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This stone possibly refurbished House 8, blocked the fireplace, or constructed the 

enclosure wall. 

House 19 

House 19 is two-roomed structure in Drumgarve.  It has a total area of 33.95m2.  

Many field walls run close to the structure – one field wall abuts Wall 2, and another 

abuts Wall 3.  A field wall runs parallel to Wall 7 and another runs parallel to Walls 3 and 

6. The roof is an A-frame with slotted gables, which could indicate the roof was 

originally thatched. The stones of the walls have dry stone construction with some mortar 

fill.  There are two exterior doors, neither with a lintel preserved, each opening into a 

single room.   

 
Figure 7.5: House 19 Floor Plan, Drumgarve 
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The first phase of this house is the construction of the original one room structure.  

The second phase is the construction of the addition created by Walls 5, 6, and 7. This 

addition, as per Aalen and Whelan’s house typology (1997), would have been for 

agricultural storage or livestock holding.  It is uncertain when in the phasing the 

construction of the field walls occurred, although it was clearly after the original one-

roomed structure since the field walls abut the exterior of the structure.  Griffith’s 

Valuation lists the house as unoccupied as of 1855. 

House 22 

House 22 is a one-room structure in Drumgarve with a total area of 46.80m2.  The 

location of the house is on the slope of the hillside.  John Kelly rented this property as of 

1855.  The house and a single outbuilding of Kelly’s held a joint value of 10 shillings.  

There are several field walls close by (perhaps built up with stones from this structure), 

and two field walls abut Wall 1 and one field wall abuts Wall 3.  Wall 2 is constructed 

directly into the hillside.  The roof is an A-frame, visible through one intact slotted gable. 

The walls have dry stone masonry and there is no evidence of mortar filling. The house 

runs deliberately right into the side of the hill for protection from the destructive 

elements.  There is no visible evidence for the foundation and floor, or for chimneys and 

windows.  The structure has a large amount of collapse, and looks also robbed out.  The 

walls are very low.  

The structure has only two features.  One is an exterior door with no lintel remaining.  

The second is a partially-collapsed niche.  The first phase of the house includes the 

construction in its entirety.  The second phase consists of the construction of the field 

walls, which supported the hillside to prevent erosion and collapse onto the structure, 
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although these both contributed to its present state of breakdown.  The house is 

significantly robbed out and poorly preserved, and barely anything remains of Walls 1 

and 3.  Additionally there is a large tree growing out of the hill into Wall 2.  

 
Figure 7.6: House 22 Wall 4, Drumgarve, Facing West, Scale Bar = 1 meter, 2008 

House 34 

House 34 is a two-room structure in Drumgarve with a total area of 43.70m2.  The 

location of the house is on the top of the main ridge and it is somewhat isolated from the 

other structures. Its position is in an area where land sloping creates protection for the 

structure.  There are also some nearby field walls, one which abuts Wall 1.  Others run 

parallel to Walls 1, 3, and 4.  The roof is not preserved.  It had no occupants listed in 

1855 and had a ‘T’-shape on the corresponding map, indicting someone dismantled those 

extensions after this time.  
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Figure 7.7: House 34, Drumgarve, Facing Southeast, Scale Bar = 1 meter, 2008 

The walls have dry stone masonry.  There are no chimneys or windows present 

since the remaining walls are too low to detect.  There are three exterior doorways, one 

set parallel to one another.  All doors are largely destroyed, and none have lintels intact.  

Feature 4 is also a mostly destroyed feature in Wall 5, possibly a door.  The first phase of 

the house is the construction of the exterior walls, and the second phase is the 

construction of the interior abutting wall.  The structure is mostly robbed out (Fig. 11) 

with only very low walls remaining and very few loose stones remaining in the 

immediate vicinity.   

House 16 

House 16 is a two-room structure in Knockannabrone with a total area of 

31.80m2.  The location of the house is against the side of a slight hill with field systems 

nearby. It has three gables evident.  The stone foundation is visible in some areas. It is 
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door.  It also has four windows.  One window is tightly blocked with a stone sill and 

lintel still visible.  Two of the windows are trapezoidal, both with stone sills remaining.  

Of these windows, one has a stone lintel, and the other lintel is wood.  The other window 

is mostly collapsed.   

 
Figure 7.12: House 26 Floor Plan, C-Area 

The house has two chimneys. The chimney structure on Wall 1 has a metal lining.  

There are also two corresponding fireplace features, a small one with a stone lintel on an 
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exterior wall and the other much larger, on the interior wall with some pieces of wood 

extending from it.  Near the fireplace is a tall niche, stretching from the floor to almost 

the height of the fireplace.  There is a horseshoe in one of the walls, as well as some 

barbed-wire visible and rebar surrounding the top of the chimney structure.  There are 

also industrial-made bolts stuck in Wall 1, 2, and 4.  These particular materials suggest 

cattle may have been kept in the house and tethered to these bolts.  This is common in 

older structures, as demonstrated by the cow byre in late 18th and early 19th century 

structures (Whelan 1997), but surprising in a home constructed after 1850. 

