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GLOSSARY
(from The New English Dictionary of English998, unless otherwise stated)

average 1.The pasturage of cornfields, after harvest, stubble: a stubble-field
2.Land that is ‘fed’ in common by the jpgr as soon as the corn is
carried - the stubble and pasture left in cornfields after the harvest is
carried

commons (waste) land owned by the lord of the manor and the village population had
commons righ?s

furlong length of a furrow in a common field (formerly regarded as a square
of ten acres)

front (frontage) a strip or extent of land abutting a street
garth a small enclosure usually under é’rass
ley piece of land put down to grass, clover, etc., for a single season or

limited number of years, in contrast to permanent pasture
messuage dwelling-house with outbuildings and land assigned to its use
oxgang an indeterminate measure of land in open-field village varying in size
formerly to have been a holding of composite character in which
were included shares of all the major classes of land in the tO\?vnship

sheepwalk a tract of land on which sheep were pastured

stinted commons grazing was reserved for ‘getielas’ with rights to pasture a
given number of animals - to prevent over-stocking and over-gsrazing

warren area set aside for the raising of rabbits, often with protected
boundaries and purpose-built accomodation for rabbits and their

. 6
custodians

1\Nright, JosephDialect DictionaryVol. 1., Frownde Henry, (London 1898), p. 98.
zMuir, R., The Countryside Encyclopaedi@acmillan 1988).

Ibid.

“Harris, A.,The Open Fields of East Yorkshi(East Yorkshire Local History Society
1959).

"Muir, R., op. cit.

“Ibid.
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Chapter 1.

INTRODUCTION

The subject of this thesis is the impact of enclosure on the East Riding Wolds villages
of Helperthorpe, Weaverthorpe and Luttons Ambo, the latter comprising the twin
townships of East and West Lutton. Yorkshire was divided into three administrative
areas, thirds or ridings, North, West and East, until re-organisation in 1974: the East
Riding was the smallest with about three-quarters of a million lazinte;shad Beverley

as its administrative centre. The shape of a square with an extended south-east corner,
the East Riding was bounded on the east by the North Sea, the south by the river
Humber, the west by the rivers Derwent and Ouse and the north by the river Derwent.
The Riding was sub-divided into six wapentakes: Howden, Dickering, Harthill,
Buckrose, Holderness and Ouse and Dervzvelﬁlefore the thirteenth century Beverley
was the largest market, the only large port on the river Hull and important exporter of
wool but was overtaken by the growth of Kingston-upon-Hull, the only city in the East
Riding.3 Market and other large towns include Driffield, Pocklington, Howden,
Market Weighton, Hornsea and the spa town of Bridlington. Geographically the area
is dominated by the Wolds, a sickle-shaped swathe of upland curving outwards from
near Filey, running south of Malton to near Market Weighton, measuring thirteen
miles in breadth and thirty-seven miles in length with 307,840 acres of hills and deep
valleysf1 To the south-east of the Wolds lies the Holderness plain with several rivers
including the Hull; to the south-west the Vale of York with the rivers Ouse, Derwent
and Foulness; and to the north the Vale of Pickering and the river Derwent. The
Riding presents a wide diversity of soil-conditions which produced differing enclosure

experiences: the heavy clay of Holderness and the Hull valley, the well-drained chalk

'S. Neave and S. Elli#n Historical Atlas of East Yorkshirglull 1996), p. xi.

‘B. English,The Great Landowners of East Yorksl(ifarvester Wheatsheaf 1990), p.
1

°D.H.Evans, irHistorical Atlas,p. 40.

’I. LeathamGeneral View of Agriculture of the East Riding of YorksHitendon
1794), p. 34



Wolds with their thin light-loam covering and its chalky gravel valleys, the Jurassic
limestone of the area north-west of the Wolds, and the various clay and light sandy
soil of the Vale of York. Located in the parishes of Helperthorpe and Weaverthorpe at
the time of this study, the communities of Helperthorpe, Weaverthorpeare and Luttons
Ambo are situated at between two and three hundred feet above sea-level along the
central road of the upland chalk valley of the Gypsey Race stream which flows from
west to east into the North Sea at Bridlington. Enclosure came late to these parishes,
in 1801-1804.

In the first half of the nineteenth century, enormous population changes took place: in
fifty years the population of these two parishes tripled. By far the largest increase took
place in the first decade of the century, when the population of Helperthorpe township
almost doubled, East and West Lutton townships with the largest population in 1801
rose by nearly a quarter, and Weaverthorpe township rose by half to become the
largest of the villages by 1811. This growth rate was not thereafter sustained,
although between 1811 and 1851 the population of the Luttons rose towards double
and that of Weaverthorpe more than doubled. By contrast Helperthorpe’s population

fluctuated so that by 1851 it was scarcely larger than it had been in 1811.

Table 1.1: Increase in population in Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe 1801-1851
Township 1801 1811 1821 1831 1841 1851
Helperthorpe 72 137 157 131 160 140

% increase. 90 15 -17 22 -13
Lutton E.&W. 207 254 311 350 405 426
% increase. 23 22 13 16 5
Weaverthorpe 182 276 334 403 547 640
% increase. 52 21 21 36 17
Total 461 780 839 880 1150 1199
Total % increase 69 8 5 31 4

SourceThe Victoria History of the Counties of England. A History of Yorkshale
3, London 1974, p. 489.
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With such varied patterns of population change against a common background of
enclosure, the relationship - if any - between population levels and enclosure is likely
to be a complex one, especially within the wider context of a general increase in
population levels in the country as a whole. Among other major factors influencing
the economic and social history of the villages at the time of enclosure were the
policies adopted by the major landholders in the area, especially the Sykeses of
Sledmere House, lords of the manors of Helperthorpe and Weaverthorpe, and Richard
Langley of Wykeham, who was also the lessee of the tithe-holder, the Dean and
Chapter of York. This study is concerned with the reasons for changes in these
villages in the early decades of the nineteenth century in order to assess the impact of
enclosure. The approach taken is threefold: an examination of existing conditions on
the eve of enclosure; a discussion of the enclosure process itself; and a survey of
changes following enclosure with some attempt to assess how far the one was a
product of the other. The extent to which this was possible has been limited by the
available sources. In particular, the absence of most poor law records for the parishes
has made it impossible to study other than by inference from evidence in parish
records of baptisms, marriages and burials and later censuses the changing fortunes of
the majority of ordinary people in the villages who were neither tenants nor
householders and so had no legal claims which brought their names to the attention of
the enclosure commissioners. Nevertheless, it is hoped to add something from the
experience of these villages to the continuing historical debate about the significance

of enclosure.

Joan Thirsk describes the country’s agricultural history over the last millenium as
‘cycles of prosperity and depression’. These cycles involved consecutive periods of
what she calls mainstream and alternative agriculture. There were three periods of
alternative farming when a reduction in demand allowed a diversity of crops: 1350-

1500, 1650-1750 and 1879-1939, interspersed by mainstream phases 1500-1650 and
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1750 -18795. In the first period of alternative farming after the Black Death, 1350-
1500, the country had to cope with a population reduced by up to a half, and in many
places turned to less labour-intensive agriculture. As there was less demand for grain,
the farmers of the day learnt the advantages of leaving ‘ley’ land to recover between
harvests to improve yield. The second occurred in the early modern period, 1650-
1750, when population growth slackened and farmers and brewers overcame problems
of supply by turning to small farms using gardening methods to produce more crops
and more efficientI;. The third was in the later nineteenth century, 1879-1939,
coincidental with the growing world supply of grain and nfdatall three periods, the

capacity to supply was ahead of the level of demand.

The mainstream phases occurred when demand was high for grain and meat, the first,
from 1500 to 1650: by 1500 the population had begun to rise and there were years of
famine when bread had to be given to the poor, prices rose enormously and agriculture
had to struggle to supply the demand for dtaiithe second mainstream phase was
from 1750 to 1879, the period covering this study: by 1750 the population was again
rising, bringing demands for more grain and meat. As the population grew from 6.2
million in 1751 to 17.9 million in 1851, farmers strove to provide sufficient food. The
burden of supply fell mainly on home producers as first the long period of
international warfare between 1793 and 1815 and then the Corn Laws, 1815-1846,
restricted supplies from abroad. High prices during the wars provided incentives to
increase supplies of food; relatively low prices, despite the Corn Laws, after 1815
added to the need to increase efficiency. Farmers created larger farms and turned
available land to arable, or converted waste, or arable, to pgstﬁm:losure was one

of the methods used to help overcome these problems: open fields were inefficient

°J. Thirsk,Alternative Agriculture (Oxford 1997) pp. 2-3.
°Ibid, pp. 19, 26, 41.

"1bid, p. 3.

®1bid, p.23.

Ibid, p. 147
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with their communal strips, ley-land, fallow and waste. Enclosure led to a
restructuring of land use. Parliamentary enclosure formalised this process. But how
important was enclosure and was it always the best way forward? Were there
alternative measures that could have been taken? The enclosure debate raises these
issues and attempts to rise beyond the assertions of propagandists of ‘improvement’

such as Arthur Young or prophets of gloom, such as Karl Marx.

The effects of enclosure have long been a controversial subject. Post-medieval
landowners needing to consolidate their holdings in order to maximise the land’s
potential, exchanged neighbouring land within existing boundaries and there were
many variations of enclosure before the eighteenth century. In some areas there was
no early enclosure, or only in closes around villages: in other parts enclosure included
only open fields or common meadows and pastures, often leaving leys and waste land,
considered unusable. Where depopulation had left few owners, enclosure could be
simple but in others hostilities arose and common land was sometimes seized illegally;
communities being evicted to be replaced by sheep-farms. It is difficult to assess how
much land was affected and at what date because records are poor and environmental
damage and population distress are difficult to quantify. By the eighteenth century
owners seeking to enforce their plans for improvement were petitioning Parliament for
an Act in order to complete or execute a new enclosure. Following a survey, land was
allocated through a formal procedure which also dealt with the road and river structure
of the parish, defining each allotment by stone wall or hedge and ditches. Where
tithes were commuted, land was taken to compensate tithe-holders. After about 1760,
enclosure by parliamentary Act was the usual form of enclosure and followed a

standard procedure.

Controversy springs from the discussion of benefits and deficiencies suffered by all
parties to parliamentary enclosure. The Hammonds, whose sympathies lay with the

common people, shared the Marxist view of enclosure turning small landowners,
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cottagers and squatters off the land. Their studyhef Village Labourerestablished

the conventional view of parliamentary enclosure as the cause of major social
problems in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and enforced emigration from the
Iand.10 This view has survived despite being disputed in 1910 by Johnson and Gray,
using land-tax records to show that the small owner-occupiers declined in the
eighteenth century before enclosure, increased during the war years of the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and declined agai#la(ﬁemner in 1912

found that it could not be proved that enclosure increased the poor rates, although
agricultural changes probably increased some local dié}tzress. More recently
Chambers has observed that any decline in ownership was among middle-sized
owners rather than those who held lesser amounts of land, though this says nothing

13
about those who held no land at all.

The fate of the smaller landowners has continued to concern historians. In the 1970s
enclosure studies using land-tax records led Grigg, Martin, Yelling, Neeson and
Crowther all to conclude that enclosure did not reduce the total numbers of owners,
including the smaller ones, but in 1975 Turner showed that in a number of parishes
well over half the owners had disappeared from tax returns by the end of a ten-year
period. Although there was no significant drop in the total numbers of owners paying
land-tax over the enclosure period, many small owners appeared to have gbld up.

But was this the result of enclosure? Snell in 1985 thought the growth of the

*°J. L. and B. Hammondhe Village LabourefLongmans 1911).

“A. H. JohnsonThe Disappearance of the Small Landowii€tarendon Press 1909);
H. L. Gray, Yeoman Farming in Oxfordshire from the Sixteenth Century to the
Nineteenth Centuryn theQuarterly Journal of Economics, XXI¥1910), pp. 293-
326; B. A. Holderness and M. Turnégnd, Labour and Agriculture 1700-1920,
(Hambleton Press 1991), p. 27.

“E. C. K. GonnerCommon Land and Inclosur@acmillan 1912), pp. 366, 445.
“Cited in G. E. MingayParliamentary Enclosure in England 1750-18%0ongman
1997), p. 3.

“See J. CrowtheRarliamentary Enclosure in Eastern Yorkshire 1725-18860,D.
thesis, (Hull 1983), p. 449.
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proletariat would have happened in any case because of the increase in the peasant
population%5 Beckett in 1991, discussing the Hammonds’ theory, concluded that the
small-owner/farmer was harmed most by losing autumn and winter commons-fodder
and land-access although commons-rights had varied according to Iand-ow1r|6ership.
Ginter and Mingay have cast doubt on the utility of land-tax records as evidence: in
1992 Ginter showed the land-tax to be inaccurate in differentiating between large and
small owners because of omissions where occupiers may have held land elsewhere or
been supported by their familigs. Large landowners have been seen by most
historians including Turner, Armstrong and Snell as benefiting most as they were able
to absorb huge costs more easily and were able to recoup costs through large rent-rises
for improved enclosed land, while smaller ones had to sell their allotment because of
proportionately higher costs. However there was no evidence that the turnover was
caused by the inability to pay costs as costs were low in comparison with post-
enclosure Iand-valuelg. Turner’s conclusions that enclosure, involving a shift from
communal to individual ownership and husbandry, was a complex subject which has
to be seen as one part of a developing system of ownership and husbandry of open

) 19
fields, commons and waste.

Mingay has broadened the discussion by differentiating between social effects and
economic benefits: despite a loss of independence by a workforce leaving the
countryside, and a growing dependence on wages, wartime food shortages and a
rapidly-rising population brought a need for change which meant that enclosure was
increasingly seen by contemporaries as an inevitable solution to an economic problem.

20
Many of those leaving the countryside left behind adverse experiend&sambers

“K.D.M. Snell,Annals of the Labouring PopfCambridgel985), pp. 138-9.

**J.V. BeckettThe Disappearance of the Cottager and Squatter from the English
Countrysidecitedin Holderness and Turnesp. cit, p. 53.

"G. E. Mingay,op.cit, p. 121.

“G.E. Mingay,Land and Society in England 1750-1980)ngman 1994), p. 43.
M. Turner,Enclosure in Britain 1750-183@Vacmillan 1984), p. 12.

“G.E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosure in Englangp. 148-150.
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and Mingay in 1966 noted how it was not the heavily-enclosed Midlands which saw
riots but the old-enclosed poor counties of Southern England where there were low
wages, unemployment and poor living conditions, demonstrating no direct connection
between economic hardship and encloélljreln 1997 Mingay continued sceptical
about social effects, as not all cottagers and small owners suffered or suffered
similarly. As poverty, migration and other social changes were national issues,
regional parliamentary enclosure could not be held totally responsible for them.
Enclosure was only one factor in a period of rapid changes, and social unrest was also
caused by the high food costs, low wages, population growth, unemployment and
dependence on poor relief, all of which also existed in areas unaffected by enzczlosure.
Legitimate rights were compensated with land but Mingay and Neeson questioned
whether all former rights were fully compensated. However, Mingay mitigates this
argument, concluding that the use of the commons was often overvalued since they

- - - - 23
could lose value from animal-diseases, overstocking and lying fallow.

Contemporary writers such as Arthur Young and William Marshall confidently saw
parliamentary enclosure as a means of improving agriculture and land-usage, although
they were aware of the detrimental effect on the poor: Young thought small farms and
old farming ways inefficient though he later acknowledged the independence gained
from having one’s own cow or aIIotmezﬁt. Chambers and Mingay in 1966 argued

that enclosure was necessary to accelerate agricultural progress, to increase the amount
of cultivated land and to improve the soil, producing efficiency, employment and
increased food productiozri. Many of the changes attributed to enclosure were
inevitable in a modern improving landscape with increasing demands for food

production and growing competition from foreign suppliers. However by 1997

“J. Chambers and G. E. Mingahe Agricultural RevolutionBatsford 1966), p. 104.
“G. E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosure in Englangp. 148-9.

“Ibid., pp. 151-3.

“Cited in Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosure in Englangp. 153-4.

*Chambers and Mingay,he Agricultural Revolutiorp. 104.
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Mingay was questioning whether the resulting food-production did indeed increase
from parliamentary enclosure, since only a quarter of the land was so a%fGected.
Mingay, Harris and Allison have all taken up the theme of ‘improvement’. The
impact of enclosure on the countryside was certainly enormous as ancient roads were
replaced by more convenient ones and a patchwork of straight-edged hedged fields
replaced the older curved fields, paths and copses, and wild areas disappeared, the
cultivation of ‘waste’ land resulted in the loss of wildlife, heather was burnt,
grassland ploughed and marshy land drained as it was reclaimed for arazt7)leluaa.

Thirsk has challenged the notion of ‘improvement’ by criticising the loss of many

28
alternative crops brought about by the drive for mainstream farming.

In 1974 E. L. Jones interpreted enclosure more widely as the culmination of a process
of land-reallotment, reclamation, and fencing into separate parcels, stretching back in
time. In the eighteenth century especially, the great estates and those of lesser gentry
were expanding, creating a class of absentee landlords, as part of a ‘prestige
maximisation’ in which social values made up for the lower returns obtainable from
agriculture compared with trade and industry. Enclosure was part of this process, not
an external cause. Estateners’ nomragricultural interests and the growth of
mortgaging, together with a fall in interest-rates, assisted the funding of agricultural
development, while better husbandry and technical advances rather than simple
enclosure provided the real advance in productiz\?ityEnclosure accompanied a
revolution in attitudes to landed property, with a widely-held acceptance of the view
that land should, in the hands of a small elite who saw the countryside as a sign of

status, be exploited for personal reasons to demonstrate the power and influence of the

“G. E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosure in Englangp. 148-150.

“K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscafi¢odder and Stoughton
1976); A. Harris,The Rural Landscape of the East Riding of Yorkshire 1700-1850,
(Oxford 1961).

