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An Edinburgh Garden for the Nine Muses

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Pegasus arriving at Arthur's Seat for another Festival

After seventy-something years of honest application I have taught myself that the four essentials of garden
design are scale, structure, circulation, and context. But all of these need a controlling idea.
Mine came in Edinburgh in 1965 when I met my wife
and we decided to garden in a small patch fronting
onto Holyrood Park. The army had requisitioned it
during WW2 and had lined its long wall top onto
the park with broken beer bottles set in mortar.
Their controlling idea was fortification against small
boys climbing over to help themselves to the hard,
unripe apples of two old fruit trees. Our controlling
idea was to pulverise the bottles and encourage the

small boys to eat as many apples as they could. We
were soon left in peace.
Family needs controlled the garden for the next 20
years – clothes lines, a sand pit, rows of vegetables,
a clutter-hut, and a lawn for Lord Cutgrass. Then the
family was suddenly gone and we were confronted
with emptiness. How to fill it? Where was the
controlling idea?
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Edinburgh's Festival supplied the answer. Annually,
as the whole world arrives, the city swells and
pulsates to a bewilderment of the Arts and their
Sciences. And yet these self-same Arts and their
nine sister Muses have no Edinburgh locus animus,
no sacred grove, no sanctuary, not even a Bed and
Breakfast. What were the City Fathers doing when
they founded the Festival? Surely guest
accommodation for the nine daughters of Zeus and
Mnemosyne should have been the first priority?
Could we not offer them our garden patch at Spring
Gardens? But I jump slightly ahead... How then
firstly to relate a sanctuary for the Muses to the
scale, structure, circulation, and context of our
garden?

Structure and circulation could both then follow.
Our garden is a slender half-crescent, some sixty
paces by thirty. Given an outer pathway within the
park wall it would, we calculated, be possible to
arrange a circuit just long enough to give each Muse
space enough without feeling that they were all
strap-hanging in a crowded tram.
Context, the last of the garden's needs, was more of
a problem. According to which myth you accept,
the locus animus of the nine Muses is either Mount
Helicon and its Hippocrene fount, or Delphic
Parnassus and its Castilian Spring: in each case
presided over by the sun god Apollo. Luring Apollo
to Edinburgh was, we decided, a lost cause, but we
could at least represent him by a cloche of
cucumbers. The Muses themselves could be
represented by generously-tressed individual heads
sculptured in Portland Stone by Fiona Maher and
placed and spaced in a woodland Arcadia. Here
then was our context, and twenty years down the
line was our Spring Garden to the nine Muses;
presided over by Pegasus, their white horse
alighting each year on Arthur's Seat to inaugurate a
new Edinburgh Festival.

Mnemosyne, Mother of The Muses

Scale, that is, relative size, is of vital importance to
gardeners. Everyman, given his or her patch, has a
choice in their mind's eye, of upsizing, downsizing,
or same-sizing. Most of us settle comfortably for the
latter, but there is always the challenge, like Swift's
Gulliver, of exploring the miniature and/or the giant;
and even perhaps the mad extremities of Gulliver's
Laputians who sought to extract sunshine from
cucumbers – a very fitting enterprise in Scotland.
Perhaps if not the Muses whole and at life size, we
could at least have their heads and glorious locks
peering through our garden undergrowth and
spaced out along their own circuit? Here then was
the scale of our controlling idea.

Erato, Muse of Love and Chinese seat

Welcome then to 'Newlyn', a bench mark garden for
the nine Muses, representing the sorority of the Arts
and Sciences, and their all-encompassing discipline
Landscape Architecture.

4

Moongate to the Garden of Celestial Washing

The garden is modestly placed at the Centre of the
Universe within the Tian Jog Ting (The Garden of
Celestial Washing). Cosmic energy from above
passes through Snoopy stargazing within his
celestial orb, and travels down the HM Postbox,
where it is channelled outward in First- and
Second-class messages along the cardinal compass
points, past grandchildren's socks, and watched
over unobtrusively from nearby Mnemosyne,
Mother of the Muses, sitting against the
Symphoricarpos and whispering to Calliope, her
head girl, unseen but within earshot.
Calliope's eight sisters (sub heads) receive her
onward messages at various numbered locations
throughout the garden. Along the way will be found
numerous imitations of Art by Nature, and various
graffiti inscribed on walls and seats. The thresholds
of different parts of the garden are marked by
golden ampersand frogs.

Calliope with Rhubarb and Crambe
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We enter the garden at (1) passing over the Captain
Oates' threshold and sounding the garden bell (2) to
quietly alert the Muses to our presence. Zeus their
father, banished by Hera, is represented by a large
watering can (3). His banqueting table extends
unused (4). Frescoed beside it is a message for
visitors (5) and a flower-flanked chaddar (6)
extending beyond man-made springs (7) to a
lararium and its offering of golden apples (8). The
Muse Euterpe lies beyond and next to a corset of
Gunnera (9). A raised bed of Rhubarb hovers 10 feet
above the Holyrood Palace sewer, guarded by
Daleks (10).

Resting at the end of the long walk is the gardener's
wife in Box. We pass under the Cannonball Tree (17)
and confront Dr Who terminating a French dead
end (18). Turning westward we pass a three stage
Honeysuckle ladder and Melpomene, Muse of
Tragedy (19). We note a message cast in the
pavement and two others before crossing the
helicopter landing pad (20) and arriving at Arthur's
Seat (21). We rise up over a mini-haha to reach the
Garden of the Pool of Voided Cherry Stones (22)
past guardian hermaphrodites, and arrive back at
the Axis Mundi, Snoopy, and the Garden of Celestial
Washing (23). We note Clio, Muse of History (24),
and Urania, Muse of the Heavens (25). Our quick
scout of the garden is now done. We have taken our
line for a walk. We sound the bell and we say
goodbye.

Proceeding anticlockwise we pass under the fruiting
bodies of Ringpullmeya (11), past a sleeping figure of
the gardener in Box (12), past a seat of monsters and
onward to Calliope (13). Thalia, Muse of Comedy lies
nearby (14), listening to Aristophanes pulling the legs
of garden visitors. A long walk of Bamboo, Sweet
Cicely and Rodgersia leads to Erato, Muse of Love
(15) next to two further messages (16).
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The Canonball Tree

But is it really goodbye? Gardens are never finished
and their messages never fully told. What comes
next? Why can all of this not be a dress rehearsal for
something far bigger and more appropriate? Surely
quite the best locus animus for the nine Muses in
Edinburgh is Princes Street Gardens, in the city
centre? What better place to discover Terpsichore,
Muse of Choral Dance and Song, than stirring from
beneath Castle Rock! Where better to find Urania
than stargazing from the woodland beneath the
Esplanade, or Thalia, Muse of Comedy, playing to
the crowds on the Mound? Are Princes Street
Gardens really merely looking for a replacement for
the Ross Bandstand? Here surely is their controlling
idea, their future purpose, their unity and their
coherence? Come in Banksy.

John Byrom in his garden

Introductions include the esculent rhubarb, Rheum
regale next to a sewer manhole, and a troublesome
clump of Edwina googiana, the Hard Boiled Egg
Plant: also a family tree of self-labelling British
apples. It should be noted that we have the National
Collection of Upsidedownias, Upsidedownia
upsidedownia: also a rare temperate sport of the Sri
Lankan Cannonball Tree, Couroupitya sp, which
hybridises readily with a wide range of balls coming
over the park wall. The Ringpullmeya, Ringpullmeya
ringpullmeya, seeds itself readily throughout the
garden. The garden's horticulture is of the most
basic kind. Nature herself is encouraged to get on
with it, excepting two small daisied lawns tended by
Lord Cutgrass. A giant thistle, Cardunculus sp,
house-high Buddleia and Himalayan Rose tower at
points of emphasis and shroud a message bidding
the visitor:

Planting Note
The garden dates from the Carboniferous period,
with one or two additions. It is on a 999-year lease
from the Crown and the Royal Sewer from
Holyrood runs through it at a depth of ten feet. The
Water Horsetail, Equisetum fluviatale, always
endemic along the line of the sewer, is naturally
dominant.

BE BRIEF, BE BRIGHT, BE GONE
John Byrom
Images: Creative Commons
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Changing Values in a City Garden
Queen Street Gardens East

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Queen Street Gardens East: view looking north-east

This article is a social rather than a horticultural history, in which the East Queen Street Gardens in particular and all three Queen Street Gardens in general - demonstrate the changing values placed on gardens in a city
context. Some observations are unique to Edinburgh, while others are common to city gardens across Scotland
and the UK.
Two publications have provided the historical basis
for this article: for the development of the New
Town, The Buildings of Scotland: Edinburgh, by
John Gifford, Colin McWilliam and David Walker
(revised edition, 1991); and for the development of
the Gardens, Connie Byrom’s The Edinburgh New
Town Gardens: ‘Blessings as well as Beauties’
(2005).1 An online summary history of each garden
can be found on the website of Historic
Environment Scotland (HES).2 The Cockburn
Association’s booklets for Doors Open Days contain
very brief historical summaries, and individual
Gardens have produced leaflets and website
information. My own connection to the Gardens is
two-fold: I am a Commissioner of Queen Street
Gardens East, and our house in Abercromby Place
carries one of the original shares.

Developments to 1822
James Craig’s 1767 plan for the original New Town
included a band of parkland to the north of Queen
Street. This land on which the ‘second New Town’
(Abercromby Place, Heriot Row and further streets
northward) was built belonged to Heriot’s Hospital,
and until the late eighteenth century it had been
used by the market gardeners and dairymen of
Broughton Village. There was a general acceptance
that the strip of land immediately north of Queen
Street should be kept free of building development,
whoever might own or manage it in the future,
though this only became formalised once
developments had begun to take place.
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The previous use of garden land for farming gave it a
fertility that meant the new Gardens were created
without large-scale importation of soil.
Developments in the nineteenth century also
benefitted from the growing numbers of
nurserymen in Edinburgh (37 by the 1870s) and the
advice of prestigious botanists such as James
McNab (1810-79).
Formal establishment of the East Gardens began in
1812 when householders from Abercromby Place
decided to prevent building development by jointly
purchasing the land to create a ‘pleasure ground’.
The main design was by nurseryman and landscape
gardener John Hay (1758-1836), who created a
semi-formal garden, which today has become far
more informal, and more of an urban parkland than
a conventional city garden.

Baron Ord’s house at no.8 Queen Street, and its entrance from
the East Queen Street Gardens, now blocked up

Another early character on the scene was The Rt
Hon. David Steuart, Lord Provost of Edinburgh in the
early 1780s, who lived at 5 Queen Street. He was
the type of speculative developer who shows drive
and enterprise, but who will always cause concern
to conservationists. In 1781 he bought a plot adjacent
to Ord’s, then in 1786 bought Ord’s old garden as
well when it was sold by Ord’s son John (based in
Fulham and a keen horticulturalist, so perhaps
unaware of what might follow). Steuart spent about
£500 laying out his garden, with a serpentine pool
and a building (probably a summer-house), and
housing a gardener in the north-east corner. By
1788, he had let it to a nurseryman who held musical
concerts and sold ‘pick your own’ fruit, followed in
1800 by a lease to another nurseryman. Steuart was
then in financial difficulties, and he made a request –
refused by Heriot’s – to build houses on his Garden
land (he then sold the land). The next few years saw
some of the land sold again to the residents of Duke
Street (upper Dublin Street today) to enlarge their
own west-facing private gardens, the establishing of
the Queen Street coal yard, and a suggestion of
running a road through the Gardens. And on the
land which was to become the Central Queen Street
Gardens there were now cows and pigs.

Tracing changes to the layouts of the gardens until
the 1850s is remarkably difficult. Map-makers who
were punctilious in recording changes in streets
tended to recycle out-of-date cartographical
information relating to gardens, and some appear to
have filled in spaces on their maps with decorative
elements simply to avoid leaving blank areas. And
up to the later eighteenth century many maps of
Edinburgh stopped short of this northern area.
Engraved illustrations in city guides are equally
vague, often showing rows of New Town houses
with sloping and vaguely-defined fields to the north.
The personalities involved in the early Gardens are
far better recorded. One such was Robert Ord, Chief
Baron of the Scottish Exchequer 1755-1775. He
engaged Robert Adam to build no. 8 Queen Street
where, to quote James Boswell, he ‘lived in it
magnificently’. Ord was interested in horticulture,
and his desire for a private garden resulted in a 2.5acre purchase of land directly across Queen Street
from his house, accessed by a tunnel he
constructed beneath the street, now blocked up. His
was the first charter granted by the Governors of
Heriot’s Hospital, and like subsequent feus there
was permission solely for a garden.

View of Queen Street looking west, in William Whyte’s The New
Picture of Edinburgh for 1817

Thus it was hardly surprising that by 1812 the
residents of Queen Street and Abercromby Place
(by this time feued and some houses already
occupied) were working together, slowly but
doggedly, towards a joint purchase of land under a
share system, and by 1814 the pleasure garden was
laid out with John Hay’s advice. It was now clear to
all that the Heriot’s Trustees would never
countenance any building on the land, thus making
the properties in Queen Street, Abercromby Place
and Heriot Row much sought after. This was noted

The entrance in the garden to Baron Ord’s house across the road
at no.8 Queen Street (now hidden behind a thicket)
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by William Whyte in his New Picture of Edinburgh
(1817), who described Queen Street’s benefits: ‘…not
having a double row of houses the inhabitants enjoy
a very extensive and delightful prospect towards
the north, commanding a view of the county of Fife,
the agreeable prospects exhibited by the Forth, and
the shipping in the river.’ His guidebook included a
very simple engraved view looking west along the
Street from the east end, showing foliage on the
northern side. The developed nature of the Gardens
along the Street was demonstrated in his next
edition (1818) when he added a footnote to the
paragraph above: ‘It is much to be regretted that the
open space between Hanover and Frederick-streets
is not laid out in pleasure-ground, to correspond
with the other divisions in front of Queen’s-street,
as it might be done at little expense by the
proprietors in the neighbourhood.’3

with specimen trees, with James McNab advising on
horticultural developments in 1829. The Central
Gardens - in contrast to the other two Gardens
along Queen Street - became a very private space,
secluded from traffic noise and the prying eyes of
the public. Wilson’s plan for West Queen Street
Gardens was rather different, for here he was
working with a flatter area of land with few natural
features (though some mature trees). The ground
level was raised to become slightly mounded,
providing a variety of contours and views.
In all three gardens, terracing was created along
Queen Street. This served as a planting area,
buffering the gardens against street traffic, and
provided viewpoints from which to see the gardens
and landscape to the north. Terrace construction and upgrades and maintenance - may also have
been prompted by the land slippages caused by the
construction of Moray Place in the 1820s, and the
later collapse of the terrace below Ramsay Garden
in 1860.5 Railings were also constructed around all
three Gardens.

The detailed layouts of the East Gardens can be
seen in Kirkwood’s plan of 1817, with one section still
leased out at its west end, the gardener’s house and
Steuart’s pavilion, and the long private gardens now
enjoyed by the houses in Duke Street. Hay’s layout
of serpentine paths, radiating from a central point,
did not survive later alterations. On this map much
of the Western gardens are also laid out to some
degree. The Central Gardens still lack any formal
design, though Robert Kirkwood’s map made two
years later shows huge lengths of washing line,
Farmer Wood’s circular pond and a water pump,
thus demonstrating domestic use while enabling the
cartographer to fill the empty space. 4
1822 – 1922 The Pleasure Grounds
The Act of Parliament, dated 15th May 1822, was
entitled:
An Act for regulating, maintaining, and improving
the Premises in the City of Edinburgh, termed
Queen Street Gardens, and for effecting certain
other Improvements in the Vicinity thereof, and
connected therewith.

Alexander Nasmyth’s fanciful view of Abercromby Place c.1830,
possibly a design for a stage set

Abercromby Place became well-known for its
gently curving (though not mathematically correct)
crescent, a shape resulting from a need to avoid
building on Queen Street Gardens, now firmly
protected from any building development. The
curved street façade attracted the attention of
architects and engineers as well as the local
population, and thus made the Gardens along the
south side of the Street better known. The local
artist Alexander Nasmyth (1758-1840), himself an
engineer and architect, lived in nearby York Place,
and he painted a fanciful view of the Street from its
east end, c.1830. It shows well-wooded Gardens,
the buildings colonnaded, and fanciful domes on
each side of the entrance to Nelson Street. The
empty foreground, and the very small format of this
panel painting (approx. 20 x 30 cms), would
suggest it may have been a design for one of his
theatrical stage sets.6

Though prompted mainly by concerns relating to
Queen Street Gardens East, the Act also established
and formalised the legal status of the Central and
West Queen Street Gardens.
The Central and Western gardens were both
designed after 1822 by the landscape painter
Andrew Wilson (1780-1848), who was heavily
influenced by the classical landscape paintings of
Claude Lorrain, an artist who had inspired many of
his easel compositions. In the Central Gardens,
Wilson created a tool-shed in the shape of a stone
pavilion in Greek Doric style, and Farmer Wood’s
cattle-pond was transformed into an ornamental
pool with a rocky island, creating a rather ‘Claudian’
composition. The centre of the garden was left
relatively open, while the perimeter was planted
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The first Ordnance Survey map (1849-53) provides
very detailed information, the cartographers
carefully including each seat, rain gauge and pump,
though evidence would suggest that some of these
features may have been anticipated rather than
actually in place, for today’s Commissioners of
Queen Street Gardens East have searched in vain
for the location of a pump shown clearly on the
map. Also drawn were trees so numerous as to infer
overcrowding. No wonder advice was taken again
in 1859 from James McNab, now curator of the
Royal Botanic Garden, for selecting and thinning
them, indeed many were cleared and new trees
planted, the gardener’s house was removed, and
new railings installed.

