responsibilities. They 

evidently believed that their views came first, even in matters of religion, and that Chew 

should be grateful for such a high quality parsonage and good position. There also 

seems to be a wider miscommunication between Chew, Lady Carbery and Evans. It was 

Lady Carbery who had appointed Chew to the living and it was Lady Carbery who 

appears to have entered into negotiations with Chew and Repton over the design of the 

parsonage.
792

 Who was telling the truth in the arguments related above is not clear, 

however it is apparent that Evans took control of the situation and defended his wife. 

Both evidently read each other’s letters and presented a coordinated response to Chew’s 

complaints. On the other side of the argument, Chew felt like he had been cheated. He 

was not given the living he was promised and called upon the Evans to treat him 

decently, as a gentleman, but also to allow him to perform his role as a clergyman. 

While female involvement in the religious life of the community was not unusual, Lady 

Carbery’s experience at Laxton foregrounds the extent to which this could move 

beyond a spiritual concern to control over the built environment. While the homes of 

the parish clergy were contested sites of authority, it might be assumed the fabric of the 

church was more firmly under the control of the clergy. However, legally, the 

responsibility for the material fabric of the nave lay with the parish and the chancel, 

with the patron.  

The finance needed to restore or expand churches was raised in various ways. Women 

have commonly been associated with raising funds. At Sywell, the newspapers noted 

that Lady Wantage, the daughter of Lord Overstone, had taken a special interest in the 
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alteration of the church which had cost Lord Overstone £1750.
793

 Local 

Northamptonshire papers were also filled with notices of church bazaars and lists of 

female patronesses. Both Viscountess Milton and Emily Isham were patronesses of a 

bazaar in aid of the subscription for erecting a new church in the parish of St Sepulchre 

in Northampton, even if in reality the event was actually managed by the middle-class 

ladies of the town.
794

  

Where there was a resident country house owner it was common that they would cover 

the expense, or at least a large portion. However, the patronage of an individual or 

dominant subscriber created scope for disagreement over the subsequent control of 

those alterations.
795

 Viscountess Milton was prepared to pay for repairs to Haselbech 

church after a report by the architect Edmund F. Law, a prominent member of the 

Northamptonshire Architectural Society, declared that the building was dangerous.
796

 In 

March 1858, she hired the architect John L. Pearson to draw up plans and halted all 

other estate building in anticipation of the future expense.
797

 When the designs were 

complete she showed them to the incumbent at the time, Rev. Henry Robinson, and 

altered them to incorporate his desires. However, the pair came to an impasse when 

Robinson asked for an alteration Viscountess Milton was unwilling to make: the 

position of her family pews in the church.
798

  

In a letter dated December 1858 Fisher advised Viscountess Milton that alternative 

plans were being prepared and that a faculty was going to be applied for.
799

 These plans 

were under the guidance of Robinson and the tenant farmer and local MP Mr Pell. The 

architect they chose was William Slater who had been born in Haselbech and was well 

thought of by the Northamptonshire Architectural Society. He had been commissioned 

for similar projects across the county and notably had been hired by Sir Charles Isham 
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in the past.
800

 Not only was control over the design being taken away from Viscountess 

Milton but her position as a patron was also threatened. Robinson had found someone 

else to provide the finances: the Ishams.  

I only wish Sir Ch & Lady Isham could know all for I am sadly afraid Mr 

R[obinson] (who does not stick to the truth) makes them believe many things 

wh are very false & I think if he persuades them to undertake the whole expense 

of the church wh he probably will do it will be a most un neighbourly and 

unkind thing to do mainly to oppose & annoy us.
801

 

Viscountess Milton recognised that the only way to force Robinson to acquiesce to her 

desires was to make it impossible for him to repair the church without her help. When 

that right was appropriated by the Ishams, Viscountess Milton’s bargaining power was 

removed. She felt unable to offer her patronage when Robinson and Pell ‘completely 

put an end to the chance of my faculty being granted & entirely ignored my right to 

have an opinion or wish about the arrangements of the church’.
802

  

When the papers reported the re-opening of St. Michael, Haselbech, on 27 August 1859 

Robinson, his family, Sir Charles and Emily, and Pell were among those present. 

Conspicuous by their absence was Viscountess Milton or any representative of her 

family. The papers noted Sir Charles was ‘a liberal contributor to the repairs and 

restoration’ designed by Slater.
803

 The subscription list shows that Sir Charles donated 

£300 of the £1,146 10s 4d spent on the restoration. However other members of the 

immediate family also donated smaller sums. These included his mother the Dowager 

Lady Isham, brother, Rev. Robert Isham, daughter Mrs Macleod and his mother-in-law 
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the Right Hon. Dowager Lady St. John. The Robinsons and Pells contributed £150 

each. In all, the Ishams, Pells and Robinsons contributed close to two thirds of the total 

cost.
804

 In the chancel to Haselbech church is a carved stone plaque reading ‘1860. 

Revd Henry Robinson, Rector, the North Aisle and roof of this church were rebuilt, and 

the church reseated and otherwise restored. W. Slater, London Archt.’ Viscountess 

Milton was effectively removed from any association with the church repairs.   

Patronage of the church was seen as a right by Viscountess Milton as much as a duty or 

paternal obligation. As a result she felt that there was something far more malicious 

occurring than a disagreement over church design. In a situation comparable to her 

disagreements with the next incumbent over Haselbech school, described later in this 

chapter, Viscountess Milton believed she was being denied her right as ‘mistress’ to 

control and manage the built environment of the estate. In her eyes, the root cause of 

this was Pell, his inability to follow the law or convention, and his determination to 

annoy her in any way possible. The source of the antipathy between Pell and 

Viscountess Milton is not obviously apparent, but may have centred on Pell’s position 

within the community. Unlike Viscountess Milton, he was resident at Haselbech where 

he leased a house and considerable land holdings from his wife’s cousin, Sir Charles.
805

 

He was very active at Haselbech and at various points acted as churchwarden, guardian 

of the poor, justice of the peace and a prominent member of the Brixworth Union.
806

 

Pell also formed strong alliances. Hurren has described the close friendship Pell formed 

with Bury, Robinson’s successor, which, she argued, transformed Bury from a 

cooperative local clergyman to a crusading influence at odds with Viscountess 

Milton.
807

 It is evident that Pell also had a close relationship with Robinson. With Pell’s 

direct engagement with the community and the drawing in of the Ishams into Haselbech 

matters, it must have felt as if he was closing ranks on Viscountess Milton, threatening 

her authority.  
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How far the Ishams’ participation in the church restorations at Haselbech was a 

calculated act by Pell or how far the Ishams knew about the antipathy between Pell and 

Viscountess Milton is not clear. However, it is evident that Sir Charles had a personal 

interested in church design irrespective of any underhanded motives and, as a principal 

landowner in Haselbech, a personal interest in the village.
808

 Sir Charles was a member 

of the Northamptonshire Architectural Society and owned several publications by the 

Cambridge Camden Society, including the widely circulated A Few Notes on Church 

Building.
809

 In September 1867 he was made a vice-president of the London Free and 

Open Church Association which aimed to abolish pew rents.
810

 As a consequence, he 

was unlikely to have been sympathetic when it came to Viscountess Milton’s concern 

over the location of her family seats. Sir Charles’ interest was undoubtedly a 

consequence of a more general preoccupation with design and religion. His style of 

church restorations is described in a letter from Fisher to Viscountess Milton: 

His taste in matters of the this kind is to restore & improve without doing away 

with the old features & character of the edifice to a greater extent this is 

unavoidable but with regard to Haselbech church I do not think he wishes to 

interfere or improve any condition beyond this.
811

 

This is further suggested by an annotation in a scrapbook of articles compiled by Sir 

Charles: ‘an old church rebuilt becomes destitute of tradition’.
812

 Sir Charles also 

contributed to the internal fittings of a number of other churches. On 30 March 1863 the 

Rev. John H. Holdich began a ‘thorough restoration of the chancel’ at the church of St 

Nicholas, Bulwick, Northamptonshire. Sir Charles designed a monogram, not unlike 

those at Lamport, to commemorate Holdich’s mother-in-law, Anna Maria Wartnaby (d. 