*J. Thirsk,Alternative Agriculturep. 148.

“E. L. JonesAgriculture and the Industrial Revolutio(Blackwell 1974), pp. 94,96.
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30
landowner.

Within this general context, the particular local study is important. Parliamentary
enclosure was an individual occurrence, its effects varying in different parts of the
country. Allen in a study of the south Midlands in 1992 saw enclosure as a small
element of long-term agricultural development which forced farming people into
seasonal unemployment and saw the elimination of small farms by large estates:
Overton in 1996 however found the main increases in productivity occurred during the
parliamentary enclosure period. Neeson in 1993, writing about Northamptonshire
where half of the land was enclosed and almost all consisted of open-fields and
commons, felt that enclosure destroyed the peasant-economy. In her account, up to
half of the villagers had commons-rights before enclosure, holding up to a third of the
land as owners and occupiers. Mingay however, accepting that this was the situation
in heavily-enclosed Midland areas, produces arguments to show that enclosure did not
always have a detrimental effect on goor. Neeson’s evidence can be taken to show
that large farms were already in existence before enclosure when half the population
had no commons-access, a proportion that would have later increased in any case due
to rising population. In some places, the poor were not excluded by enclosure. Arthur
Young noted in Lincolnshire that cottagers were given land to reduce poor-rates.
Commissioners in other areas allotted land for cottagers’ cultivation or fuel or in trust
for income for fuel for the poor. This would have been impossible, though, in areas
with rapidly-increasing populations. Northamptonshire was not typical of other parts
of the country. In the Cotswolds with little enclosure, small owners had disappeared
in the seventeenth century; in Wiltshire enclosure contributed to the continued growth
in numbers of both large and small owners but the decline of middle-sized owners as
the proportional costs favoured larger holdings. In Cumberland and Westmoreland

enclosure precipitated the decline of yeomen farmers leading to larger farms. The

*R. Muir, The Yorkshire Countryside, A Landscape Hist@eele 1997), p. 219.
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31
landless were common before enclosure.

Turner has found that for the period 1781-1819, the rate of interest, wheat prices and
war were linked with the incidence of parliamentary enclosure: and Jan Crowther has
linked the timing of parliamentary enclosure in the East Riding of Yorkshire with
prices and interest rates, soil types, rents, the landownership structure and other
factors?2 She has divided enclosure in the East Riding of Yorkshire into three
periods: those parishes enclosed before 1725, mainly deserted or shrunken, or on
higher poorer land and surrounding large estates; those from 1725 to 1779, often in
townships with large numbers of landowners; and those after 1779, usually with few
owners and on great estates. As might be expected, therefore, the Wolds tended to be
among the last parishes to be enclosed: half of the land in the East Riding was
enclosed between 1726 and 1810, with the Wolds mainly towards the end of the
period.33 Crowther finds that land tax returns show most of the newly-enclosed land
in East Yorkshire was held by large owners and tenanted in the main enclosure period
after 1760: only fifteen to twenty per cent of land was owned by owner-occupiers -
and less under old enclosures. Owner-occupiers made up only a third to a half of all
owners in enclosures after 1730 on the uplands of East Yorkshire and there were few
‘peasantowners defined by Turner as owning less than two hundred 3glcrélszere

was substantial stability of ownership in East Yorkshire although enclosure did partly
stimulate the land-market. In the first decade after enclosure none of the four

Helperthorpe owners had a single land transaction; in Weaverthorpe seven remained

“R. E. Allen,Enclosure and the Yeoman: the Agricultural Development of the South
Midlands, 1450-182QOxford 1992) p. 21; M. Overtogricultural Revolution in
England 1500-185QCambridge 1996), pp. 75-7; J. M. NeesGommoners:

common right, enclosure and social change in England, 1700-{82fbridge

1993), pp. 61, 64; A. Young@zeneral View of Lincolnshirgé1808), pp. 465-8; cited in
G. E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosure in Englangp. 150-5.

*Turner, 1980, p. 125, cited in J. Crowther, Ph. D. thesis, pp. 161-2.

“Crowther Ph. D. thesis, cited in B. Englidine Great Landowners of East Yorkshire
1530-1910(Harvester Wheatsheaf 1990), p.185.

*J. Crowther, Ph. D. thesis, p. 444.
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of the eight paying land-tax, and only three of the original thirteen engaged in any
land-transactions; and in Luttons Ambo where eleven remained of the original fifteen
owners, there were two transactions. None of the Weaverthorpe owners with over two

35
hundred acres bought, sold or mortgaged land during the enclosure decade.

It is the contention of this study that, notwithstanding all that might be said against
enclosure as an ‘improvement’, it was the most significant undertaking that could have
happened in these villages. In the eighteenth century this area was relatively
backward, a century behind counties such as Norfolk and still cultivating its medieval
open-field strips of land. It was the restructuring of the four villages through
enclosure which allowed the agricultural innovations of the large landowners, Langley
and members of the Sykes’ family, backed by smaller owners with the support of the
close-knit communities, which turned round the economy of the area to become one of
the most successful farming regions in the country. Both population growth and
migration rapidly increased after enclosure, contrary to the view that people were
driven from the land. Rather, people were drawn to the villages as employment
increased. Historians have used land-tax records as evidence to show reduction in the
numbers of owners, especially small owner-occupiers, but in these villages a glance at
wills and deeds reveals not only that the smallest owners were not included in the
land-tax but also that when land did change hands it often passed to differently-named
relatives. Change of name which appear in subsequent land-tax records and might
possibly be thought to result from sales, often merely indicate that land has been
inherited by family-members. Apart from a few sales before enclosure, the majority of
small owners appear to have survived. It was the middle-sized non-resident owners
with land elsewhere who decreased in number within two or three decades of
enclosure as they rationalised their holdings. When it is asserted that there were few
peasant-farmers on the East Yorkshire uplands or that small owners were reduced in

numbers, that is because the land-tax records did not include them, not that they did

*Ibid, pp. 467, 494-5.
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not exist; when it is thought that the large owners of these villages did not sell or
mortgage land after enclosure, that was because they were mainly selling land
elsewhere on their estates. Thus far, in dealing with those with a title to land, this

thesis will therefore support the ‘optimists’ of enclosure.

The effects on the landless are difficult to assess in the scope of this study because of
the scarcity of records. The loss of commons-use may not have been as important as
in other places but loss of average and of summer-pasturing would undoubtedly have
affected the landless and tenant-occupiers. Increasing population in these rapidly
growing villages however would anyway have reduced commons access, SO any
deterioration may not wholly be the result of enclosure. There was poverty and poor
relief in the villages as in every parish, though complete records have not survived for
the extent of poverty to be measured around the time of enclosure, nor the part played
by immigration and sickness in this. Further study might possibly show that much of
the problem came with immigration rather than from the villages themselves.
Indications are, as Mingay among others have suggested, that it was not enclosure
itself but the wider agricultural context of depressed prices and population pressure
after 1815 which were the cause of much rural poverty. On the other hand,
agricultural improvements undoubtedly opened up these Wolds villages to progress
and prosperity in the nineteenth century, with the replacement of open-fields by
individual holdings and the building of good straight roads to open up
communications with the wider region. At the same time successful mainstream
cerealgrowing possibly meant the decline of tenants’ various minority crops and
animals which are mentioned in eighteenth-century terriers. The measure of pre-
enclosure individuality cannot be assessed, just as pre-enclosure productivity can only
be surmised but the post-enclosure increases in productivity probably compensated for
any loss of individuality. Enclosure was a complex process involving many factors
such as land-ownership, soil-potential, prices and rents and previous agricultural

practices. Timing was important. In these villages, some mainly small owners would
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have enclosed much earlier but were thwarted by reluctant large owners, presumably
until poor harvests and rising prices made agricultural improvement through

enclosure-restructuring desirable.

In order to address this subject | have looked closely at as many records as possible
within the limitations of time and availability. | have sought to build up as complete a
picture as possible and found details which may have been overlooked or
misinterpreted in more general works. This study of enclosure is about its effect on
people. Through the use of parish-records, wills and inventories, deeds, land-tax
records, churchwarden accounts, pie records and the mass of Sykes’ papers |
have tried to look at what actually happened to the individuals involved in order to
assess the impact of enclosure-restructuring on their lives and communities. Many
records are incomplete or no longer exist, especially those for Luttons Ambo, but
those which do survive have served to build up a reasonably adequate view of the
villages. My conclusion is that enclosure was the only way in which these long-
neglected villages could build up their agricultural productivity and flourish. All the
indications are that, at least for half a century after enclosure, the villages as a whole
grew and prospered to became part of a socially and economically progressive region
where people sought to improve themselves. Closer studies could be made of
individuals in order to investigate the complex migrations taking place, showing how
prosperity increased mobility with both in- and out-migration, involving larger
distances as the century progressed, but that would require many more words than are

available for this thesis.
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Chapter 2.

PRE-ENCLOSURE.

This chapter is concerned with existing conditions in Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe,
East and West Lutton before enclosure through the triple aspects of landownership,
population-structure and agriculture. Changes taking place throughout the country

were slow to reach these villages although there were indications of movement.

Land-ownership.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries ancient land-owning families were joined
in rural society by new families who had made their money in business and financial
circles as bankers and merchants and had married into local gentry families or had
bought up waste-land or farms of struggling Iandowr11el'=mwer lay in the ownership

and exploitation of land. It was a time when landowners wanted to show off their
power and wealth in large estates through designing magnificent houses and parkland,
for example Castle Howard in the North Riding, and their land was their sole or main
source of revenue. Agriculture became a commercialised business: making the most
effective use of one’s land and property increased one’s potential economic and social
power. Some owners took an active part in agriculture but others remained inactive.
There were many institutional owners such as Oxford and Cambridge colleges, the
Church, the Crown and in the Weaverthorpe area, the Dean and Chapter of York,
Pocklington School and the Scarborough Overseers of the3 Phioe. majority of land

was held by tenants although there was a wide variation of circumstances over the

country.

"Howard NewbyCountry Life (Weidenfield and Nicholson 1987), p. 6.

“R. Brown,Revolution, Radicalism and Reform, England 1780-183é&mbridge
2000), p. 7.

°G. E. Mingay,Land and Society in England 1750-1980)ngman 1994), pp. 35-36.
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East Riding.

From the sixteenth century onwards enormous changes were taking place in the Riding
as in the rest of the country and this was echoed in land ownership. Following the
dissolution of the monasteries and redistribution of land, and depopulation, large areas
of the East Riding were in the hands of a few landowners and land, especially around
the Wolds, seems to have frequently changed hands, presumably to consolidate
holdings or to settle debts. Estates were rarely sold but usually shrank through land-
sales to off-set debts: new estates were created as land was bought and congolidated.
Although relatively poor, the East Riding saw much building and rebuilding by both
old and new gentry in the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries to improve their estates:
many of its great houses and parks were created at this time. Houses built or rebuilt
included Scampston, Londesborough, Burton Constable, Everingham, Sledmere and
many more. Old families such as the Legards at Ganton, the Boyntons, Creykes and
Constables rebuilt their medieval manor-houses, while newer families such as the
Sykes resited old properties. Stones from religious houses were often used, as with
Howsham Hall built from Kirkham Abbey, as well as new imported materials: bricks
were used from the late sixteenth century onwgrtmzawer estates gradually came to

be created not in the vale of York but around the higher ground of the Wolds. From
the middle ages the great East Riding estates were built on clay soil, thought beneficial
for cultivation: low rich soil was chosen for residences - abbeys such as Meaux and
Swine, and houses as at Escrick, low-lying Everingham and Howsham by the river
Derwent(.3 In the late seventeenth century there were clusters of gentry-houses around

7
Beverley, the west edge of the Wolds and south-east of Ydgighteenth century

‘B. English,The Great landowners of East Yorkshire 1530-19H@rvester
Wheatsheaf 1990p. 36.

°K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscafi¢odder and Stoughton
1976), pp. 140-4.

°B. English,Great landownersp. 147

'D.Neave, Seats of the Gentiy Historical Atlas p. 64.
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estates however were built on higher ground and different soils: the number of estate-
houses for nobility and gentry in Holderness, Harthill and Ouse and Derwent
warpentakes shrank from sixty-eight in 1560 and eighty-nine in 1712 to forty-nine in
1812 while numbers in Buckrose and Dickering, upland areas, rose from Elizabeth’s
reign.8 Instead of the heavy wet clay, the lighter chalky soil of the Wolds was much
more suitable for growing the new fodder-crops and root vegetables and for carrying
out new farming ideas. Flooding, always a seasonal problem in the Derwent valley,
was not encountered on the well-drained Wolds soil. Other advantages were the room
for expansion away from existing estates, the lower population away from the plains
which made progress and radical changes easier and quicker with less opposition, and
the more interesting and impressive countryside situated at different levels made a
more outstanding estate. The new sites had varied soils which were suitable for
different types of farming and crops: these families were taking a planned long-term
view of the future involving new crops, farming methods, equipment and soil-
improvement to get the very best from their investment. They needed enclosure

before they could fulfil their visio%.

The great landowners included dukes, baronets, knights and esquires. Early modern
land-owning families had land from the Middle Ages or acquired Crown or monastic
land in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: land from the dissolution or from
holding government office under the Tudors. Newcomers in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries in East Yorkshire, such as the Thompsons, Denisons and Sykeses,
came from the merchant-class, from overseas trading and banking in Hull, York and
London. Some families moved their base, such as the Willoughbys from
Nottinghamshire to Birdsall. All of these circumstances, easier to see in the well-

documented papers of the wealthy, are paralleled in the small landowner and

°H. E. StricklandA general vie\id812), p. 39quoted inGreat Landownersp. 147
‘Formerly....the @ller of marshes, fens, and lakes, the better, as affording, probably,
additional accommodations for rural life, and additional amusements’.

’B. English,Great landownerspp. 147-8.
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yeoman/farmer class, by families leaving property and capital to one male heir, if
possible, to ensure continuity. There were about 150 East Yorkshire peerage and
gentry families each century from the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries, whose
holdings fluctuated, with about two newcomers every fifty y(le%\the gentry were

rising in an open society into which anyone rich enough could %alnté’;urnames
disappeared as estates were combined or disposed of but name-changes did not always
represent new families: surnames were changed to inherit property, such as
Hutchinson to Langley, or married heiresses inherited, such as Kirkby and Masterman
to S.ykesl.2 Various families prospered through inheritance, a wise marriage or
opportunity, or declined and were forced to sell, while some new families emerged,

such as Thompson and Sykes by 117380.

Sir Christopher Sykes and the Sledmere Estate.

Sir Christopher Sykes has the reputation for transforming the Wolds from wasteland to
fine agricultural land. Tradition has it that he sold up his business interests and used

his fortune to buy up Wolds land and improve it, from a rent of a few pence an acre to

“Ibid, pp.26, 28:
Table 2.1: Great Landowners in East Yorkshire

1720 1780
Bethell of Rise Bethell of Rise
Boyle, Earl of Burlington Constable of Burton Constak

Boynton of Burton Agnes Constable of Everingham
Constable of Burt. Constable Cavendish,Duke of Devonshi
Constable of Everingham  Wyndham, Earl of Egremont
Hotham of Scorborough-Ret. St.Quintin of Scampston
St.Quintin of Scampston*  Strickland of Boynton
Seymour, Duke of Somerset Sykes of Sledmere*
Strickland of Boynton Thompson of Escrick*
*denotes new entrant.

“Ibid, pp. 51,55.

“Ibid, pp. 26, 23.

“Ibid, p. 29. Thompson of Holderness, merchants in Yorkshire, Rotterdam and

London, had bought Escrick, York, in 1668.
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a pound an acrlél. Actually he was doing what other Wolds landowners were doing
but on a very grand scale: changes which were taking place elsewhere in this isolated
part of the Wolds were probably unnoticed, but the Sykes family’s extensive activities
attracted attention, taking the credit for initiating those changes. The Sykes family had
prospered through their mercantile activities, making their fortunes partly from the
Baltic trade in HuIIl,5 and through marriage to several heiresses: Sir Christopher, M.P.
for Beverley from 1784 to 1790, married Elizabeth Tatton of Cheshire, heiress of the
Egertons of Tatton, whose inheritance he used to build his Sledmere and Wolds
estatel.6 He was carrying out his family’s ambitions to increase and enclose the estate
and following the fashion to build a new grand house. He did not have business
interests to sell but used his parents’ wealth and that of higvaifmi borrowed the

rest. He continued his family’s investing and speculation to fund the enormous
buying and selling of land. He did not buy only cheap land as Wolds land could be
expensivel.8 He increased the wealth of his family, who helped to build up their

19
reputation by putting up inscriptions: his daughter in West Heslerton chaath his

20
son Tatton at Sledmere village well.

“Ibid, p. 63.

3. T. WardEast Yorkshire Landed Estates in the Nineteenth Cer@%LHS No

23 1967), p. 6.

“Burke’s Peerage, Baronetage and Knightage, Vol. 2 M1270), pp. 2602-3:

Richard, Hull merchant, married Mary, co-heiress of Mark Kirkby and gained part of
the Sledmere estate in 1748.

"B. English,Great Landownerspp. 29,107.

“Ibid, pp. 6264: Arthur Young’s 1770 work based on Legard’s misunderstood
comments was held responsible by Alan Harris for the misconception generally held
that Wolds land was poor and inexpensive: a correction by Legard stated that
unimproved outlying land was cheaper than the more expensive inclosed land. Prices
varied as grass inclosures could be 20s an acre, high wolds land 1s per acre.
“whosoever now traverses the Wolds of Yorkshire and contrasts their present
appearance with what they were, cannot but extol the name of Sykes'.

20..’by assiduity and perseverance in building and planting and enclosing on the
Yorkshire Wolds, in the short space of thirty years, set such as example to other
owners of land, as has caused what was once a bleak and barren tract of country to
become now one of the most productive and best cultivated districts in the County of
York’.
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Finance.