That same year the young Robert Louis Stevenson
(1850-94) moved into 17 Heriot Row opposite the
Central Gardens, the pond of which is often said to
have inspired his Treasure Island.
Regulations had been issued for the East Gardens in
1827 (reproduced by Byrom), including instructions
for the behaviour of proprietors’ servants or nannies
accompanying their charges around the Gardens. All
three Gardens benefitted from many more
gardeners than could ever be employed today, with
greenhouses along the north walls, and fruit trees.
The East Gardens had flower beds, and throughout
the nineteenth and much of the twentieth century
paths were elegantly maintained with neat kerbs
and well-constructed drainage channels; later on
there was a bandstand in the north-west corner of
the East Gardens providing regular concerts, a
tennis court and croquet lawn, and allotments for
children.

Rather surprisingly, not everyone visiting Queen
Street noticed the Gardens running along its length.
When the celebrated writer and critic John Ruskin
(1819-1900) gave a series of lectures in Edinburgh in
1853 he lambasted the city for the monotony of the
Queen Street windows (all 678 of them – he had
counted them personally!) which he regarded as
‘altogether devoid of any relief by decoration’, and
in another lecture criticised the ‘wilderness of
square-cut stone for ever and for ever; so that your
houses look like prisons…’.7 He was of course
deliberately setting out to be provocative. But given
his huge interest in botany and landscape (testified
by both his writings and his artistic work), was he
really so intent on examining the built side of Queen
Street that he simply failed to notice the Gardens on
the other side?

1922-1972 Avoiding Destruction in War and Peace
Until the mid-twentieth century the planting of
trees, shrubs and flowers reflected aesthetic values
before horticultural ones. But times were changing,
as shown by the publication in 1936 of Trees in
Towns by F. G. Baily, issued by the Cockburn
Association and the Association for the Preservation
of Rural Scotland, which was intended for ‘the
conditions of town streets and suburban gardens…
In this pamphlet are collected the kinds that are
hardy in the east of Scotland.’9 It was not by any
means the first ‘manual’ for horticulturalists, but its
appearance signalled a widening intended
readership for such information. Trees were
recommended for their tolerance of smoke, and for
their sizes, evergreen or deciduous, and so on –
very much a planting guide for the non-specialist.

Three years later, Henry, Lord Cockburn (after
whom the Cockburn Association was named)
published his Memorials of his time, which included
a blistering attack on the loss of remaining land near
the city to the north, as
…the Earl of Moray’s ground to the north of
Charlotte Square began to be broken up for
being built on. It was then an open field of as
green turf as Scotland could boast of… That wellkept and almost evergreen field was the most
beautiful piece of ground in immediate
connection with the town, and led the eye
agreeably over to our distant northern scenery.
How glorious the prospect, on a summer
evening, from Queen Street! We had got into the
habit of believing that the mere charm of the
ground to us would keep it sacred, and were
inclined to cling to our conviction even after we
saw the foundations digging. We then thought
with despair of our lost verdure, our banished
peacefulness, our gorgeous sunsets. …But how
can I forget the glory of that scene! on the still
nights on which…I have stood in Queen Street, or
the opening at the north-west corner of
Charlotte Square, and listened to the ceaseless
rural corn-craiks, nestling happily in the dewy
grass.8

The Second World War changed the character of all
the Queen Street Gardens dramatically. Air-raid
shelters, Nissen huts and other structures appeared,
allotments were laid out, and there were huge
amounts of war-related activity (particularly in the
West Gardens) such as Home Guard practice.
Though built on and trampled upon by British and
no doubt Allied feet, the Gardens avoided enemy
damage. But in the 1970s they had to face the
possibility of partial destruction with a proposal to
raise the level of the gardens up to those of Queen
Street, in order to build an underground car park,
(could this happen again, one wonders?).
1972-2022 Changing Needs and Values
The Queen Street Gardens have now lost their
original structures, with a few notable exceptions.
There has even been enhancement: in 1984 the East
Gardens were unexpectedly supplied gratis with
what appears to be a classical folly, known today as
the ‘Temple of Pluto’, though in reality a gas supply
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regulator. There was simply no other site suitable
for this essential means of regulating the pressure of
gas in the city centre. The Cockburn Association
objected, and Historic Scotland insisted that it
should be made to fit the surroundings and
provided a ‘classical’ design. Set on a grassy knoll
and surrounded by trees, it creates a scenic
backdrop for the many couples who cross the road
from The Royal Scots Club for their wedding
photographs (both the regulator and the
photographic sessions providing an income for the
Gardens).

The lack of gardener-hours (an all-too modern
term!) has allowed the paths in the East Gardens to
develop into more informal parkland, the erstwhile
flowerbeds – long overhung by trees – have largely
been assimilated into the setting. Planting of spring
bulbs has, however, been undertaken by volunteers
in recent years. In fact the growth in the use of
volunteer skills and labour is a significant factor in
the continued health of all the New Town Gardens.
The increasing informality has been of great benefit
ecologically, the Gardens becoming havens for
wildlife despite the surrounding busy streets. An
‘Urban Biodiversity Assessment’ undertaken in July
2009 by the City of Edinburgh’s Biodiversity Officer
discovered a wealth of wildlife, giving the Gardens a
type of value little regarded in previous centuries.
The provision of bird feeders is now assisting further
to increase the bird population.
Tree maintenance, and planning for the future, is
undertaken following commissioned tree reports.
Some trees have been lost to Dutch Elm disease,
and Ash dieback is likely to take more. Many mature
trees are now overhanging adjacent streets. New
planting takes these considerations into account,
and favours native rather than exotic specimens.

East Queen Street Gardens: the gas supply regulator of 1984,
disguised as the Temple of Pluto

The Nissen hut in the East Gardens, which stands by
the erstwhile tennis court, was purchased for £5 in
1946 for use as a store. By 2009 it was in a sorry
state, and a decision had to be taken about its
future: restoration was chosen, and I wrote a plaque
about the history of Nissen huts for its façade.

Queen Street, looking east, with the trees of East Queen Street
Gardens overhanging the roadway

New regulations are required for modern life, with
nuisance and damage from barbecues burning the
grass and tree stumps, dogs out of control, use of
the gardens by professional dog-walkers, and ‘wild’
camping by both tourists and migrant workers. The
administration of the dog levies and dog waste bins
is a major part of Garden administration (what
would the Commissioners of 1822 make of dog
bins?). Vandalism has been a problem since the
Gardens’ inception, as it was in Queen Street itself
(to the annoyance of the Harden family in the early
1800s).10 New seats have been created, including

East Queen Street Gardens: the Nissen hut beside the remains of
the tennis court

The other few buildings in the Gardens have also
been the subject of attention over the years.
Andrew Wilson’s Doric pavilion in the Central
Gardens was renovated in 2014. It bears a plaque 'In
memory of Lord Dunpark, Chairman of
Commissioners of these gardens for forty years
(1951-1991)'.
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creations from old tree stumps. New paths are
being laid in the East Gardens, with an attempt to
create accessibility without losing the country-path
look.

Wilson’s Doric temple in the central Gardens
(category A) and the railings and gates of all three
Gardens (category B). The Gardens are also listed in
HES’s Inventory of Gardens and Designed
Landscapes in Scotland, and in Parks and Gardens
UK. And the Gardens form part of the Edinburgh
World Heritage Site.
There are many future challenges, the main
horticultural one being climate change, with more
extremes of temperature, major storms and high
winds. Another challenge is the periodic call for
public ownership of all the New Town Gardens,
though the running costs are likely to dampen down
initial enthusiasm shown by any campaigners and
local politicians. But there is a great deal of
misconception in the public mind, with newspaper
articles complaining regularly of the privileged entry
to ‘private gardens’ which leave local citizens gazing
wistfully through the gates. Some journalists note
that these ‘communal open spaces’ (quoting from
early in the Gardens’ history) are hardly communal
in the modern sense, neglecting to observe –
perhaps through ignorance – that the gardens were
set up principally to protect against building
developments, and that garden maintenance comes
at a cost. Given the recent experience of opening up
St Andrew Square, evidence would suggest that the
current arrangements are working for the best
interests of the city. St Andrew Square opened to
the public in 2008 following an investment of £2.6m
which was funded by Edinburgh City Council and
Essential Edinburgh. While there are strict
regulations for everyday users, (‘St Andrew Square
Guidelines’ can be read online), the first eight years
saw the Square becoming used - some would say
over-used - as an income-generating venue for
major events. These made quiet enjoyment of the
Square impossible, and created serious noise
pollution for local residents in the evenings; they
also damaged the gardens. By 2017 the proprietors
had had enough, leading to a ban on Festival Fringe
structures and events. This naturally provoked a
huge outcry, and discussions are now under way to
consider arrangements for a less invasive return of
the Fringe in 2018. It has been a salutary lesson.
Edinburgh Doors Open Days, organised by the
Cockburn Association, encourage residents of the
city to see the gardens for themselves, and to learn
about their upkeep.

The north-east path into the East Gardens from Abercromby
Place: old steps renewed 2017

Income can be a challenge. While the Central and
West gardens draw incomes from adjacent
properties, the East Gardens rely on income from
key-holders, fees for Garden use, and other fundraising initiatives. In 2017 a memorial tree-support
scheme was set up, with a plaque listing donations
placed on the Nissen hut. Events organised by the
Commissioners, and private hire of part of the
Gardens through the Royal Scots Club, all provide
income, (though the flat area previously Provost
Steuart’s pond still tends to get boggy after heavy
rain).

East Queen Street Gardens: the Nissen hut, with plaques on the
history of Nissen huts and a list of memorial donations for trees

What would probably have surprised people in 1822
most is what we generally term today ‘listing’. HES
has classified the collective values of ‘The New
Town Gardens’ as ‘outstanding’ Works of Art; and
‘outstanding’ in Historical, Architectural, and Scenic
value. In terms of Nature Conservation, ‘Individually,
the New Town Gardens have some Nature
Conservation value, but collectively have high value
in relation to their urban setting.’ They are ‘high’ in
Archaeological value, though only rated of ‘some’
value in Horticultural, Arboricultural and Silvicultural
terms. Two built structures are ‘listed’: Andrew

The term ‘Pleasure Grounds’ could not be used
today – it might seem rather too much like a fun fair!
But if motor vehicles become silent with the use of
electric power, the Gardens just might eventually
attract some corncrakes.
Patricia R. Andrew
For endnotes see p.48. All photographs © Patricia R. Andrew.
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Humphry Repton

and the Designed Landscape at Valleyfield

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Valleyfield House – engraving by John Peltro after Humphry Repton from Peacock’s Polite Repository, 1802

It was during the 1780s, when Humphry Repton was in his early-to-mid thirties, that he decided to pick up the
mantle that had fallen from the shoulders of Lancelot ‘Capability’ Brown in 1783, and to establish himself as a
‘landscape gardener’.
A year after getting his first commission from
Jeremiah Ives of Catton in Norfolk in 1788, Repton
was fortunate to obtain further employment at
Brandesbury in Middlesex, at Sheffield Park in
Sussex and at Holkham Hall in Norfolk, from which
early beginnings he went on to develop a thriving
business which continued until his final
commissions at Ashridge in Hertfordshire in 1814
and Blendon Hall in Kent in 1815. Thereafter,
suffering from ill-health, he devoted most of his
time to writing, until his death in 1818. In a practice
spanning almost thirty years, Repton is known to
have worked on as many as 220 separate projects,
all but four of them in England, with only three in
Wales and just one in Scotland. At about the time of
his involvement at Valleyfield in Fife c.1800-1801, he
is recorded as having been involved in some 20
landscaping schemes across the south of England
stretching from Bayham in Kent to Dyrham in
Gloucestershire, and as far north as Aqualate in
Staffordshire and Harewood House in Yorkshire
(Stroud 1962, pp.165-174; Prince 1967, pp.46-56).

whatever reason, whether because of the large
number of schemes in which he was involved south
of the Border at the time, or because of the distance
to be travelled, the two sons were despatched to
Scotland to undertake the work for Sir Robert
Preston, who had inherited the estate from his
brother Sir Charles in 1800 (Le Marie 2017, pp.12-14).
Perhaps uniquely, Repton went on to prepare one of
his famous Red Books for Sir Robert without ever
having visited Valleyfield himself.
Early History
We know comparatively little about the earlier
history of the long-established Valleyfield estate,
acquired by the Preston family in 1543, as either it
appears to have escaped the attention of early
Scottish map makers such as Timothy Pont and John
Adair, or their maps which may have depicted it
have not survived. Consequently, prior to General
Roy’s Military Survey of Scotland of c.1750,
Valleyfield’s only appearance on a map was as a
single point and the name within neighbouring ‘Part
of Clackmanan Shyir’ on a map of the ‘Sherifdome
of Fyfe’ in Joan Blaeu’s Atlas of Scotland, published
in 1654.

By the time of his involvement at Valleyfield,
Humphry Repton had begun to form a working
partnership with two of his sons, architect John
Adey and his teenage brother George Stanley. For
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Valleyfield lies less than two miles north-east of the
Cistercian Abbey of Culross, founded by Malcolm
Earl of Fife in 1217 (Easson 1957, p.63). The nearby
farmsteads of East, Middle and West Grange a short
distance to the north, as recorded on Roy’s Military
Survey of Scotland and subsequent maps, suggest
that the monks were involved in the agricultural
improvements undertaken by that religious order,
though little evidence of this survives on the ground
save for the three place-names (Hall 2006, pp.107126). Following the erection of the Culross Abbey
lands into a temporal lordship, the lands of
Valleyfield passed through various hands until they
were acquired by James Preston of Craigmillar in
1543 (Le Marie 2017, pp.5-6).

Having passed New-Mills, Torryburn &c. &c. all
on the north side of the Forth, where I observed
nothing very remarkable, except uncommonly
well cultivated fields, and many evident signs of
a thriving country, I came to Lord Elgin’s lime
works. (Hall 1807, p.50)
It was to this landscape that Humphry Repton was
summoned, and to which his two sons came in
1800, at the behest of Sir Robert Preston who had
inherited Valleyfield on the death of his brother
Charles. A very wealthy man, with property and
business interests south of the Border, Sir Robert
promptly embarked on the aggrandisement and
embellishment of his estate.

At the hands of successive generations of the
Preston family the landscape which is seen today
began to take shape, Roy’s Military Survey of
Scotland of c.1750 being the first map to provide us
with some evidence of its extent and disposition.
Roy’s map depicts a landscape of improvement to
the west of the Bluther Burn. In a wider landscape
still characterised by large areas of unenclosed
arable and rough grazing, the principal houses stand
out by virtue of their enclosures and plantations. To
the west of ‘Vallyfield’ are the houses of ‘Blair’,
‘Cullross’ and ‘Blairhall’, to the east that of
‘Toryhouse’, all of them surrounded by more or less
rectilinear tree-lined parks, those of Blair and
Valleyfield with small plantations. These landscapes
appear more functional than ornamental, although
that around Valleyfield includes a short avenue
running from east to west. It is impossible to say
which of the two buildings depicted by Roy within
the Valleyfield landscape is the principal house,
though both appear to lie a short distance to the
north and west of the new house which was built
by Sir Charles Preston or his father Sir George
Preston before the end of the eighteenth century. As
recorded in the [Old] Statistical Account of Scotland
for the Parish of Culross:
All the heritors, except one, reside in the parish,
most of them upon their own estates, to the
improvement of which they have been attentive
in clearing, subdividing, inclosing and planting
them, and in setting an example of good
husbandry on the lands in their own possession.
In general, they are well accommodated with
houses, several of which are pleasantly situated,
especially those on the banks of the Forth.
Valleyfield, the farthest east, belonging to Sir
Charles Preston, is a modern, elegant and
commodious house. (Sinclair 1794, pp.135-136)

Humphry Repton – frontispiece portrait from Observations on
the Theory and Practice of Landscape Gardening, 1803

The Valleyfield Red Book
Repton’s considerable skill as an artist, first
developed around his childhood home in Norfolk,
had given him the notion of presenting his ideas to
his clients in the form of a hand-written text,
illustrated with a series of watercolour sketches
with overlays to show ‘before’ and ‘after’ views of
his proposals. Characteristically bound in morocco
leather, these have come to be known as Repton’s
‘Red Books’. The Valleyfield Red Book is one of
around 400 reports which Repton is reputed to
have produced during his lifetime (Stroud 1962,
p.12). As a number of authors have observed, while
these books were admired and treasured by their
owners, Repton was inclined to leave his clients to

This impression of Valleyfield as part of a
prosperous but otherwise unexceptional rural
landscape is bolstered by an observation made by
the Rev. James Hall in the course of a journey from
Stirling to Dunfermline along the north shore of the
Firth of Forth in 1803:
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execute the land-forming and planting once the
ground had been surveyed and staked out.
Evidently, Repton’s business card showing him with
a theodolite, presiding over and directing a gang of
workmen with picks, shovels and wheelbarrows
was something of an exaggeration. Thus it is
probable that the execution of work at Valleyfield
was overseen by Sir Robert Preston himself,
possibly with some assistance from the Scottish
artist and landscape consultant Alexander Nasmyth,
who went on to paint three fine views of the estate
c.1818. We know that Nasmyth was working as a
landscape consultant for other prominent
landowners in the first decade or so of the
nineteenth century – at Inveraray and Rosneath for
the Duke of Argyll between 1801 and 1804, at
Dreghorn Castle for Alexander Trotter in 1802, at
Loudoun Castle for Lord Moira from 1803-1806, and
at Dunglass for Sir James Hall between 1806 and
1810 (Cooksey 1991, pp.72-94). There is also a sketch
by Nasmyth of one of the two rusticated bridges
over the Bluther Burn on the East Drive dated c.1805
(Tait 1980, p.181).