1863), who died before fulfilling a promise to pay for new seats at the church [Figure 

45].
813

 There are eleven carved blocks on the back of the pews in the chancel. The 

central block, designed by Sir Charles, is carved with the monogram ‘AWM’. 
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Figure 45: Photocopy of design for pew at Bulwick by Sir Charles Isham taken from the Journal of the 

Rev. John H. Holdich Rector of Bulwick and the design as executed at Bulwick Church (NRO, ZB 

561/1/1–37). Reproduced with permission of the Northamptonshire Record Office. 

As well as their more public facing exterior architecture, churches were also places for 

private remembrance. This was given physical expression in family memorials. These 

were very personal design projects, presented in the enlarged domestic domain of the 

estate. They connected the family of the country house with the community through 

their location and shared religion and could be understood as both status symbols and 

objects of piety.
814

 Due to their often very personal nature it is perhaps unsurprising that 

it is here where there is some of the most evidence of the direct involvement of patrons 

in design on the estate. At both Lamport and Haselbech there are surviving examples of 

memorials to members of the family and evidence of the direct involvement of 

Viscountess Milton and Sir Charles in their design and production.  
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Figure 46: Stained Glass window painted by Viscountess Milton, St Michael, Haselbech, 1872. 

In 1872 a chapel was built at the church of St Michael, Haselbech, in memory of Louisa 

Blanche Foljambe, the daughter-in-law of Viscountess Milton, and her new born son. 

To build the chapel Cecil George Foljambe commissioned the architect Anthony Salvin. 

However the practical arrangements of organising stone and finding a builder to work 

under Salvin were left to Viscountess Milton and Fisher.
815

 The chapel contained an 

altar-tomb with a recumbent figure of Louisa embracing Frederick, her new born 

child.
816

 The windows of the chapel are filled with stained glass painted by Louisa’s 

sisters and mother-in-law. The north window was painted by Viscountess Milton and 
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reads ‘Painted to the memory of a much loved daughter and sister by Selina 

Viscountess Milton, Elizth Ann Foljambe, Frances Mary Foljambe, Caroline Frederica 

Foljambe, 1873’ [Figure 46]. The three lights of the window depict scenes of the 

Crucifixion, the Entombment and the Holy Women at the Tomb. The subjects of the 

two east lancet windows of the chapel are of Jesus setting a child amidst the disciples 

and Christ blessing the children. These were painted by Catherine J.V. Harcourt and 

Margaret Fanny Howard.
817

 This act of family patronage and also of family design and 

craft reclaimed a space in the church, which Viscountess Milton had lost control of in 

1860. 

Penny argues that ‘great families with whom no one in the parish could quarrel – least 

of all the parson, whose living was in their patronage’– erected the greatest number of 

monuments in churches.
818

 However, in spite of the personal nature of their monuments 

and their influence in the parish, owners of the country house were not as free of the 

influence of the local clergy as Penny would suggest. At Haselbech, once again, the 

sour relationship between Viscountess Milton and the incumbent reared its head. As a 

monument to her husband, Viscountess Milton installed an organ in the chancel. 

Inscribed across the top are the words ‘This Organ was erected by Selina Viscountess 

Milton A
o
 D

m
 MDCCCLXX In remembrance of George Savile Foljambe. Esq

re
. Who 

Died A
o
 D

m
 Dec

r
 XVIII. MDCCCLXIX’. In 1878 Bury proposed changing the position 

of the organ.
819

 This was met with the disapproval of Viscountess Milton and Scales.  

Scales argued that it should not be Bury’s decision alone and that he thought it was a 

matter which should be brought to the attention of the churchwardens and ratepayers.
820

 

As previously mentioned the chancel of the church was the responsibility of the tithe 

owner not the tithe payer and thus marked the stamp of ownership upon the church.
821

 

The different viewpoints of Bury and Viscountess Milton are set out in a letter from 

Bury: ‘it appears that Lady Milton regards the organ rather as a monumental erection to 

the memory of her late Mr Foljambe of Osberton, than as a gift to the church’. To avoid 

further arguments Bury suggested that Viscountess Milton apply for a faculty to remove 

the organ. Bury was confident another could be found and ‘the church of which I [Bury] 
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am Rector would therefore suffer no loss.’
822

 This assertion of Bury’s authority over the 

church and of his independence from Viscountess Milton is reminiscent of Robinson’s 

exclusion of Viscountess Milton from the church restoration in 1859. Bury believed it 

was unfair that so little consideration was given by Viscountess Milton to ‘restorers of 

the church’.
823

 

A far more positive relationship existed between the Ishams and the incumbents of All 

Hallows. The family built a chapel in 1673 under which is a vault where members of 

the Isham family up to Sir Charles are buried.
824

 Unlike Viscountess Milton, the Ishams 

had been at Lamport since the thirteenth century and were well established in the parish 

as well as the church. Many of its incumbents had been drawn from the family or from 

those with close dynastic or personal connections.
825

 Across the church are monuments 

to family members who died in the nineteenth century. In a similar way to Viscountess 

Milton, Sir Charles showed a very personal and active engagement with the design of a 

number of these. The first he erected was in the memory of his daughter Isabel Vere 

Isham who died aged seven in 1868.
826
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Figure 47: Ivy leaf pendant, Scaldwell Church. 

A brass plaque in the nave of the church records that the decoration of the tower and 

font was completed in remembrance of Isabel Vere. The ceiling is painted with twisted 

ivy around a central red rose, referencing Isabel’s initials I.V.I and the name used for 

her by her parents. This was not the only memorial to his daughter. The pendants of oil 

lamps given to Scaldwell Church as a gift from the Ishams in 1868 were also offered in 

remembrance of Isabel and are decorated with ivy leaves [Figure 47]. The brass plaque 

which commemorates this gift is also decorated with ivy in a similar fashion to those on 

the plaque at All Hallow’s but also with a cross filled in with red, green and yellow 

mastic and with the letter ‘V’ twisted around its base. To remember his mother, Mary, 

Sir Charles commissioned a new organ chamber at All Hallow’s built by the architect 

George F. Bodley. For his wife Emily who died in 1898 he commissioned another brass 

plaque for All Hallow’s.
827

 Sir Charles suggested that this plaque would not be 
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considered conventional. He disapproved of the nineteenth-century fashion of using 

short epitaphs copied form printed collections of brass plaques and complained that the 

‘amusing’ and ‘even comic vein’ of the previous century had been lost. Emily’s plaque 

inscription was anything but brief. Sir Charles recorded her last words and a short story 

of Lamport Hall, suggesting the joint importance of Emily and their home. Sir Charles 

believed his lengthy and unfashionable inscription would be subject to censure but that 

‘Whatever may now be thought of the record in questions, one thing is certain, which is, 

that the time will arrive when, should it subsist, it will be looked upon as a bold and 

sweeping innovation on the trite and vapid cemetery effusions of the nineteenth 

century.’
828

  

The relationships between clergymen, country house owners and other landowners in a 

parish were determining factors in the success of alterations to the country house estate 

and especially buildings associated with the church. The relationships of Viscountess 

Milton and Lady Carbery with their church incumbents have demonstrated that this 

could be strained due to ideological differences and conflicting concepts of their 

respective areas of jurisdiction. The nature of alterations and type of ownership were 

also potential sources of tension and could determine levels of engagement with design. 