The financial activities of landowners seen in deeds and wills were more widespread
than might have been expected. Indexes of abbreviated versions of mortgages, long
leases and associated wills are held in the Registry of Deeds in Beverley recording
transactions but not acreage. These rose steadily from over 1,000 in 1793 to over
2,000 in 1863, the land market seemingly unaffected by short-term activities such as
depressions and wars. Large landowners, who were as likely as small owners to
increase holdings by small purchases, account for a very low percentage of
transactions, showing that smaller owners were very active by compgrisﬂihe
eighteenth century therefore was a period of land-transactions, not only involving the
great landowners but equally small ones: the former generally to enlarge or consolidate
estates, and the latter to sell to raise money; and both groups to mortgage their land for

capital to invest or procure more land.

Sir Christopher Sykes’s personal account book gives financial details rarely found
elsavhere which are an insight into typical landowners’ transactions. Land was so
important for rents as once a merchant had moved to the country this was often the
sole source of income. Christopher was primarily a financier who bought land
expeditiously on borrowed money: he borrowed on mortgages, paying enclosure
expenses by mortgaging allotments. He mortgaged his wife’s jointure by private act,
unable to raise money by government stock because of falling prices due to tﬁ%a wars.
Many others were doing the same, making extensive use of mortgaging to buy land
and to keep themselves solvent: those miscalculating, or unfortunate, lost their land.
Fortunately agricultural prices were rising steadily: his income from rents increased
sevenfold over twenty-five years, though his continual transactions caused wide

fluctuations. In most years his stock and loans made losses: his bank profits were

“B. English,Great landownerspp. 70-1.
“Ibid, p. 65.
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nowhere near his agricultural income. His largest expenses came from purchasing
land and investing in his estate, for example enclosure expenses. His household
expenses accounted for half his rental income although in 1789 his building costs
including Sledmere House exceeded his household expenses. By 1778 his annually
calculated capital was in deficit, despite four years’ legacies, not taking into account
his land’s capital value which he presumably never considered szglling{e
established the East Riding Bank with Robert Carlile Broadley and was in the position
of knowing those in financial difficulties and in a position to sell: much land that he
bought was mortgaged to others. He allegedly acquired properties on his bank’s
foreclosing on mortgages, but he usually bought on borrowed money and expected
values to rise, not always being expected to produce the capital immezcjliately.
Deposits came large and small, from the Sykes family to their emplésye}éebert

Carlile Broadley, Sykes’ banrpartner, was a Hull merchant inheriting Ferriby Hall,
North Ferriby, from his father Thomas in 1784. Broadley invested in land all over the
East Riding, which, unlike other landowners, he often re-sold quickly for profit while

. 26
other land was retained.

Ownership of Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe parishes.

The four villages of Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe, East and West Lutton, though
surrounded by other small Wolds communities, were relatively isolated before
enclosure. They tended to be the outlying parts of large estates, and were therefore

readily relinquished to consolidate land or to raise capital. Much of the land was held

“HUL DDSY 98/142 Christopher Sykes’ personal account book, -1B0D;B.
English, Great Landownerpp. 228, 103-4.

“B. English,Great landownerspp. 65-66.

“Dean and Chapter Wills 1257, 1797-1807, Borthwick Institute: Thomas Ombler,
gentlemen and son-in-law of Rev.John Rud#t,ih his 1798 will ‘£200 in the hands
of Mr. Broadley’ although he owned no land.

K. J. Allison,Hull Gent. seeks Country Residence 1750-18581.HS 1981), p. 38.
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by non-resident landowners, though John Ness, lord of the manor of West Lutton, had
once resided there, and was worked by tenants. The manors of Weaverthorpe and
Helperthorpe were included in various seventeenth and eighteenth century estates and
changed hands several times until transferring to Mark Kirkby in 1741 and later to the
Sykes’ family, hence the presence of these papers amongst the Sykesppaﬁf&rs.
Middleton family’'s 37% Helperthorpe acres passed to Richard Langley around 1784
on his marriage to Dorothy Willoughby, daughter of Lord Middleton. As the Sykes
family did not have holdings in Luttons Ambo, their records contain only Luttons
Ambo land transactions concerning George and Elizabeth Newlove’s mortgaging in
1751 eventually leading to the land passing to John Ness in 1793 and subsequently to

the Sykes famil;?.8

By the late eighteenth century the majority of land was changing hands within families
through inheritance or marriage. On the eve of enclosure, the land tax returns between
1783 and 1801 show differing patterns for each of the villages: Weaverthorpe’s
owners fell from nine in 1783 to eight in 1801; Helperthorpe’s fell from just six to
five; and Luttons’ rose from six in 1783 to sixteen in 1787 and fifteen in 1801. Lord
Middleton’s land, including two leased Dean and Chapter oxgangs in Weaverthorpe,

were added to Langley’s but some other new owners are more difficult to account for.

Weaverthorpe’s Ownership.

Of Weaverthorpe’s nine proprietors in 1783 there were tm@eresident large
landowners: Sir Christopher Sykes paid about a third of the total land tax and Richard
Langley and Lord Middleton, lessee of the Dean and Chapter, paid a quarter each. By

1787 there were eight proprietors: Langley had added his fathariMiddleton’s

“HuL DDSY/70/21; /123; 124; 146; /182; /56; James Plaxidascent of Lands in
Sledmere(Hull), p. 57.
* HUL DDSY/84,88,93.
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land, including the tenancy of the Dean and Chapter land, to his own and paid nearly a
half of the total to Sykes’ third. John Bielby occupied both the vicar’s land and also
his former land under the proprietorship of the Poor of Scarborough. From 1787 to
1801 and the Enclosure Act, Weaverthorpe’s land tax distribution was little changed:
George Bielby's land transferred to Richard Kirby of Butterwick, Thomas Milson’s

was inherited by his son-in-law George Posthill in 1788.

Table 2.2: Weaverthorpe Land Tax Returns in 1787

Proprietors Occupiers £-s-d
Sir Christopher SykesRichard Clarksor 6-12-0

do Thomas Clarkson

do Richard Ireland

do John Robson

do Wm Robson

do James Sawdon

do Richard Topham
Richard Langley Esg John Bielby 9-9-4

do Daniel Hodson

do John Ness

do JohnRobson Jr

do James Sawdon

do John Ward
Rev G Lawson John Bielby 1-12-0
Mr John Ness Mr John Ness 1-1-4
Mr George Bielby = Moses Ireland  0-19-4
Poor of Scarborough John Bielby 0-8-0
Thomas Millson Thomas Milson  0-5-4
Richard Topham Richard Topham 0-4-8

20-12-C

Helperthorpe Ownership.

Helperthorpe land-tax in 1783 was paid by six proprietors: of the three large ones Lord
Middleton was assessed at two-fifths, Sir Christopher Sykes a quarter and Richard Esh
about an eighth. In 1787 there were five proprietors though the vicar did not own

oxgangs. Langley had added Middleton’s land to hiss(bvmying also as lessee of

29QED 1/3/38 Weaverthorpe, Land Tax Records, Beverley Archives.
*HUL DDSY/70/125: Middleton’s 36%: oxgangs to Langley’s five oxgangs.
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the Dean and Chapter, nearly half the total. From 1787 to 1801, little changed. From
1797 Langley’s assessment was arranged differently: he had to pay a fifth of the total
bill for £50 tithe, which increased his total payment, perhaps in anticipation of

enclosure.

Table 2.3: Helperthorpe Ownership in 1787.

Proprietors Occupiers  £-s-d
Richard Langley Esq Wm Anderson  8-19-5
do Joseph Croshby

do Richard Ellis

do Richard Lovel

do Elizabeth Simpsol

do Richard Smith

do John Warde
Sir Christopher SykesJohn Milner 4-12-11

do Richard Lovel
Mr Richard Esh Wm Lovel 3-1-10
Rev Mr Ayre Thomas Longhori1-12-0
Mr Richard Kirby Richard Spruce 0-14-7

19-0-0

In 1784 Helperthorpe’s oxgangs were owned by only fournesident landlords: Sir
Christopher Sykes as Lord of the Manor, and Richard Langley, who each owned about
a third of the land, and Richard Esh of Flaxton, owning nearly a fifth, and Richard
Kirby of Mowthorpe. Richard Langley owned twioirds of Helperthorpe's fronts

32
and cottages, whose tenants had commons-rights.

31QED 1/3/12 Helperthorpe, Land Tax Records, Beverley Archives.
“HUL DDSY/70/125.
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33
Table 2.4: Ownership of oxgangs and dwellings in Helperthorpe in 1784.

Cottage Fronts oxgang:
Proprietors up  down Proprietors
Lord of the Manor 3 0  Sir Christopher Syke 34
Lord Middleton 8 5 Richard Langley Esq 3%
(late Lord Middleton)

Mr. Richard Esh-Flaxton 3 0 Richard Esh N7%
Richard Langley Esquire 1 1 Mr. Langley (his own) 5
Richard Kirby 1 0 Richard Kirby 6
Vicar 1 0

Total 17 6 99

Luttons Ambo Ownership.

Many changes took place in Luttons Ambo between 1783 and enclosure. There were
six proprietors in 1783: of the three large non-resident owners, Lord Middleton was
assessed at about a third, and John Ness and John Bell, lords of the manor of East and
West Lutton, about a sixth each. In 1787 there were seventeen proprietors, twelve of
whom were residents: twelve new proprietors of which Richard Langley (paying two-
thirds of his late father-itaw Lord Middleton’s tax) and William Ness paid about a
sixth of the total each; and ten minor proprietors including Sir George Strickland and
the Duke of Devonshire as well as local people. If William Ness’s came from John
Ness’s reduced holding, the others’ could have come from Lord Middleton’s holding
or merely paid tax for the first time on their small aIIotme?’ﬁtst:.rom 1787 to 1797 in
Luttons Ambo there were numerous small changes of proprietors, usually within the
families, and some changed hands more than once. Many assessments fluctuated:
John Bell's and John Ness’s holdings doubled (the latter gaining Newlove’s in 1793)
while William Ness’ disappeared. John Bell

transferred a piece of land to his mother by 1801, perhaps anticipating enclosure.

There were many changes of occupiers, some with multiple occupancies.

*HUL DDSY/70/125.

*Thomas Bellerbya Luttons Ambo weaver inherited the house from his father
William in 1767, although not in the land-tax records until 1787.
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Table 2.5: Luttons Ambo Land Tax in 1783 and 1787.

1787 Proprietor £-s-d
Richard Langley Samuel Mibourn 3-14-2%
do Richard Lovel

do Roger Wise

do Wm Thompson

Wm Ness Wm Ness 3-8-3
John Bell Christopher Rousby 3-1-9
do Thomas Ince

do Wm Lovell

Thomas Sawdon Robert Reaston 2-10-9
do Thomas Sawdon

John Ness Wm Dickinson 1-10-4%,
do Robert Hesp

do Mark Tarlo

do Sara Pexton

do John Grice

do John Staveley

do Wm Lovell

do Mark Sutton

do Lawrence Stevensor
Devonshire Roger Wise 0-2-4%
Thomas Bellerby Richard Biingham  0-1-7%
Wm/Elis Boreman Thomas Selers 0-1-7%

Christopher Newlove Christopher Newlove 2-0-7%2
Rev G Lawson Thomas Longhorn  1-4-4%
Richard Ezard Richard Ezard 0-2-10
do Richard Bilingham
Christopher Rousby Christopher Rousby 0-2-10
Richard Thompson Richard Thompson 0-2-8

Wm Sawdon Wm Sawdon 0-2-2%
Wm Thompson Robert Wood 0-2-0Y
Matthew Right Thomas Kirby 0-2-0

Sir George Strickland Sir George Stricklanc0-0-9%

*QED 1/3/22 Luttons Ambo, Land Tax Records.
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Major Landowners.

The Willoughby family Lords Middleton from 1712, lived at Wollaton,
Nottinghamshire and acquired Birdsall through the marriage of Thomas, second son of
the first Lord Middleton, to Elizabeth Sotheby. The Willoughby family also owned
land in four other counties and in Applecross, Western Highlands. They later
purchased the Settrington estate in the 1820s as well as land at North Grimston,
Wharram and otherss6. Henry Willoughby Esquire was the President of the East

37
Riding of Yorkshire Agricultural Society.

Richard Langleyof Wykeham Abbey was a descendant of the Hutchinsons who
gained Wykeham Abbey in 1544 after the Reformation, and Richard’s grandfather
assumed the name of Langley to succeed to his uncle’s estate at North G3r?mston.
Richard Langley married the Hon. Dorothy Willoughby, daughter of Henry Lord
Middleton of Birdsall. Langley died childless in 1817 and his lands passed to his
cousin the Hon. Marmaduke Dawney, brother to Lord Downe. In his will and codocils,
Langley listed land in Great Driffield, Swine, Brompton and Wold Newton and a

newly-bought house in Portman Square, London.

Sir George Stricklanaf Boynton, 5th Baronet, 1729-1808, who was succeeded by
his son Sir William, 6th baronet, was in Luttons Ambo land tax records from 1787 to
1797 The Strickland family who obtained the manor of Boynton in 1549 were
probably descended from a Marske sea-captain who married a Strickland heiress of

Sizergh, Westmorland: William and his brother Henry wrote extensively on East

*B. English,Great Landownersp. 32.

*York CourantJanuary 17 1769.

*HUL DDCV/215/50: these included manors and lands in five townships and land in
sixteen other Yorkshire villages including Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe.

*York Wills, Vol. 161, Fol. 114, March 1817, Borthwick Institute, York

“Burke’s Peeragep. 2740.
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Riding agriculture (see Post-enclosure section).

William, Duke of Devonshiravas a wealthy non-resident landlord with vast country-

wide holdings, including Chatsworth, Derbyshire. The Cavendishes, the Dukes of
Devonshire, were descendants of the Cliffords through female lines, gaining the
Londesborough estate in 1753 after the last Lord Burlington’s daughter married into

the Cavendish familgl/l.

Minor Landowners.

Below the aristocracy and the gentigissof knights baronets and esquires, came the
small landowners’ class of prosperous yeored husbandmen with smaller amounts

of land, who usually worked their own Iaﬁzd.These plots were usually inherited over
several generations, as with four small Weaverthorpe yeomen landowning-families in
the land tax recordsseorgeandJohn Beilby, Thomas Milson, George Posthitid

Richard Topharﬁ3 Helperthorpehad two small gentry landownerRichard Eshof

Flaxton andRichard Kirbyof Mowthorpe, previously Butterwick and Helpertho?f)e.
Luttons Ambo had many minor landowners: two non-resident gentlemen and lords of
the manorJohn NessWest Lutton, of Butterwick, andohn Bell,East Lutton, of
Scarborough and the rest were yeomen or artisans, resident and non-resident, who had

inherited within the family.

“B. English,Great landownerspp. 191, 13, 27.
42 0 .

Ibid, p. 3.
“HUL DDSY/70/97, 98, 100 and Dean and Chapter wills, Borthwick InstiGikarge
andJohn Beilbyfather and son, had inherited from their yeomen grandfathars;
Beilby andGeorge Posthilfrom their father-in-lawThomas MilsonWeaverthorpe
yeoman; Richard TophamButterwick, from his Helperthorpe farming family.
“Parish records for Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe; Dean and ChapteRi¢lisrd
Esh Flaxton, late of Helperthorpe, from his father, Helperthorpe gentleRihard
Kirby, Mowthorpe gentleman, from his family.
45VVeaverthorpe Parish recordeihn Nesslord of the manor, Butterwick gentleman
farmer, father oWilliam, died during the enclosure award, leaving everything to his
wife Ann John Bellesq. of Scarborough and lord of the manor of East Lutton was
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Apart from the landowners, there was an affluent class of landless residents whose
wealth is illustrated in the wills, inventories and declarations of thirty-eight villagers
available for the villages from 1763 to 1801. Property was held by all four East Lutton
and all seven Helperthorpe deceased, by half of the ten West Lutton deceased, and by
about a third of the seventeen Weaverthorpe deceased who left wills, most of which
remained in the family at enclosure. Half of the West Lutton will-makers and two-
thirds of the Weaverthorpe ones were not landowners. The deceased left up to around
£500, and one of around £1,000. Residents appeared remarkably financially informed:
mortgaging and investment were much in evidence in the nineteenth century wills of
these villages. Wives were generally given annuities and the right to the home for
their natural life: if a farm was involved, it was often left to the wife and eldest son
and then passed to the son after his mother’'s decease. Sometimes adult children were
given the interest of sums and then the sum passed to grandchildren when they reached
the age of 21. Any annuities or legacies from the land, if not from income, must have
come from investing the mortgage of the property. Capital was invested in order to

46
live off the interest.

succeeded in 1791 by his witaneand in 1795 also by his sdfr. John Bell The
remainder included resident yeomen, husbandmen and artisans who inherited from
relatives.

1256, Dean and Chapter Wills, 1784-1796, Borthwick Institute. Thomas Tindale,
Weaverthorpe yeoman,stated in 1765, ‘If my wife stand in need it shall be lawful for
her to sell on Mortgage all the premises to raise money for her better Maintenance’;
William Sawden, yeoman in 1796, left his two sisters the interest of £300 for life at £4
per cent per annum, the capital going to his nephew on their decease.
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The church.