Repton also proposed improvements to the
prospect from the house under the heading ‘View
from the house, south’:
The great effect of improvement in this view …
both in point of comfort and character will
depend first on converting the ground
immediately under the window into a mowed
and dressed pleasure ground instead of letting
the place appear a grass farm; secondly on
removing the fences and bank by which the
grove to the west is impounded, to give an air of
freedom and extent to that part of the lawn;
thirdly in destroying the bald, naked and ugly
lodge in the middle of the valley. (Valleyfield Red
Book f.14)

Evidence suggests that it did not take long for Sir
Robert Preston to implement most of Repton’s
proposals. It is clear that Repton was particularly
pleased with his treatment of the East Drive which
was made to cross the Bluther Burn twice before
sweeping up to the north front of the mansion
house, and of the broad sweep of parkland which
lay to the south of the house. In a footnote to be
found in his Observations on the Theory and
Practice of Landscape Gardening, Repton notes that:
Although I have never seen Valleyfield myself,
yet it flatters me to learn that, under the
supervision of my two sons, by taking
advantage of the deep romantic glen and
wooded banks of the river which flows through
the grounds, and falls into the Firth of Forth a
short distance from the house, an approach has
been made which, from variety, interest and
picturesque scenery, may vie with anything of
the kind in England. (Repton 1803, p.100)

Detail of Valleyfield House and East Drive from anonymous Plan
of Valleyfield Estate, c.1810, Fife Cultural Trust [Dunfermline Local
Studies] on behalf of Fife Council

An undated and anonymous Plan of Valleyfield
Estate thought to date from c.1810 shows that Sir
Robert Preston had by then acquired the
neighbouring estate of Culross to the west from the
Earl of Dundonald, together with a small amount of
land on the east bank of the Bluther Burn from Sir
John Erskine of Torry. As well as giving us a clear
picture of Repton’s improvements, this plan also
shows that some elements of the pre-existing
landscape survived, including the remnants of one
of two radiating avenues which ran southward and
south-eastward from the house, and which are
depicted on John Ainslie’s Map of the Counties of
Fife and Kinross.

Whether or not the Bluther Burn can be considered
a ‘river’, and the wooded dell through which it runs
a ‘romantic glen’, Repton sought to take advantage
of its natural beauties, embellishing the text of his
Red Book with lines from ‘The Garden’, a poem by
his friend William Mason:
Indeed this valley may be fancied one of
Nature’s favourite children; and where it is
necessary to carry the road of approach (which
is evidently a work of Art) it should appear to be
left to the management of Nature only –
“…where if Art / E’er dared to tread, ‘twas with
unsandal’d foot; / Printless, as if the place was
holy ground.” (Valleyfield Red Book f.7 & Mason
1772)

It would appear that the first draft of the Red Book
failed to meet all of Sir Robert Preston’s ambitions
for Valleyfield, as it contains an ‘Addition concerning
the Flower Garden at Valleyfield’ dated 14
December 1801. This was presumably a reflection of
Sir Robert’s interest in exotic plants. Repton’s
proposal for the Flower Garden is described in
words, and illustrated both in the Red Book and in
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his Observations on the Theory and Practice of
Landscape Gardening:

I have already observed that the great effect of
Valleyfield will depend on its contrast with the
surrounding country; and that its comfort will
depend on its being sheltered from the west
winds – these two objects are only to be
attained by planting largely. The opinion of a
great and justly celebrated author who excelled
in the several arts of painting, poetry and
gardening seems so applicable to Valleyfield, as
to direct the very lines of the wood, as well as
the position of the different kinds of trees, where
he forbids “… All poverty of clothing : Rich the
robe / And ample let it flow that Nature wears /
On her throned eminence : where’er she takes /
Her horizontal march, pursue her step / With
sweeping train of forest : hill to hill / Unite with
prodigality of shade - / There plant thy elm, thy
chestnut : nourish there / Those sapling oaks,
that at Brittania’s call / May heave their trunks
mature into the main, / And flout the bulwarks
of her Liberty. / But if the fir, give it its station
meet, / Place it an outguard to th’assailing
north, / To shield the infant scions, till possest /
Of native strength, they learn alike to scorn /
The blast and their protectors.” (Valleyfield Red
Book f. 20)

A flower garden should be an object detached &
distinct from the general scenery of the place;
and whether large or small, whether formal or
varied, it ought to be inclosed … Within this
inclosure rare plants of every description should
be encouraged & provision made of soil &
aspect for every different class. Beds of bog
earth should be formed for the American tribe.
The aquatick plants, some of which are
peculiarly beautiful, should grow on the surface,
or near the sides of the water, and the numerous
class of rock plants should have rugged stones
provided for their reception. (Repton 1803,
p.101).
Repton evidently felt that the Flower Garden needed
to be more formal in character, and should stand in
contrast to the rest of the landscape, so proposed a
terraced garden sloping down to a canal or fish
pond.
The water being everywhere else a lively stream
rattling over a shallow bed of rock or stones, the
smooth expanse of a fish pond will be the
greatest possible contrast. To produce this must
be a work of Art, & therefore instead of
introducing an open channel from the river to
supply it, or making it a branch of the river, I
recommend the water should pass underground
by means of culverts, with regulating sluices or
shuttles, to keep the water always at the same
height; & thus this canal will be totally detached
from the river, & become a distinct object
forming the leading feature of the scene to
which it belongs … I have supposed the entrance
to be under a covered passage of hoops, on
which may be trained all kinds of creeping
plants; and the farther end may be decorated by
an architectural building which I suppose to
consist of a covered seat between two aviaries.
(Repton 1803, pp.102-103)

Backlash
Repton’s improvements evidently attracted the
attention of the Scottish landscape gardener John
Claudius Loudon, who saw the works at Valleyfield
as being at odds with ideas which he had set out in
his Observation on the Formation and Management
of Useful and Ornamental Plantations.
Let any one contrast the foregoing observations
with the practice of modern landscape
gardeners. Whatever be the nature of the place
to be improved, their operations are uniformly
the same. The ground in all the places
mentioned would without any distinction be
cleared, levelled and reduced to one uniform
flow of surface … The savage grandeur of the
rocks would be tamed – the most prominent
abruptness or antiquated mossy spots would be
pared off. If any bushes or roots hung over, they
would be cut down; and afterwards, any
intricate recess that might remain would be
patched up with stones and turf, and all around
would be made smooth and even. (Loudon
1804, pp.257-258).

Although the canal pond was created, and appears
on the 1810 estate plan, it would seem that the
‘covered passage of hoops’ seen in the foreground
of the plate in Repton’s Observations, and the
‘covered seat between two aviaries’ depicted in the
Valleyfield Red Book were never built, as there is no
sign of them on the aforementioned plan or in a
‘View of Valleyfield New Garden’ made by the Rev.
John Sime in 1806. In the distance in Sime’s sketch is
seen the gardener’s house which stood in the northwestern corner of the nearby Kitchen Garden,
which lay on the other side of the West Drive.

In what is clearly a reference to Repton’s treatment
of Valleyfield, Loudon adds a footnote to the effect
that ‘This I actually saw done in Perthshire two years
ago.’

At the conclusion of the first part of the Valleyfield
Red Book Repton quotes again lines from his friend
William Mason.

As well as disparaging Repton’s use of paper ‘slides’
to show the effect of his improvements, Loudon
went on to redouble his attack on Valleyfield in his
Treatise on Forming, Improving and Managing
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Country Residences – a move which may well have
been influenced by Loudon’s concern that his own
prospects might be adversely affected by Repton
extending his practice into Scotland. In a
condemnation which extends to four pages, Loudon
observed of Repton’s treatment of the East Drive
along the banks of the Bluther Burn that:

‘picturesque’. Although he was not referring to the
landscape at Valleyfield, Price’s comments seem
particularly apt with regard to Repton’s treatment of
the Bluther Burn.
In the wooded river, I have supposed roughness
and abruptness to be so blended with the
ingredients of beauty, and rudeness to be so
disguised, as to produce altogether those
insensible transitions in which, according to my
ideas, consists the justest and most
comprehensive principle of the beautiful in
landscape. The whole, then, assumes the soft
and mild character of beauty. But should any of
these rough, abrupt parts be more strongly
marked; should the rocks and the broken ground
distinctly appear, and their lines be such as a
painter would express by firm, decided, forcible
touches of his pencil, then the picturesque would
begin to prevail – and in proportion as that
distinct and marked roughness and abruptness
increased, so far the character of the beautiful
would decrease. If, again, this distinctness and
rudeness were carried beyond a certain point,
the scene would probably become neither
beautiful nor picturesque, but merely scattered,
naked, deformed or desolate. These instances
may show that it would be no less absurd to
make picturesque scenes without any mixture of
the beautiful … than to attempt what has so long
and so idly been attempted – to make beautiful
scenes without any mixture of the picturesque.
(Price 1842, pp.295-296).

Many dells of the most exquisite kind occur in
Scotland and Wales. At Valleyfield, one of the
finest sort, and in the grandest style, was
treated lately in a manner which will hardly be
credited by those who have not seen it. The
occasion of this barbarous treatment was that
the approach to the house should be conducted
through it: which might have been done by
forming a good gravel road, and leaving
everything else in a natural state? But, in place
of a natural or irregular margined road, the
most formal, high-finished gravel walk that can
be imagined was carried stiffly along its banks,
while all the wood was thinned – all the
undergrowth, creepers, ferns &c. were cut
down, and every broken or abrupt surface was
taken away ... The stream, too, which runs in this
dell was deprived of almost every beauty,
particularly that of intricacy and shade, by
reducing it edges to regular curves … Tender
shrubs, larches and flowers were planted in
clumps and patches, where natural growths
had been just rooted up, and (child-like) a
number of fantastical-looking stones were
brought from the sea-shore and regularly
distributed (for to group them was a thing they
had no idea of) in the most conspicuous places
along the sides of the road, and particularly
along three (otherwise proper enough) bridges
by way of parapet. (Loudon 1806, pp.436-437)
Nor did Repton’s Flower Garden escape Loudon’s
censure.
The flower-garden, a right-lined canal which its
contriver endeavours to defend from the
principles of contrast, and almost every other
operation of art in this place, in which effect is
the principal consideration, is equally unnatural,
misplaced or out of character. The proprietor
has thrown away an immense sum of money in
counteracting nature, and deforming his
grounds: and as all this is finished from the plan
and red-book of Mr. Repton, and approved of
by him in a late work, it confirms me in my
opinion of landscape gardening, and its
champion and defender against the introduction
of the picturesque’. (Loudon 1806, pp.438-439).

The south front, postcard by James Valentine, c.1895

It is also worth noting that Sir Thomas Dick Lauder’s
edition of Price’s essay On the Picturesque has as
one of its frontispieces an engraving of the Kiery
Craigs, a bold rocky outcrop in part of the designed
landscape at nearby Blair Adam which was known
as The Glen, which was laid out and planted by John
Adam as a walk or riding between the 1760s and
1780s.

It is interesting to compare the words of Repton and
Loudon with those of Sir Uvedale Price, another
contemporary author who, like them, was struggling
to find that subtle balance between natural and
artificial landscape which is to be found in the

Postscript
It was at Valleyfield that David Douglas, later
celebrated for his plant-hunting exploits, began his
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career as under-gardener in 1818. Allowed the use
of Sir Robert Preston’s library during his two years’
service at Valleyfield, Douglas soon moved on to the
Botanic Garden at Glasgow where he became a
pupil of Dr. William Hooker before being sent on his
first plant-hunting expeditions to North America in
1823. (Mitchell, A.L. and House, S. 1999, pp.7-8).
Visited by the likes of Sir Walter Scott in 1830 and
William Cobbett in 1832, Valleyfield was evidently in
its heyday during Sir Robert Preston’s lifetime.
However Sir Robert’s death without issue in 1834 at
the age of ninety-four led to a complicated
succession whereby most of the lands, properties
and furniture was bequeathed to the Bruce family,
Earls of Elgin.

McGowan Associates in 1992 (McGowan 1992), and
of what proved to be an unsuccessful bid to the
Heritage Lottery fund c.2013, little has changed in
the nearly 30 years that the local authority has
promoted it as Valleyfield Woodland Park. With the
commemoration of the 200th anniversary of
Humphry Repton’s death in 2018, perhaps the time
has come to consider whether a further attempt
should be made to rescue what remains of this once
remarkable landscape.
Christopher Dingwall
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The Retired Cicerone: James Byres of Tonley
and Picturesque Landscape Design in Aberdeenshire 1790-1817

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

The bridge in the shrubbery at Tonley, 1895 (courtesy of Mr and Mrs George Mortimer, Tonley)

Sowing turnips was but a first step in the improvement of ground and agriculture in eighteenth century Scotland.
In a region somewhat under-developed, but of great potential, it was Patrick Byres of Tonley who did so first in
the Howe of Alford, which lies some twenty miles west of Aberdeen in the vast plain where great hills begin to
impinge to define the limits of topography.
At the century’s end most local landowners were
absentee, like Patrick’s elder son James Byres who
had for 30 years “…lived chiefly at Rome, where he
was well known and deservedly esteemed, for his
taste, learning and integrity.”1 He was now returned
as laird, intent on further improving his estate. What
sort of landscape did he make of Tonley? That is the
subject of this article.

generally as a significant force in our culture. That
subject has been well covered but remains
somewhat imprecise, in that accounts of the
Picturesque tend to be literary, with little or nothing in
the way of plans and images. Byres was highly
influential in eighteenth century culture. In Rome he
studied painting with Anton Raphael Mengs, and
architecture at the Accademia S Luca, and
associated with many talented young men from
across Europe who were then flocking to Rome for
a cultural education. Later acting as cicerone to such
as these, and to the slightly less specialist Grand
Tourists, Byres was not only a central figure in
antiquarian study but also influenced perception of
the antique, and the associated neo-classical taste
based upon it2. His developments in ‘retirement’ at
Tonley are therefore of interest and offer evidence

Although Aberdeenshire has not hitherto been the
subject of enquiry, and is little represented in the
literature of garden history, it was as lively a place of
Improvement as any in these Islands. The time that
Byres was planting coincided with the short, early
period of transition, when ideas about the
Picturesque were becoming central not only to
garden and landscape making but also more
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of some impetus for design, the association of ideas,
and the desire to recreate landscapes of memory.
For example, did the similar states of the Howe of
Alford and Tarquinia, or the plain below Tivoli
trigger a sympathetic response in Byres’
imagination? Who better to observe making a
landscape than this Laird of Tonley?

threads, by which he united the whole landscape
into a structured man-made composition with
memorable areas. Along their banks were the Kirk of
Tough, its manse and hamlet, mills, and the kitchen
garden, as well as a series of farms, quarries and
ponds. These led to, and passed through, the
productive and more obviously agricultural parts of
the landscape, the fields, in Scottish practice called
Parks. These in turn took their forms and shapes
from chance: flat and regularly disposed in the
northern planar parts, and either irregular or
naturally curving in the more upland sections. There
had long been shelter belts throughout Scotland to
shield crops from winds, essential in the earliest
improvements, then as the eighteenth century
progressed some landowners - like Grant of
Monymusk - experimented with shrubby
underplanting at corners, in line with changing
fashions in landscape making. At Tonley variation
came in response to place only, but all parts of the
estate had an appearance as much of garden as of
farm.

The small estate of Tonley was purchased in the
early eighteenth century by the recently widowed
Jean Moir Byres for the benefit of her son Patrick. He
began to improve the estate, but as a Jacobite
supporter after the battle of Culloden he sought
refuge abroad with his family. By the mid-century
Tonley was a small wooded enclosure with a house,
which had narrowly avoided confiscation. After
returning to Aberdeenshire, Patrick continued as
improver and enlarged the estate, for example by
adding Kincraigie, managed by son Robert. James
Byres, left one of his nephews to look after the
Roman business in 1790, and retired to
Aberdeenshire where he acted as pater familias to
his relations, for example trying to help his brother
sort out difficulties, or settling great-nephew James
Christopher Norton in India3.
He carried on a limited practice as architect, while
living as Laird among his improving neighbours: the
Grants of Monymusk; various Gordons from Cluny
to Haddo; Forbes of Pitachie, distant cousin the
antiquary James Skene of Rubislaw; and Elyza Fraser
and Mary Bristow at Castle Fraser; but most of all he
made an extended Tonley into his landscape.