As the patrons of the parsonage building at Laxton Hall, the Evans family ultimately 

had the final say in design decisions, even if these were at odds with the ideas of the 

incumbent. Sir Charles’ brass plaques and church alterations were highly personal 

examples of design and individual expressions of his interest in architecture and 

religion. Those at Lamport and Scaldwell were successfully executed in villages where 

comfortable relationships existed between residents. However, in spite of the personal 

nature of these monumental erections, contested jurisdiction over areas such as the 

internal arrangement of churches could threaten their survival. This section has shown 

that buildings associated with the church were often contested areas of authority. The 

success or failure of negotiations between individuals could determine the degree of 

authority clergyman and country house owners wielded in the building and design 

process, but also in ongoing management of the built environment. This is equally true 

of the design, construction and management of schools.  

 
                                                                                                                                                                          
did much for the restoring & beautifying of this church & for the welfare both temporal & spiritual of 

those who worship here’. 
828

 Isham, ‘Addenda.’, in Isham, Emily, unpaginated.  
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School Building: The Landowner’s or Minister’s School? 

In a paper presented to the Northampton Architectural Society in 1851 Thomas James, 

Vicar of Theddingworth, argued that appropriate school architecture aided the 

education of children and helped foster positive associations in connection with the 

parish: 

 the principal repeatedly advocated by this Society, that school-rooms should be 

something more than four brick walls. A handsome elevation and appropriate 

decoration is not thrown away either upon pupils or teachers, and those of 

ourselves who have had the advantage, and who still feel the influence, of happy 

architectural associations connected with the scenes of our education, should be 

the last to withhold from our poorer brethren, so much more impressible by 

externals than ourselves, a boon which not only influences the days of 

childhood, but carries its abiding associations to the end of life.
829

 

Similarly to the design of cottages discussed above, there was a belief that the 

architecture of a school could influence the behaviour and improve the wellbeing of 

pupils. However, throughout the nineteenth century control over the building and 

design of schools was increasingly contested. Schools were undergoing a slow process 

of secularisation or as Edward R. Robson described in the wake of the Foster Act in 

1870, education emerged from the ‘denominational stage and become a national 

question.’
830

 He argued ‘School-houses are henceforth to take rank as public buildings, 

and should be planned and built in a manner befitting their new dignity.’
831

 The 

involvement of the state in education and school building had begun earlier in the 

century. The Committee of Council for Education was established in 1839 and a system 

of inspectors put into place. New Parliamentary Grants became available to build 

schools from 1833 and placed controls on the design of buildings and, in theory, 

loosened dependence upon wealthy patrons or the church to provide spaces for 

education.
832

 However, it has been argued that many schools in rural locations remained 

heavily under the control of the local clergy and local gentry or aristocracy.
833

 Many 
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ministers saw education as a vital function of their position in the village. The 

connection with the church was also financial.  Many schools in the early nineteenth 

century were funded by religious institutions such as The National Society or the 

British and Foreign Society.
834

 However, it is evident that this control over education 

was also considered by some as a vital part of the landowners’ benevolent self-image.  

The strong connection between the country house owner, church and school is 

expressed in the architecture of Laxton School erected by Evans and Lady Carbery in 

1807. The school was built outside the village and within the grounds of Laxton Hall.
835

 

The design shares common features with the parsonage showing the building’s elevated 

status in the village but also creating a visual connection with the church and parsonage 

[Figure 48]. The pride which the Carberys took in their patronage of the local school is 

demonstrated by its depiction in book plates for the library’s collection, which were 

most likely made when the library was redecorated and the books rebound in 1814 

[Figure 49].
836

 De Quincey noted Lady Carbery’s patronage of the school and Neale 

commented that ‘The School House, a little detached from the Village, was designed by 

Repton; it is a handsome building in the pointed style; here all the children of the 

parish, between the ages of six and thirteen, are taught reading, writing, and plain work, 

and are all clothed at Lady Carbery’s expense.’
837

 From these comments and the 

struggle mentioned between the Evans and Chew in the previous section, it is evident 

that Lady Carbery believed the school was under her control and that it formed an 

important part of her identity, as well as that of her family.  
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Figure 48: Late nineteenth-century photograph of the school building at Laxton Hall erected in 1807 (‘A 

Short History of Laxton, Northamptonshire’, http://www.laxtonvillagehall.com/history [accessed 24 

October 2014]). Creator Unknown.  

 

 

Figure 49: Book plate showing Laxton School in the background to the left (‘Susan Lady Carbery & The 

Laxton Hall Bookplate’, The Somerset Dragon, 25 (August 2013), p. 8). 
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The tensions which could form between church and patron demonstrated by 

disagreements between Lady Carbery and Chew described earlier in this chapter, are 

also evident just over fifty years later at Haselbech Hall. By this time a greater range of 

patrons could apply for state funding to build schools and Smith has also argued that the 

role of the clergyman in the education of the parish was more confidently expressed.
838

 

In 1859 Viscountess Milton commented that she was ‘anxious to do something for my 

poorer neighbours especially as I have been so completely stopped from building the 

church, & that cold water was alas thrown upon my proposition to build a school &c for 

wh is so much wanted, but the only way will be to keep quite clear of Mr Robinson as 

long as he is at Haselbech’.
839

 Viscountess Milton’s construction of cottages and the 

way in which she was prevented from building the church have already been discussed; 

it is to the building of a school this chapter will now turn.  

In 1871 designs were drawn up by the local builder Lucas, twelve years after a new 

school had originally been proposed. By this time Robinson had left Haselbech passing 

on the living to Bury, who took up the school building cause. Bury complained, ‘four 

plans of the proposed school site will not satisfy forever’.
840

 Although designs had been 

drawn up, building had not commenced. Designs of the school drawn by Lucas were the 

result of discussion between Viscountess Milton, Fisher and Bury. When considering 

them in her letters, Viscountess Milton demonstrated an awareness of the conventions 

of school design and in particular practical considerations which ensured the efficient 

use of the building. She required that a door should be built specifically for the girls to 

leave the school room and for the playground to be divided for girls and boys, thus 

ensuring the separation of the sexes. She commented that the windows must be high up 

to avoid any chance of distraction, and also noted other simpler practical considerations, 

such as the kitchen sink being located under the window so as to receive the most 

light.
841

  

Viscountess Milton’s concern was primarily with the plan of the school. She wanted to 

ensure that it would meet the requirements of the Privy Council in order to gain a grant, 

discussed further below. However, when it came to the exterior Viscountess Milton’s 
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concern, as with her cottages, was to maintain an appropriate and fitting appearance for 

the village at minimal expense. Depending on the estimate Lucas provided for 

construction, she would build the front of the school of stone with brick window 

surrounds, and the back simply of brick.  