The other two landowners in the Weaverthorpe villages were the vicar and the Dean
and Chapter of York who were also holders of the tithes, payment of which took a
tenth of villagers’ animals and produce in kind or moﬁey'.ithes went to the Crown

after dissolution and were often acquired by laymen: tithe-rental was sometimes worth
more than farm-rental. Most large landlords owned or leased tithes and the advowson,
the right to present the parslé)sn.The corn tithe and half of the wool tithe went to the
lessee of the Dean and Chapter of York, and the other half of the wool tithe to the
vicar, who had full lamb, hay and clover tithe as well as other vicarial '?i%hes.
However the Helperthorpe vicar had not demanded all cattle-tithes for nearly twenty
years because of ‘a suit in the Spiritual (illeg.) Court given against the late Vicar'.
Communal tything-date decisions were made: the Helperthorpe tything of lambs was
moved by mutual consent to shearing day, because ewes had not always ‘yeaned or
dropped through5? The vicars also received other money from many other petty tithes
and oblations, fees and mortuaries from the villagers. In Weaverthorpe the vicar held
a vicarage-house and two oxgangs and the Helperthorpe minister held a vicarage-
house but no glebe lands all with appropriate rialhtkiouses and land belonging to

the Dean and Chapter of York in Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe, that is one
messuage and two oxgangs in Weaverthorpe in 1801, were leased to Henry
Willoughby (Lord Middleton) for 21 years in 1771, succeeded in 1785 by his son-in-
law Richard Langley, at an annual rent of £26, later £30, to the Dean and Chapter plus
£30 payable in two instalments on Midsummer and Candlemas Days, to the vicar of
Weaverthorpe, and £20 payable to the Helperthorpe vicar, for a term of twenty-one

years, renewed every seven years. The lessee was responsible for the chancels of the

“Terriers, Terr. K., Weaverthorpe 1781, Helperthorpe 1786.

“B. English,Great Landownersp. 177.

49\Neaverthorpe and Helperthorpe Terriers, Terr. K., Borthwick Institute.
50Helperthorpe Terrier 1778: Helperthorpe records MF 700 1733-1885.
51VVeaverthorpe and Helperthorpe Terriers, Terr. K.
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52
churches.

Although religion was thriving in many parts of the country, in eighteenth-century
rural East Yorkshire vicars were later sometimes regarded as neglecting their
congregations through absenteeism and pluralism, and alienating them through tithe-
collection. In 1764 less than a third of East Riding parishes had a resident parson and
the work was often carried out by cura??ésEighteenth-century Wolds churches were
seen by nineteenth-century religious leaders as places of religious apathy. Wolds
clergy appeared complacent as they fulfilled their duties, although many neglected
their ministry?4 Weaverthorpe’s eightedntentury terriers and visitation returns
showed poor parishes with absentee vicars. In 1743 Weaverthorpe church and Luttons
Ambo’s chapelof-ease shared their vicar with the neighbouring village of Foxholes.
Helperthorpe, a separate parish in 1743, shared its sixty-year-old vicar with Rillington
and Scampston and teaching the catechism was left to a schoofr%alstdr764 the
octogenarian Helperthorpe vicar, ministering there for thirty years, was acting-curate
for the Weaverthorpe parish, including tarts Ambo, as the ill vicar's home was
uninhabitables.6 In 1786 Helperthorpe vicarage house was in a neglected state.
Weaverthorpe vicarage in 1781, unused by a vicar for eighty years, had housed a
tenant’s animals before 1764, and was being rebuilt by the vicar from its ‘ruinous
condition’.57 Neglect made villagers susceptible to religious dissent: evangelicalism
brought religious commitment. In the eighteenth century Methodism spread from
York and Hull through the East Riding. In 1764 there were Methodists registered in
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East Riding twenty-three parishes. John Wesley made twenty visits to the East

*Index to the Dean and Chapter Lease Books WJ 1768-1784, WK 1784-1801, York
Minster.

*B. Dyson,A Guide to Local Studies in East Yorkshiteutton Press 1985), p. 79.
“Rev. Henry. Woodcocliety Among the Peasantif,oulson, c1880), pp.14,25.
*1743 Archbishop Herring’s Visitation Returns, Vol. 2, (YAScBel Series, Vol.

LXXV, 1929), Weaverthorpe, p. 252, Helperthorpe p. 83.

56Bp. V 1764 Weaverthorpe Ret 3; Bp. V 1764 Helperthorpe Ret., Borthwick.
57Weaverthorpe Terriers, 1764 and 1781, and 1786 Helperthorpe Terrier, Terr. K.
*Historical Atlas,p. 108 Brian DysonA Guide to local Studies in East Yorkshise,

39



59
Riding, including Weaverthorpe in his 1781 tour.The first record of dissenters in
Weaverthorpe was a request in 1789 to register the house of farmer Richard Topham

60
as a house of public worship.

Population and structure of the villages.

From 1700 to 1801 the population of the East Riding nearly doubled, from 65,000 to
about 111,008% Population was low in Wolds villages although parishes were large:

in the eighteenth century most had fewer than fifty families or 200 inhab?tzants.
Wolds parishes were experiencing changing populations: in these four villages less
than a fifth of the surnames occurring in the late seventeenth-century were present a
century later. Populations were low, households small and relatively poor: a third of
households were discharged in the Hearth tax lists and only three households per
township had more than one hearth. Weaverthorpe’s population appears reduced by a
third from thirty-eight householders in 1672 to twenty-seven families recorded in
1764, almost twdhirds of which consisted of only one or two adults. Helperthorpe’s
population remained fairly constant at eighteen households in 1672, fifteen in 1742
and eighteen in 1764 when more than half consisted of one or two 6a3di§:|$t and

West Lutton in 1672 had thirty-six households. In 1801 the population of
Weaverthorpe was 182, Helperthorpe 72 and East and West Lutton 207. Nearly half
of the deceased who left wills, declarations and inventories for the four villages from
1763 to 1801, came from Weaverthorpe, implying a more affluent community than

Luttons Ambo, which had the larger population in 1801. Agriculture was the

77.

*Nehemiah CurnocKThe Journal of John Wesley, Vol. Charles H. Kelly 1915),

p. 328.

60VVeaverthorpe DMH 1790/6, Borthwick Institute.

“B. English,Great landownersp. 3.

“A. Harris Rural Landscapey. 19

*“The Hearth Tax List for Howden, Ouze and Darwant, Harthill, Wilton and Buckrose
Wapentakes, 1672, (Ripon Hist. Soc.1996); parish records; Bp. V 1764 Weaverthorpe
Ret 3; Bp. V 1764 Helperthorpe Ret.
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dominant employment amongst the will-makers: around half were farmers,

64
husbandmen and yeomen. Only one gentleman was on the list.

Table 2.6: Occupations in wills and inventories.

Occupation Weaverthorp West Luttor Helperthorpe East Luttor  Totals

Yeoman 4 4 1 9
Farmer 5 1 1 7
Husbandmat 1 2 1 4
Labourer 1 1 2
Tailor 1 1 2
Alehousekeeper 1 1 2
Shepherd 1 1 2
Poulterer 1 1
Carpenter/wright 1 1
Cordwainer 1 1
Gentleman 1 1
Vicar 1 1
Weaver 1 1
Others 3 1 4
Total 17 10 7 4 38

A wider variety of men’s occupations appeared in the parish records from 1791 to
1800 although not everyone was represented: those who married earlier or elsewhere,
or had no children baptised or buried in this period, or were buried elsewhere or later
than 1800, were not included. With successive children, different parental
occupations were given. Many men graduated from a labouring job to other
occupations while some men returned for a while to labouring, or perhaps held some
occupations simultaneously. Many appeared once and may have been temporary
residents but despite the small numbers, results indicate the range of occupations.
Farmers, yeomen and husbandmen were described differently in the wills from the
parish records: these terms appear to be concerned with social status, rather than with

landowner/tenant status. Some occupations were not given. Every occupation of each

*“Dean and Chapter Wills, Borthwick Institute.
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man in the records was recorded once and the occupations have been arranged in
groups65: agriculture employed nearly two-thirds of the workforce with half of these as
labourers, presumably agricultural, and about a tenth of the workforce was connected
with providing services for farmers. Despite Luttons Ambo’s higher population,
Weaverthorpe appeared more significant with ten Weaverthorpe farmers to Luttons
Ambo’s seven, the same with shepherds. West Lutton was the only village to have a
schoolmaster and all four tailors whose village was given. The vicar and curates, and
two butchers, were based in Weaverthorpe, with grocers and shopkeepers in both
Weaverthorpe and West Lutton. Included in the parish records but not in wills, were
blacksmith, shoemaker, farrier, smith; butcher, grocer; hawker, pauper; servant,
soldier, curate and schoolmaster, perhaps because these were new omgolsng-
occupations, or not equated with wealth or possessions. Women were only accorded
the descriptions of spinster, widow or pauper: there were six paupers, one female and
two male paupers in Weaverthorpe, two East Lutton female paupers and a West
Lutton labourer/pauper, elsewhere described as labourer or husbandman. Presumably
families were self-supporting as ten out of 189 baptisms had no father recorded but
mothers were seldom recorded as paupers. There is evidence in the wills and

marriages of some measure of local migration.

“Farmers and yeomen; labourers; shepherds; husbandmen; clothiers - tailors,
shoemakers, cordwainers; services - farriers, smiths, blacksmiths; shopkeepers -
butchers, grocers, innkeepers; craftsmen - carpenter, wright, weaver; clerical - vicar,
curate; gentlemen; paupers; others - tinker, hawker, soldier.
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Table 2.7: Occupations given in parish records 1791-1'800.

Weaverthorp¢ W.Lutton E.Lutton Helperthorpe Of this parist Not given Total

Labourers 16 12 17 7 2 54
Farmers/yeome 10 4 3 5 1 23
Shepherds 10 3 3 2 1 19
Husbandmen 3 2 1 6
Clothiers 4 1 3 3 11
Services 2 4 3 9
Shopkeepers 4 4 1 9
Craftsmen 1 1 3 1 6
Clerical 4 1 5
Gentlemen 1 1
Others 1 2 3
Pauper 3 1 2 6
Not given 4 2 4 2 1 13

Pre-enclosure housing.

While brick was used in other areas from the late seventeenth century, Wolds village
homes typical of many across the county, had rubble walls built of chalkstone and
limestone with mud instead of lime-mortar, all of which soon decgyelaespite a

lack of timber, wooden frameworks were sometimes SsseAIthough there were
some relatively affluent villagers, and some building as Langley’'s Helperthorpe
cottages increased from nine cottages in 1784 to fifteen dwellings inG?L&G)dst
villagers in the pre-enclosure Weaverthorpe area lived in dreadful conditions. Leaning
white-washed muadvalled cottages, or ‘nooks’ huddled together along the main street:
about six feet high, thatatvofed, and ‘betle-browed’ with tiny windows. The family
gathered round a large fire of wood and coal, whose spacious chimney projected half

70
way across the cottage, allowing them to view the sky abow@ow-dung or gorse

66VVeaverthorpe and Helperthorpe parish records 1791-1800, Borthwick Institute.
“'Strickland (1812), p. 40, in Crowther, Ph.D. thesis, p. 542.

*K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscagelodder and Stoughton
1976), pp. 145-146: in Octon near Weaverthorpe, a cottage had 2 pairs of crucks
between brick and chalk walls. When the trees were felled at Settrington in the 1590s,
most of the 78 homes in 1600 were built on crucks and timber was bought by men
from 3 dozen villages.

“HUL DDSY/70/125.

"Rev. Henry Woodcoclkiety Among the Peasantidoseph Toulson ¢1888), p. 22.
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from the commons was probably used as fuel in the absence of wood, as in Fimber
Iater71. Cottages had a central door and larger ones had a room on each side of the
central chimney-stack and a central staircase if there were two floors: farm-houses
sometimes had a third bay with its own chimney-stack and was used as a back-
kitchen.72 Sometimes animals shared the home as in Helperthorpe vicz,?érage.
Affluent homes had three or four rooms: usually (dwelling-)house, a parlour used for
sleeping, chamber and kitchen. Furniture was sparse and functional; dishes usually of
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pewter. Husbandry equipment could be extensive and of higher value than furniture.

Pre-enclosure agriculture.

The fourteenth century Black Death devastated medieval feudal agriculture
eliminating forty per cent of the country’s poputet and emptying villages including

some on the Wolds. The reduced population turned to sheep-farming for wool as less
labour-intensive: feudally-farmed arable land became large pastoral farms employing
shepherds. The enclosure of sheep marked the beginning of enclosure, to designate
different land-uses. By the sixteenth century population-figures began to recover to
the same as before the Black Death: a heavy urban demand for bread exerted pressure
on agriculture, cultivating as much land as possible. A new kind of farmer working
individually, the yeoman, grew crops to meet this demand, selling at distant markets.
Urban demand for meat encouraged cattle-rearing in the North, West and SCotland.
The dissolution of the monasteries led to extra land falling into the hands of local

7
gentry and yeomen farmers who strove to improve the land to increase production.

"J. D. Hicks (ed.)A Victorian Boyhood on the Wold&€YLHS 1978), p. 5.

K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscapel46.

73Helperthorpe Terrier 1764, Terr. K, Borthwick Institute.

“York Dean and Chapter Wills, Borthwick Institute.

"A. Howkins, C. Dyer, ‘Power, Plague and Profiruitful Earth, (BBC 2 series,
August 1999).

"A. Howkins, J. Thirskibid.

"K.J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscapel14.
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Travel across Europe brought new alternative tastes in food, new ideas in agriculture
and new crops: asparagus, artichokes, turkeys and potatoes. New scientific ideas
emerged, encouraging soil-fertilisation using urban refuse and waste. Land-ownership
was promoted. Maps were drawn-up marking boundaries as people became land-
conscious. The countryside experienced organised management as a new market-

. . . . 78
driven environment replaced open-field community-farming.

Seventeenth-century husbandry, concerned with nurturing the land, was replaced by
eighteenth-century farming for profit. Scientific ideas spread including the four-
course Norfolk rotation of clover, wheat, turnips and barley. Clover converted nitrogen
into nitrates in the soil in preparation for cereal-growing; turnips were grown as cattle-
fodder to give more nutrients to produce better manure for soil-improvement. This
came from Norfolk yeomen, and was taken up by aristocratic landowners as improved
productivity produced higher ren7tgs.Eighteenth—century writers such as Marshall and
Young disliked peasant-farming and looked to large farms to improve the mainstream
food-production yielc?.O In 1700 the population of England and Wales was about 5
million, there was some growth from 1700 to the 1720s, then a period of heavy
mortalities from fevers following bad harvests, but from the 1740s the population in
the country grew rapidly to 9.2 million in 188%L.The end of the eighteenth-century
brought severe agricultural crises: at a time of war preventing imports, and other
difficulties, there were disastrous harvests in 1794-5 and in 1799-1800. Cereal prices
rose enormously and there were times when corn, imported from 1770, was not
available. Food-prices rose, shortages occurred and in places the starving population

] 82
rioted.

3. Thirsk, A. Howkins, ‘PoweRlague and ProfitFruitful Earth.

"A. Howkins, Mark Overton, ‘John Bull was a Farmé&ruitful Earth.

“Cited in J. ThirskAlternative Agriculturepp. 252-3.

“D. Hey ,Yorkshire from AD 10QQLongman 1986), pp. 181-2.

“R. Wells,Dearth and Distress in Yorkshire 1793-18(Rorthwick 1977), p. 2.
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The dating of a possible agricultural revolution has gradually retreated from between
1750 to 1850, back to an earlier date. Changes began earlier: in 1731 Jethro Tull
produced ‘New Horséloughing Husbandry’ and his seddll and horse-hoe to
replace manpowes?. Kerridge dated an agricultural ‘revolution’ from 1500 as the
result of key improvements: rotation of crdpowed by years of ‘ley’ land; increase

of arable land through drainage; the use of fertilisers including seaweed, lime and
marl; stream-diversions to deposit silt to enrich grassland; new crops including fodder-
crops, vegetables and dye-crops; the inclusion of new crops in rotations and to feed
animals; and new stock and new breeds, improved by better feeding. Thirsk questions
how far sixteenth century innovations had spread: the development of farming took
place over a very long period of time, a ‘continuum gathering momentum’, built on
sixteenth-century accomplishments, through to the late eighteenth century
achievements and a blossoming in the ‘Higtming’ of the nineteenth century. Each
crop had its own time-scale history before it became estabﬁghé’dhirsk accounts

for the farmers’ success in foguloduction through careful arable-cultivation and
traditional stockselection, aided by the gentry’s input with exchange of practical
experience, journals and farmers’clubs; extension and improverhéamnd through
reclamation and enclosure; and productive and varied farming systems using
innovations in new crops and techniques. The time-scale was affected by regional
variations, generally later in the north: progress depended on class-ownership of land,
labour-force structure and market-transport facilities. Thirsk defines agricultural

revolution as fundamental rather than swift change.

“A. Howkins, ‘John Bull was a FarmieFruitful Earth.

84Kerridge cited in J. ThirskEngland’s Agricultural Regions and Aagian History,
1500-1750(Macmillan 1987), pp. 56-7.

. Thirsk,England’s Agricultural Regiongp. 60-1.
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Wolds agriculture.

Over the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries Wolds agriculture changed from a still-
traditional late medieval system of farming, making little use of the vast area of waste
and sheepwalks. Some Wolds arable land had been intensively cultivated from
medieval times while other land had been unused: in some areas the bare hill-tops and
the sides of the dry steep valleys could not be ploughed. Others such as Fimber,
Fridaythorpe and Wetwang managed to cultivate all of theirfalgmx the land of
deserted Wolds villages such as Cowlam, Cottam, Mowthorpe and Swaythorpe shows
how those places became sheepwalks and pastures as the line of cultivation fell back:
these were presumably the villages later mentioned by Marshall and Leatham as being
rabbit-warrens and sheepwalks and having no internal divi837ionsFrom the
eighteenth-century onwards, many villages gradually became more industrialised and
more and more residents became less dependent on farming: there were more
tradesmen, craftsmen and others dependent on the small industries arfgearing.
Unsuccessful attempts were made to set up industries in the countryside to offer more
employment but agriculture remained the principal employment in the Wolds

. 89
villages.

Before Parliamentary enclosure the Wolds countryside consisted of large open areas
outside the small compact villages: there were few isolated farms or homes away from
the villages where houses were more protected from the weather and wells or ponds
were situated. Ancient trackways which were used as drove-roads linked the villages
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without going over the arable fields. One route led from the Thirsk area, and

K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscapel 15.