 
Figure 7.13: House 26, C-Area, Facing Southeast, Scale Bar = 1 meter, 2008 

The first phase of the house is the construction of the exterior walls. The second 

phase is collapse of Wall 2 and the subsequent rebuilding of the section as Wall 5. The 

third phase is the construction of interior Wall 6.  The fourth phase is the filling in of 
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Feature 3 (the blocked window).  This house is well-preserved, with little collapse or 

degeneration. 

House 27 

House 27 is a one-room structure with a total area of 29.25m2.  Proximity to 

House 26 and size of House 27 suggests that House 27 was an outbuilding.  The roof of 

the structure is a straight slant and comprised of corrugated tin and cement.  It is the only 

structure with remains of a tin roof at Streamstown.  The walls have dry stone 

construction with mortar filling.  One of the walls is bedrock and the other three walls 

built around it.  There is an unusually wide exterior door, without a lintel.  The remains 

suggest there was only one phase of construction.  Maps show an unoccupied structure in 

this location in 1855, but there are no signs of it today.  It was perhaps entirely 

deconstructed for source material to build House 26, with some portions used to 

reconstruct this as a shed. 

 
Figure 7.14: House 27, C-Area, Facing West, Scale Bar = 1 meter, 2008 
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House 29 

House 29 is a two-roomed structure with a total area of 57.50m2. It is five meters 

to the south of House 30.  A field wall abuts Wall 1 at the intersection with Wall 4, which 

also abuts House 30. There is no roof preserved. The walls were built using dry stone 

masonry with mortar fill. The house has one chimney connected to one fireplace.   

 
Figure 7.15: House 29, C-Area, Facing South, Scale Bar = 1 meter, 2008 

There are two unusual walls – Wall 7 curves and Wall 5 has no clear purpose.   Wall 7 

possibly represents an adaptation of the jamb wall, to block wind from the door for an 

activity behind the wall.  Wall 5 may serve as reinforcement for that section of Wall 1, or 

it may be a neatly-stacked pile for planned use in another location. 

House 29 has three exterior doors.  One is almost entirely collapsed, but the other 

two have stone lintels remaining.  One is partially blocked, and the other is tightly 

blocked.  There is also a partially blocked interior doorway.  There are two windows.  

One is tightly blocked with a stone still, and the other is trapezoidal with a stone lintel.  It 

also has two fireplace features.  One is a fireplace with a stone mantel, and the other is a 

niche next to the fireplace.   
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Figure 7.16: House 29 Floor Plan, C-Area 

 
The house has no occupants in 1855, but it appears on the map.  The first phase of 

the house was the construction of the exterior walls. The second phase was the 

construction of Wall 5. The third phase was the construction of interior Wall 6. The 

fourth phase was the construction of interior Wall 7, and the fifth phase involved the 

filling of Features 3, 8, and 4.  It is unlikely that tenants blocked the interior door pre-

abandonment. 

 

Analysis 

Comparison between these structures is critical to understanding trends and 

variations on tradition over time.  One way to compare the structures between the 

subdivisions is by total area. 
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Drumgarve Total 
Area 

Carmacullew Total 
Area 

Knockannabrone Total 
Area 

C-Area Total 
Area  

H19 33.97 H1 70.21 H12 39.85 H25 66.00 
H20 52.76 H2 26.40 H13 27.95 H26 66.00 
H21 39.12 H3 89.32 H14 62.32 H27 (shed) 29.25 
H22 46.79 H4 (shed) 8.51 H16 31.82 H28 (shed) 28.50 
H23 21.84 H5 38.95 H17 70.84 H29 57.50 
H24 47.69 H6 38.00 H18 (shed) 15.58 H30 (shed) 18.80 
H31 42.05 H7 58.59 H42 46.55 H35 26.64 
H32 75.40 H8 31.62     
H33 54.06 H9 24.78     
H34 43.68 H10 29.21     
H40 28.16 H38 (shed) 9.13     
H43 34.79 H39 29.92     
H44 25.44       
Average 41.98 Average 37.89 Average 42.13 Average 41.81 
Average 
w/out sheds 

41.98 Average w/out 
sheds 

43.70 Average w/out 
sheds 

46.55 Average 
w/out sheds 

54.04 

Table 7.2: Average Structure Area in m² by Subdivision  

For purposes of this study, those structures classified as sheds are less than 20m² in total 

area and are in close proximity to another structure.  Other outbuildings are larger than 

the 20m² estimate, but have a clear structural design which suggests it was a shed, such as 

a square floor plan, single doorway, no windows, shorter walls, and/or a single line roof.   