After corresponding on the design of the school Viscountess Milton decided not to 

apply to the Privy Council for a grant:  

We have quite decided upon having nothing to do with [the] Privy Council therefore 

I hope by the middle or towards the end of this month the Barn will be pulled down 

& the school begun – so pray don’t let it be delayed any longer – & as we shall not 

be tied down by any Privy Council rules I shall not make the 3d bed room wh is 

quite unnecessary nor shall we require so much play ground, therefore I hope 

Church will not lose much of his field for it is really too good land, to give up for a 

playground.
842

 

The financial benefit derived from a building grant was outweighed by the reduction in 

time, cost and land needed if Viscountess Milton acted as the sole financier and patron. 

The preparation to submit an application for the grant was lengthy. Applicants had to 

send information on the site, plans, estimates, specifications, title, and trust deed which 

had to be approved by the Department of Education.
843

 The conditions went so far as to 

specify materials. For woodwork oak was to be used. This would have considerably 

increased construction costs. By deciding not to apply for a Privy Council grant 

Viscountess Milton also avoided compulsory school inspections and the necessity of 

following the new regulations introduced by the Forster Act. As a result, she was able 

to maintain a level of control over the school, its teachers and classes which would 

otherwise have been denied to her.  

To build the school Viscountess Milton employed the architect Lucas to make the 

designs and the builders Watts and Winckles to execute them. However the estimate 

Watts and Winckles returned for the build far exceeded Viscountess Milton’s expected 

costs and those which had been predicted by Lucas. With the knowledge that it would 

cost £500 to build the school and the mistress’ house, Viscountess Milton suggested 

some cost reducing modifications at the potential sacrifice of the school’s appearance. 
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She suggested that the school could be built in concrete, ‘that will be very much 

cheaper drier & sooner ready to be used’.
844

 Viscountess Milton knew exactly what she 

was willing to sacrifice and how to get the most out of her money:  

I have seen Lady Milton and she is quite agreeable to anything except giving up 

her stone front & brick course (is that the way to spell couis) and before she 

quite gives in to any idea of flat tiles instead of slate she would like to know the 

difference in price.
845

  

Viscountess Milton questioned every recommendation and every decision relating to 

the construction of the school. Letters describing her recommendations for the plan and 

then latterly the finer matters of construction demonstrate her knowledge not only of 

building construction and materials but also of practical design. Her meticulous 

attention to detail and desire to reduce costs was noted by Bury. After communicating 

what Viscountess Milton believed to be excessive charges for Lucus’ designs, Bury 

wrote that if she was to act as ‘her own agent, architect, builder & who knows what 

beside’ she was right to ‘pay “through the nose.”’
846

 It is apparent that Bury did not 

approve of her direct management. However, as well as Viscountess Milton, Bury was 

also given a voice in the school’s design and corresponded with Fisher on the matter. 

Like Viscountess Milton, he offered extensive notes on both the appearance and plan 

which seem to have been mediated and collated by Fisher.
847

  

Bury and Viscountess Milton continued to clash after the school was erected and in 

particular, disagreed on the employment of a school mistress. As a subscriber to 

Haselbech School, Viscountess Milton believed she had a special claim to its 

management and in particular the appointment of teachers. She sought advice from her 

lawyer who stated that the appointment or dismissal of a school mistress was to be 

vested in a committee including the incumbent, his curate and one other subscriber and 

manager of the school.
848

 Viscountess Milton had financed and planned the building 

and paid the mistress’ salary and an annual subscription. However, her right to have a 

voice in the school’s management was continually disputed by Bury. He argued that her 
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absence from Haselbech coupled ‘with other circumstances’ made it difficult to 

recognise her claim to be consulted on school matters. In fact, in spite of her patronage, 

he argued that she was not even a manager.
849

 Questions of authority over the right to 

contribute to the school’s management came to a head over the appointment of a new 

school mistress in 1878. During the disagreement that followed two points of 

contention surfaced: the first was under whose authority a mistress was appointed, the 

second was the appointment of a woman of suitable age to live alone ‘respectably’ in 

the school house.
850

 

Viscountess Milton recommended candidates for the role who were reference checked 

by Bury. Problems arose when Viscountess Milton’s preferred candidate, Mrs Dockett, 

was unable to start due to ill health.
851

 Bury temporarily employed Miss Ward, who left 

shortly after due to Viscountess Milton’s opposition to her appointment.
852

 Of the 

subsequent recommends from Viscountess Milton, one candidate failed to provide 

references, and the references of another proved unsatisfactory.
853

 Letters suggest that 

in the interim Viscountess Milton refused to commit to subscribing to the school.
854

 Her 

lawyer Bennett advised that she was within her right to ‘stand out against’ any 

appointment and that if Bury hired entirely against her wishes, she should withdraw her 

subscription altogether.
855

 Bury was increasingly incensed by the situation and wrote 

that although he was willing to consider her wishes ‘she shall not appoint a mistress – 

she may continue to hinder me from appointing but in that case she must thank herself 

for the consequences which will follow’.
856

 

This situation suggests the multiple motives behind the patronage of estate buildings 

and bares similarities to Viscountess Milton’s attempted patronage of alterations to the 

church. Patronage of estate buildings could be, and undoubtedly was, motivated by 

philanthropic concerns. However, patronage could also provide a means to secure 

control over the built environment. Even if this consideration had contributed to 

                                                           
849

 NRO, FS 24/69, Rev. William Bury to Edward K. Fisher, 11 January 1878.  
850

 NRO, FS 24/69, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, July 1787.  
851

 NRO, FS 24/69, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 14 January 1878. 
852

 NRO, FS 24/69, Rev. William Bury to Edward K. Fisher, 1 January 1878. 
853

 NRO, FS 24/69, Arthur Smith to Edward K. Fisher, c. February 1878; NRO, FS 24/69, Rev. William 

Bury to Edward K. Fisher, June 1878. 
854

 NRO, FS 24/69, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, July 1878. 
855

 NRO, FS 24/69, Viscountess Milton to Edward K. Fisher, 12 July 1878. 
856

 NRO, FS 24/69, Rev. William Bury to Edward K. Fisher, 1 January 1878. 



230 

 

 

Viscountess Milton’s desire to build the school or alter the church, it did not result in 

any direct increase in authority. Viscountess Milton was denied her right to contribute 

towards the building of the church and, even though she was the chief subscriber and 

the builder of the school, Bury did not consider this as reason enough for her 

participation in its management.  

The relationship Viscountess Milton had with the school and church buildings at 

Haselbech was different to the position she held in relation to her cottages. These were, 

in theory, more securely in her control. However, the same arguments focused on 

authority repeat themselves throughout her correspondence irrespective of the different 

character and purpose of the buildings discussed. In all instances Viscountess Milton 

called upon her rights as lady of the manor and her desire to ‘improve’ the moral lives 

of her tenants. Bury’s claim to the management of the built environment came from a 

similar moral and religious stand point as well as the desire to protect his parishioners. 

In spite of their similar intentions, Viscountess Milton believed Bury, along with Pell, 

was too high handed in matters concerning the parish. During the disagreement 

regarding the employment of a school mistress she wrote:  

Really the kind of way, that he considers that he & the Pells are ‘the Parish’ & 

can act & do exactly as they please without consulting any one else (neither the 

Parish Churchwarden, or any of the rate payers &c) – is quite too bad & I hope 

you have told him, or will tell him that this is not the way things ought to be 

done – or are done elsewhere – but it is just what I have always said, that if I 

ever proposed anything I was told ‘the Parish wish it otherwise’ that Parish 

being merely the Pells & himself, not another creature 
857

 

The friction between Bury and Viscountess Milton did not go unnoticed by the 

residents of Haselbech. Bury described how he felt aggrieved by the sentiment against 

him amongst the parish who, he argued, knew nothing of what had gone before and 

believed that he was treating Viscountess Milton badly.
858

  

Patronage and control over the built environment was a useful tool which both 

Viscountess Milton and Bury deployed in their battle to have a voice in matters 

concerning the parish. This reached a crescendo when, in an attempt to force loyalty, 
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Viscountess Milton  pledged that if the builder Winkle took direction from Bury and 

made any alterations to houses or cottages without her sanction she would never 

employ him again.
859

 She was even suspicious that Fisher would fall under Bury’s spell 

and commanded that he was not to help Bury in any way: ‘don’t let him consider you 

his Agent’.
860

 Beyond her employees, villagers were also under pressure to pledge their 

loyalty or face the possibility of eviction.  