“’A. Harris, The Rural Landscape of the East Riding of Yorksf@&ford 1961)
p.29.

“G. E. Mingay,Land and Society in England 1750-1980)ngman 1994), p. 25.
“Arthur Young,A Six Months Tour through the North of England, Vol. 2,
1771,(Kelley 1967.)pp. 6-7.

“A. Harris, Rural landscapep. 21.
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possibly further north, by Malton and across the Wolds to Goole anc? 1Halafore
enclosure the uplands were bare and treeless: the largest growth was the widespread
gorse (or whins), used as fuel. Many places were not essentially suitable for
woodland, which would have been useful for shelter, as the chalk of the Wolds hills is
covered with a light loam soil while the valleys contain chalky gravel. The
countryside could be bleak as the lack of hedges and windbreaks meant that the wind
blew across wide expanses of open field and waste areas. After centuries of
occupation, some woods remained as markers between the high Wolds and the low
Wolds but it was not until the 1750s that landowners began planting trees in parks and
plantationsg.2 The full extent of earlier woodland is not known but Millington and
Settrington had woods until the 1590s when 1,600 trees on the Wolds escarpment at
Settrington had been felled and 1,000 were left: in 1600 with 235 acres of woodland it
was decided to use the empty land as pag%uﬁaetween 1775 and 1800 Christopher
Sykes planted more than 1,000 acres of timber, 4.5 million trees, creating shelter-belts
which protected exposed land, gave cover to game and improved parkland. Timber
was a useful future asset, as used in enclosure. He was following his father Richard
who had planted 20,000 trees at Sledmere before 1749 and continued into the 1750s:
others did the same but not to such an extent. Christopher grew some trees at
Sledmere and transplanted them but others were bought-in from nurseries in York and
Beverley?4 The Wolds in the eighteenth century were seen as good hunting country: a
Wetwang property was described as ‘wstticked with Game and in a fine Sporting
Country’. Enclosure may have improved founting by providing hedges and
because foxes became less wild and less difficult to catch than in the gorse of the
wilder countryside, the advantage of cover probably increased their numbers. They

- 95
could however be seen less easily in enclosed countryside.

“York Courantl775; newspaper advertisements for the owners of lost cattle.
“A. Harris Rural Landscape. 17.

“Ibid, pp.119, 131.

“B. English Great landowners). 181.

*York Courantl772, J. Crowther, Ph. D. thesis, pp. 203-4.
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The chalk Wolds, where some rents were lower than in other parts of the East
Riding,96 were hardly enclosed in the eighteenth century: in East Yorkshire only a
twentieth of commons and waste were enclgéemhe land lay under two main field
systems: open-fields and some early enclosures, often in the villages. Early enclosure
had taken place where owners agreed to consolidate land but tended to be on lower
land with better soil: Settrington in 1668 enclosed common land meadow and
pasturelang%.3 In 1770 Butterwick had sixty-seven acres of old inclosure to 1,660
acres of open land while Fridaythorpe in 1817 had forty acres of old inclosure and
1,800 acres of open land. The arable fields lay beyond the small closes, garths and
paddocks of the village, between the villages and the common pastures. In the high
Wolds valley, the field-pattern was repeated on both sides of the main road through
the viIIageE.ag Open township boundaries were often marked only by old roads,
earthworks, stones or piles of tﬁ?? Wolds townships had infields and outfields:
infields were closer to the villages, raised a higher rent because they had a higher
quality soil due to extra manure being used, and were cultivated regularly with one
fallow between crops. Outfields could be left fallow or ‘ley’ for from three to six
years or moré(.)1 Corn was grown in outfield in ley land every three to six years
according to Leatham in 1794 and left after the harvest without manure or fallow:
sheep were left on fallow at night which provided some fertilli(ger'l'ravellers such

as Defoe commented on the extensive pastures and sheep-walks of the Wolds.
Grassland was at its highest extent in the late eighteenth century: Strickland judged
that two-thirds of land had been under grass. Harris has estimated that at least a half

. 103
of the total area in many places was grassland.

*A. Harris, The Open Fields of East Yorksh{eeYLHS,19), p. 9.
M. Turner,Enclosure in Britainp. 22.

*K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscape130.
jZ,OA Harris Rural Landscapep. 21.

A. Harris Rural Landscape. 18.

"saac Leathantzeneral View of Agriculture of the East Riding of Yorkshire,
(London 1794), p. 42.

“bid, p. 42
"A. Harris, Rural Landscapep31.
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The open-field system from medieval times meant that the arable land of each
township was in two or three fields, from a hundred to several thousand acres, sub-
divided into strips. The strips of individuals were put into falls or flats or furlongs and
were scattered amongst those of the rest of the community and worked communally in
cooperation with one’s neighbours. Strips could be hedged into long narrow closes or
into the reversed S shape where farmers had turned their pllc())ﬁghdjviduals could

have hedged fields when exchanges in arable strips had taken place though sometimes
disputed by villagers demanding commons rights. Meadows were also divided into
individual strips. Common pastures and wasteland were undivided and were used by
villagers for pasturing their animals and for firewood, turf, food and timber. The
bylaws or pains, the system of regulations which organised the open-field system
efficiently, came from the manorial courts and was concerned with agricultural aspects
such as rules for gleaning after harvest and gathering firewood as well as the
maintenance of pathways. The agricultural year, found in the terriers of the area, used
religious dates such as Lady Day, Michaelmas and Candlemas as markers. The
smooth running of the system depended on communal cooperation, though there could
be flexibility when the farmers wished or at times of bad weather. Sowing, ploughing,
harvesting, and mowing were all carried out in cooperation with one’s neighbours, and
animals were put out to pasture or brought in according to traditionallgisatéme
manorial courts were overseen by the lord of the manor: Richard Sykes’ diary
recorded the existence of manor courts at East Heslerton, Helperthorpe,
Weaverthorpe, and Sledmelpg. The open-field system lasted for over a thousand
years suggesting that it cannot have been so inefficient: it suited the society of the
time.” By the eighteenth century however society was changing and had new

requirements.

K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscapel31.
"“A. Harris The Open Fieldg. 22.

““HUL DDSY/102/1 Diary of Richard Sykes 1752.

“'c. Turner, ‘Plague, Power and Profigruitful Earth.
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Open-fields meant lack of individuality and the large amount of fallow was wasteful.
The existing rotation in fields prevented more livestock from being kept through lack
of pasture and winter feed. In some areas fields were subdivided to make room for
mixed crops and pastu%co)ss. Drainage was inefficient on these strips where divisions
between strips could be ditch, grass balk or furrow, depending on solil type and area.
Strickland criticised these farming methods whereby everyone had one or two ridges
and by ploughing into the centre of the ridge sought to reduce the dryness or wetness
or to keep their soil and manure from other ridges. This only increased the adverse
conditions and was costly to corréCt. The many divisions were wasteful of arable
land, just as the lack of hedges in pastures and commons allowed animals to stray and
animal diseases to spread quickly. The rights of common in open-field villages varied
amongst villagers and landowners: some had strips of arable land and meadow and
rights of common for pasturing animals but others had only grazing rights of
meadows. In 1800 there was a great deal of overstocking in pastures because some
commons were stinted and others Werel#C)t.Common rights could be claimed
through owning an oxgang or through owning a messuage with land or a cottage. By
the time of enclosure, land was often owned by a small number of proprietors.
Increase in the size of holdings happened at enclosure but often had taken place over
generations. Neighbouring villages could have noticeably different landowning
structures.

The Wolds were known for sheep and wool and most Wolds farms kept sheep, on
arable land after harvest and on fallow providing manure for the soil. High Wolds

inventories for 1690 to 1700 list flocks of 700 to 800: at the beginning of the

K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscapel26.

"“A. Harris The Open Fields of East Yorkshipe 24.

““Strickland, p. 108, Crowther, p. 61.

) Stamp & W.G.HoskinsThe Common Lands of England and Wa{€llins
1963).

A, Harris, The Open Fields of East Yorkshipe 17.
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eighteenth-century there were an average of thirty-three sheep on Wolds farms,
seventy-one from 1737 to 1743, and in the 1740s a third of farms had ninety or more.
Inventories from 1688 to 1743 show two-thirds of Wolds farms held sheep of a higher
value than cattle. There were two main breeds of sheep, Wolds and Holderness.
Wolds sheep were small and hardy with a short, thick, close fleece which was lighter
and finer than the Holderness. There were a few Scottish or moorland sheep but the
Wolds sheep were the most popular until the mid-eighteenth century when Lincoln
and later Leicester sheep were introduced to give a larger animal with a heavier fleece.
Wolds sheep were used in Leicester for breeding. Fairs and markets around the Wolds
attracted large numbers of sheep. Kilham had an important sheep-fair in the
seventeenth century and later the Market Weighton September fair, the largest in
northern England, had seventy to eighty thousand sheep folrlsseﬂ}attle were kept

on the pastures of the Wolds but herds were small: in the 1690s only eight or nine, and
in the early eighteenth century numbers were higher on lowlands. Water was scarce
and supplies like the Gypsey Race were erratic: cattle were moved around in search of
water in times of drought. Sledmere cattle were taken to Kirby Grindalythe when the
pond dried out. Corn and sheep were the most usual with cattle as an extra and most
had a few pigs, some poultry and a horse: larger farms specialised in sheep, barley and
rabbits. The most typical farm was a small mixed farm with about fifty to sixty acres
and a share of the commons which produced crops for both home and 1rﬁaﬂklet.

the late eighteenth century at a time of early enclosure and agricultural improvements
much of the high Wolds were covered in large areas of rabbit warrens with burrows on
the hillsides. There were markets for rabbit in York and Hull and in Glanford-bridge
and Malton for the skins which would be used in hat manufacture in London and
Mancheste%.1 ° There were one or two market-centres on the Wolds but these were

large villages such as Kilham with declining markets: from the late seventeenth

"“A. Harris Rural Landscapegp.31-33.

“Ibid, pp.33-35.

“*\W. Marshall's “The Rural Economy of Yorkshire” 1788 J. Crowther,
Descriptions of East Yorkshire, De La Pryme to HEBY,LHS 1992), p. 28.
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century onwards successful Wolds farmers marketed their produce and purchased

116
seeds and provisions in Malton, Beverley, Pocklington and Driffield.

The eighteenth century saw the introduction of a diversity of new crops in Yorkshire:
rape was grown in lowland areas as food for sheep as well as for vegetable oil to
export to Holland, hops were grown around Doncaster and liquorice had been grown
around Pontefact since the previous century. By the 1720s clover had replaced peas in
some areas, turnips began to replace rye, and potatoes were grown in fields in the
North Riding from 17601.17 The East Riding was slower than other parts of the
country and a century behind East Anglia. From 1730 to 1810, the main period of
enclosure in the East Riding, enormous changes began in the rural landscape.
Marshall’'s ‘Spirit of Improvement’ brought new drainage, land reclamation and new
farmsteads, roads and plantations: turnips were introduced in fields in 1745 and great
changes took place in crop rotation and animal husbandry. Hunmanby had clover
from 1754 and sainfoin from the 1740s though not on a large scale before the 1750s.
The Wolds showed the most rapid progress, with turnips grown in inclosures and open
fields after the 1750s: Young described them as ‘coming in’ in 1769 and Marshall
described them as thédsis of Wolddiusbandry' twenty years Iatlelrg. Details of
farming, animals kept, agricultural equipment owned and oxgangs of corn grown, are
evident in wills and inventories though these were less informative about which crops
were grown on the high Wolds. Less wheat was grown on the high Wolds than lower
and although wheat steadily increased, barley remained more widely grown in the
eighteenth century. Hay was limited on the high Wolds, because of the lack of

meadowland, growing only by the sides of streams and at the end of strips in arable

““A. Harris, Rural Landscapep. 9.

"'D. Hey, Yorkshire from AD 100Qp. 189-191.

. Leatham, General View of Agriculture of the East Riding of Yorkshive
Marshall,The Rural Economy of Yorkshit&88(London 1794), cited in A. Harris,
Rural Landscap@p. 61-2.
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119
fields: many Wolds farmers had to either hire meadows or buy in hay.

Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe and East and West Lutton

These four villages were farmed communally in an open-field system before enclosure
but presented different experiences. In 1801 they each had a few old-enclosure garths
and closes around the village centre and beyond these was the arable land divided into
infield and outfield, the leys for cromtation and fallow, Weaverthorpe’s horse
pastre, cow pasture and common and Helperthorpe’s pasture, sheep pasture and cow
moor. The infields were the better land, well-manured and used for a variety of
crops%20 Weaverthorpe’s arable land was divided into ten falls within which
Weaverthorpe church’s two oxgangs of glebe land were scattered, named as Long
lands Fall, Stone Pits Fall, Wandale Fall (three plots), East Greet Fall, West Greet
Fall, Milne Hill Fall, Standles (two), West Hills (two), Short Butts (two), and
Wo(u)lds Dykel.21 Details are not known of Luttons Ambo as the 1801 enclosure
award gives only north and south side land, though West Lutton had only 400 acres of
arable to 1,200 acres of gréészy 1784 Helperthorpe’s 2538 acres were divided into
about two-thirds arable to just over a third of pasture. It had two fields each divided
into three falls (furlongs): the North side, Mill Hill, Brik(?) Leads and East Bottoms,
being twice the size of the South side, with Croom Dale, East Byehill and Byehill.
The whole area contained a hundred oxgangs, and each oxgang, containing about

123
twenty-three acres, had land in one of the six falls.

““A. Harris, Rural Landscapep. 27.

CA/329/44, John Dalton’s Notebook, 1A 1801, Weaverthorpe Enclosure Award,
Beverley Archives.

12]\Neaverthorpe Terriers, Terr. K., Borthwick Institute.

“Dean and Chapter MSS, York T2, (unavailable), cited in A. H&Rsal
Landscapep. 28.
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HUL DDSY/70/125.
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Table 2.8: Acreage of Helperthorpe Manor in 1784

Acreage- a-r-p.

North field 1044-3-32
South field 571-1-30
North - Cow Moor 269-0-30
South - Pasture and New Close 652-3-0
Total 2538-1-12

In 1772 Helperthorpe had three crops to a fallow in the infield, including clover and
turnips, but the outfield, mostly under grass, had one crop to a fallow, probably oats or
barley. West Lutton probably had the same but Ilazl?eBy 1784 every year a third of

the falls lay fallow and the remaining two-thirds grew wheat, barley, oats, peas, clover
and turnips. There were two pastures, on the north side Cow Moor, and on the south
side a pasture and a large parcel of grass called New Close, which was laid down as
pasture when turnips and clover had been introdhzcsem 1801 Weaverthorpe’s and
Helperthorpe’s infields were recording the ciropation of turnips, barley, clover,

126
wheat; the outfields for crops and fallow.

Weaverthorpe Cow pasture was stinted at twenty sheep-gates for each house and
oxgang, one cowgate with a ‘follower’ for each house and oxgang, and a horse or ox
gate for each oxgang. Helperthorpe Cow Moor was stinted at 2% gates to every
cottage and oxgang and twenty sheep-gates to every cottage. (A gate was one beast or
two youngj27 However in 1785 John Milner and James Sawden, tenants from the
1740s, claimed that Helperthorpe Cow Moor had always been unstinted. Before

distemper appeared among the ‘horned cattle’, people turned all their cattle onto the

“A. Harris, Rural Landscapep. 25; Helperthorpe 1786 terrier claimed that the 1778
terrier did not include turnips because ‘none or few before that time pulled’, in
Helperthorpe Parish Records 1733-1885, MF 700.

“HUL DDSY/70/125.

CAI329/44. John Dalton’s Notebook, 1A 1801. Weaverthorpe Enclosure Award.
East Riding County Records Office, Beverley.

127Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe Terriers, Terr. K.
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Cow Moor and Milner and his father turned on ten or fourteen cattle all summer until
the average timé. After the distemper, no beasts were turned on. Instead they turned
on six or eight horses. Around 1773 the fields began to be sown with turnips and
clover and after that the Cow Moor was stocked with sheep instead. Sykes’s, Kirkby's
and Esh’s tenants stocked the Cow Moor in the same way although they had only one
horse each. Four successive tenants of Lord Middleton, later of Richard Langley,
farmed two homesteads with seven fronts and thirty-seven oxgangs in Helperthorpe
and stocked the Cow Moor without stint, as did Langley’s tenant of one house one
front and five oxgangs, and no-one was molested, which Milner thought demonstrated
there was no stint for houses or oxgangs. James Sawden of Weaverthorpe
(presumably before 1773) had turned three or four horses onto Helperthorpe Cow
Moor immediately after the Weaverthorpe average was eaten, and continued upon the
moor until Martinmas or before according to the weather. His father also turned onto
the moor without opposition. Sawden drove his horses from their own field in
Weaverthorpe onto Helperthorpe moor: having a right of average in both
Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe, he turned into the Weaverthorpe field. Helperthorpe
people turned onto Cow Moor, both in right of cottages and oxgangs at one house to a
gate, but as Sawden did not turn his horses on as long as other people, they did not

129
object to three or four horses for two oxgangs.

Communal animal-husbandry appeared difficult in West Lutton before enclosure and
must have been an incentive to enclose. In 1792 there were problems of tenants’
animals straying onto neighbours’ land when two yeomen impounded horses and

sheep for trespassing on the land of another, William Ness, landowning son of the lord

“The traditional gleaning-rights of villagers after harvest.
“HUL DDSY/70/127, 30 Sep 1785. John Milner's father of Helperthorpe farmed a

homestead and 22 oxgangs from 1745, from 1760 17 oxgangs, as Sykeses’ tenant.
James Sawden, Weaverthorpe butcher, had farmed since 1741 ten oxgangs of the
Sykeses, and leased two of three Helperthorpe oxgangs his father-in-law Francis

Tindal, a farmer who died in 1766, had leased from the Sykeses.
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of the manor. Records list three indictments, each against two different West Lutton
yeomen: the first for rescuing horses being impounded by a West Lutton yeomen, for
trespassing on William Nessard and for assault and battery on Ness; the second
indictment for rescuing forty sheep being impounded by Ness, trespass and assault and
battery; and the third for breaching the pinfold and for freeing twenty sheep

130
impounded by Ness for trespassing on his land.