Tonley House (courtesy of Mr and Mrs George Mortimer, Tonley)

Inheriting already improved grounds and plantations
of trees, Byres made his new landscape structure by
incorporating the “three natural dens, through each
of which runs a small rivulet. Through these the firs,
larix, birk, and oak, make a most delightful
appearance…” Tonley House and its policies
overlook the Bents Burn where the flat arable
grounds by Torries in the north rise some 60 metres
into the low hills southward towards the uplands at
Corrinie. From there branches the Den Burn to south
west, the southerly Linn Turk and Linn Howe, and a
smaller branch towards Culthibert and the Hill of
Tuach, at least two kilometres away at the Pond
plantation. These rivulets he used as enfilades, or

Tonley, landscape plan as in early nineteenth century, © W A
Brogden Consultancy

The most obviously garden-like of all these were
the policies, that is the shrubberies, lawns and
woodlands adjacent to Tonley. Although Old Tonley
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survived into modern times its place had been taken
by contiguous Kincraigie, and then this new Tonley,
itself enlarged in 1829 and then again in 1891 before
it was burnt and left as a collapsing ruin in 1953. The
new Tonley was sited on the strong, prominent
square-ish bastion which still supports the ruins and
terraces. We may assume that the original form was
by Byres himself. Functionally it was likely to have
been a type of villa (and with an arrangement of
rooms like his Roman design for Henham)4, used for
socialising and for housing the collections, with
limited accommodation for his, and his partner
Christopher Norton’s use, not a family house with
numerous children and staff – though more
accommodation was needed by Byres’ successor
who in 1829, after consulting the architect John
Smith, added a large service block at the back. That
five-bay, two-storey classical house will most likely
have been the result of the later remodelling to
accommodate General Patrick Byres and his family5.

with subtle but prodigious ground work - is
encircled, as it were from 8 o’clock to 4 o’clock, by
gardens of forest trees to form a recreation ground
for the students. Just north of its centre, and on axis,
is a long three-storey block of pink granite ashlar. It
is of seven bays of equal width, plus wider terminals
under a big pitched roof with two large and
prominent chimney stacks. That is all, and in its flat
circular park the result might have been grim, even
ugly: yet, it is neither.

When Byres returned to Aberdeenshire in 1790,
partly to avoid the disturbance revolution in France
was causing Italy and the rest of the Continent, he
found a North-East Scotland aware of its own
civility and quite ready for the new century
culturally if not politically very different from a
century before. What they called an Age of
Improvement we have dubbed The Enlightenment,
which extended across Europe and beyond. Over
the eighteenth century a certain manner of
procedures and thought had been established in
these Islands. These manners were on the cusp of
tipping from the classic into the romantic: the
sublimity of big old things had long been admired in
Scotland, not least by Byres; and with Walter Scott
an appreciation of the dignity and gravity of the
Gothic ensured the change. The Picturesque
provides a bridge.

Aquhorthies, house and landscape, © W A Brogden Consultancy

In the same sense Byres’ strong bastion for his new
house of Tonley is also Picturesque. Its date of
construction is unknown, and its ruinous state has
defied even detailed investigation, but Byres
probably set about building it shortly after his
arrival, along with the making of the landscape. Its
position would have been a subject of much
thought, close to but decently set apart from both
Kincraigie and the hamlet of Tough with minister
and kirk, and easily adjacent too to the roads to
neighbours’ places. Byres would want to take full
advantage of his place’s genius. He chose the best
spot, offering equally good and varied prospects
from all fronts and also with convenient access on
every side. The plan form on the earliest maps, the
first edition of Ordinance Survey, measured in 18656
following the form of the bastion had two blocks of
accommodation facing south and east. Convention
would suggest that the favoured rooms for morning
and early afternoon would lie above the principal
garden, here the woodland-shrubbery with
paddock beyond. The Eating Room, as the major
reception room, would occupy the south-west
corner, as dinner then was at 3 or 4 o’clock. The
surviving chimney stacks flank the centre bay, so
like Aquathorties it could take advantage of lateral
views east and west, as the few photographs of
Tonley confirm. These also show that the terraced
bastion was broad, and though latterly used as part
of the drive, the east terrace is broad enough to
have taken a formal flower garden, then coming
back into fashion, convenient equally to the morning
rooms inside and gardens and landscape outside.

A few miles down the River Don, a new seminary
for training Roman Catholic priests was established
at Aquhorthies from 1797. This was Byres’ most
complete work in architecture and associated
landscape, and replaced the College of Scalan in
remote Glenlivet with a handsome and much larger
college, with full supporting dependencies including
a model farm. Although it has been a private
country house since the college moved to Blairs in
the mid-nineteenth century, it remains as built.
Aquhorthies shows Byres to be an architect of
considerable talent, which makes one regret that his
output was so limited. It is a work of exceptional
plainness, relying for its effect on composition,
proportions, siting and excellent materials, all
deployed with great judgement. It has qualities
esteemed in French contemporary buildings, such
as C-N Ledoux with whose saltworks at Arc-etSenans it has much in common. Like the saltworks,
Aquhorthies is set out in a very large circle. Adjacent
to the rectangular improved parks above where
Burnhervie flows into the Don, this flat disc - made
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The bastion-terrace commanded high views of the
large shrubbery-garden and big paddock, and from
south-east around to north-west there was
undulating lawn melding into seeming parkland (in
the English sense) mixed with woodland, and
beyond that several large Scots parks, probably
originally part of, and marching with neighbouring
Kincraigie. There were further rings of wood and
arable mixed with other estate functions to make up
the rest of the scheme, with the wooded gardendens joining the house to both the nearer and more
distant landscape. Visitors coming to dine at Tonley
might explore the grounds to and from the
southwest first: resident company would doubtless
begin a morning’s ramble in the big shrubberywoodland. Byres’ design also made other pathways
easy and accessible for walking, though the
proprietor and visitors might alternatively prefer
simply to stride forth, or stroll, over the contiguous
lawns and explore Tonley’s fields and woods at
liberty.

contemplate, to admire the view, to picnic or simply
to snooze. Byres designed the sublimely antiqueseeming Mausoleum for Elyza Fraser in 1808,
intending to build a replica for his own internment.
Sadly, he never did this, nor has evidence yet come
to light as to where he wished it sited. There are
many potential sites, and visitors can wonder which
part of Tonley it might have graced.

Thus each of the wooded dens is also easy to reach.
The south-west den is the most ‘useful’ in that its
burn - the Lyne, from furthest Lyneturk - feeds
holding ponds, with pathways threading the
woodlands past farm, field, mill and quarry to
debouch into the biggest pond where ‘…nature
forms a beautiful bason’ (1). This piece of water was
a centrepiece for Byres’ Picturesque composition: it
lies just beyond a lawn opposite his front door,
where it seems to nestle with more swiftly rising
ground and hills to its south. It was described as
dotted with small islands planted with wood and
shrubbery, and in 1791 to await its boat for
recreation. In fact Byres is more likely to have
skated or curled on it in winter; his seeming lake
was a very shallow thing indeed, and had been
allowed to revert to its more natural state as moss
by the mid-nineteenth century - in which state it
remained until recently. The Lyne here is diverted
into one of the many lades or canals, and then
quietly threaded north-eastward into the big
shrubbery-woodland.

Cluny Kirkyard, Elyza Fraser mausoleum, © W A Brogden
Consultancy

The Byers and Moirs who inherited Tonley were
typically travellers and thus absentees - in the army,
as entrepreneur- farmers and later wealthy through
the oil business in Manchester. They had begun to
realize the estates’ assets as soon as timber was
ready to harvest and market. Woodlands were then
re-planted with corn, resulting in the largely
pastoral landscape we see today.

Just outside the home-grounds is an east-west
estate lane lined with blocks of woods, or avenue
that leads towards the Kirk and a Pleasantry. A more
private path from a horse pond provides one of the
loops that such a design offers for variation. The
kitchen garden lies beyond yet more fields; its north
wall suggests rather than actually mimics an old
fortification7. More like a ‘conjured paradise’ than a
walled kitchen garden, it falls southward to the
branch of another of the dens. The wall humours the
slightly crooked north edge, making a wood
sheltered barrier for tender fruits to thrive on. Below
were a series of short beds for vegetables, recently
restored; on the opposite and wooded bank are
paths and the only surviving folly, a kind of grotto
ending to a bothy. This semi-circular construction
with three openings provides a place to sit, to

From the evidence we have of Byres’ intentions
when he began, a very brief mention of the
landscape in the 1840s, the evidence from maps
produced shortly thereafter, and the sad remains
today, this article has sought to re-imagine Byres’
landscape at Tonley. There is much of his career in
Scotland which we know little about, and thus we
look forward to reading William Paton’s
forthcoming thesis. We know the outline of what
Byres achieved, but we have no evidence about
what motivated his decisions in making the
landscape. His own history may provide insights
into these. The association of ideas, either purely
from a local topography, or enriched by long
association with his life in Rome and its countryside,
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and the imagined ancient landscapes of Etruria will
doubtless have been strong. From Emperor Hadrian
at his villa at Tivoli conjuring happy associations of
the Vale of Tempe, the glen-as-garden has a noble
history. Perhaps it was simply fortuitous that J. C.
Loudon, in his Encyclopaedia of Gardening, picked
the three great gardens in Aberdeenshire as worthy
of note in 1824: the House of Monymusk, the great
Invercauld estate at Braemar, and, clearly influenced
by Byres’ efforts at Tonley, Professor Davison’s
glen-garden in Aberdeen at Rubislawden8.

Note
There has been some confusion about the site of
Tonley, Old Tonley, and Kincraigie (e.g. Gordon
Slade, 1987, p. 131). They are three quite different
places. Old Tonley lies (or lay) west, and slightly
north, of the Mains of Tonley. It is noted as late as
1947 on the Jackson Stops & Staff, Sale Map of the
Estate as such. It is also noted, as such, on the OS
map of 1900, 1:2,500. By 1959 it has disappeared
from the 1:10,560 map. Its outline only survives
on the 1:2,500 map of 1970-76. See (2- Bryce).

My recovery of much of Byres’ landscape at Tonley,
and the introduction of his landscape at Aquhorthies
provides a secure template to ground further
studies. Whatever transpires from further
examination of his rich archival legacy can be set
against these, and, it is hoped, enrich or further
amplify aspects of them. An attractive question is
the role of memory and consequent association of
ideas based on his (and very likely Christopher
Norton’s) recollections of Italian countryside and
history. Others arise from discussions about
landscape making with their neighbours, and
colleagues further afield. Based on a real designed
landscape these can further clarify this period of
Picturesque transition.

Tonley appears on all editions of the Ordnance
Survey. The earliest 1:2,500 1867 shows a
seeming articulated range along the south front,
with a distinct square block on the north-east
corner, standing slightly proud of the square
shape of the rest, with a further squarish
‘subsidiary’ block adjoining its west, then a
narrow L shape of seeming sheds finishing the
north side and running down the west to join the
south block. The contemporary 1:10,560 shows
only a black blob. The 1900 1:2,500 shows the
Matthews Mackenzie blocks articulated in outline
and hatched. The N-E block appears as the same
as 1867, but the N-W corner rebuilt and much
enlarged. The south block carries the bow at the
centre of the front, and the two short additional
wings east and west. 1969-70 1:2,500 shows
articulated plan in outline with further additions
on inner west wing. On the latest, 1972-1980
1:10,000 it is shown in rather conventional form
in outline as block to south with two narrow
wings to east and west on the north side.

Tonley still has its structure in place, and the
impetus to improve continues, however differently
in our own time. Tonley itself is now apportioned
into several estate ownerships that share his legacy,
and all the owners wish it well. As further
information comes to light, plans can be made to
nurture the estate in the future.
W A Brogden
For endnotes see p.48
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The Dougalston Doocot: Focus of a Designed Landscape

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

The Dougalston doocot is an elegant example of a later phase doocot that functioned as both pigeon house and
focal point in a designed landscape (Fig. 1). As elegant as it is, the doocot is nonetheless rooted in the local and
the vernacular. The stones, worked or random rubble, are all local and the nest boxes appear to have been made
on-site. So the doocot combines both the vernacular and, in its elegance, the so-called ‘polite’ and decorative.
This paper provides a brief overview of doocots in
Scotland and then examines the Dougalston doocot
in detail. An important message of the paper is the
necessity to consider a doocot in its landscape
setting – they are not isolated buildings that
happened to be placed in a random spot in the
landscape. Their functionality in providing meat for
the mansion house is an important message, but
equally important, especially for the later doocots
such as Dougalston’s, is their place in the designed
landscape.

Scottish doocots is provided by McCann and
McCann (2011).
As the name ‘pigeon house’ indicates, doocots were
structures to house pigeons or, more correctly, Rock
Doves (also called the Blue Rock Dove Columba
livia; see the references listed above). These doves
are not to be confused with the very common
Wood Pigeon (Columba palumba) nor with the
now equally common Collared Dove (Streptopelia
decaocto) (Beaton, 2008). Rock doves nest
naturally in crevices and small holes, in high settings
(for example, on cliffs), and so they were well suited
to the small, tightly packed nest boxes of the
doocot. They are equally well suited to the height,
ledges, parapets, and nooks and crannies of tall city
buildings, and it is the Rock Dove that is the feral
pigeon that inhabits (infests?) modern urban areas,
many having descended from escapees and
releases from doocots.
The keeping of pigeons was primarily about food,
namely, consumption of the tender flesh of the
pigeon young (the squabs). A common
misconception (e.g., Buxbaum, 1987; Logie, 2003) is
that the birds were kept as a source of meat over
the winter. Dunn (2006) and McCann and McCann
(2011) explicitly address this point and stress that the
squabs were consumed between April and midJune, and again in August to early November. The
birds reproduce twice a year and the timings of the
consumption of the squabs reflected this
reproductive cycle. It was the squabs that were
eaten because they had not yet fledged and their
flesh (muscle) was tender and not toughened by the
birds having started to fly. It is reported (e.g., Dunn
and Elder, 2010) that the birds were also bred for
sport (shooting and falconry). The targets would
have been the older birds that had fledged and so
there must have been a tension associated with
killing them in that older breeding birds would have
had to have been preserved for maintenance of the
food supply. In any event, Dunn and Elder (2010)
have reported that shooting of the birds was a later
development once their use as a food source was
declining. The birds were also valued for their
droppings, which collected at the bottom of the
doocot, forming an important source of fertiliser as
well as being used for bleaching, tanning and
dyeing, and as an ingredient in making gunpowder
(Dunn, 2006).

Figure 1. The Dougalston doocot. The door is in the southern face.

Doocots (dovecots, dovecotes, ducats, dukates,
pigeon houses) are important features of British
designed landscapes of the seventeenth, eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. The Scottish Vernacular
Building Working Group (SVBWG) has published
several regional surveys of these buildings, many by
Munro Dunn and colleagues (Dunn, 2006, 2012-13;
Dunn and Elder, 2010; Cavanagh and Dunn, 2014-15)
and others by Beaton (2008), Bishop (2015-16) and
Brown (2004). Other surveys of Scottish doocots
include those by Buxbaum (1987) and Logie (2003).
A useful and more extended treatment of English
doocots with important information relevant to

The birds fed on grain crops from adjacent fields
and were therefore a cause of tension and conflict
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between the owner of the birds (generally a
wealthier landowner) and the local population
cultivating a grain crop. Various rulings and
regulations arose from these conflicts, with a 1617
Scots law obliging landowners wanting to construct
a new cote to have cornfields within two miles of
the proposed cote (Brown, 2004). A related issue,
also more peripheral to our concern here, is the
historical land-use that is implied by the presence of
a doocot (namely, that there must have been
sufficient arable land-use to feed the doocot’s
birds). This issue is also relevant to the former
presence of horse gins (horse-powered mills to
thresh grain crops), a matter more fully discussed
elsewhere (Bishop, 2014-15; 2016).

were subsequently extensively re-designed,
reputedly by John Glassford himself (e.g., Devine,
1975; Castle, 1989), transforming the policies from a
formal designed landscape, a hint of which is given
on the Roy map of the 1750s, to a parkland
landscape of tree belts, water features, ha-has and
rolling informal parkland. The attribution of this redesign of the policies to John Glassford is based on a
nineteenth century account that does not provide
any authority for the attribution (Gourlay, n.d.). The
age of the doocot is discussed further below.
The Dougalston doocot
Construction and exterior
The doocot stands on an elevated position within
the Nuffield Health Golf Course (‘Dougalston Golf
Course’) (Fig. 1). The sandstone from which it is
constructed – ashlar and squared and random
rubble – is local. The random rubble also includes
the occasional basaltic rock (‘whin’) from the
equally local Milngavie volcanic sill. The doocot sits
on a foundation consisting of a lower course of large
random rubble stones and an upper course of
squared and coursed rubble stones 300 mm (12
inches) high and commonly 600 cm (24 inches) and
710 mm (28 inches) long. The exterior and interior of
the doocot have been scanned by a terrestrial laser
scanner and an animated fly-through of these scans
is at http://youtu.be/GcKjD-pi-jE (McCready, 2015).

Agricultural improvement through the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, along with improvements
in transport, meant that food became more
available and doocots came to take on a more
ornamental role within designed landscapes (Dunn,
2006, pp 22). This matter of a doocot’s primary
function is therefore relevant to the doocot’s
chronology (age): are its setting and use primarily
for food, or as status symbol and adornment of
landscaped policies, or both? This is a key issue for
the Dougalston doocot.
John Glassford and Dougalston
John Glassford was one of the wealthiest of the
eighteenth-century Glasgow Tobacco Lords
(Devine, 1975). Like other Tobacco Lords, Glassford
bought rural properties, including Netherwood
Farm, in the Central Belt near the Forth and Clyde
Canal’s Wyndford Lock (by Haggs). He also
purchased Dougalston Estate, with its policies and
mansion house on the edge of Milngavie in modern
East Dunbartonshire. Despite this common, modern
day association of Dougalston with Milngavie, the
estate in fact stretched from Baldernock in the east
(between Milngavie and Torrance) to Langfauld
Farm in the west (on the higher ground above
Drumchapel). Dougalston is commonly considered
(e.g., Castle, 1989) a retreat for Glassford and, with
its gaming (gambling) house, a place where he
relaxed with friends. This emphasis, however,
places rather too much weight on the mansion
house and its policies and the gaming house, and
neglects the wider estate, which has become
somewhat invisible in the literature on Glassford
(although Devine (1975) rightly emphasises
Glassford’s role as an agricultural improver). The
estate was very much a working estate, with farms,
mineral workings, mills and bleachfields, all of
which were leased. An exceptional set of
Dougalston Estate farm plans from 1805 is held by
the National Records of Scotland (at RHP5302).