In 1878 she wrote to Fisher of people in and outside of the village who supported Bury 

and noted others who had taken an interest in the cooperative stores which he helped to 

run. Viscountess Milton opposed the stores on moral grounds, arguing the beer they 

sold was a corrupting influence. Determined to stand up for herself, she resolved to  

force members of the village to decide on their loyalty: ‘if they give him up & his stores 

&c I shall be most ready to let them remain in the village, but if they will run after him 

they must expect to have notice to quit’.
861

 This action was strongly advised against by 

Fisher. He believed that if an agreement over the responsibility and control of different 

aspects of the estate was reached ‘in the light of the good of the people instead of a 

weapon of offence’ a platform could be built ‘upon which the respective duties of 

owner & clergyman might be clearly appointed in the interest & for the good & 

happiness of the people’.
862

  

Over the years, the disagreement between Bury and Viscountess Milton had become 

personal and control of the built environment had become a form of leverage to ensure 

the loyalty of villagers and to determine how the village was run. Fisher, an experienced 

agent and, it must be remembered, Viscountess Milton’s employee, boldly highlighted 

the solution and as a result the problem. Bury and Milton had failed to find a 

compromise or middle ground when negotiating their respective roles on the estate. As 

a result, he cautiously suggested, they had lost sight of the ‘happiness of the people’.   

 

Conclusions 

This chapter has argued that both men and women could be active participants in the 

management and construction of buildings on the estate. In the case of Viscountess 
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Milton, she acted uninhibited by her gender and in the belief that she was no different to 

her husband or sons when it came to the respect and control she expected:  

Mr Cecil Foljambe & myself we consider the letter (Mr B’s) impertinent do you 

think that the clergyman at Osberton (wh is no longer a private chapel) wd dare 

write & tell Mr Francis Foljambe (who has lived there very little & will not live 

there again for 2 or 3 years).
863

  

However, building on the estate was a potential source of tension. The examples given 

in this chapter have shown how power, authority and loyalty were central to arguments 

between Viscountess Milton and the local clergy. These were played out in the built 

environment which, in the case of Viscountess Milton, was evidently used as a form of 

social coercion, even if it was with the intent of bettering the village. Similar tensions 

between the country house owner and the clergyman were evident at Laxton where 

religious difference caused inevitable friction.   

The built environment of the estate shaped the identity of country house owners within 

the parish and could act as an outward sign of virtuous ownership. The style and 

appearance of estate buildings was often linked to that of the country house. This 

created a visual connection between the structures, suggesting the country house 

owner’s generous patronage. For some, though not all, the building of structures such as 

schools or improved cottages was not just a ‘performance’ of benevolence but was 

founded on the genuine belief that good architecture could improve the minds and 

wellbeing of the parish inhabitants. This chapter has shown that the engagement of 

country houses residents with estate building rested on a complex set of design 

relationships and ideologies. These, in turn, could influence if and how dwellings, 

church buildings and schools were altered or built.    
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Conclusion: 

 

Patronage, Architecture and Gender 

 

This thesis has revealed potential areas where considerations of design and building 

conversations can enhance our understanding of country house patronage, design and 

construction. Central to this has been the notion that the design, construction and 

interpretation of country houses were part of a process negotiated by multiple 

protagonists, both male and female, and situated within wider professional, legal and 

gender frameworks. Individual personalities, relationships, and the very specific context 

in which building took place determined the impact of gender during design and 

construction. In considering these many factors together this thesis has tried to take a 

more integrated approach to the study of architecture.   

 

Gender: Agency, Identity and Representation  

In depth archival research has shown that gender undoubtedly affected the relationship 

which both men and women fostered with their country homes. However, gender did 

not necessarily restrict men or women’s ability to engage in the design and construction 

of buildings, interiors and gardens. Chapter Two has shown that married women’s legal 

identity was markedly different to that of their husbands. Yet, the legal relationship 

with properties could be negotiated through marriage settlements and wills, which 

enabled some women to own separate property in their own right. Equally, legal 

ownership was only one way that men and women related to property. Thus, Chapter 

Five has demonstrated that a lack of legal entitlement to a property did not necessarily 

prevent emotional investment or day-to-day possession of property.
864

 This is evidenced 

by the identification of the agency of men and women altering their homes. For 

example, George Freke Evans was instrumental in alterations to Laxton Hall in which 

his wife had a life interest and Emily Isham determined the structural alterations to 

Lamport Hall, legally the property of Sir Charles. These findings contribute to studies 

on the agency of patrons during the design process, and in particular women. 
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The thesis has also considered why, in some instances, men or women took leading 

roles in design. In particular, the examples studied have illustrated the importance of 

husband-wife relationships in determining engagement with architecture but also in 

informing representations of agency during and after building. The types of sources 

which have survived to reveal female agency in the case studies considered in this 

thesis have principally been written by men. In particular, Sir Charles very consciously 

represented his agency, as well as his wife’s, in poems shared among friends. Chapter 

Five has shown that whilst gender did not strictly restrict the roles of men or women 

when altering their country homes, it did frame the language used to describe their 

agency.  

From the case studies considered it is apparent that actions and the motivations behind 

those actions could be the result of interior emotions, memories and feelings. Even 

though the more emotional traits were considered the domain of women in the 

nineteenth century, it is obvious to say that men also felt attachments to the homes 

where they lived. In fact, evidence of the most personal and emotional engagement with 

buildings in this thesis is in the writings of men. The light which this has shed on 

Overstone Hall has shown how an understanding of the reasons behind responses to 

architecture can offer a complete reinterpretation of an architectural style. The impact 

of individuals’ personal interests and passions on the nature of engagement with design 

has also been highlighted. Through Sir Charles’ design interventions to the Hall, 

gardens and estate at Lamport, his enthusiasm for intellectual investigation, 

spiritualism, horticulture and design is evident. A relative silence in scholarship on the 

emotional and physical investment of men, and particularly elite men, in the creation of 

home is only now being challenged by scholars such as Tosh. This thesis has therefore 

attempted to add to that currently sparse literature.  

In the last few decades scholars of gender and architecture have been trying to find a 

new approach. This is one which moves away from simple attribution or the creation of 

gendered space merely through habitation. The various ways which gender has been 

considered in this thesis have shown the potential for the ideas of identity, 

representations, interiority and in particular social and familial relationships to further 

the study of gender and architecture. It has also shown the importance of re-inserting 

rather than abstracting women from the building process. 
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Patronage: Networks, Control and Authority  

The employment of an architect to complete building works depended on a complex set 

of issues. However, Chapter Three has shown the importance of networks in gaining 

access to patronage. Architectural patronage was not necessarily the simple 

employment of an architect or provision of money for an architectural project but could 

result in the direct engagement of the patron with the development and implementation 

of designs. Chapter Four has taken an in depth look at how one relationship worked in 

the early nineteenth century, the Reptons at Laxton Hall. 