Tithes-lists included many crops and animals, presumably produced locally, including
hay, clover, rape, corn, hemp, flax; potatoes, turnips, apples and other fruit; sheep and
lambs producing wool and milk of ewes, cows and calves, horses and foals, pigs,
geese, ducks, turkeys, pigeons, bees and honey, hens ar%éleggm inclusion of

ewes’ milk suggests an alternative to those unable to afford a cow. Livestock owners
kept a higher value of sheep followed by cattle, then horses, then pigs and any other
animals, as illustrated in Thomas Thompson’s will and others, although assessed
values varied. Animals, oxgangs of corn and husbandry equipment are mentioned in
half of thirty-eight pre-enclosure wills and inventories of the four villages. In East
Lutton two families had kept horses, sheep, and cattle and one of them had kept pigs.
In Helperthorpe all but one had kept animals and a husbandman left six oxgangs and
property in Langtoft. In Weaverthorpe half of the seventeen deceased had kept
animals, and one had rented 18 oxgangs of corn. In West Lutton three left animals.
Animals included cattle, sheep, pigs, horses, hens and geese kept in barns, garths and
stables which suggests that the loss of commons may have affected these people only

132
seasonally, for summer pasture. In 1764 a vicarage-house tenant kept a cow in the

“*QSF 335 Easter 1792, QSF 338 Christmas 1792, Beverley Archives.
131Weaverthorpe Terriers 1781 and 1786, Terr.K
“Dean and Chapter Wills, 1784-1796, Borthwick.
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parlour and a pig in the pantry to fattén.

Who actually sought the enclosure in Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe and Luttons Ambo?

Edward Anderson, a local farmers’s son, compared the open fields of Weaverthorpe
with the newly-enclosed Kilham, about six miles to the saat$t; from the villager’s

point of view, and preferred the post-enclosure changes: Weaverthorpe seemed a
century behind Kilham where he lived on wheat and better meat and had finer clothes.
In Weaverthorpe there were small poorly-managed farms spread over a large area and
half of the land was lying waste. Farmers ploughed with ox and ass. Manure from
towns was unobtainable and farmyard manure was poor: it was wet, mainly straw and
full of seeds which grew weeds instead of corn. Thistles grew and spread in fallow
fields and diseases such as sheep scab spread from neighbours’ animals because of the
lack of hedges in open fields. After enclosure things changed: houses were built in

new fields, everywhere was enclosed and the old swarth became tillage land. The ling
(heather) and whins (gorse or furze) had almost gone, waste was burnt, and drains

were cut so that the marshy ground became fertile. The hill plantations had been stony

Table 2.9: Items in yeoman Thomas Thompson's w

Iltems £-s Details £-s
100 sheep £46-10s 30 couple of ewes/lambs12s a coup
40 wether sheep 9s each
30 hogg sheep 7s each
8 beasts £27-2s 3 mik cows 4gns each
2 steers £4-10s eac
2 yearling calves £4
calf £1-10s
5 horses £19 bay mare and foal £8
bay 2 yr old fily £5
bay mare lame £5
bay nag blind £1
Sow and pigg£1-10
5 oxgangs col£30 in sev.fields of E. Lutton £6 per acre
100fleeces £10 2s each
Total £134-2s

133\Neaverthorpe 1764 Terrier.
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and covered in sheep bones but these were replaced by clover. Thatched roofs on
houses were replaced by tiles. In post-enclosure Kilham the corn was sheltered and
screened from the elements by trees. Sheep which used to be lost in snow-drifts were
now fenced and could not stray. Harvest-sheaves and pea-reaps were protected from

134
the winds and each farmer having his own land defined prevented any arguments.

It is debateable whether all changes can be attributed to enclosure: if his reminiscences
are accurate, the larger and more accessible market-town of Kilham may have simply
absorbed many of the inevitable changes which were sweeping the Riding earlier than
the more remote Weaverthorpe. About a year after his transferral to Kilham, turnips
and clover were grown in Helperthorpe fields. Enclosure re-allotment certainly
permitted agricultural and land improvements: Helperthorpe church in 1764 was
bounded only by a bank of earth, having never been fencedis unfortunately not

known whether Anderson’s pmnclosure views were shared among these villages’
residents: there is no mention of loss of commons-rights. Parliamentary enclosure as a
means of accelerating change was taking place around Weaverthorpe which must have

136
been significant to these landowners.

“**The Sailor’, Edward Andersonin J. Crowther, Ed.Description of East Yorkshire:
De La Pryme to HeadEYLHS 1992), pp. 49-54. He was born in Luttons Ambo in
1763 and meed to Kilham in 1772 when his father’s farm was sold and in his poem
he remembered his Wolds childhood:

‘On Yorkshire Wold we mostly barley eat,

For then they grew very little wheat,

We liv'd on barley bread and barley pies;

And oats and peas the want of wheat supplies;’
135Helperthorpe terrier 1764 in parish records, Borthwick Institute, York.
“B. English,Yorkshire Enclosure Awardélull 1985), p. xi.

Table 2.10: Dates of enclosure of neighbouring villages

Vilage Dates Vilage Dates
Duggleby 1765 Wold Newtor1772/6

Thwing and Octor1769/70  Boynton 1777/83
East Heslerton 1770/2 Rilington 1778/80
West Heslerton 1770/4 Thixendale 1794/5
Kiham 1771/3 Settrington  1797/99
Butterwick 1771/4
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Meetings were called in West Lutton in 1769 and in 1775 but nothing further is
known.1 ¥ Further negotiations took place in 1790 but Crowther speculates that
perhaps there was insufficient support or that the tithe lessees demanded too much
compensatioﬁ?8 Evidence of interest in enclosure is in the correspondence of Sir
Christopher Sykes to Mr. John Bell of Scarborough in 1790 when Sir Christopher
stated that he would not promote enclosure or obstruct what other proprietors wanted,
and again in 1790, when he suggested offering the tithe-holder a fifth of field and
leyland and a third of vales and pastures not usually ploulé’%eT:his response seems
curiously generous to the tithe-holder when compared with the Middleton enclosure
when the rector was asking for a fifth of Field lands and a sixth of all the rest, but Sir
Christopher would not give him more than a seventh of the residue. Mr. Bell's
response was presumably not favourable, as enclosure did not proceed, but interest
was shown again in 1799. George Britten, Sir Christopher’s agent, wrote to Sir
Christopher of John Ness'’s talking of a meeting respecting the intended engllgsure.
John Ness and John Bell, the lords of the manor of Luttons Ambo, presumably felt
that enclosure was in the best interests of the villages. If they had succeeded,

enclosure might have taken place around 1770, at the same time as Octon and Thwing

and other surrounding villages.

“York CourantOct. 17 and 24 1769 and Dec. 1775.

=, CrowtherpParliamentary Enclosure in Eastern Yorkshire 1725-1880,D.
thesis, (Hull 1983) p.60.

“*HUL DDSY/10/9 Letter Book 1790-95 Sir Christopher Sykes.

“’HUL DDSY/10/66.
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Summary

Eighteenth century East Yorkshire was the scene of great changes taking place: land
was changing hands between the large land-owning families as agriculture became an
important commercialised business. Estates were spreading from the low-lying clay
soils to the higher chalky Wolds soil. By the late eighteenth century the majority of
Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe was owned by two non-resident landowners who had
inherited the land through their marriages, Sykes from Kirkby and Langley from Lord
Middleton, as part of their growing estates. Langley also held the Dean and Chapter
land. East and West Lutton however were still owned by many small proprietors:
when Langley took over Middleton’s land, ten new small proprietors became qualified
to pay land-tax. The villagers were mainly yeomen, artisans and labourers living in
small miserable cottages huddled along the village street. Households were
surprisingly small because of the migration of young people and a small birth-rate.
The church offered little support. Richard Langley, lessee of the Dean and Chapter,
and the vicar, each held two acres in Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe field-rights, and
collected tithes from parishioners who paid a tenth of all animals and produce in kind

or in money. Unsurprisingly there were the beginnings of religious dissent.

Agricultural progress was very diverse in different areas because of various factors
allowing for change: land-ownership, traditions, soils and resources. There was no
clearly-defined agricultural ‘revolution’ but rather a gradual evolution from metiieva
practices. By the late eighteenth-century prior to enclosure, the four long-neglected
villages of Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe and East and West Lutton still followed
medieval agricultural traditions and practices in an open-field system with some
ancient enclosure although there were signs of a need for change. Agricultural
changes were taking place: the introduction of new crops, changes in crop-planting,
and the reorganisation of land-use, alongside the traditional corn-and-sheep farming.

Problems such as animal-disease in the common-fields and altercations over straying

61



animals, and meetings seeking enclosure, showed a dissatisfaction and a desire for
change. Like Edward Anderson, villagers must have compared the enclosure changes
in neighbouring villages with their own pre-enclosure situation and sought

modernisation. However enclosure attempts were unsuccessful until 1801.
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Chapter 3.

PARLIAMENTARY ENCLOSURE.

Enclosure presented a precise ordering of the land, officially recognising informal
agreements and removing any conflicts over ownership. The effects of parliamentary
enclosure varied greatly across the country: it strongly affected some counties whilst in
others it had little effect. Much of England, outside the Midlands and central south of
England, was enclosed by the eighteenth century: some southern counties had little
land remaining to enclose, often only commons and waste not worth enclosing.
Nevertheless there were 5,265 private parliamentary enclosure acts in England
between 1730 and 1844 of which 3,094 or almost three-fifths were concerned with
open-field Iandl. Some acts only formalised existing agreements, some were
concerned only with a small proportion of open-field land and others merely
completed earlier enclosurzesParIiamentary enclosure affected only about a quarter
of agricultural land but had an intense effect. Turner concluded that in fourteen
counties, mostly in the Midlands, between a third and a half of their area was affected
by parliamentary enclosure, accounting for 3.54 million or just over half of the total
English acreage enclosed at this time. A further almost three million acres of open-
field arable and commons, over two-thirds of such land in England, was enclosed in
these fourteen counties by private acts, concentrating enclosure-activity in a relatively
small Midland area. The enclosure of commons and wastes was most significant in
the north and east of the midland enclosure zone, in Northamptonshire, Norfolk,
Lincolnshire and Yorkshire - especially in the East Riding where enclosure was
particularly intense around the Wolds. The East Riding of Yorkshire, separate from
the clusteiof the Midlands counties, was Turner’s seventh highest county as over two
fifths of its total area was affected by private Act enclosure of open-field arable and

X 3
associated commons

M. TurnerEnglish Parliamentary Enclosureijtedin G. E. Mingay Parliamentary
Enclosure in England 1750-185Q.ongman 1997), p.14.

°G. E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosuren.14.

3Turnerpp. 184-5, 53, if5. E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosurepp. 16-18.
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Table 3.1: Percentage of area affected by parliamentary enclosure.

Name of counties No.counties % affected by parl. enc
Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire, Northants., Oxtiice 4 More than 50%
Bedfordshire, Leicestershire, Rutland, East Ridibgks. 4 40-50%
Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Lincolnshire, Norfolk, 6 30-40%

Nottinghamshire, Warwickshire.
Total 14 Over 30%

Other counties were little affected by parliamentary enclosure: eleven had less than a
tenth of land affected by any parliamentary enclosure, and a further sixteen had only
between a tenth and a fifth of such land affected. In some areas only commons and
waste were affected as there was little open-field land to enSCIdﬂe enclosure of

open-field and commons was therefore concentrated in a relatively small area of the

country but where it did take place, it had a highly-intense effect.

The Timing of Enclosure.

From a few acts a year from the 1730s to 1754 when enclosure merely confirmed
agreements, there was a steady rise in the number of enclosures to a peak in the 1760s
and 1770s when enclosure brought legal confirmation, tithe commutation and road
improvements as well as a means to over-rule smaller proprietors. Despite a fall in the
1780s, numbers of acts rose at the time of very high food-prices during the Napoleonic
wars 1793-1815, to a peak at the beginning of the nineteenth century during which the
Weaverthorpe enclosure took plgtc@S% of parliamentary enclosure acts took place

7
between 1755 and 1780, and 43% between 1790 to 1830.

‘G.E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosuregy. 16.

°Ibid, pp. 19-20.

“Ibid, pp. 21-23.

‘M. Turner,Enclosures in Britain 1750-185Macmillan 1984) p. 17.
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Table 3.2: Average annual number of enclosures from 1730 to 1844.

Years Av.Annual No. of enclosures
1730s-1754 4

1755-1764 22

1770s 64

1780s under 24
1790-1819 75

1800-1814 95

1815-1819 46

1820-1844 16

Rising prices and the need to increase in productivity to satisfy demand, both
exacerbated by bad weather and subsequent poor harvests in the latter half of the
eighteenth century, encouraged proprietors to seek enclosure. Enclosure of open fields
meant more efficient use of existing arable-land: enclosure of commons and waste
brought new land into cultivation. Freedom to change land-use and efficient improved
farming-methods on a greater acreage meant an increased yield. The timing of each
enclosure depended on soil and ownership. Good soil tended to be enclosed earlier:
delays were often caused by lack of agreement over allotments, rights or tithe-
compensatioﬁ. Many contemporary writers saw enclosure as the only efficient way to
progress. Isaac Leatham in 1793 recommended more and cheaper enclosure as a
means of achieving agricultural improvement and progl?es',léithing, together with

open fields and commons, delayed progress and Young, among others, recommended
commutation of tithes at the same time as enclosure. Although admitting there had
been some depopulation it was felt that it was right to give every one their own fair
share of Iané.1 T. Brown in 1794 felt that enclosure was bound to mean extra

employment both with the hedging and also cultivation of the extra land, and Sir F. M.

°G. E. Mingay,Parliamentary Enclosureop. 21-23.

Ibid, pp. 24, 25, 27.

“I. LeathamGeneral View of Agriculture of the East Riding of YorksHKitendon
1794) p. 57.

“W.E. Tate The English Community and the Enclosure Movem¢@tsllancz 1967),
pp. 85-7.
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Eden described the miserable conditions under which cottagers lived which could only

] 12
be improved by enclosure.

Enclosure allowed greater flexibility in crop-growing: comparison between enclosed
and non-enclosed parishes on the Wolds showed similar proportions of crops but a
higher figure for oats, and 30% less barley, in enclosed parishes. In late eighteenth-
century pre-enclosure Wolds parishes such as Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe, where
commons and wastes were abundant and enclosure was late, rotation of crops was
already taking place showing in order of acreage, barley, oats, wheat, turnips/rape in
Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe, and in the latter, pllflseE_nclosure meant an
increase in arable-land, to be cultivated more efficiently. In 1798 in Weaverthorpe,
Helperthorpe and Luttons Ambo, which had unsuccessfully sought enclosure since
1769, there was only half the stint of sheep because abundant pasturage encouraged a
high stint.14 Crowther concluded that many factors were involved in the timing of
each individual East Yorkshire enclosure, including prices and interest rates, the

15
different soil types, rents and the structure of landownership.

Weaverthorpe ownership in 1801.

The 1801 enclosure notebook of the surveyor, John Dalton, listed the claims of fifteen
Weaverthorpe proprietors, seven of whom had not paid land-tax, with their extra
rights, including: Sir Mark Sykes, Bt., lord of the manor of Weaverthorpe who

claimed the whole of the common baulks (the untilled boundary strips) as well as over

“T. Brown, General View of the Agriculture of the County of Derby (1794) p. 35; Sir
F.M.Eden, The State of the Poor, 1,Preface, pp.xviii-xx, in A.Aspinall &E.Anthony
Smith,English Historical Documents Vol XlEyre and Spottiswode 1959).

“1801 Acreage Returns, and J. A. Yelli@pmmon Field and Enclosure in England
1450 - 1850 (Macmillan 1977), pp. 201,167.

14Ye||ing, Common Field and Enclosure in England 1450 - 1§60.54.

“Crowther, Ph.D. thesis, p. 162.
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a third of the oxgangs and nearly a third of dwellings; Richard Langley, who claimed
the corn tithe and half of the wool tithe as lessee under the Dean and Chapter, and, in
his own right, over a third of the oxgangs and nearly a third of dwellings; and the
Vicar who claimed a half of the wool tithe and all other tithes, two oxgangs and a
house. Only seven altogether claimed ownership of oxgangs. Sykes and Langley
owned half of the dwellings between them: only two other people held more than one

dwelling.

Helperthorpe ownership.

John Dalton’s notebook listed five Helperthorpe proprietors, four owning oxgangs,
including: Sir Mark Sykes Bt., lord of the manor, holding a small part of the cow moor
and six balks throughout the fields as well as a third of the oxgangs; Richard Langley,
holding the corn tithe and half of the wool tithe as lessee under the Dean and Chapter,
and, in his own right, seven balks in the fields, two-thirds of the dwellings and
between a third and a half of the oxgangs; and the vicar, Rev Richard Forrest, who
held half of the hay, wool, lamb and all other tithes and a house. Langley and Sykes
together owned three-quarters of the oxgangs in both villages. More dwellings must
have been erected: since 1784, Langley’'s nine cottages and six fronts, had changed to
three messuages and twelve cottages: Sykes’ two farmsteads and four cottages (five

cottagers) in Weaverthorpe to six messuages and Six co]ﬁages.

“HUL DDSY 97/28: HUL DDSY/70/125.
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Table 3.3: Ownership of Property Claims in Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe1,71801.