The doocot is hexagonal – Buxbaum (1987, p.31) is
incorrect in describing it as octagonal – and it is built
of squared and random rubble with ashlar facings
and quoins and quite elegantly moulded door
surrounds; the door is in the south face. A string
course halfway up the height of each face separates
upper and lower levels of the exterior stonework,
with false rectangular windows on the lower and
upper levels of each face. Each of these ‘windows’ is
infilled by random and coursed rubble, except for
the upper level ‘window’ above the door, which
appears to have been originally open and is now
boarded up. Each lower level blind window is
capped by a blind semi-circular arch opening. The
arch opening above the door appears to have been
originally open and is now roughly bricked up (Fig.
1).
A 1963 photograph in the collection of the former
Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS, now part of
Historic Environment Scotland, RCAHMS catalogue
number G84419PO) shows an unroofed doocot and
the semi-circular opening and rectangular false
window above the door as open. This semi-circular
opening above the door is fronted by a sloping
ledge wider than the flanking string course. This
wider ledge in front of the semi-circular opening in
the south-facing wall is almost certainly an alighting
ledge on which the pigeons preened and sunned
themselves (cf. the descriptions of many of the

Glassford bought the Dougalston Estate in 1767,
from John Grahame, Chamberlain to the Duke of
Montrose (himself a Grahame). Dougalston policies
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doocots documented by Dunn, Brown and
Robertson). The semi-circular opening above the
door thus probably originally housed flight holes,
and the boarded-up window above it probably
served as a ventilation opening, as Brown (2004)
has argued is necessary in larger doocots. The
doocot’s roof, which was reportedly reinstated in
1973 (Peters, 1988), culminates in a lantern at its
peak. The lantern’s design, pierced by large holes
that give access to the doocot’s interior, imply that it
is a glover for the birds’ access to and from the
doocot. However, glover openings were generally
not as large as in the Dougalston doocot, thereby to
exclude predators from the doocot interior (Brown,
2004; Dunn, 2006; etc). The apparently inauthentic
design of the glover, and the likelihood that the
birds’ access to the doocot was via flight holes on
the mid-height string course/preening ledge, mean
that the current roof is almost certainly speculative
and that the lantern in the restored roof is
inaccurate. A second alighting ledge forms the wall
head.
The door frame and the arched frame above it have
dressed stone frames that are moulded and of some
elegance. The other window frames and arches are
simple and stand 3–5 mm ‘proud’ of the adjacent
walls, perhaps indicating checks for the harling of
the rubble walls; each corner of the hexagon
likewise stands proud of the stone of the adjacent
walls.

Figure 2. Interior view of the Dougalston doocot, highlighting the
weathering and damage of the upper courses of nest boxes and
the extending of the nest boxes to the floor of the cote.

The interior
Approximately 570 nest boxes line five of the
interior walls (Figs 2 and 3). The sixth wall, which
contains the doorway and ?ventilation opening,
consists of a solidly built brick wall 890 mm (35
inches) thick, which might be a later addition
(perhaps dating from a renovation of the doocot).
All but the upper one to three courses of nest boxes
are intact, those upper ones presumably having
been weathered and damaged while the doocot
was unroofed. The nest boxes are of variable
dimensions, of the order of 225 mm (9 inches) wide,
330 mm (13 inches) high and 300 mm (12 inches)
deep, and formed of bricks 70 mm (2¾ inches) thick
that have the appearance of having been made
locally (Fig. 3). The nest boxes extend right to the
floor of the doocot, which might have implications
for the doocot’s age (see below). There is no
evidence of a potence (the central ladder that
rotated around a central vertical ‘axle’ to provide
access to the nest boxes (Brown, 2004).

Figure 3. Detail of the nest boxes at a corner, highlighting their
construction from local hand-made bricks of variable
dimensions. The green notebook is 20 cm long and is marked
with major divisions at 5 cm intervals.

The doocot’s masons’ marks
An intriguing feature of the Dougalston doocot is the
masons’ marks on its exterior (Figs 4, 5 and 6). The
makers (or owners) of the marks have not yet been
identified, there being no records of masons’ marks
either in Milngavie or in Glasgow’s Trades House. All
the marks are, as would be expected, on stones that
have been worked (squared and dressed), and,
perhaps most importantly for the present study, are
all on recessive surfaces adjacent to ‘checks’ of the
type against which harling would have abutted (Figs
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4 and 6). It seems obvious that the landowner
would not have wanted masons’ marks visible on
the finished doocot and the arrangement of mason’s
marks on recessive surfaces, along with the droving
of those surfaces (Fig. 4), confirm that the doocot
was harled. Indeed, there are occasional patches of
what is apparently harling on the exterior walls, and
one of these patches of harling appears to have part
of a mason’s mark protruding from under its edge.

Figure 6. Line drawing of stones (left) and photograph (right) of
the face of the third exterior wall of the Dougalston doocot. On
the line drawing, a dot shows the position of a mason’s mark and
a short dashed line indicates a ‘check’ against which harling
would have abutted. The long dashed line at each side indicates
the corner of a quoin where the wall turns to the adjacent faces.

The purpose of the masons’ marks remains unclear.
In general, such marks can be a form of accounting
for tallying how much work a mason has completed
(so-called ‘banker marks’ that tally piece work) or
they can guide the laying of the worked stones
without written instructions (‘assembly marks’)
(Alexander, 2007). The latter seems not to be
relevant to the doocot’s masons’ marks, in that there
appears to be no sense of their guiding the
assembly of the stone. It seems likely therefore that
the marks are banker marks but the fact that not all
worked stones have marks is as yet unexplained.
Face 3 of the doocot has the highest number of
marked stones (Fig. 6).
The doocot in its landscape setting
Figure 4. Three masons’ marks on the recessive surface of
worked stones that form part of the ‘window’ frame of side 6 (Fig.
5); each mark is ‘transcribed’ to the right of the mark. The lower
mark appears several times on the doocot. Note the droving
(tooled working by the mason) on the recessive surfaces,
presumably to aid the adhesion of the harling on those surfaces.

As noted at the outset, the doocot occupies a
prominent position on a slight rise, beyond a ha-ha
at the foot of the slope that is topped by the doocot
(Figs 7 and 8). A ha-ha is a sunken barrier or fence
that enables an unobstructed view across that
barrier to a vista beyond. The ha-ha is an
asymmetrical trench with a vertical stone wall along
one side and a grassed slope on the opposite side
(Fig. 8). The sunken vertical stone wall means that
animals cannot cross the ha-ha, which therefore
also serves to provide a view of animals, as well as
the vista, in the fields beyond the sloping wall of the
trench. Thus, the view across a ha-ha was always
from the side of the sunken wall, from where the
viewer would see only the upper part of the grassed
slope on the other side of the ha-ha, as well as the
vista beyond. It is noteworthy that the track mapped
by the Ordnance Survey in the mid-nineteenth
century to the west of the ha-ha lies, in these terms,
on the ‘wrong’ side of the ha-ha (Figs 9 and 10).
Bishop and Oliver (2012) have provided further
discussion of the OS mapping of ha-has.

Figure 5. The footprint of the Dougalston doocot, showing the
numbering of the wall faces.
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designed landscape of the Dougalston policies,
which will be described in more detail elsewhere
along with the full dendrochronological results
(Bishop, Mills and Moss, in prep.).
The doocot sector of the designed landscape
encompasses the whole field in which the doocot
sits (Fig. 9), with views to the doocot from the north
along Baldernock Road and from the south, from the
driveway into the mansion house along the
southern edge of the doocot field, as well as from
the east and southeast, from the now-disappeared
driveway beside the ha-ha from Baldernock Road to
the main driveway. In other words, the doocot
cannot be divorced from the designed landscape
that surrounds it. Recent housing development
applications to cover the doocot field with housing,
while preserving the listed doocot, miss this point
entirely: the doocot field is a designed landscape,
with the doocot the focus of views from at least
three sides.

Figure 7. The Dougalston doocot, viewed across the depression
(foreground) marking the former ha-ha, which has been
smoothed and partially infilled where it crosses a golf course
fairway. Just to the left of this photograph, the ha-ha is intact (Fig.
8), with the wall on the side of the ha-ha closer to the camera in
this Fig. 7 view, confirming that the view was as here, across the
ha-ha towards the doocot.

Figure 8. Contemporary picture of the Dougalston doocot ha-ha,
looking in a southerly direction. The doocot is to the right (west)
in this picture, meaning that the view was from the left-hand
(eastern) side, presumably from a now-vanished driveway/track
through the Scots pines at left, parallel to the sunken stone wall
of the ha-ha and giving an unobstructed view across the ha-ha to
the doocot to the right; Fig. 9 indicates the path of the driveway.
The Scots pines and the woodland to the east of the ha-ha must
therefore post-date abandonment and loss of that driveway.

The doocot ha-ha terminates at its northern end on
Baldernock Road at a wide former opening in a
road-side dyke (a now-closed gateway); at the
south it joins a driveway to the former mansion
house (Figs 9 and 10). The former gateway at
Baldernock Road is marked by the oldest tree of 16
on Dougalston Estate that have been analysed using
dendrochronology. Mills (2016) has estimated that
this oak was planted out before 1774, suggesting that
this gateway was an early, important and prominent
entry to the policies. The gateway, the oak and the
ha-ha suggest that a path or ride entered the
policies through the gateway from Baldernock Road
and then connected with a driveway to the mansion
house. In other words, the doocot was both pigeon
house and feature of a designed landscape. That
designed landscape was itself part of the broader

Figure 9. Ordnance Survey 25-inch First Edition mapping of the
doocot and its vicinity. The dashed line maps the position of a
driveway/track which must have existed prior to the woodland
that now covers that area. This driveway must have lain adjacent
to the ha-ha (to the ha-ha’s east and southeast), providing views
across the ha-ha to the doocot. The driveway paralleling the haha led from a wide opening (gateway) in the roadside drystone
dyke on Baldernock Road to the main driveway leading to the
Dougalston House mansion. Western half of Figure from
Dumbarton Sheet 23.8 (New Kilpatrick Parish), survey date 1861,
publication date 1865; eastern half of Figure from Dumbarton
Sheet 24.5 (New Kilpatrick Parish), survey date 1859, publication
date 1864 (extract reproduced by permission of the National
Library of Scotland).
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The 1805 plan also shows that the woodland along
the eastern and southeastern edge of the doocot
ha-ha (Figs 9 and 10) was in existence by the date of
this plan, halfway through the first decade of the
nineteenth century. Thus, the track on the eastern
side of the ha-ha must have been lost some time
before 1805 for there to be time enough for the
woodland to grow in its place. This deduction
means, in turn, that the ha-ha and the ha-ha’s focus
– the doocot – must have existed for some time
(one to two decades?) before 1805.
Form and function
Brown (2004) provided a four-part typology and
chronology of doocot form for Moray, which have
been taken up by subsequent authors and applied
more broadly across Scotland (although Pride (1996)
presented a different, five-part typology that does
not include the polygonal form and is not pursued
any further here). In Brown’s (2004) scheme,
beehive doocots are the earliest form, followed by
the lectern doocot morphology in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. The cylindrical form in
Moray became more common in the eighteenth
century, with the hexagonal form (or, more
generally, the polygonal form) being introduced into
Moray around 1800. Dunn (2006) and Dunn and
Elder (2010) essentially repeated this chronology in
their discussions of doocots in, respectively,
Lanarkshire, which is not too distant from
Dougalston, and East Lothian. In both cases, the
authors were less specific, however, on when the
polygonal form, of which the hexagonal Dougalston
doocot is an example, emerged in these two Central
Belt areas. Dunn (2006) also noted that a doocot’s
dual functions, as pigeon house and ornamental
feature of a designed landscape, became more
common from the eighteenth century onwards as
doocots became more decorative and embellished.

Figure 10. Detailed map of the vicinity of the doocot, highlighting
the ha-ha’s mapping symbol as a slope (hachure symbol)
abutting a wall (curved unbroken line to the immediate southeast
of the hachuring); see Bishop and Oliver (2012) for further
discussion of the mapping symbology for ha-has. Note how the
track adjacent to the mapped ha-ha lies on the ‘wrong’ side of
the ha-ha (see text and Fig. 9) (from OS 25-inch First Edition
mapping; Dumbarton Sheet 24.5 (New Kilpatrick Parish), survey
date 1859, publication date 1864; extract reproduced by
permission of the National Library of Scotland).

Dougalston was historically in Stirlingshire and the
RCAHMS chronology of doocots in Stirlingshire
essentially reiterates the chronology in the
preceding paragraph, explicitly dating an octagonal
doocot at Carron to c.1800 (RCAHMS, 1963, Figure
170). The Carron doocot is brick-built but exhibits
several features redolent of the Dougalston doocot,
including an opening above the door and a further
opening above that, above a half-height string
course. The other faces of the Carron doocot have
blind windows above the string course, as at
Dougalston, but all Carron windows are oval and
not semi-circular or rectangular, as at Dougalston.
And at Carron, apart from the open oval window
immediately above the door, there are no other
openings, open or blind, below the string course. In
any event, a c.1800 date for the Dougalston doocot
is not unreasonable on these grounds.

Age of the doocot
Evidence from plans
The 1805 Dougalston Estate farm plans held by the
National Records of Scotland include a plan of the
Dougalston policies (RHP5302/10) that clearly
shows the doocot in its present location. The
doocot is represented on this plan by a circular
symbol (not hexagonal) but this representation is
interpreted to be simply that, a representation and
not a precise rendering of the doocot footprint. The
plan’s pencilled annotation, possibly dating from
1831 (Bishop, 2017), labels the field in which the
doocot is located ‘Pidgeon [sic] House Park’. David
Smith’s 1820 ‘Plan of the village of Milngavie, with
sundry adjoining pendicles’, published by Moore
(2015), labels that field ‘Dovecot Park’. The evidence
from plans thus indicates that the doocot was in
place by 1805.

Nest box arrangement
It has been noted above that the nest boxes at
Dougalston extend right to the floor in the interior.
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Many doocots from the mid-eighteenth century
onwards had a gap of about a metre between the
floor and the lowest nest boxes, in order to prevent
rodents that had gained entry to the doocot from
taking birds. For example, the lowest nest boxes in
the doocot at Cadder House (Cawder), about 5 km
southeast of Dougalston and with a 1753 date stone
above the door lintel, are about one metre above
the floor. McCann and McCann (2011), writing about
Wiltshire dovecots, noted that the principal rodent
that raided doocots was the brown rat, which
arrived in England by ship from eastern Asia
between 1720 and 1730. It had presumably arrived
by ship in Scotland by the middle of the eighteenth
century, or not long after, having spread to plague
proportions throughout lowland England by the
1760s (McCann and McCann, 2011) and being first
observed in the Faroe Islands in 1768 after drifting
there on a shipwreck that had been wrecked initially
on the Isle of Lewis (Jensen and Magnussen, 2015).
In relation to Wiltshire, McCann and McCann (2011)
have suggested that a “useful rule of thumb is that a
dovecot which has nest-holes from near ground
level was built before the mid-eighteenth century …
[and] if the lower nest-holes are higher than three
feet (0.91 m), … probably it was built after the mideighteenth century” (p. 8). This chronology, and the
assumed mid- to late-eighteenth century arrival of
the brown rat in Scotland, implies that doocots
whose lowest nest boxes are a metre or so above
the floor date from about the mid-eighteenth
century or later. This conclusion is consistent with
the Cadder House doocot’s 1753 date and its raised
lowest nest boxes. The Dougalston doocot does not
fit well with this chronology, however, its hexagonal
footprint dating it by convention to the late
eighteenth century or early nineteenth century,
which is inconsistent with the nest boxes extending
to the floor.

to the mansion house. A mid- to late-eighteenth
century age is consistent with the 1805 estate plan
but the construction of the nest boxes to the floor of
the doocot point to a somewhat earlier date for the
doocot. This apparent contradiction between these
two sets of evidence cannot yet be resolved.
Conclusion
It is not possible to understand the decorative role
of the doocot in its designed landscape setting
without considering that total landscape within
which it sits. Thus, the Dougalston doocot provided
a visual entertainment within the landscape vista
that was viewed across the ha-ha as one passed
from the Baldernock Road gateway to the main
driveway. Other parts of the designed landscape, to
be written up elsewhere (Bishop, Mills and Moss, in
prep.), would have led the rider or carriage
passenger out onto Baldernock Road further back
(east) in the policies. The rider or carriage passenger
would have then passed along Baldernock Road and
back into the policies at the doocot ha-ha gateway,
thereby to join another driveway and return to the
mansion house. The doocot could also be viewed
from the south (from the other driveway) and from
the north on Baldernock Road west of the gateway,
and so it was clearly an important statement about
the owners and their taste. The owner’s refinement
is clear in the insistence that the masons’ marks be
hidden by harling.
Who then was this owner who was responsible for
the doocot? Was it John Glassford, who, as noted
above, has routinely been held responsible for the
sweeping changes to the Dougalston policies?
Glassford bought the estate in 1767 and was dead by
1783, having had to weather the American War of
Independence during his last eight years. He had
only a relatively few years to have the doocot built,
given the onset of the American War of
Independence in the mid-1770s. That said, tree
planting was clearly going on in the 1770s – Mills’
(2016) dendrochronological work has identified five
trees (the ha-ha gateway oak and four others
elsewhere in the policies) that were planted out
between 1769 and 1787. And the fact that the nest
boxes extend to the doocot floor is more consistent
with doocot construction when John Glassford was
alive. The cote’s hexagonal form (and remembering
that the cylindrical form, as at the 1753 Cadder
doocot, is the more likely eighteenth century form)
means that it is unlikely that John Grahame, who
sold Dougalston to Glassford in 1767, was
responsible for the doocot. If it was not John
Glassford, then his son, Henry, who inherited
Dougalston in 1783, was responsible for the doocot
in the later 1780s or the 1790s.