Through this study it is evident that the impact of ideas centred on a new formal 

profession and advocated by architectural societies in the nineteenth century seems to 

have had little impact on the way that relationships between architects and patrons were 

conducted. Although convention and standards of practice were called upon when 

Repton and Carter’s own modus  operandi was being question, the evidence which 

survives shows that the success of relationships between architect and patron was 

heavily dependent on personalities and circumstances as much as it was any formal 

architectural recommendations. Further than this, the translation from the architect’s or 

patron’s ideas to architectural drawings and then to buildings was never direct. This was 

often moderated by a whole series of workmen and other employees. As a result, the 

successful navigation of architect-patron relationships, and relationships with others in 

the building process, depended on the diplomacy of all parties involved. The issues of 

power, authority and control were also apparent in the erection of buildings on the 

country house estate. These could be markedly different to those in operation in the 

country house. However, the importance of managing relationships with a variety of 

people comes into even sharper focus. At Haselbech, the built environment becomes 

both a subject of disagreement and a tool used in wider arguments centred on power 

and authority over the parish.  

 

Architecture: Alteration, Process and Interpretation  

The introduction to this thesis described the difficulties of identifying significant 

alterations to existing country houses. However, detailed case studies have highlighted 

the importance of this type of building programme. Adaption of rooms to new 

functions, changing floor plans and the alteration of a house’s exterior could 
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significantly change the perceptions and use of a building. Yet, the specific nature of 

alteration touched on in Chapter One has not been researched in great detail. To add to 

this, nineteenth-century country house architecture more generally has not been well 

received. A perfect example of this is Overstone Hall. This thesis has countered 

arguments by previous scholars that the architecture of Overstone Hall was beyond 

description. A more balanced view of Teulon’s style and an understanding of the 

context in which Overstone was built and viewed has offered a new, more impartial, 

approach to understanding its design.  

This research has emphasised the benefit of looking at programmes of alterations to 

country houses and their estates as a whole rather than as individual components. When 

taken together, the different interests of Sir Charles and Emily Isham during the 

alterations to Lamport Hall become evident: Emily was predominantly responsible for 

the structural alterations to the Hall and Sir Charles for the interiors and gardens. It also 

enables a comparison between the roles of individuals during building at the country 

house as opposed to building on the immediate estate. Notably, Lady Carbery took a 

leading role in building works attached to the estate whereas her husband determined 

alterations to Laxton Hall.  

An attempted has also been made in this thesis to look at architecture as a process, as 

opposed to an architectural end product. Through conversations, discussions and the 

production of designs, the concept of buildings changed and evolved. Although 

architectural history has tended to focus on the moment when buildings were erected, it 

is evident that buildings had a life before and after construction. Chapter Five has 

shown how different protagonists responded to buildings as they were being built and 

after they were completed. Chapter Three has also shown that, in the case of Overstone 

Hall, interpretations of buildings could vary dramatically from different points of view 

and in different contexts. This, in turn, can inform new understandings of a building’s 

architecture.  

 

New Perspectives 

When patronage, architecture and gender are taken together they can offer considerable 

insight into the architecture of the buildings studied, but also into the relationships of 

protagonists in the design process. The use of new archival material in this thesis has 
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offered new perspectives on the architecture and role of men and women in the 

alteration of Lamport Hall. The reinterpretation of Overstone Hall has moved away 

from previous analysis, based on story telling. Haselbech Hall, which has never before 

been analysed in depth, has revealed an extraordinary story of a powerful and 

opinionated owner. Finally Laxton Hall, when viewed in the context of architect-patron 

relationships, offers a unique insight into the modus operandi of an architect.   

However, this thesis only represents a small range of lived experience during country 

house building as a consequence of the small sample of buildings included. It remains 

for further studies to be carried out into the roles adopted during the building process 

before a real sense of the normative roles of architects, patrons and other participants in 

the design and construction process can be established.  
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Appendix 

 

William Milford Teulon Commission List 

 

An unpublished commission list completed by Alan Teulon in 1992 has provided the 

starting point for this list. This has been expanded by searches of The Ecclesiologist, 

The Builder, Pevsner, the National Heritage List for England (NHLE) and various other 

local histories. A large number of the commissions listed have also been drawn from 

letters of testimony collected by Teulon when applying for the position of Surveyor to 

the County of Flint in 1864 and architect to the London School Board in 1870. In the 

testimonial letters information is not always given about the nature of Teulon’s 

engagement, the exact date or location of his work. Attempts have been made to fill in 

the gaps as far as possible.  

This list was created to give an impression of the extent, nature and geographical 

location of Teulon’s commissions. Although every effort has been made to obtain the 

correct date for commissions, many only suggest when Teulon was engaged on a 

project as opposed to building dates. Where details of the patron, such as addresses or 

position, have been provided in testimonial letters these have been included.  

 

Date  Patron Description  References  

1850–

51 

Thomas Horlock 

Bastard 

House at Charlton, 

Blandford, Dorset 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 308, 

Testimonial letters, Thomas 

Horlock Bastard, n.d.   

1853 Unknown St Mary's church and 

schools, 

Horsmonden, Kent 

A. Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon (1992). 

c. 1853 John Charles 

Shore, first Baron 

Teignmouth 

Alterations to Langton 

Hall and construction of 

church, 

Northallerton, Yorkshire  

LP, Tait 211 ff. 309, 

Testimonial letters, Lord 

Teignmouth, 25
 
July 1864. 

c. 1853 Unknown School and Master’s 

house, 

Spaldington, Lincolnshire 

The Ecclesiologist, 18, no. 

121 (August, 1857), p.259. 
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c. 1853 Rev. J. Clements  

Vicar of 

Gainsborough and 

Prebendary of 

Lincoln 

Unknown  

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 309, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. J. 

Clements, 27 July 1864. 

 

1854 C. J. Parke 

J.P. for County of 

Dorset 

Additions to Henbury 

House, 

Wimborne, Dorset 

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 308, 

Testimonial letters, C. J. 

Parke, 27 July 1864; A. 

Graves, The Royal Academy 

of Arts: A Complete 

Dictionary of Contributors 

and their Work from its 

Foundation in 1769 to 1904 

(London, 1906), p. 350; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1855 James Brown  

 

Rossington Hall Stables, 

Doncaster   

 

 

 

 

Stables at Rossington Hall, 

NHLE, 

https://www.historicengland.

org.uk/listing/the-list/list-

entry/1151518 [accessed 24 

March 2016]. 

1856 Sir H. Vavasour Spaldington Chapel 

School, 

Yorkshire 

 

The Ecclesiologist, 17, no. 

115 (August 1856), p. 312; 

The Ecclesiologist, 18, no. 

122 (October, 1857), p. 325; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 
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1856 Thomas Papillon 

J.P. and D.L. for 

Kent and Sussex 

St George's Church and 

alterations and additions 

to house, 

Crowhurst Park, 

Crowhurst, Sussex 

LP, Tait 322 ff. 311, 

Testimonial letters, Thomas 

Papillon, 27 July 1864; Parish 

Church of St George, NHLE, 

https://www.historicengland.

org.uk/listing/the-list/list-

entry/1233292 [accessed 24 

March 2016]; Teulon, 

William Milford Teulon. 

1856 Unknown House,  

West Wickham, Kent  

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

c. 1856 

and 

1857–

59 

 

Henry S. Meysey-

Thompson  

M.P. for Whitby, 

Chairman of North-

Eastern Railway 

New wing and 

ornamental stone 

balustrades to Kirby 

Hall, 

North Yorkshire 

 

LP, Tait 322 ff. 310, 

Testimonial letters, H. S. 