Weaverthorpe Helperthorpe

Mess. Cott. Oxgs. Mess Cott. Oxgs.
Sir Mark Sykes Bt 6 6 55 2 1 34
Dean & Chapter 1 2
Richard Langley, Esq. 6 7 57 3 12 42.5
John Ness,gentleman 1 12
Richard Kirkby, gentleman 1 8 1 6
Overseers of Scarboro Po 1 4
Vicar 1 2 1
Richard Topham, gentema 2 3
George Posthil, yeoman 1 1
Robert Bielby 1
John Bielby, yeoman 1
Richard Clarkson, yeoman 1
John Robson, yeoman 1
Ann Robson 1
Wiliam Robson, yeoman 1
Richard Esh 1 2 17.5
Total 21 22 140 8 15 100

Weaverthorpe land tax.

Land tax returns should be expected to illustrate ownership but the 1801
Weaverthorpe land tax returns listed only eight proprietors as in 1787. Two had
changed, one bought and one inherited. Sir Christopher Sykes’s share was a third,
Richard Langley's a quarter as lessee of the Dean and Chapter and a quarter in his own
right. There were three other proprietors paying small amounts each and three more
with very minor amounts. One of the latter was the only resident landowner on the
list. Apart from these eight proprietors, four of the ten occuprerthe land tax

returns - John Bielby, (three tenancies)Richard Clarkson, John Robsofiwo

“John Dalton, Notebook 1A 1801, Weaverthorpe Enclosure Award. CA/pp. 329/44.
East Riding County Records Office, Beverley.
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tenancies),and William Robson- were listed as Weaverthorpe yeomen in the
enclosure award in 1801 and awarded about an acre each in lieu of rights for cottage-

ownership. The other six occupiers received nothging.

19
Table 3.4: Land tax paid in Weaverthorpe 1801.

Proprietors Occupiers £-s-d
Richard Langley Francis Morriss  4-17-4

do Matthew Grice

do John Robson

do James Sawdon 4-12-0

do John Bielby

do John Ness
Sir Christopher SykesRichard Topham 6-12-0

do James Sawdon

do Richard Ireland

do Wiliam Robson

do John Robson

do Thomas Anderson

do Richard Clarkson
Rev Richard Forest John Bielby 1-12-0
Mr John Ness Himself 1-1-4
Richard Kirby Moses Ireland 0-19-4
Scarborough Poor  John Bielby 0-8-0
George Posthil Himself 0-5-4
Richard Topham Himself 0-4-8

20-12-0

Helperthorpe land tax.

The 1801 Helperthorpe land tax listed the five enclosure claimants, who had also been
in 1787 records: of the annual £Richard Langleynow paid more, over half of the

total, a sum for the tithe and a sum for his own land; Sir Christopher Sykes now paid
less at a fifth; and three others paid a small amount. None of the ten occupants was

awarded land in Helperthorpe in exchange for rights.

“Details of small owners in chapter 2, p. 29.
“QDE 1/3/38 Weaverthorpe Land Tax Assessments.
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Table 3.5: Land Tax paid in Helperthorpe 1801.

Proprietors Occupiers £-s-d
Richard Langley Richard Crosby 6-11-1Y4
Richard Lovel
Richard Elis
Elizabeth Simpson
Mary Smith
Wm Anderson
Richard Langley Tithe 4-1-3
Sir Christopher SykesRichard Lovel 3-13-0
Wm Lovel
Richard Esh Jonathan Ringrose 2-7-11%
Thomas Elis
Rev R. Forest 1-12-6
Richard Kirby John Miner 0-14-6%

Luttons Ambo ownership.

There is no record available for the claims for compensation for lands and rights in
Luttons Ambo before enclosure. The 1801 Luttons Ambo land-tax record listed
fifteen proprietors, from fourteen in 1797, paying a total of £18-12s.: one had changed
hands and part of Bell's was now paid by his mother. Richard Langley paid nearly a
qguarter; the lords of the manor, John Ness of East Lutton and John Bell of West
Lutton, about a fifth each; Jane Bell, the latter’'s mother, William Sawden and Rev. R.
Forest paid small amounts; and nine minor payments were made by other proprietors,
five of whom worked their own land and one of whom was a tenant of Richard
Langley. Of the other seventeen occupiers, two mentioned twice, and two of whom
were also Helperthorpe occupiers, only two were awarded land in lieu of rights as
cottage-owner. The Schoolmaster and Usher of Pocklington School (whose lessee

20
was Richard Langley), William Ness and Sir George Strickland, fifth baronet and

“John LawsonThe Endowed Grammar Schools of East Yorks(t¥€[LHS 1962):
Pocklington Grammar School was founded in Pocklington parish church in 1514 by
John Dolman, of a local landed family. The school’s confiscated lands were restored
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lord of the manor of Boynton, were later awarded allotments though they do not
appear in land-tax recorczi}s. RichardLangley as lessee of the Dean and Chapter of

York held the corn tithe in West and East Lutton and half of the wool tithe, as well as
his own land. The vicar had half of the wool-tithe and other tithes but no glebe land or

common-rights. The two lords of the manors may have held extra rights.

after the reformation, in 1551.

“Others in the enclosure award included William Ness, West Lutton gentleman, son of
John and Ann; Christopher Rousby, East Lutton cordwainer, who also bought up the
rights of three yeomen; Charles Parkes, East Lutton grocer and his wife Ann who
bought the rights of her mother Mary Ezard, West Lutton widow, and of her brother
Charles, West Lutton yeoman; Mrs. Jane Bell, Scarborough widow and mother of
John; and a cordwainer and three yeomen.

71



Table 3.6: Land tax paid in Luttons Ambo, 1801.

Proprietor Occupier Sum Assest
Richard Langley Himself 4-2-11%
do Richard Lovel

do Richard Train

do Elis Thompson

John Ness Lord of Manor WL Dorothy Ombler 3-17-7%
do Wm Ness

do Richard Posthill

do Robert Grice

do John Grice

do Himself

do John Sandiman

do Himself

Mr Bell Minor Lord of Manor EL  James Ince 3-13-1
do Wiliam Lovel

Mrs Bell widow Richard Wiliamson 2-12-6
Wm Sawdon Minor Wm Sawdon 2-7-7

do Thomas Ince

Rev Richard Forest Himself 1-11-0
Elis Thompson Robert Wood 0-2-13
Mary Ezard Charles Ezard 0-2-7%
do Martin Wise

Chris Rousby Himself 0-2-3
Joseph Robson Thomas Hudson 0-1-10v2
Elzabeth Hill Herself 0-1-10%
John Bogg Himself 0-1-10%
Wiliam, Duke of Devonshire Martin Wise 0-1-6
James Boreman Robert Grice 0-1-6
Richard Thompson Himself 0-1-6

Who were the residents of these villages at the time of enclosure?

In the 1801 census Luttons Ambo with 207 was the highest populated area although
the acreage was slightly less than Weaverthorpe (population 182). Helperthorpe was
the least populated, with only 72 inhabitafits. The population was dependent on

agriculture and the majority of the population were tenants: Helperthorpe had no

“The Victoria History of the Counties of Engand, A History of Yorkatite3,
London 1974, p. 489.
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resident owners. In Luttons Ambo the number and ownership of the dwellings is not
known but land tax records indicate only about seven resident small owners. John
Dalton’s figures of fortsthree dwellings in Weaverthorpe, population 182, half with
farm-land and half without, and of twenty-three dwellings in Helperthorpe, population
72, a third with farm-land, appear to suggest a mean figure of about four members per
Weaverthorpe household and three members per Helperthorpe houzgeh'blﬂs
suggests a figure of above forty houses in Luttons Ambo and, as there appeared to be
only seven resident owners and about thirteen resident land-tenants from the land-tax
returns, that leaves at least twenty, or half, of tenant-households without land, either
owned or tenanted. Given that houses may have been subdivided, Dalton’s listing of
Weaverthorpe’s dwellings, only half with fafiland, and of Helperthorpe, only a third

with farm-land, suggests the same conclusion. Many residents thus not accounted for
as occupiers or land-tenants in land-tax records must have been landless cottagers. It
is those cottagers and labourers not accounted for as proprietors or occupiers of land,
who probably suffered most from enclosure, losing any informal tenant access to the

commons, as the proprietor of cottages was compensated but not the tenant.
Old Enclosure.

Of the 2920.1 acres in Weaverthorpe, less than two per cent, 47.7 acres, had been
already enclosed into 56 small allotments, closes and garths, making each on average
less than an acre. Most of these allotments, apart from those of Sykes, contained a
dwelling-house. There were sixteen allotment-holders, and the church-yard: Sykes

owned over a third of allotments and Langley over a quarter. As allotments varied in

“These household sizes are extremely low, 4.8 or 5 being the acceptable figure, but
there had always been small households and migration by young people from these
poor villages, as from Helperthorpe in later censuses, and 1791-1801 parish records
show very small families. 1764 visitation returns show that two-thirds of
Weaverthorpe families consisted of only one or two adults and over half of
Helperthorpe families had only one or two adults and some years no child was born.
There is no evidence of any large prosperous households.
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size, Sykes in fact owned over half the acreage and Langley about a fifth. Most land
was valued on average at 35s. per acre but Sykes’ under 33s., suggesting poorer soil or
lack of houses, and the vicar's was just over the average. By comparison, unenclosed
open land was valued on average at under 11s. per acre. In Helperthorpe, old
enclosure accounted for 34.4 acres, out of a total of 2546.3 acres, and this had been
divided into thirty-five allotments, on average an acre each. Of the five owners,
Langley and Sykes held about a third of the allotments and about a third of the acreage
each. The average value was again 35s. per acre, but Sykes’ was under 31s.
Unenclosed open land was valued at just over 10s. per acre, slightly lower than at

Weaverthorpe.
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Table 3.7: Early enclosure in Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe.

Weaverthorpe Helperthorpe

Name Allotments House<Acreagt Allotments House:Acreage
Sir Mark Sykes 20 12 26.5 9 3 13.5
Deanand Chapt 1 1 1.5

Richard Langley 14 13 8.6 16 15 144
John Ness 1 1 0.6

Richard Kirby 2 1 1.3 2 1 0.7
ScarboroughPo 2 1 0.6

Richard Esh 6 3 4.5

Richard Topham 6 5 2.5
George Posthil 2 2 1.8
Robert Bielby 1 1 0.3
James Boreman 1 1 0.3
Richard Clarksor 1 1 0.3
Joseph Robson 1 1 0.1
Ann Robson 1 1 0.2
Wiliam Robson 1 1 0.2
Vicar 1 1 0.6 2 1 1.3
Church yard 1 1.7
Total 56 43 47.1 35 23 344
Open land 2873 2511.9
Total 2920.1 2546.3

The Enclosure Process.

The enclosure of Weaverthorpe parish were dealt with as two separate awards. The
villages of Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe were listed in the awards with 2873 acres,
and 2511 acres respectively, and Luttons Ambo, (East and West Lutton), with its
2800 acres. It is curious that the villages were organised in this way when Luttons
Ambo was in the parish of Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe was a separate parish:
perhaps because the Sykes’ family owned land in Helperthorpe and Weaverthorpe but
not in Luttons Ambo. The commissioners were concerned with all of the land in the
townships, the open fields, lands, meadows, pastures, leys, commons, and other
wastelands. They also had to deal with the public and private roads and ways, gravel

and stone pits for repairing the public highways, common watering-places for animals
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and also ditches, mounds, waterworks, bridges, gates and stiles, both their

maintenance and their public use.

Before enclosure arable made up over thiods of Weaverthorpe’s and
Helperthorpe’s total land. About a third of arableddmad been divided into the
infields, north side and south side, and used for the rotation of crops - turnips, barley,
clover, wheat, fallow, barley. Nearly a sixth had been divided into outfields; and
between a quarter and a fifth had been leys, adding up to over two-thirds of the total of
2873 acres. Eight hundred acres of open land or waste was divided between the horse
pasture and the cow pasture, with just two acres of common, all of which were used
for the livestock of the village. In Helperthorpe about a third of the arable land made
up the infields, mainly on the north side; the outfields were about a tenth; and more
than half was leys, the north side larger than the south side. Eight hundred acres of
waste was divided between the ten-acre sheep pasture, the pasture and the smaller cow

24
maoaor.

24Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe enclosure award CA/p329/44 Act 1801:Award 2
Aug 1804, ERCRO. East Lutton and West Lutton CA/p356-386/45 1801:1804,
ERCRO.
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Table 3.8: Distribution of land in Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe before enclosure.

Weaverthorp Acres Total Helperthorpe Acres Total
Arable Arable
In-fields North side 527 In-fields North side 491
South side 408 935 South side 74 565
Outfields North side 183 Outfields 173
Southside 331 517 173
Leys North side 368 Leys North side 540
Southside 253 621 Southside 437 976
Arable Tota 2073 Arable Tota 1714
Waste Waste
Horse pastur 454 Pasture 587
Cow pasture 344 Sheep pasture 10
Common 2 800 Cow moor 201 798
Total open land 2873 Total open land 2512

Records are not available for Luttons Ambo although West Lutton apparently had only

a quarter arable, 400 acres, to three-quarters,1,200 acres, of grass.

The Commissioners.

The petition to Parliament asking for the right to introduce the enclosure bill needed
the consent of the majority of proprietors. By 1801 only two or three commissioners
were usually chosen as there was now a pool of men available with enclosure
experience. Once the commissioners had been appointed and authorised to execute the
Act, and had administered an oath to each other to act fairly and impatrtially (or in the
case of any Quaker being appointed, had made an affirmation of the same), they
proceeded to accustom themselves with the area, to confirm and fix the boundaries, to
determine the rights of all interested parties, including requests for particular areas, to

make an accurate survey and plan and then to allot the various areas. llliterate owners,

“Dean and Chapter MSS, York T2, (unavailable), cited in A. H&tsal Landscape,
p. 28.
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often with small holdings, had to rely on others for their written claims. The
commissioners’ ruling on claims, property rights and reallotmest legally binding.
Farming usually continued as normal under the responsibility of the commissioners
but enclosure often took place at a quiet time in the agricultural year to avoid the
complication of harvesting, gathering or cutting. The commutation of tithes was often
carried out at the same time as enclosure with the tithe owners receiving land in lieu of
tithes: the tithes system was not popular with owners and this part of the reallocation
was carried out firszte.3 Owners were told which fences they were responsible for, how

to fence and hedge their land and were given time to do this. Tithe fencing was carried
out by the commissioners and the tithe owners were excused from paying these costs
or their legal costs. The attorneys drafted the award - in Weaverthorpe and
Helperthorpe’s case Robert Scott of York and John Piper of Pickeramgl three
copies were drawn up on parchment and signed by the commissioners who were
responsible for settling the accounts. The award was enrolled at the Registry of Deeds

27
in Beverley on 18 September 1804.

The appointed commissioners, especially in the Wolds, were usually relatively local
men familiar with the area: the Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe award had as
commissioners John Hall of Scarborough, William Whitelock of Brotherton and Isaac
Leatham, a Quaker, of Barton-le-Street. The surveyor was John Dalton of Hessle,
HuII.28 John Ness told George Britton that Mr. Legard of Ganton objected to Mr.
Cleaver or Mr. John Hall being commissioners and requested Mr. Scott and Mr. Piper
as solicitorsz.9 The Luttons Ambo Award, also enrolled 18 September 1804, had as its

commissioners Joseph Dickenson, a Quaker of Beverley Park, and William

*J. CrowtherEnclosure Commissioners and Surveyors of the East RidiYg-HS
1986), pp. 9-10.

“Ibid, p. 11; Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe enclosure award CA/ pp. 329/44 Act
1801: Award 2 Aug 1804, ERCRO.

“Ibid, p. 12;Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe enclosure award
* HUL DDSY/10/66: letter in 1799 from George Britten to Sir Christopher Sykes.
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Whitelock, of Brotherton, and the land surveyor was Ralph Burton of Salton. William
Dawson, of Tadcaster, was nominated umpire to decide differences of ogginion.
Commissioners usually had other employment such as land agent, farmer, lawyer or
estate steward, giving them experience in running a farm, collecting rents and seeing
to repairs. They were educated men and often followed family members into the
profession. Often they encouraged improvements: Isaac Leatham, author of “General
view of the agriculture of the East Riding” in 1794 and steward of Osbaldeston estate
at Hunmanby, encouraged farmers and tenants to grow turnips as part of a six-crop
rotationf%l Commissioners often had close contact with landowners but were expected
to remain impartial: the 1801 Standing Orders of the House of Commons stated that
no interested person should be named as a commissioner, surveyor or valuer, although
Crowther has found some cases in which this rule was not foll?éz\/vé'dhere appears

to have been complete impartiality in the Weaverthorpe awards, perhaps because each
had a Quaker amongst the commissioners, and Quakers had a reputation for

33
‘impartiality and freedom from corruption and political implications’.

Division of Land: Roads.

Before allocating land in lieu of tithe the commissioners had to decide a number of
issues of common interest such as roads and streams. In other enclosures the Great
Wolds Valley road beyond Weaverthorpe was moved to further north to avoid

seasonal flooding from the Gypsey Race, which itself was straigh3t4eriéidst they

“East Lutton and West Lutton CA/ pp. 356-386/45 1801: 1804, ERCRO.

*J. CrowtherEnclosure Commissioners and Surveyors of the East Ridyd.HS

1986) pp.16-17.

“Ibid, pp. 23-4. In a case of conflicting interests, John Hall in correspondence
appeared to have bought land at Etton in 18839 on Lord Hotham'’s behalf, as his
agent, at the same time as he was enclosing it. There were further examples at South
Dalton in 1822-1827 and in Cherry Burton in 1823-1829 where Hotham was awarded
fifteen and a half acres for common rights.