Masons’ marks
Dr Jennifer Alexander has indicated that the
Dougalston doocot’s masons’ marks have a late
eighteenth century to early nineteenth century age
range (pers. comm. email May 17, 2016; cf.
Alexander, 2007) and Moira Greig, of The Masons’
Marks Project (http://masonsmarkproject.org.uk/),
suggests a slightly narrower mid- to late-eighteenth
century range for the marks (pers. comm. email May
18, 2016). Moira Greig has also observed that
masons’ marks generally start to disappear in
Scotland by the nineteenth century. Thus, the
masons’ marks point to a late eighteenth century
age for the doocot’s worked stone.
Summary of chronology
The Dougalston doocot’s masons’ marks and
hexagonal morphology point to its being of late
eighteenth century age, which is consistent with the
1770s date of planting out of the oak tree at the
Baldernock Road entrance to the driveway that
leads along the doocot ha-ha to the main driveway

Paul Bishop
All images except figures 9 and 10 © Paul Bishop
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Glorious Gardens: Actions and Reactions

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

This article is being written at the end of October 2017. It is hard to believe that it was only three years ago that the
dream of Glorious Gardens became a reality and only two years since it invaded the lives of our loyal and dedicated
volunteers.
In the event, on 18 October we celebrated the success
of Glorious Gardens 1 (GG1) and launched Glorious
Gardens 2 (GG2) in the entirely appropriate setting of
Chatelherault. If you would like to see a video of the
occasion and find out more about GG2, please go to
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qCGeLI8CaQQ&t=
4s .
GG1 was a pilot recording project resulting in 22
reports on sites in the Clyde and Avon Valley and in
the Falkirk Council area. Some 30 volunteers
researched and surveyed the sites and wrote up
and illustrated their findings. The majority of the
reports are now up on CANMORE, Historic
Environment Scotland's database, and the links to
each property are at the end of this article. GG1 is
continuing in the Falkirk area due to the enthusiasm
of volunteers there and with the support of Geoff
Bailey, Keeper of Archaeology and Local History for
the Falkirk Community Trust. The group is very
active and we are kept on our toes by two recent
volunteers, Esther and Leaya, post-graduate
students from the People's Republic of China who
are on the Landscape Architecture Master's course
at Edinburgh University.

Liz and Louise, © SGLH

GG2 has very different objectives, but takes the
outcomes of GG1 as its starting point. Based on the
findings of GG1 in the reports and the views of
stakeholders in the designed landscape of each of
our target areas, our team of Beatrice Dower
(MVGLA), Jacquie McLeod (TMLHAH) and Matt
Benians (MBLA) will develop a Conservation
Strategy for each designed landscape and also
provide a set of conservation guidelines for local
landowners. The Clyde and Avon Valley will be
covered in 2017-18 and the Falkirk Council area in
2018-19. This will involve the team and stakeholders
in a series of three workshops during which
objectives will be set and feedback on drafts of the
two documents received and applied.

Numbers, however, never tell the whole story - and
indeed, we were bidden by our funders to pursue some
rather more abstract targets. Historic Environment
Scotland looked to us to help "volunteers learn to read
and interpret historical maps, documentary, pictorial
and published sources related to historic gardens and
designed landscapes in the CAVLP and Falkirk Council
area, to survey selected gardens and designed
landscapes and to record their findings accurately and
methodically". Furthermore, volunteers were to apply
their learning to improve their enjoyment of historic
gardens and designed landscapes and their
understanding of the value of such sites to their local
community. Finally, they were expected to acquire
additional, transferable skills and interests, including IT
skills, heritage skills, social skills, greater selfconfidence deriving from group and team work and
enhanced participation in healthy and stimulating
outdoor activities. When asked in our final evaluation
about the most enjoyable part of the survey,
enthusiastic volunteer Anne Armstrong had this to say:

So, what have we achieved with GG1? It is easy
enough to come up with a few numbers: 30
volunteers who stuck it out until the end; 22 reports
on specific sites posted on the Historic Environment
Scotland database, CANMORE; seven presentations
at Heritage conferences; three guided walks led by
volunteers; 12 entries in the Clyde and Avon Valley
Landscape Partnership (CAVLP) Virtual Museum;
four articles in The Pleasaunce; one article in History
Scotland; one interview with BBC Scotland and
numerous postings to relevant websites, enewletters, Facebook pages and Twitter.

Where to begin? All of it! Access to two local
places I would not normally have gone to, trying
to understand the estates economically and the
families who owned them, what the people who
lived there worked at, how fashions changed,
why the estates declined. Talking to everybody
we met, who turned out to have information
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relating to our project or just interesting of itself.
Speculating about why things were how they
were. Finding out about church ownership of the
land (there was a chapel at Cleghorn – did the
farm own it? Did they build the fish ponds? What
was a chapel anyway?), early travel routes, fords
and bridges, the life of General Gordon, the
Carluke sculptor Robert Forrest, the tree planter
Sir Henry Steuart who lived just up the road and
visited Cleghorn. Reading the old newspaper
cuttings in the reference library about e.g. the
contents of Harperfield being auctioned in 1927,
(a pair of ladies’ duelling pistols!), and the
mysterious statue of Pan at Cleghorn, buried
because the locals were worshipping him as ‘the
de’il’, dug up and reinstated for a garden fete.

role, her comments might have been different! Here are
some of the views of others about this aspect of the
project:
•
•
•

Time consuming and irritating
I didn't find any good points about the tablet
Constant problems getting a signal

Understandably, some people contrived not to use the
tablet at all and relied on pen and pencil to take their
own notes and to complete the component forms. So,
back to the drawing board on the technology! The
reason for trying out the tablet was to ensure that
everyone used the same names for the various
elements contained in the landscape components into
which sites were divided. It contained extensive lists of
elements or features under each landscape component
heading which could be ticked off on a digital form
which could then be saved to the server. Some found
the prompts useful but in the end, everyone preferred
doing the recording in the old-fashioned way - pencil
and paper - despite cold hands and the delights of
managing paper in the rain!

With reference to the on-site survey in particular, she
commented:
Loved it. Partly because once we got
going, we were clear about what was
wanted, and we were able to express our
own opinions. Partly because there were
only two of us, so nothing to arrange and
share out. My partner is a practical man
with experience of building and an
enquiring mind, and we enjoyed
speculating about what we saw and the
reasons for it... It was great being outside
all day, with a purpose and tasks to
complete. It was like living the best ever
puzzle or detective story, where you had
to work out what the puzzle was, and
started with loads of questions to answer
– but you could look up the answers on
Google when you got home, (and the
answers only threw up more questions…).

Based on the feedback from the volunteers and our
overview of the project through all its phases, the
intention is to develop a toolkit containing advice on
training and supporting volunteers to record, survey
and write up designed landscapes along with all
necessary tools for use across Scotland by local
authorities, heritage groups, relevant national
organisations and educational institutions. This will be
GG3.
In the meantime, the beginning of a new project is
always slightly daunting. GG2 is no different. Please
watch out for updates in the SGLH e-News and for
fuller progress reports in The Pleasaunce.

As it happened, Anne's project partner, Willie Speirs,
was entrusted with the technology trialled during the
project. This involved data collection using a tablet and
uploading forms to a server. Had Anne taken on that

Sue Hewer
SGLH Project Supervisor

Links to the CAVLP Reports on CANMORE
BARDONALD
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004768.pdf
CAMBUSNETHAN
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004769.pdf
CARFIN
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004770.pdf
CLEGHORN
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004771.pdf
DALSERF
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004772.pdf
HARPERFIELD
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004767.pdf
JERVISWOOD
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004774.pdf
KERSE
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004775.pdf
MAULDSLIE
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004776.pdf
MILTON LOCKHART
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004777.pdf
STONEBYRES
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004778.pdf
WAYGATESHAW
http://canmore-pdf.rcahms.gov.uk/wp/00/WP004779.pdf
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collections of the RBGE. Almost a million people
visit the RBGE living collections each year but few
are aware of the rich collection of herbarium
species also housed there, the earliest dating from
1697. From this vast historical collection of three
million specimens Dr . Noltie concentrated his
research on the Cuttings Collection containing
250,000 items, realising that there were exciting
stories behind the botanical illustrations and being
able to match those of the same date.

Botanical Art from India: The Royal Botanic Garden
Edinburgh Collection
Henry J. Noltie
128pp, Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh, 2017
“On the coast of Coromandel where the early
pumpkins blow” wrote Edward Lear (1812-1888),
living at a time of exploration and botanical
recording in India. Botanical Art from India, a
handsome volume of illustrations by Indian artists,
covers these subjects and more, and is the
culmination of 20 years of detective work by Dr.
Henry Noltie at the Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh.
Dr. Noltie previously curated the exhibition Indian
Botanical Drawings at Inverleith House in 1998, and
a publication of the same name was subsequently
produced. Since then a further 24 illustrations have
been discovered in the RBGE archive and these
appear here together with those originally shown in
the 1998 exhibition.

Syzigium malaccense, (L.) Merrill & Perry Myrtaceae, Rose or
Malay apple Jemboonagamarum (Tamil); jemboonaradee
chettoo (Telugu). Rungiah; c. 1830.

Botanical Art From India is thoughtfully written by
Dr. Noltie and well designed by Caroline Muir, and
appears in time for the celebration of the 70th
anniversary of Indian independence. It combines
biographies of medical men trained in botany at
Leith Botanic Garden and then later at Inverleith,
and contains a wealth of excellent plates of the
botanical illustrations they commissioned. It is a
tribute to the unknown artists as well as those
named –Govindoo, Vishnupersaud and Rungiah –
who worked on the plants the medical botanists
wished to record. Inside the cover of the book is the
woodblock printed paper, South India c.1830, from
the cover of a folder in which some of the drawings
by Rungiah were discovered. The cover has a detail
of the Lotus, sacred in India, from a drawing by
Govindoo.

Dr. Noltie is a taxonomist and has edited two
volumes of The Flora of Bhutan, Raffle’s Ark
Redrawn and several other publications about
Scottish East India Company Surgeons and the
drawings commissioned by them. While working on
The Flora of Bhutan he became concerned with the
historical aspects of the herbarium and archive
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This volume draws our attention, through the
biographies of the medical botanists, to the origins
of environmentalism and conservation and to the
concerns that these men had for the devastating
effects of famine on the indigenous population. Two
of the medical botanists, William Roxburgh (17511815) and Buchanan Hamilton (1762-1829), were
taught by John Hope, at the Edinburgh Botanic
Garden, who lectured on the effects of vegetation
on climate. Roxburgh became a pioneer in the
collection of tropical meteorological data. Roxburgh
and Hamilton were instrumental in the introduction
of economic crops such as teak, coffee and
cinnamon, and in the planting of supplementary
foods such as breadfruit and coconuts which were
thought to be more drought resistant. Both men
were greatly influenced by John Hope’s teaching
and used the recently introduced Linnaeus system
of classification. Roxburgh commissioned 2,542
drawings towards a Flora of India. Alexander Gibson
(1800-1887) became the first Conservator of Forests
to the Bombay Government (1847). He had been
worried by the large-scale felling of forest in Kanara
in 1839 and the consequent effect on rainfall; this led
to a concern for forest conservation and the effect
of slash and burn agriculture. A set of 173 drawings
were made for him by an anonymous Portuguese
Indian artist.

Indian artists enlivened paintings with a delight in
pattern, unconventional compositions and colour
enhanced with gum Arabic.

The earliest selection of drawings in Botanical Art
from India was commissioned by a Scottish
surgeon, James Kerr (1737-1782) who had links with
Hope and Roxburgh. The first drawing in the book
illustrates the “telegraph plant” which was sent to
John Hope c.1775. It was grown successfully at the
Edinburgh Botanic Garden and awarded a Gold
Medal. The notes below the illustrations provide
enjoyable trails: a large leaf of Lasia spinosa, drawn
for Kerr in 1775, of which he notes “peduncle, roots
and petioles eaten by the poor”; followed up by an
exquisite monochrome watercolour line drawing of
the same plant, Roxburgh Icones, 1815, and finally in
fig.11 a photograph of a herbarium specimen
collected by Buchanan in Assam on 30 January 1809
during his survey of Bengal.

Lasia spinose (L.) Thwaites, Ararceae, Kanta-kutchoo (Bengali);
moola-sari (Telugu) Artist unknown; c. 1815.

A native British civil servant in India said, “The native
artist is also patient: for weeks and months he will
work at his design, painfully elaborating the most
minute details; no time is considered too long, no
labour too intense to secure perfection in imitation
or delicacy in execution” (B.H. Baden Powell.
Handbook of the Manufactures and Arts of the
Punjab, Lahore, 1872, as quoted by Mildred Archer
in Company Drawings in the India Office Library,
London, 1972).

At a time that European artists were exploring much
of the world for new plants, a body of work was
being produced in India in a unique way. The
Mughal Emperors encouraged both flower portraits
and flowers as decorative borders in miniature. As
the patronage of the Mughal Empire broke up these
artists were available to work for the East India
Company. They had to adapt to using different
materials and work directly from nature. The value
of botanical illustration lay in the ability to portray
the different components of the plant and also true
colour which cannot be obtained from a herbarium
specimen. Nineteenth century European illustrators
conformed to a more rigid composition, but the

The quote above applies equally to Dr. Noltie and
his support at the Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh
for the painstaking research resulting in this volume
and the ongoing conservation of the drawings in the
archive. For both the history and artwork this is an
excellent addition to anyone’s library.
Katharine Prentice
Images courtesy of the Library Collection at the Royal Botanic
Garden Edinburgh
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Parks, Paddocks &c. And a General System of
Agriculture, Illustrated with great variety of
Copper-Plates done by the best Hands, from the
Author’s Drawings. By Stephen Switzer, Gardener,
Several Years Servant to Mr London and Mr Wise
published in 1718 and incorporating material from his
earlier one-volume work of 1715.
Brogden’s book is based in part on the author’s
University of Edinburgh doctoral thesis of 1973
(which may be consulted online), Stephen Switzer
and Garden Design in Britain in the Early 18 th
Century, but which has been revised, incorporating
research carried out over the last forty years on
gardens and garden theorists and practitioners of
the first half of the eighteenth century.
The author takes a broadly chronological approach
to Switzer’s career as Switzer himself takes a
historical approach to gardening. He begins with
Creation and works his way through the classical
authors, stressing the ancient Roman villa’s concern
with the cultivation of both farm and garden, a
theme which runs through his own works and
marks out Switzer’s approach to the design and
development of a country estate. He comments on
the Villa d’Este at Tivoli, the villas at Frascati and the
Villa Belvedere at the Vatican before describing the
gardens of Louis XIV. For him gardens in England
become worthy of note only with the Restoration
and he praises the works of John Evelyn to whom
he says “it is owing that Gard’ning can speak proper
English”.

Ichnographia Rustica: Stephen Switzer and the
designed landscape
William Alvis Brogden.
297pp, Routledge, 2016
This volume is the first major study of Stephen
Switzer, a prominent author of volumes on garden
design, gardening, agriculture and garden
engineering published between 1715 and 1742. The
name of Switzer is well known, but the range of his
activities and the extent of his influence in Britain in
the first half of the eighteenth century is less well
recognised, a state of affairs this book seeks to
rectify. The author places Switzer in the context of
the structural change from the formal garden to the
seemingly informal, stressing that previously his
contribution has never been properly
acknowledged. He recognises that the conventional
division between formal and informal gardens is
unsatisfactory and considers how this might be
viewed in the light of Switzer’s writings and gardens.
William Brogden concentrates (as is indicated by
the title of his work) on Stephen Switzer’s second
book, the three volume Ichnographia Rustica: or the
Nobleman, Gentleman, and Gardener’s Recreation.
Being Directions for the general Distribution of a
Country seat, into Rural and Extensive Gardens,

The Manor of Paston plan as divided into rural gardens, Stephen
Switzer, Ichnographia Rustica, 1718
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His apprenticeship with the firm of London and
Wise of the Brompton Park Nursery, the major
suppliers of both garden designs and of trees and
plants in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth
century, is seen as leading to his involvement in
their projects at Blenheim, Kensington Gardens and
Castle Howard in North Yorkshire. London and
Wise took responsibility for land architecture, site
preparation, provision of water and water-works,
laying out, planting and site supervision, plus the
necessary after-care attention required by great
gardens, and it was this combination of roles in
which Switzer would be trained for his future
career. Switzer’s celebration of pre-existing
woodland at Castle Howard is hyperbolic:

house from the park and the surrounding landscape
epitomised by the striking bastion (inhabited by a
duchess) standing out from the plantations.

…that truly Ingenious lover of Architecture and
Gard’ning, the Right Honourable the Earl of
Carlisle in his wood at Castle-howard, [has
reached] the highest Pitch that Natural and Polite
Gard’ning can possibly arrive to: ‘Tis There that
Nature is truly imitated, if not excell’d, and from
which the Ingenious may draw the best of their
Schemes in Natural and Rural Gardening: ‘Tis
There that she by a kind of fortuitous Conduct
pursued through all her most intricate Mazes,
and taught even to exceed her own self in the
Natura-Linear, and much more Natural and
Promiscuous Disposition of all her Beauties.