Thompson, n.d.  

1857 Captain Thomas 

Chaloner 

R.N. and J.P. for 

North Riding of 

Yorkshire  

 

Long Hull,  

Guisborough, Yorkshire 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 310 

Testimonial letters, Captain 

Thomas Chaloner, 25 July 

1864; Royal Academy 

Exhibitors, p. 350. Teulon, 

William Milford Teulon. 

See also Chapter Three. 

c. 1858 Richard Lumley, 

ninth Earl of 

Scarbrough  

 

‘services’ 

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 308, 

Testimonial letters, The Earl 

of Scarsborough, 26 July 

1864. 

c. 1858 John J. Johnson West Broyle House, 

Chichester, Sussex 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 310 

Testimonial letters, J. 

Johnson, 23 July 1864; Royal 

Academy Exhibitors, p. 350; 

The Building News and 
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Engineering Journal, 6 (18 

May 1860), p. 398; Teulon, 

William Milford Teulon. 

1859 Captain Thomas 

Chaloner 

Rectory,  

Guisborough, Yorkshire 

Pevsner, Yorkshire, p. 179; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1859 James Brown [jnr] 

M.P. for Malton 

 

Butcher’s Shop, 

Rossington, Doncaster  

The Ecclesiologist, 130, no. 

94 (February, 1859) p. 74; 

Garage Shop at Premises of 

Rossington Motor Co, NHLE, 

https://www.historicengland.

org.uk/listing/the-list/list-

entry/1151522 [accessed 24 

March 2016]. 

1859–

60 

Rev. Henry 

Bennett 

Vicar of St. 

Nicholas-at-Wade, 

Isle of Thanet 

Parsonage,  

Isle of Thanet, Kent 

 

The Ecclesiologist, 18, no. 

137 (April 1860), p.115; The 

Gentleman’s Magazine, 208 

(May 1860), p. 484; LP, Tait 

211 ff. 310, Testimonial 

letters, Henry Bennett, 25 

July 1864; Teulon, William 

Milford Teulon. 

1860 Lord Dynevor National School, 

Dynevor Park, Llandeilo, 

Carmarthen 

[also ornamental cottages 

but it is not clear where 

these were built] 

T. Lloyd, J. Orbach and R. 

Scourfield, The Buildings of 

Wales: Carmarthenshire and 

Ceredigion (New Haven and 

London, 2006), p. 253; Royal 

Academy Exhibitors, p. 350; 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 308, 

Testimonial letters, Lord 

Dynevor, 26 July 1864; The 

Building News and Journal, 6 

(25 May 1860), p. 414; 
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Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1860 Unknown Alterations to St Peters 

Church,  

Hambledon, Hampshire 

 

The Gentleman’s Magazine, 

208 (May 1860), p. 484; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

c. 

1860–

1870 

Henry Birkbeck  

Banker, Gurney’s 

bank 

Alteration of house and 

church,  

Stoke Holy Cross, 

Norwich  

[Gurney’s] bank, 

Derehem, near Norwich   

LP, Tait 211 ff. 306, 

Testimonial letters, Henry 

Birkbeck, 27 December 1870; 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 311, 

Testimonial letters, Henry 

Birkbeck, 27 July 1864. 

c. 1861 

and 

1864 

Henry T. Lambert 

 

 

Stables and entrance 

lodge, Sandhills, 

Bletchingly, Redhill, 

Surrey  

Designs for a house 

which was not executed 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 306, 

Testimonial letters, Henry 

Lambert, 26 December 1870. 

1861 John, fifth Earl 

Spencer 

Alterations to formal 

gardens at Althorp, 

Northamptonshire 

Christopher Hussey, English 

Country Houses, p. 213; LP, 

Tait 211 ff. 308, Testimonial 

letters, Earl Spencer, 24 July 

1864; Teulon, William 

Milford Teulon.  

See also Chapter Three.  

1861 Edmund Peel [?] 

 

Mortuary Chapel,  

Bryn y Pys near Wrexham, 

Flintshire 

The Ecclesiologist, 19, no. 

144 (June 1861), p. 198; The 

Gentleman’s Magazine (May 

1861), p. 541; LP, Tait 211 ff. 

308, Testimonial 

letters, Edmund Peel, 18 July 

1864. 
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1861 James Brown [jnr] Well House,  

Rossington, Yorkshire 

The Gentleman’s Magazine 

(May 1861), p. 541. 

c. 1861 Rev. Thomas D. 

Hudson 

Unknown,  

Frogmore, Hertfordshire 

 

LP Tait 211 ff. 309 

Testimonial letters, Thomas 

D. Hudson, 24 July 1864; 

Royal Academy Exhibitors, p. 

350; Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1862 Henry Taylor School and house, 

Oakleigh, East Grinstead, 

Sussex 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 306, 

Testimonial letters, Henry 

Taylor, 26 December 1870; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

c. 

1860–

1864 

Samuel Jones-

Loyd, Lord 

Overstone 

Overstone Hall, 

Northamptonshire 

See Chapter Three.   

1864 William Essex Unknown, 

St Leonards Dale, Clewer, 

Berkshire 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

By 

1864 

Thomas Alcock 

M.P. for East 

Surrey,  

Kingswood, Epsom 

Employed as Architect 

for 12 years  

LP, Tait 211 ff. 311, 

Testimonial letters, Thomas 

Alcock, 5 August 1864. 

By 

1864 

Captain Cust, 

Ellesmere, 

Shropshire and  

Lord Brownlow 

Rectory house, farm 

house, cottages, extensive 

buildings, blocks of 

cottages as well as 

extensive repairs and 

additions in various 

places over last six years 

as architect on both estates 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 308, 

Testimonial letters, Captain 

Cust, 28
 
July 1864. 

By J. W. Perry Moor Hill stables and LP, Tait 211 ff. 308, 
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1864 Watlington 

M.P. for South 

Essex 

gardener's house, 

Wallington 

Testimonial letters, J. W. 

Perry Watlington, 26 July 

1864. 

By 

1864 

John Stuart Bligh, 

sixth Earl of 

Darnley 

Cobham Park, 

Gravesend 

Works ‘the amount has 

not been great’  

 

LP Tait 211 ff. 309, 

Testimonial letters, Right 

Hon. The Earl of Darnley, 

26
th

 July 1864. 

By 

1864 

Sir Joseph Copley  

Sprotborough Hall, 

Doncaster 

Small amount of work LP Tait 211 ff. 309, 

Testimonial letters, Sir 

Joseph Copley, Bart, c. 1864. 

 

By 

1864 

James Brown [jnr] Stabling, farm premises, 

and cottages, 

Rossington Hall, 

Doncaster  

LP, Tait 211 ff. 309, 

Testimonial letters, James 

Brown, 21 July 1864. 

 

By 

1864 

Robert Hamond 

Fakenham, Norfolk 

Worked on estate 

connected to 

from eight to twelve years  

LP, Tait 211 ff. 311, 

Testimonial letters, Robert 

Hamond, 26 July 1864. 

By 

1864 

Philip Hamond 

Ashurst Lodge, 

East Greenstead, 

Sussex 

Undertaken ‘works’ 

 in East Grinstead and 

previous residence over 

the past eleven years 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 311, 

Testimonial Letters, Captain 

Hamond, 26 July 1864. 