33,, .
Ibid, p. 26.
K. J. Allison, East Riding of Yorkshire Landscaype 156.
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designated the lines of public roads and published details in the newspapers on 18
October 1801 with notice of appeal at the general Quarter Sessions in the East Riding
within six months. The Driffield Roads in both Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe were
amended and extended, and re-advertised on 18 November 1801 in lieu of the
previous ones, presumably in response to objections: any further objections could be
delivered in writing to Robert Scott’s office in York within fourteen days. The public
roads in Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe and Luttons Ambo were, as required by the
General Enclosure Act, to be at least 40 feet in breadth, exclusive of ditches or fences,
and were to be kept in repair in the same manner as other public roads in the
townships. There were six roads in Weaverthorpe, nine in Helperthorpe and ten in
East and West Lutton, some new but some extending ancient ways. Next came the
private roads or ways which were important for villagers’ every day life: in
Weaverthorpe one was to be thirty feet in breadth exclusive of ditches and maintained
in the same way as the public roads, and a second twenty feet in breadth to allow
inhabitants to use the well and kept in repair by the landowner Richard Langley. In
Luttons Ambo there were four private roads, all but one in East L?Jsttd'lfn.e creation

of so many roads, especially in Luttons Ambo, illustrates the previous absence of
permanent links between the various communities and further afield and the
consequent lack of easy communication between these villages and the outside world:
communication must have been especially difficult in exposed areas during severe
winter weather. The villages previously suffered from not being connected to a major
route. They were encircled to the north by the turnpiked York-Scarborough road and
the Malton-Filey road, to the west by the Malton-Beverley road, to the south by the
Malton-Bridlington road and to the east by the partially-turnpiked Scarborough-Hull

road. Neither did they have access to the Driffield Navigation to

eaverthorpe an elperthorpe enclosure awar . ; East Lutton an
W horpe and Helperthorp | d CA/ pp. 329/44; East L d
West Lutton CA/ pp. 356-386/45.
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Beverley and Hull or the River Derwent from Yeddingham and Malton to Goole and
36
the Humber. Both Hull and Bridlington had long been exporters of agricultural

produce to the north and south-east of the country as well as to Europe.

After the roads came the provision in each awardtlier ‘Gypsey Race’ stream
running on the North side of Lutton Road through East Lutton, West Lutton,
Helperthorpe and Weaverthorpe, to continue its present course for the use and benefit
of inhabitants. It was to be repaired and cleansed, taking care not to make it too deep
nor to allow obstructions, by the owners of lands through which it passed: the part
which extended across roads was the responsibility of the district road surveyors. The
Weaverthorpe award also called for the repair and erection of bridges by the surveyors.
Next came the allotment of land for public stone-quarries and gravel-pits, for lime-
burning and for building and repairing buildings. Weaverthorpe, Helperthorpe and
Luttons Ambo each had four pits. The Luttons Ambo award contained the usual
detailed instructions for the construction of ditches and the planting of hedges.
Ditches were to be three feet wide at the top, sloping to six inches at the bottom, and
two feet in depth. Quick set (hawthorn) hedges were to be planted fourteen inches
from the edge of the ditches. The young plants were to be protected from damage
from cattle by posts and rails until they grew strong enough: where two ditches met,
posts and rails could be erected to prevent cattle from straying. Ditches were to have a
free-flowing course of water at all times though a temporary bank could be built to fill

a pond for cattle. One copy of the Weaverthorpe award and plan was to be kept in the

home of Sir Mark Masterman Sykes in Sledmere.

*Baron F. DuckhaniThe Inland Waterways of East Yorkshire 1700-19B8st
Yorkshire Local History Society 1972), p. 4; K.A.MacmahBoads and Turnpike
Trusts in Eastern Yorkshiré:ast Yorkshire Local History Society 1964), pp. 38-39.
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Assessment of allotments and value of township.

Complex calculations were made in order to assess the value of the land. In
Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe the value of the roads was deducted from the value
of the fields and leys, then 2/11 for the tithe and 1/20 for average. The resulting sum
was divided among the proprietors. From the value of the horse pasture and the cow
pasture in Weaverthorpe, and the south side pasture and the sheep pasture in
Helperthorpe, were deducted the value of the roads, 2/11 for the tithe, and then a
deduction of a quarter for average. The remaining pasture lands in Helperthorpe and
the horse pasture in Weaverthorpe were then divided among the holders of oxgangs.
The cow pasture in Weaverthorpe was divided amongst the occupiers of houses and
holders of oxgangs but in Helperthorpe not only were the roads and 2/11 for tithe
deducted from the values, but also the vicar’s right and 1/32nd part allocated to Sir
Mark Sykes as Lord of the manor. The result was then divided among the occupiers
of houses and holders of oxgangs. The sum of all these factors gives the total value of
the township to be dividesc;. The average value of the land appeared to have been

now assessed as about 10s. per acre.

“John Dalton, Notebook 1A 1801, Weaverthorpe Enclosure Award. CA/pp. 329/44.
East Riding County Records Office, Beverley.
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Table 3.9: Value (in shillings) of Ilands at enclosure in Weaverthorpe and

Helperthorpe

Weaverthorpe Value in s TotalHelperthorpe Valueins Total
Roads Fields 350 Roads Fields 256
Cow pasture 80 Pasture 145
Horse pastur 20 450 Cow moor 15 425
Tithes Fields 3833 Tithes Fields 3004
Cow pasture 601 Pasture 1405
Horse pastur 1075 Cow moor 265 4674
Common 13 5582
Arable land, leys 16386 Arable land, leys 12844
Cow Pasture 2231 S. side pasture 4741
Horse pasture 3629 Cow moor 1145
Averages Fields 862 Glebe 10
Cow pasture 744 1/32d part as Lord 37
Horse pastut 1075 Averages Fields 676
Common 58 2873 Pasture 1580 2256
31150 26133

With the land-value assessed, John Dalton then assessed the quantity and value of the
arable land and leys owned by certain proprietors and for old roads, excluding the
horse and cow pastures and common. It is not clear exactly how these sums were
arrived at but the proprietors were the same names as those owning oxgangs, though
the figures are much larger and in different proportions, perhaps taking into account
extra claims such as lord of the manor, ownership of the common baulks and tithe-
ownership. Of the seven Weaverthorpe proprietors, Sir Mark Sykes was awarded the
highest acreage at over half the total and Richard Langley had about two-fifths. Of
Helperthorpe’s four propriets, Richard Langley had about two-fifths and Sir Mark
Sykes and Richard Esh about a third each.
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Table 3.10: Assessment of acreage owned (before deductions) in Weaverthorpe and

Helperthorpe.

Weaverthorpe S S Helperthorp s S
Acreagt Value Per acre Acreage Value Per acre

Sir Mark Sykes 874 9040 10 591 5800 10
Richard Langley 798 8201 10 720 6904 10
Dean and Chapte 28 274 10

Richard Esh 298 3034 10
Vicar 26 268 10

John Ness 167 1736 10

Richard Kirby 118 1211 10 102 1009 10
Scarborough Poa 55 594 11

Old Roads 7 107 15 2 42 20
Total 2073 21431 1714 16790

Assessment of land-value.

In order to assess each individual’'s land in Weaverthorpe, John Dalton first of all
recorded the messuages, cottages and oxgangs owned, and the quantity and value of
the arable land and leys owned by the seven oxgang-holders in Table 3.6. The value
of the allotment of arable land and leys was then assessed at just over 15s. in the £.

To this was added a figure for the cow pasture, divided by oxgangs and houses, for all
fiteen Weaverthorpe award-holders in Table 6; a figure for the horse pasture divided
by the oxgangs - applicable only to the original seven oxgang-holders; a figure for
averages and commons with 3s for the average of balks divided by houses and
oxgangs. This gave a total value to the allotment of fields and pastures for each of the
fifteen award holders.

Just short of 80s. was then taken from the Scarborough Poor for fences and given to
the other twelve proprietors, excluding the vicar and Dean and Chapter, in the
proportion to the value of their allotment. A final total was thus reached for the value
of the land held by each award holder.

Then tax was taken from all award-holders, excluding Scarborough Poor, the vicar and

the Dean and Chapter, equal to one year’s purchase on the value of fields and pastures
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at allotment, plus the value of old inclosure taxed at 2/6d in the £. A second tax of
2/3d in the £ was taken from the four oxgang-holders, excluding Scarborough Poor,

the vicar and the Dean and Chapter.

In Helperthorpe a similar process was carried out but instead of Weaverthorpe’s cow
pasture and horse pasture, Helperthorpe’s south side pasture divided by oxgang, and
cow moor divided by house and oxgang, were added. The Dean and Chapter did not
appear in these calculations. The vicar gained by owning a house, but not any
oxgangs. Tax was assessed in the same way as in Weaverthorpe. Sir Mark Sykes had

a second allotment for the cow moor as Lord of the Manor.

Yelling states that the usual amount for tithe-commutation depended on the power of

the tithe-holder: usually one-fifth for open field, one-seventh for old enclosure and
38

one-ninth for common-waste, land ill-afforded by rights-holder3he eventual 2/11

for old enclosure and about 1/4 for arable here appears generous.

In Weaverthorpe, Sir Mark Sykes now had land valued at between a third and a half of
the total compared with land valued at over a half of the total value before enclosure,
and Richard Langley now had land valued at well over a third of the total compared
with a fifth before enclosure. In Helperthorpe Richard Langley’'s share was between a
half and a third of the total value and Sir Mark Sykes’ was about a third, both similar
to before enclosure. There were no new owners as there were no rights to be
exchanged for land. Sir Mark Sykes and Richard Langley now owned between them
over two-thirds of these two villages, compared with a similar proportion before
enclosure. There is no evidence of the process undertaken, nor the original holdings,

in West and East Lutton, but presumably the same process was carried out.

SSYeIIing, Common Field and Enclosure in England 1450 - 1§60.02.
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Table 3.11: Net value of assessment after deductions.

Weaverthorpe Helperthorpe

Proprietors Value of allotmer  Value of allotmer  Total
Sir Mark Sykes 10081.9 7031.8 17113.7
SMS-Lord of the Manol 36.9 36.9
Richard Langley 9679.1 8844.8 18523.9
Richard Esh 3710.4 3710.4
John Ness 1986.5 1986.5
Richard Kirby 1372.6 1252.1 2624.7
Scarborough Poor 614.2 614.2
Dean and Chapter 350.6 350.6
Vicar 345.8 28.6 374.4
Richard Topham 174.4 174.4
George Posthil 64.9 64.9
John Robson 37.4 37.4
Ann Robson 36.8 36.8
Wiliam Robson 36.7 36.7
Robert Bielby 36.5 36.5
Richard Clarkson 36.2 36.2
John Bielby 36.0 36.0

Total 24780.8 20904.6 45685.4

Allotment of Land.

The allotment of land began with awards to Richard Langley, as lessee of the Dean
and Chapter of York, and to the vicar, in place of glebe lands and to compensate for
tithes and any other rights. The Weaverthorpe award states that several allotments had
been exchanged with the written consent of owners: those of the churches were with
the consent of the Archbishop of York and the Dean and Chapter of York. After this
came the allotment for the lord of the manor and then any other allotments both for
rights of average and common and for any land held, the smallest allotments being
last. Each award was accompanied by the direction of which fences to make and
maintain, or maintain only, if they had already been made by the commissioners’

orders. The award to the overseers of the poor of Scarborough, whose fences had been
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made, was reduced to cover their proportion of expenses for the enclosure and their
fences. In West Lutton, the Schoolmaster and Usher of Pocklington School received
an allotment reduced by their proportion of the fences made and any other expenses

due.

The holder of a small allotment of land did not have other business interests through
which to raise the money to cover his costs. These costs were proportionately higher
for a small owner than for a large landowner: a small plot required half the fencing of
a piece of land four times the size. Therefore with all the costs of enclosure a
proportion of allotment holders often appeared forced either to sell their rights before
the enclosure award, or to sell some or all of their allotment of land afterwards, either
to avoid, or to be able to pay, these costs. The precise costs are often unknown or
difficult to ascertain because of so many variables to take into account but they are
assumed to have been higg?h.SneII and others estimate the costs of parliamentary
enclosure to have been between £3 and £18 per acre as fees and other costs rose
rapidly around the turn of the nineteenth cen?ﬁryn Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe
enclosure-costs were very low by comparison though Snell may have included extra
costs: Crowther gave the actual costs from the Sykes' paperssapeidacre in
Weaverthorpe and Helperthorpe, 17s in Weaverthorpe and 17s6d in Helperthorpe with
the tithe allotment adjustment. These were reasonable compared with the average of
eight East Riding townships between 1790 and 1815 which was 27.2s. non-adjusted

and 33.8s adjusted per aé%e.

*A. Armstrong,Farmworkers(Batsford 1988.) p. 35.

“K.D.M.Snell, Annals of the Labouring Po¢Cambridge University Press 1985.) p.
188.

*J. Crowther, Ph.D. thesis, Tables 6.4,6.5, pp. 324-5, from HUL DDSY 98/1.
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Allotments.

The land distribution appears a good practical operation as proprietors were given a
variety of land. Cottage-owners and the smallest holders were given allotments
around their homes along the main street. Beyond the houses, closes and garths, the
former infields and outfields were divided into long allotments, taking in different
soils, amongst all of the larger owners: the north field to Sykes, the west field to the
vicar and Kirby and the south to the rest of the owners. The cow pasture went mainly
to the Dean and Chapter and to Ann Ness, who sold about an acre to Robert Carlile
Broadley‘.13 In this way the smallest had easy access from their homes in the village
centre and larger holders could establish an independent holding with its own
farmstead outside the village. In Helperthorpe the same pattern was followed as
owners received a variety of land: the cow moor went to Sykes; the pasture to Langley,
Esh and the Dean and Chapter; the north field to Sykes, the vicar, Kirby and Langley;
and the south field to Langley, Esh and the Dean and Chapter. Presumably in East and
West Lutton the same variety of soil was given to owners: the award details only the
north and south side which were each divided into several large and small allotments.

No map is available.

The number of proprietors and the acreage allotted to them varied in each village.
The Dean and Chapter and the Master and Usher of Pocklington School were now
listed separately from their lessee Richard Langley. Weaverthorpe had fifteen
proprietors, compared with eight in Land Tax returns, the same number as claimants:
Robert Bielby of Ryton had sold his rights to Richard Topham and Ann Ness had sold
some to Robert Carlisle Broadley. There were no new proprietors. Almost half of the
fifteen award-holders held less than five acres and over two-thirds less than a hundred

acres each, while the two major non-resident landowners held over nine hundred acres

“See Appendix 1, Tables 1-4.
43Sykes' onetime bank-partner, see Chapter 1.
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each or about two-thirds of the land between them. There were only two institutions:
the Dean and Chapter and the Overseers of the Poor of Scarborough. Helperthorpe
had the same proprietors as in the Land Tax and the same two of the village’'s six
owners held over three-fifths of the land between them but no-one held under a
hundred acres. Luttons Ambo had seventeen owners, two more than in the Land Tax:
seven in East Lutton and six in West Lutton and four held land in both. Pocklington
School was the only institution. Various transactions had taken place, presumably to
raise money, or land-consolidation or enclosure costs: Mary Ezard had sold to her
daughter Ann, and husband, Charles Parke; Richard Thompson, John Bogg of
Wetwang and William Sawdon all sold rights to Christopher Rousby. Sir George
Strickland and William Ness, the latter gaining two considerable allotments, obtained
land although not in the 1801 land-tax records. In East Lutton allotments were small:
no-one held over five hundred acres and over half of the eleven owners held less than
fifty acres, four of them under twenty acres. West Lutton similarly had ten owners of
whom four held under five acres, half under twenty acres, and no-one held five

44
hundred acres or more.

“See Table 3.14: development from Crowther’s table, Ph.D. thesis, p. 621.
Crowther’s table of percentage of ownership showing social and economic groups
does not include the institutions of Pocklington School and Scarborough Poor.
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Table 3.12: The enclosure awards measured in acres, roods and perches.

Weaverthorpe Helperthorpe East Lutton West Lutton Total

Sir Mark Sykes 946-1-2¢ 824-3-31 1771-1-13
Richard Langley 958-3-2¢ 714-2-17 60-2-3¢ 1-2-1 1735-2-3¢
Dean and Chapter 503-0-2¢ 244-3-3¢ 428-1-1( 1176-1-3:
John Bell 327-2-3¢ 208-2-2¢ 536-1-22
William Sawdon 495-1-1¢ 495-1-14
Richard Esh 339-3-2¢ 339-3-2¢
Vicar 80-2-2¢ 225-3-2i 31-1-2¢ 338-0-¢
Mrs.Jane Bell 344-3-Z 344-3-Z
William Ness 126-1-2¢ 181-1-Z 307-2-31
Ann Ness/John Ness di 203-1-7 28-0-2¢ 73-3-2 305-0-31
Richard Kirkby 98-0-12z 137-0-3¢ 235-1-7
Master/Pocklington Sch 93-3-11 93-3-11
Overseers of the Poor 37-2-1C 37-2-1C
Christopher Roushby 16-0-C 16-0-C
Duke of Devonshire 13-0-C 13-0-C
Richard Topham 11-1-2¢ 11-1-2¢
Sir George Strickland 8-2-19 8-2-19
Charles & Ann Parke 3-1-0 3-1-0
George Posthill 2-3-22 2-3-22
James Bowman 2-2-34 2-2-34
Thomas Sawdon 2-1-12 2-1-12
Richard Clarkson 1-2-14 1-2-14
William Robson 1-2-1C 1-2-10
John Robson 1-1-3C 1-1-30C
John Bielby 1-1-21 1-1-21
Ann Robson 1-1-9 1-1-9
Joseph Robson 1-1-4 1-1-4
Robt.Carlile Broadley 1-0-37 1-0-37
Thomas Thompson 1-0-28 1-0-28
2810-3-21 2487-2-1: 1382-2-: 1067-3-2

In summary, the three outstanding landowners in these villages were: Sir Mark Sykes
with over 1771 acres, Richard Langley with over 1735 acres of his own as well as
being lessee of Pocklington School with over 93 acres, and lessee of the third major
landowner, the Dean and Chapter of York, which held over 1176 acres. After these
came nine owners with between around 100 and 550 acres each, then seventeen

owners with less than fifty acres each, of whom twelve held less than five acres.

45VVeaverthorpe, Helperthorpe and Luttons Ambo enclosure awards.
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