Whetham, Wiltshire:cascade-house, Stephne Switzer,
Introduction to a General System of Hydrostaticks and
Hydraulicks, 1729

‘Directions for … Rural and extensive gardens’ forms
part of the long title of Ichnographia Rustica. The
incorporation of farmland into the garden was a
major element in Switzer’s theory of gardening,
which included making the garden appear as large
as possible. Unfortunately, few of the gardens
where Switzer is credited with the design survive
today on the ground. One which does in part is
Whetham in Wiltshire. Switzer’s later work, An
Introduction To a general System of Hydrostatics
and Hydraulicks, Philosophical and Practical
published in 1729 contains his boast:

Wray Wood at Castle Howard became for Switzer
and the owner of the estate, the Earl of Carlisle, a
kind of garden in itself. Brogden comments that the
wood had existed before any of the works carried
out on the estate, but that it ‘coloured’ the way the
designs in development and construction were
perceived. No drawing of the wood has been found,
but the earliest plan shows three straight walks in an
irregular composition, and a 1727 estate plan gives
an outline, but the paths, cabinets, water-works,
amphitheatre and statuary are not shown, although
they are known from accounts to have existed.
Hawksmoor erected the surviving Temple of Venus
on its north-east edge and Vanbrugh’s last work, the
Temple of the Four Winds, was sited at its northeast corner. The enclosing of the irregular boundary
of Wray Wood with a terraced walk gave it the
appearance of a seemingly fortified wood, providing
both new perspectives into the wood itself and a
platform from which the ongoing building works at
Castle Howard could be viewed.

Nor need we in all Probability give Place to Italy
or France itself, in some artificial cascades and
beautiful Falls of Water in England; those of Mr
Blaithwaites at Dyrham near Bath, of Mr Ernly’s
at Whetham, those at Chatsworth, belonging to
the great and noble family of Cavendishes, are
worthy of Account.
An illustration in Hydraulics and Hydrostatics
shows the cascade and cascade house which has
reminiscences of works at Frascati and of various
cascades derived from Italian examples such as that
in the Zwinger in Dresden, if on a smaller scale. This
garden has the additional interest of a description
by Charles Hope, first Earl of Hopetoun, who visited
it during a tour of the West Country in 1712, studying
Badminton, Longleat and Dyrham as well as
Whetham. His manuscript diary survives at
Hopetoun House. Lord Hopetoun made precise
notes about Whetham, concentrating on the
waterworks there. He writes that they are sited with
“Little walks in a wood like a wilderness and
dropped in it a handsome cascade”. He goes on to
say that it was:

The author suggests that Switzer may have begun
writing Ichnographia Rustica while he was engaged
on the extension of the gardens at Grimsthorpe in
Lincolnshire. Here various depictions of the garden
survive, including drawings by William Stukely from
the 1730s. He illustrates a simplified parterre and the
straight Grime’s Walk, recalling associations with an
ancient king, which was succeeded by a
meandering path for the return towards the house.
The design is intended to enhance views of the

25 feet broad and near as high & cornice
proceeding a foot or two [with] 4 statues one top
about 5 feet high arched door in middle … at foot
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of it a dolphin’s head where part of the water
falls into a basin sideways Part of it one every
side goes by the basin into a pond … [and] then
the building advances with a sweep one every
side about 15 or 20 feet. In every sweep there is
a niche arched on to … At the foot of the Pond is
another piece of grotto work. [It] opens with
two leaves of a door& a glass which represents
the whole cascade.

their kitchen gardens, as well as the supply of seeds.
Switzer prospered in his profession. A second
edition of Ichnographia Rustica was published in
1742 three years before his death in 1745. He left his
business to the care of his wife and his son, then a
student at St John’s College, Cambridge.
The volume is illustrated in black and white, mainly
with plans and drawings of estates where Switzer
was involved and where his influence may be
detected. A more extensive index and more
detailed references would be helpful to readers
wishing to broaden their understanding of
developments in landscape design in the earlier
eighteenth century.

This description indicates that the cascade was
meant to be viewed as a reflection as well in reality.
The earl’s tour was presumably intended to inform
his own developments of the gardens at Hopetoun
including the provision of major waterworks there.
Switzer’s writings made him a public figure. His
views on the importance of Nature and the creation
of a landscape in which the house should play its
part but did not need to dominate would seem to
have found increasing favour. The proper
association of house and garden was central to his
thinking and bringing the country into the garden
was an idea gaining increasing acceptance. A
combination of utile and dulce, the useful and the
pleasant, appealed to an audience with a classical
education. At the same time, with no moneyed
family behind him, Switzer needed to build up a
substantial practice in estate design, and, as with
London and Wise, with whom he had had his
apprenticeship, it was necessary for him to be in a
position to supply the necessary trees and plants for
park and garden. He set up a seed shop in
Westminster Hall, which provided him with a good
address and which was well situated for his
potential clients. He had a house and garden just
across the River Thames, an area then largely
occupied by market gardens.

It seems ironic that this major study of the
achievements of Stephen Switzer should be
published in the year following the celebration of
the life and gardens of Lancelot ‘Capability’ Brown.
As Brogden writes:
Even by the mid-eighteenth century such men of
taste as the coterie of Horace Walpole, his
Committee of Taste, or slightly later the vicarcritics, and then such like Uvedale Price, would
become very knowing indeed about what makes
a good landscape. When these men read
Switzer’s rhapsodic calls for designers to follow
nature, they applauded a fellow man of taste,
but when they looked at his (by then oldfashioned seeming) illustrations, the result was
laughter or derision.
One can see their point. However, when
Ichnograpia Rustica first appeared in 1718, John
James’ translation into English of Dézailler
d’Argenville’s Theory and Practice of Gardening had
only been published for five years. Its popularity
continued through the first half of the eighteenth
century and many, including Hopetoun’s close
neighbour George Dundas, adhered to the elaborate
symmetrical style depicted there. Switzer’s
philosophical approach to the relationship between
estate, landscape, garden and house expressed
through his books would seem to have had both a
direct and a pervasive influence on the thought and
practice of his day.

Improvements in crops and farming methods were
an increasing concern for the more forward-looking
landowners of the 1720s onwards. The Practical
Husbandman and Planter: Or, Observations on the
Ancient and Modern Husbandry, Planting and
Gardening, &c Being Directions (deduced chiefly
from Practice, rather than Books for the Workman’s
Conduct in the Field, Wood, Apiary, Orchard, Fruit
and Kitchen Garden Parterre and Distillery Garden
…was published in six parts in 1733 and 1734. The list
of subscribers contains over three hundred names,
an indication of the interest in the integrated
approach to estate and garden. References from
Switzer’s correspondence in the later 1720s and
1730s provide some information about the conduct
of his garden and estate practice. He went on
‘Circuits’ to the North or the Midlands which might
last for over two months. There were shorter
journeys into the Home Counties for a few days
between returns to Westminster. These
fragmentary records would seem to indicate a very
wide practice supervising the laying out of
landscapes and, more often, the management of

In this volume Dr Brogden has set Switzer in his
historical context at a time when the aesthetics of
garden and landscape were evolving rapidly from
the formality ultimately derived from Versailles
towards designs which harmonised with the
surrounding landscape and its agricultural
development. An understanding of the principles
which Switzer maintained in his writings is vital in
illuminating the more radical developments of the
second half of the eighteenth century and the
widespread adoption of the Landscape Garden
across Britain.
Marilyn Brown
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beginnings in the eighteenth century with ‘The
Discovery of the Highlands’, through ‘Balmorality’
and ‘Bloodsports Baronial’, to ‘The Highland Idyll’
and the present day. These chapters, each referring
to numerous examples of the period and type, are
skilfully interwoven with more focused accounts of
a dozen carefully chosen case studies. This is a work
of prodigious scholarship which brings together a
great deal of previously unpublished material drawn
from a wide range of documentary and pictorial
sources, including private correspondence, game
books, sketch books, estate papers and
newspapers. The story of these often unusual
buildings is as much a history of the social and
economic changes affecting the Highlands during
the last three centuries as it is of changing fashions
in architecture. We are also given an amusing
insight into the quirky nature of some of the lodges,
arising from the peculiar whims and fancies of their
wealthy and eccentric owners. Noteworthy in this
regard was Kinloch Castle on the Isle of Rum, the
extraordinary creation of the Lancashire textile
magnate George Bullough, where, alongside a
Japanese garden, croquet lawn and tennis courts,
the nearly seventy acres of grounds and
glasshouses surrounding this ‘toy fort’ once played
host to peacocks, hummingbirds, alligators and
turtles.

Highland Retreats: The Architecture and Interiors
of Scotland's Romantic North
Mary Miers
288pp, Rizzoli International Publications, 2017
As a native of South Uist, with a home on the Black
Isle in Ross and Cromarty, there can surely be noone better placed to write about the buildings of the
Scottish Highlands and Islands than the
accomplished journalist and architectural historian
Mary Miers. Many readers will already be familiar
with her invaluable handbook The Western
Seaboard : an illustrated architectural guide,
published by the Rutland Press for the RIAS back in
2008. Others cannot fail to have been charmed by
her delightful pocket-sized anthology of verse,
gathered together in Highlands and Islands of
Scotland, and produced by Eland Publishing Ltd
under their ‘Poetry of Place’ imprint in 2010, in
which the poems are illuminated by her perceptive
commentaries.
In her new book Highland retreats – the
architecture and interiors of Scotland’s romantic
north, Miers focuses her attention on the numerous
shooting lodges scattered across the Scottish
Highlands and Western Isles. Sumptuously
illustrated with contemporary photographs by Paul
Barker and Simon Jauncy, and with many additional
images drawn from Country Life and a wide range
of historical sources, this handsomely produced
volume might be mistaken for a coffee table book.
Yet it is much more than this.

Ardverikie, Inverness-shire, © Country Life

Amongst various interesting perspectives on the
evolution of the shooting lodge, Mary Miers
considers the important part played by women in
their development and decoration. For many
families, the shooting lodge was somewhere that
whole families could escape from the humdrum
formality of their lowland businesses and estates to
be closer to nature and the sublime solitude of the
Scottish mountains and islands. The landscaped
grounds and wild landscapes surrounding many of
the lodges were able to provide pleasure and

The book manages to be both narrative and
thematic in its arrangement. Eight chapters trace the
story of the Highland shooting lodge from its

40

entertainment for those who were not involved in
the pursuit of game. Typical of the many examples
described and illustrated in the book is William
Heath’s delightful watercolour painting of
Ardimersay Cottage on the Isle of Islay, surrounded
by lush gardens, built by Walter Campbell of
Shawfield on the profits of industry. There was
Laggan Cottage, as described by the writer and poet
Anne Grant with its “woodbine porch, its green
court surrounded by shrubs and its outer court of
offices”. Likewise, Ishbel Hamilton-Gordon,
Marchioness of Aberdeen is described as having
yearned for “red stemmed Scots firs and silver
birches growing among the crimson heather, the
burn rippling past the house, the scent of verbena
beside the front door and bog myrtle on the hill”. As
the author reminds in her introduction “these
mountain retreats were not only centred around
blood sports, but were also about socialising and
having fun”.

Although Mary Miers makes no claim to be a garden
historian, and focuses her attention on the
architecture and interiors of the shooting lodges, the
book contains numerous views of these often
extraordinary buildings in their Highland setting,
surrounded by their policies and plantations, with
spectacular views over the surrounding hills and
lochs. It is no accident, then, that of the twelve case
studies included in the book, nine are included in
Historic Environment Scotland’s Inventory of
Gardens and Designed Landscapes in Scotland,
including several houses which are famous for their
gardens as much as for their architecture such as
Dunrobin Castle, Torosay Castle, Ardkinglas and
Corrour Lodge. Many other houses described or
mentioned in passing in the eight chapters of the
book are set within Inventory landscapes such as
Inverewe, Taymouth Castle, Arisaig House and
Doune of Rothiemurchis. Inevitably in a book of this
broad scope there will be odd sites which have
escaped Miers’ capacious net, but this in no way
diminishes the value of this insightful examination of
a previously neglected facet of the nation’s
architectural heritage.

Ardtornish, Argyll, © Paul Barker

Working on some of these buildings alongside
architects of the first rank such as William Burn,
David Bryce, Sydney Mitchell and Robert Lorimer,
there were garden designers of note – William
Andrews Nesfield working in association with
William Burn for the Malcolm family at Poltalloch in
Argyll; Thomas Mawson working with architects
Ross & Macbeth for Andrew Carnegie at Skibo in
Ross and Cromarty, or with William Lieper and
James Pulham & Son at Ballimore in Argyll; or
Edward White of Milner, Son & White working with
James Pulham & Son for C.W. Dyson Perrins at
Ardross Castle.

Cour, Argyll, © Country Life

There is information and inspiration aplenty in this
book, whether for architects, interior designers or
garden historians. While the gardens and
landscapes of those ‘Highland Retreats’ which are
featured in the Inventory have been studied and
written up in some detail, there are plenty of other
non-Inventory sites the history of which is little
known, but which would surely merit closer
attention from garden historians.
Christopher Dingwall
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In the 1990s the National Trust, the National Trust
for Scotland and some owners of country seats
became increasingly aware that the interest of their
visitors was beginning to turn towards how the
houses, their gardens and the wider estate
functioned as well as to the architecture of the
house and its above-stairs contents.
In response to the trend, in 1995 Dr Seely, the then
Surveyor of Conservation at the National Trust,
commissioned a Country House Technologies
Survey “to identify and record all early mechanical,
electrical, gas and water systems in historic houses
and their immediate curtilage”. Research projects
were set up in the wake of the survey which
resulted in the publication of Country House
Technology in 2012 to be followed by Technology in
the Country House in 2016.
Both books have their roots in research and include
summaries of particular aspects of technology
introduced in and around the house before going
into considerable detail within individual
technologies. It has to be said that neither deals
extensively with gardens and designed landscapes.
Both, however, offer an opportunity to delve into a
rarely tackled topic in a holistic way and to
understand the interrelationships between the
house and its setting in functional rather than arthistorical terms. The period covered by Country
House Technology stretches from the eighteenth
century to 1914 while that covered by Technology in
the Country House begins in 1750 and finishes in the
final years of the nineteenth century.

Country House Technology
Barnwell, PS & Palmer, Marilyn (eds.)
240pp, Paul Watkins Publishing, 2012.

With the exception of two chapters, Country House
Technology consists of papers given at a
conference at Rawley House based on the findings
of the survey and presented as case studies. As
such, it is somewhat fragmented but covers a good
range of contextualised technical innovations such
as the development of lighting, gas, electricity,
hydroelectric power and the management of water
in the house as well as in the wider estate. The
section which takes us outside the house and into
the wider estate includes the kitchen garden. A very
detailed case study of the harnessing of heat in the
kitchen garden at Calke Abbey in Derbyshire is
given, including a detailed explanation of the
working of William Strutt’s ‘Cockle Stove’. Another
chapter within the section devoted to the estate
focuses on the changes in farm buildings brought
about by advances in agriculture. The third chapter
in this section discusses industrial development and
the landed estates of the seventeenth to the
twentieth centuries. Industrial buildings for estate
purposes, such as breweries, sawmills, corn mills
and gasworks are considered along with incomeearning ventures such as brickmaking and coal

Technology in the Country House
Marilyn Palmer and Ian West
272pp, Historic England Publishing, 2016
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mining. The challenge of blending such activities
into the estate landscape was not, of course,
unknown in Scotland as the Earl of Mar’s
endeavours at Alloa demonstrate. Unfortunately, all
the estates referred to are in England, but, given the
frequent cross-border travel by country house
owners, it can be safely assumed that knowledge of
the technologies and their implementation travelled
both ways. The illustrations are well selected, but a
little sparse and in black and white.

some detail and excellent examples of solutions are
given. The main interest in the ornamental gardens
concerns ways of providing water at the correct
pressure for fountains. Again, detailed examples are
given. It was interesting to discover in this chapter
that “technological innovation … was often first
introduced into the country house estate and its
gardens before the benefits were transferred into
the house” (p.46). The book is generously illustrated,
with most of the images being in colour. Given that
the level of detail means that some parts of the
book read a little like a catalogue, it was particularly
helpful to include an image of a catalogue showing
the variety of bell pulls discussed!
Both books explain why many estate owners were
attracted by technological innovation, particularly in
the garden and wider estate. By the final quarter of
the eighteenth century, ownership of estates was no
longer the preserve of the aristocracy and the
gentry. Wealthy industrialists were acquiring
properties to bolster their social status. They
brought with them a broad understanding of the
technologies that they encountered in the
workplace, and sought to apply them on their
estates and in their houses. They had ambitions
which required technological solutions. Given the
distance of most country seats from urban areas,
self-sufficiency had to be the route to take if they
were to enjoy amenities like gas and electricity to
which they had no doubt become accustomed in
towns. Technology could also provide the
conditions needed to cultivate exotics and lengthen
fruit and vegetable seasons.