 

By 

1864 

Abel Smith 

M.P. for 

Hertfordshire 

Terrace wall, balustrade 

and fountain,  

Woodhall Park, 

Hertfordshire 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 311, 

Testimonial letters, Abel 

Smith, 30 July 1864. 

By 

1864 

R. Heywood Jones  

Badsworth Hall, 

Pontefract, 

‘works’ LP, Tait 211 ff. 311, 

Testimonial letters, R. 

Heywood Jones, 3
 
August 

1864. 
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Yorkshire 

1865–

68 

Oswald Smith 

Lombard Street and 

Hammerwood, East 

Grinstead, Sussex 

‘Building operations’ 

including the 

construction of a coffee 

house, 

East Grinstead  

LP, Tait 211 ff. 306, 

Testimonial letters, Oswald 

Smith, 27 December 1870; 

The Building News and 

Engineering Journal, 38 

(1880), p. 308. 

1866 Rev. John F. Kitto  

Vicar of St. 

Matthias Church 

 

St Matthias Church, 

vicarage and church hall, 

Poplar, London 

H. Hobhouse (ed.), Survey of 

London: Poplar, Blackwall 

and Isle of Dogs, vols. 43–44 

(London, 1994), pp. 98–107; 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 307, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. John 

F. Kitto, 29 December 1870; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1868 G. C. Carew 

Gibson  

Sandgate Park, 

Sullington Sussex 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1869 Mr Partridge  House,  

Peckham, London 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1870 Charles Harbord, 

Baron Suffield 

Landscape garden, 

Gunton Park  

LH, Tait 211 ff. 309, 

Testimonial letter, Lord 

Suffield, 24 July 1864; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

c. 1870 Edmund Peel [?] Restored St Mary’s 

Church and cemetery 

chapel, 

Overton, Flintshire 

D. R. Thomas, A History of 

the Diocese of St Asaph 

(London, 1870) p. 833; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

c. 1870 W. L. Christies Addition to house, LP, Tait 211 ff. 305, 
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Glynbourne Hall, Glyde, 

Lewes, Sussex 

Testimonial letters, W. L. 

Christies, 26 December 1870. 

By 

1870 

Arthur Hutton 

Croft 

 

Aldborough Hall, 

Boroughbridge, 

Yorkshire 

Unknown 

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 307, 

Testimonial letters, Arthur 

Hutton Croft, 28 December 

1870. 

By 

1870 

Brian B. Barttelot Bramblehurst,  

East Grinstead, Sussex 

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 306, 

Testimonial letters, Brian B. 

Barttelot, 26 December 1870. 

By 

1870 

Col. Walter 

Barttelot 

M.P. for West 

Sussex 

Stopham House [?], 

Stopham, Sussex 

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 306 

Testimonial letters, Col. 

Walter Barttelot, 

26 December 1870; Teulon, 

William Milford Teulon. 

By 

1870 

Rev. Sir George C. 

Shiffner, Bart. 

Coombe Place, 

Lewes, Sussex 

Unknown LP, Tait 211 ff. 306, 

Testimonial letters, Sir 

George C. Shiffner. 

By 

1870 

Rev. Thomas O. 

Blackall 

Rector of Seal, 

Sevenoaks, Kent 

Unknown  

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 307, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. 

Thomas O. Blackall, 

30 December 1870. 

By 

1870 

Rev. John Young Alterations to house, 

Rumbolds Wyke, 

Chichester, Sussex 

 

LP Tait, 211 ff. 307, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. John 

Young, 31 December 1870. 

By 

1870 

Rev. Frederick 

Perry 

Vicar of St 

Saviour’s, Fitzroy 

Architect for proposed 

schools,  

St Saviour’s Fitzroy 

Square  

LP, Tait, 211 ff. 305, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. 

Fredrick Perry, 23 December 

1870. 
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Square 

By 

1870  

G. F. Kenyon 

Gredington, 

Whitchurch, 

Shropshire 

‘work’ LP, Tait, 211 ff. 305, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. 

Fredrick Perry, 26 December 

1870. 

c. 1871 Rev. H. F. 

Sidebottom  

Rector of 

Sevenoaks, Kent 

School buildings, 

Sevenoaks, Kent 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 307, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. H. 

F. Sidebottom, 6 January 

1871. 

By 

1871  

 

 

William Henry 

Campion 

 

Alteration of house, 

Danny, Hurstpierpoint, 

Sussex 

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 307, 

Testimonial letters, William 

Henry Campion, 1 January 

1871. 

By 

1871 

Rev. W. Penry 

Lendon 

 

Alterations and 

improvements to 

vicarage,  

Seal, Sevenoaks, Kent 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 307, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. W. 

Penry Lendon, 5 January 

1871. 

By 

1871 

Earl De La Warr 

Buckhurst, 

Withyham, 

Tonbridge Wells 

 

Pair of cottages 

 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 308, 

Testimonial letters, Earl De 

La Warr, 7 January 1871. 

1872 Unknown Unknown,  

Cockayne, Haltey, 

Bedfordshire 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1872 Rev. Canon 

Thorold 

Vicar of St. 

Pancras 

New Schools,  

Thanet Street, St Pancras 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 303, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. 

Canon Thorold, 15 December 

1875; Teulon, William 

Milford Teulon. 
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By 

1872 

Rev. H. Mackenzie 

Rector of Overton, 

Flintshire 

St Mary's Church, 

rectory, and cemetery 

chapel, Overton, Flintshire 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 305, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. H. 

Mackenzie, 26 December 

1870,  D. R. Thomas, A 

History of the Diocese of St 

Asaph (London, 1870) p. 833. 

1873 Rev. Canon 

Thorold 

 

Mission House and 

chapel,  

Sandwich Street, St 

Pancras, London 

The Builder, 31 (1873), p. 

viii; LP, Tait 211 ff. 303, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. 

Canon Thorold, 15 December 

1875; Teulon, William 

Milford Teulon. 

1874 Rev. Canon 

Thorold 

Alterations, additions 

and renovation to Old 

National Schools,  

Lancing Street, London 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 303, 

Testimonial letters, Rev. 

Canon Thorold, 15 December 

1875. 

1875 William Willding 

Jones  

Hampton Hall, 

Maplas, Cheshire  

LP, Tait 211 ff. 303, 

Testimonial letters, Willding 

Jones, 15 December 1875; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1875 William Yeoman 

Chairman of the 

Darlington District 

Banking Company 

Leyburn branch, 

Leyburn, Yorkshire 

Head office, Darlington 

[completed earlier] 

LP, Tait 211 ff. 303, 

Testimonial letters, William 

Yeoman, 15 December 1875. 

1875 Thomas Walker St Lawrence Church, 

Aldwick-le-Street, 

Yorkshire  

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1880 Unknown Nave and south aisle St 

Margaret’s Church, 

Halstead, Kent 

 

Church of St Mary Margaret, 

NHLE, http://list.english-

heritage.org.uk/resultsingle.as

px?uid=1258279 [accessed 

24 March 2016]; N. Pevsner, 
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The Buildings of England: 

West Kent and the Weald 

(London, 1980), p. 314; 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 

1882 James Brown [Jnr] 

and nephew  

R. J. Streatfield  

Rossington Hall and 

quadrant wall,  

Doncaster   

(as well as earlier 

unexecuted designs) 

Rossington Hall and Attached 

Quadrant Wall on South East 

Side, NHLE, 

https://www.historicengland.

org.uk/listing/the-list/list-

entry/1151517 [accessed 24 

March 2016]. 

1883 Unknown 

 

Church House,  

Lancing Street, St Pancras, 

London 

Teulon, William Milford 

Teulon. 
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