The hot wall of c 1861 at Dunmore, showing the vases through
which the smoke exited, while the massive pineapple indicates
the purpose of the building, from Technology in the Country
House, reproduced by permission of the Landmark Trust

Technology in the Country House differs from its
predecessor in that it is not a collection of papers
based on case studies, but a carefully structured
book. The narrative leads the reader through a range
of technologies which enabled country house
owners to enjoy the benefits of a comfortable and
efficiently run home with productive and
ornamental gardens and an income-generating
estate. Most of the chapters are devoted to specific
topics such as water supply and sanitation, lighting
and energy production, heating and ventilation, food
preparation and storage, communications (bells and
telephones), transportation and security. Examples
are drawn from across the UK, including eight
estates in Scotland. Sadly, the book only contains
one chapter dedicated to technological innovation
in the estate buildings, parks and gardens. It goes
into some detail about buildings involved in
processing the products of the estate. Corn mills,
saw mills and dovecots are discussed, followed by
service buildings likely to be close to the house
including stables and domestic offices. The final
section of the chapter is devoted to the kitchen
garden, the park and the ornamental gardens. It is
no surprise to find that the main preoccupation in
the kitchen garden is the problem of providing
optimum conditions for growth, be it in terms of
buildings or heat generation and its transfer to
where it was required. These aspects are covered in

Both books are the result of hard work, honest
endeavour and attention to detail. They provide
insights into aspects of the history of country
houses not previously covered in depth in single
volumes and are worthy of consideration. They
answer many ‘why?’ and ‘how?’ questions with
reliable responses based on solid research. They
also plot the changes in the various technologies as
new knowledge became available. This is
particularly helpful, especially when the effects on
the lives of the family and their servants are made
clear.
If you see the country house, its gardens, designed
landscapes and wider estate as a complex entity
and welcome an academic approach, you will enjoy
either of these books. If you tend towards the
lighter, case-study approach, Country House
Technology is probably for you. If you seek a topic
based approach with a great deal of detail, you
might prefer Technology in the Country House. If
your overarching interest is in garden technology, a
library copy will probably suffice!
Sue Hewer
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outstanding horticultural importance for its size and
diversity. It contains species from around the world,
many of which are endangered in the wild or
seldom seen in cultivation. Eight champion trees
have been recorded.’ Furthermore, it is noted for
‘quite probably exhibiting the greatest diversity of
plants per acre in Scotland.’
The house, garden and its creators come to life in
the lively prose of Philip Hoare: ‘Everything
confounds. Tipped up, underplanted, profuse. The
verticality of the specimen trees, skirted with
Atlantic ferns, their architectural fronds
mathematically imprinted with what look like equal
signs. Everything arranged, labelled, systematised;
at the same time entirely escaping their order.’ The
story of the family and its plants unfolds with
insightful prose and flashes of sharp description.

Another Green World - Linn Botanic Gardens:
Encounters with a Scottish Arcadia
Alison Turnbull and Philip Hoare
176pp, Art / Books in association with Cove Park,
2015
‘Encounters with a Scottish Arcadia’ is the sub-title
of the work conceived by Alison Turnbull when she
was artist in residence at Cove Park on the shore of
Loch Long. The Arcadia is the nearby Linn Botanic
Garden, created by botanist Dr Jim Taggart in 1971 as
a home for a plant collection begun by his mother,
Eleanor, and, from 1997-2013, continued by his son,
Jamie. The ‘encounters’ take the form of a lyrical
description of the garden by writer Philip Hoare, an
introduction, artwork and photographs by Alison
Turnbull, with additional photographs by Ruth
Clarke, and a monograph on rhododendrons by
ecologist Ian Edwards. Tucked into the back flap of
this beautifully produced book is a plant index of the
garden: a work in progress listing nearly 4,000
species, meticulously compiled by Jamie Taggart, as
of October 2013.

Rhododendrons and bridge of the burn at Linn, © Ruth Clark

Ian Edwards contributes a short, reflective essay on
rhododendrons, portraying Linn as ‘a unique
window onto this world’ and he pays tribute to the
aesthetic of its creators.

Linn is a botanic garden like no other. Historic
Environment Scotland summarises it in the
Inventory: ‘The living plant collection at Linn is of

44

Linn Botanic Gardens in winter showing Linn Villa, © Ruth Clark

The idea for the book came from the artist, Alison
Turnbull. She refers to her ‘non-gardening eyes’, yet
she has been drawn to botanic gardens throughout
her career – Oxford, Leiden, Rome and Uppsala.
Fascinated by the manner in which humans order
the natural world, sometimes inspired by
architectural plans or scientific diagrams, her art has
the precision of technical drawings. It is measured,
not with a scale rule, but by her rational thought
processes which distil with pencil, ink and colour.
The Fibonacci sequence becomes the trigger for the
eight drawings included here. It is, as Jim Taggart
remarked ‘...an ancient formula for elegance - why
not use it?’ He might, of course, have added that it is
found everywhere in nature from seeds to
branching plants. Her colour chart of 303 of the
rhododendrons at Linn documents their subtlety of
colour, ‘bringing each of the rhododendrons in
Jamie’s collection into flower at the same moment’.

The photographs, which have no captions, convey
the spirit of the place and its creators with an
unintended poignancy. At the end of October 2013,
Jamie died after a fall while on a plant-hunting
expedition in North Vietnam. Although the book
was never conceived as such, it has become a
tribute to his life and work.
If you respond to the poetry of gardens, this book
will draw you in.
Judy Riley
Linn Botanic Gardens, at the head of Cove Bay, by
Helensburgh, is open all year.
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surveys, a practice continued by the Countryside
Commission and the Heritage Lottery Fund. The role
of the garden in society is a theme running
throughout the work. The inclusion of the wider
landscape and the increasing size of gardens and
parks are marked developments during the course
of the century.

Gardens of Court and Country: English Design
1630-1730
David Jacques
416pp, Yale University Press, 2017
This beautifully designed volume describes and
illustrates English formal gardens as they developed
over the 100 years between the reigns of Charles I
and George II. This was the century in which the
prestige of formal gardens was at its height, before
its critical eclipse with the advent of the ‘Landscape
Garden’. The author would concur with the view
that this period has been neglected by garden
historians and in this volume he seeks to correct this
imbalance. He considers that this neglect may be
owing to the influence of polemicists in the
eighteenth century whose praise of the ‘natural
taste’ inclined them to denigrate the formal garden,
characterising it as the Dutch taste ‘which for more
than half a century deformed the face of nature in
this country’. The book is based in part on David
Jacques’ PhD thesis, The Grand Manner: Changing
Style in Garden Design, 1660−1735, submitted in
1999 at the Courtauld Institute, University of
London. In the course of this he studied some 300
major gardens in England and Wales and some
samples in Scotland, Ireland and the American
colonies.

Johannes Kip, ‘Dyrham’, in Atkyns, before p. 414. Photo: the
author.

Garden making is set against the political, social,
economic and cultural history of the reigns of
Charles I, Charles II, James II, William and Mary and
Queen Anne. The gardens of Hampton Court recur
as a major and very well documented example,
changed and developed under successive rulers. A
short summary of the political history of each reign
is given near the beginning of the chapters which
relate to gardens in the time of monarchs from
Charles II onwards, a particularly useful feature,
when the creation of a garden in the latest style was
frequently a development closely related to
political, (and consequently at this period financial),
success.

The early part of the work considers formal gardens
as a topic, reviews the literature on the subject and
usefully considers the sources of information
available and their limitations. The author mentions
the impact of the ‘Great Storm’ of 1987, not a
notable event in the northern parts of the United
Kingdom, which led to English Heritage offering
grants towards the restoration of parks and gardens,
conditional upon the preparation of historical

The author considers the choice of garden design as
reflecting the religious and political allegiances of
the owner in the seventeenth century. One theme
running through the work is a preference in England
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for grass and gravel parterres which the author sees
as a contrast with gardens in Europe and
particularly in France. It was recognised that the
quality of turf in England was very high. Andre
Mollet, member of a French gardening dynasty, with
extensive experience across Europe, wrote ‘England
excelleth other countreys ….in the art of Turffing’.
The Englishman, Hugh May, told Pepys that he
approved of the view that ‘The present fashion of
gardens is to make them plain, that we have the
best walks of gravell in the world, France having
none, nor Italy: and the green of our bowling allies is
better than any they have …this is the best way, only
with a little mixture of statues, or pots, which may
be handsome’. The author suggests that the general
English preference for plainer gardens may also
reflect the development of a more puritanical
outlook towards the middle of the seventeenth
century, reflecting to some extent a Protestant
standpoint, with its eschewal of vanity and show.
He notes that the garden at Somerset House in
London, designed for Anne of Denmark, was
simplified by Inigo Jones, resulting in the removal of
the Parnassus Mount and its replacement by a
bowling green.

the creation of the ‘natural taste’. In 1757 Joseph
Spence identified the moment:

With the Restoration of Charles II there was a desire
for the monarch and his courtiers to compete with
the standards of garden making undertaken
elsewhere in Europe under the dominant influence
of the France of Louis XIV. The author sees the
marked divergence of outlook between the Court
and the members and supporters of the House of
Commons in the political sphere reflected in the
layout of their gardens, suggesting that the broad
swathe of the gentry pursued garden making in a
Protestant frame of mind, and had little
comprehension of fashions abroad. However, from
1680 to 1700 he notes the intensive creation of
gardens by an ambitious peerage strongly
influenced by French models. It might also be
suggested that economic reasons – the recovery
from fines on estates imposed under the
Commonwealth and the desire to collect debts
owing among other causes – may have (as in
Scotland) delayed ambitious garden making for
some years after the Restoration. While plants and
horticulture form a relatively minor element in the
book, due consideration is given to the introduction
of new plants and their cultivation along with the
role of plant collectors and the development of
various forms of hothouses.

I am inclined to agree with this, (although a book
which brought the two together would be a
fascinating read); the very few references to
Scotland contain inaccuracies – the crowns of
England and Scotland were united in 1603 rather
than 1707 as here, and, while Inveraray and
Taymouth were houses belonging to the chief of
Clan Campbell and one of its principal septs, Castle
Kennedy and Drumlanrig belonged to men who, as
with major garden creators in England, were
beneficiaries of the post- Revolution government.

Mr Kent was the sole beginner of the national
taste. At Kensington Garden (below Bayswater)
and Chiswick —the latter October 1733.
The author doubts whether such precision was
warranted, and, as well as documenting the prelude
to the landscapes of Capability Brown, discusses the
survival of the formal garden into the 1780s and
brings the volume to a close with an account of the
almost simultaneous antiquarian interest in these
gardens and their revival in the early nineteenth
century.
The reader in Scotland will be very conscious of the
fact that this is a book on English design:
Although connections between garden-making
in England and Scotland were strong, the latter
has its own tradition with its own designers, and
is best treated as a separate subject (with an
endnote, saying that this is what Christopher
Dingwall is doing).

This is a book full of information, allowing readers to
form their own judgement on the author’s
conclusions, as well as to extend their knowledge of
this important period in the development of the
garden. It is clearly laid out and beautifully and
abundantly illustrated with extensive and
informative captions, and the designer should also
be congratulated for keeping the pertinent figures so
close to the relevant text. In its 406 pages it
provides the reader with a concentrated picture of
an extensive subject, bringing together both the
wider view across England and the illuminating
detail which brings the subject to life.
Marilyn Brown

The later chapters cover gardens in ‘Queen Anne’s
Years’, ‘Gardens in the Augustan Age’ and
‘Ichnographia Rustica’, which record the
developments in theory and design leading towards

47

Patricia Andrew. Changing Values in a City Garden: Queen Street Gardens East
John Gifford, Colin McWilliam & David Walker, The Buildings of Scotland: Edinburgh, revised reprint (Harmondsworth, 1991).
Connie Byrom, The Edinburgh New Town Gardens: ‘Blessings as well as Beauties’ (Birlinn, Edinburgh, 2005).
2 http://portal.historicenvironment.scot/designation/GDL00367
3 The New Picture of Edinburgh, printed for William Whyte (Edinburgh & London, 1817 & 1818), p.39.
4 Maps viewable on the National Library of Scotland website, http://maps.nls.uk
5 Described in two articles: Patricia R. Andrew, ‘St Bernard’s Well & The Water of Leith from the Stock Bridge to the Dean Bridge: a cultural
history’, Book of the Old Edinburgh Club, New Series, 9 (2012), pp. 1-32; and Patricia R. Andrew, ‘Four Statues and a Landslip: Allan Ramsay,
John Wilson, Thomas Guthrie and Charity’, ‘Book of the Old Edinburgh Club, New Series, 12 (2016), pp. 65-82.
6 Collection Dr Iain Gordon Brown. For a detailed analysis of this picture see the forthcoming article by Patricia R. Andrew and Iain Gordon
Brown, ‘A View of Abercromby Place by Alexander Nasmyth and its relationship to wider Edinburgh topography’, Book of the Old Edinburgh
Club, New Series, 13 (2017).
7 John Ruskin, Lectures on architecture and painting, delivered at Edinburgh in November, 1853 (first pub. 1854, this ed. The New Universal
Library, London & New York, 1907), p.5, lecture 1; and p.61, lecture 2.
8 Henry, Lord Cockburn, Memorials of his time (Edinburgh, 1856), pp.402-3. In 2014 the Scottish Poetry Library ran a project ‘Before the
traffic, the corncrake’ led by poet Thomas A. Clark, as part of the Edinburgh Art Festival in August. This included a recorded call of a
corncrake, played each evening. Details on http://www.scottishpoetrylibrary.org.uk/connect/blog/thursday-post-traffic-corncrake
9 F. G. Baily, Trees in Towns (Edinburgh, Oliver & Boyd, 1936), p.3.
10 Elegance & entertainment in the New Town of Edinburgh: the Harden drawings, with an essay by Iain Gordon Brown (Edinburgh, 1995),
pp.5-6.
1

W A Brogden, The Retired Cicerone: James Byres of Tonley and Picturesque landscape design in Aberdeenshire
1790-1817
John Sinclair, Statistical Account of Scotland (Edinburgh, 1791), vol. 8, pp.262-64, [reference courtesy of William Paton, current PhD study
Aberdeen University, “James Byers (1734-1817) as Art Dealer and Designer”]
2 For biography and background see:
•
Neil Curtis, Peter Davidson and Jane Stevenson, Jacobite Virtuosi, online exhibition, Aberdeen University,
http://www.abdn.ac.uk/jacobitevirtuosi
•
John Fleming, Robert Adam and his Circle in Edinburgh and Rome (London, 1962), pp. 301 and 378.
•
Basil Skinner, Scots in Italy in the 18th Century Scottish National Portrait Gallery 1966
•
David Ridgway, ‘James Byres of Tonley’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford, 2004), also available online.
•
David Ridgway, ‘An Eighteenth Century Aberdonian in Italy: James Byres of Tonley and the Etruscans’, The Deeside Field, 19, Deeside
Field Club (Aberdeen, 1987), pp124-30.
•
H. Gordon Slade, ‘James Byres of Tonley 1734-1817: the Aberdeen Years’, The Deeside Field, 19, Deeside Field Club, pp.130-139
(Aberdeen, 1987), pp.130-9.
•
B. D. Bryce, The Two Houses of Tonley with Kincraigie, Tough, Aberdeenshire, unpublished typescript (July, 1987) ca 20 pp at Tonley,
courtesy of Mr and Mrs George Mortimer.
•
Harry Gordon Slade, ‘James Byres of Tonley: the Architecture of a Scottish Cicerone’, Architectural Heritage II, Edinburgh University
Press for Architectural Heritage Society of Scotland (Edinburgh, 1991) pp 18-28.
•
Claire Hornsby (ed.), The Impact of Italy: the Grand Tour and Beyond (London, 2000)
especially Michael McCarthy, ‘Andrew Lumisden and Giovanni Battista Piranesi’ and David Watkin, ‘The Architectural Context of the
Grand Tour: the British as Honorary Italians’.
3 Two men named Christopher Norton are referred to in this article. One is Byres’s business partner and engraver, who was possibly his
partner in personal sense too. Byres’s partner was married to Janet Moir, James Byres’ niece, and their son was called James Christopher
Norton.
4 Hugh Honour, ‘James Byres’s Designs for Rebuilding Henham Hall, Suffolk’ in Howard Colvin and John Harris (eds), The Country Seat:
Studies in the History of the British Country House 1970 pp 164-169.
5 D. G. Miller, Tudor Johnny City Architect of Aberdeen: the Life and Work of John Smith, (Kinloss, 2007), pp 171-172.
6 Ordnance Survey, six-Inch 1st edition 1843-1882, Aberdeenshire Sheet LXIII 1869, http://maps.nls.uk/OS/6inch/aberdeenshire/LXIII.html and
Jackson Stops & Staff, Plan of the Tonley Estate Aberdeenshire to be offered For Sale by Auction (Leeds, 1947).
7 Joseph Sharples, David W Walker and Matthew Woodworth, Aberdeenshire: South and Aberdeen Buildings of Scotland (New Haven, 2015),
pp. 755-56.
8 J. C. Loudon, An Encyclopaedia of Gardening, 2nd edition, (London, 1824), p. 1092, article 7689.
1

The Pleasaunce welcomes the submission of articles that advance the enjoyment, understanding and
conservation of Scotland’s heritage of gardens and designed landscapes and the work of Scottish gardeners
abroad. Articles should be sent to us electronically as an email attachment. Permission to reproduce copyright
material, including illustrations, is the sole responsibility of contributors, as are the associated reproduction fees
and any shipping costs. Scotland’s Garden & Landscape Heritage and the Editor accept no liability for any failure
to obtain such permissions. All material published in The Pleasaunce is copyright and cannot be reproduced in
any form without the written consent of the Editor.
Editor: Mark Gibson. Scotland’s Garden & Landscape Heritage is Registered Scottish Charity No: SC034618.
Address: c/o 34/2 Moray Place, Edinburgh, EH3 6BX Website: www.sglh.org Email: info@sglh.org

48