Number of 
Rooms  

Total Houses 
by Rooms 

Individual Houses 

1  19  H2,H4,H6,H8,H9,H10,H11,H12,H13,H15, 
H18,H21,H22,H23,H24,H27,H28,H30,H36 

2  13  H5,H7,H16,H17,H19,H20,H25,H26,H29, 
H31,H33,H34,H35 

3  2  H14,H32 
4  2  H1,H3 

Table 7.3: Number of Houses by Number of Rooms 

In some ways, the number of rooms can be indicative of changing use of space 

and formalization.  As space becomes more regulated, interior divisions are a clear way 

to indicated use-oriented designations.  However, the two houses with the most rooms 

(House 1 and House 3) are both built pre-1842.  
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The architectural practices of the people at Streamstown illustrate elements of 

continuity and discontinuity, and it is important to discuss how these interrelate and 

differ. People did not formalize architecture independently of their long-standing 

traditions.  They integrated tradition with modernizing elements.  Modifications to 

traditional architecture, however, cannot be assessed without first appreciating and 

examining what preceded it and what the occupants valued in materials, designs, and 

features.  Streamstown tenants used their knowledge, past experiences, and belief systems 

to formulate and enact new strategies of construction and land-use, thereby facilitating a 

sense of social continuity.  At a fundamental level, continuity persisted amongst the 

people of Streamstown.  That is, the same families remained in the area for generations 

while the same lineage, the Coneys, retained ownership of the majority of property.    

Formalizing Architecture 

The formalization of architecture in western Ireland most often refers to the 

nationwide transition from vernacular to planned and designed architecture toward the 

end of the nineteenth century.  However, formalization also refers to the small but 

important changes to the interior and exterior to the construction of individual homes to 

modify them over time.  Some of these changes were only superficial, such as plastering 

of exteriors, and this evidence has long since disintegrated in most cases.  Variation in 

placement of features, the increasing presence of these features, re-design of walls to 

include these features, and filling of walls and doorways to adjust layout indicates 

formalization.  Formality can include the rising desire to emulate certain traits considered 

socially acceptable.  It also includes the increased preference and prioritization for 

comfort over primarily function-oriented space.   Although the occupants did not 
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abandon the vernacular tradition in renovation or new construction, some residents 

oriented their changes towards the trendier and more fashionable designs of the middle 

and upper class, most noticeably in the form of increased exterior symmetry, especially in 

terms of window and door placement.  At Streamstown, fashionable changes happen in 

different ways.  Superficial and comfort changes came at the same time – symmetry, 

fireplaces, and other characteristics become more common as tenants modernized and 

improved. 

Size 

When considering the architecture of the nineteenth century, size of structure can 

be used as the main way of distinguishing between different house types, and as a strong 

indicator of age depending on geographical context.  Generally, larger homes appear first 

in cities and as homes of landlords in rural areas during the plantation era in the 1600s.  

As the landlord system declined in the second half of the eighteenth century, the class of 

medium-scale farmers rose and more farmers could afford to build new and larger homes 

in rural contexts.  However, size is not a definitive indicator of formality.  Many of the 

modern structures, such as Houses 25 and 26, at Streamstown have the same, if not less, 

total area than other older and earlier abandoned homes.  Formality seems to indicate 

more freedom in interior use of space, space determined not only by function but by 

desire. 

Evans (1942:42) describes the average house of the early nineteenth century to be 

10 feet by 30 feet (about 3 m by 9 m) on the exterior, indicating a general estimate of area 

of about 27m² (42).  Given that walls are about 0.5 meters thick, interior area is 

somewhat less.  Further, this is not all living space – livestock were kept inside many 
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homes to keep them warm.  His analysis of contemporary structures revealed that “today 

nearly all Irish farm-houses are a simple rectangle in ground plan, anything from ten to 

twenty feet in width and of varying length according to the number of rooms they 

comprises, each room being the full width of the house” (Evans 1942:43).  The homes of 

the Irish rural farmers were “condemned as artless and insanitary” (Evans 1942:39).  

Evans also says that the average house has “only one – the front door – is in regular use: 

the back door is reserved for days when the wind ‘blows contrairy’” (1942:45).   

The measurements of the house exterior are interesting for several reasons.  

Average size is significantly lower than any of the inhabited structures surveyed at 

Streamstown.  Only a few houses on the 1842 historic map appear small enough to fall 

within this range.  There is only one structure at Streamstown (H15) that has an area in 

this range, and it is very poorly preserved.  There is no reason to believe that the houses 

at Streamstown are significantly larger overall than in other areas, so this estimate seems 

quite conservative.  At Streamstown, the average area of inhabited structures from each 

hamlet varies only marginally when compared, ranging from 37.88m² to 42.13m² (see 

Table x).  If the comparison removes those structures that clearly represent outbuildings, 

the range somewhat widens, and shifts slightly towards larger structures – between 41.98 

m² to 48.93 m².  The range of total area between these hamlets indicates that variation 

increases when the study includes only inhabited spaces.  However, the fact that the 

change remains within a relatively small range of differentiation suggests that size does 

not immediately exclude or include any one structure to a specific classification.   

Clearly, size is not the single determining factor of modernization, and 

formalization is more complex then growth in total area alone.  Only four structures out 
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of the surveyed group have an area over 70m² - two of these in Carmacullew, one in 

Drumgarve, and one in Knockannabrone.  None of the largest structures is in the C-Area, 

which has the highest frequency of structures built post-1855.   None of the structures in 

Drumgarve has an architectural design that clearly indicates its use as an outbuilding.  

They are rectangular, gabled, some with multiple rooms and/or windows.  This indicates 

that not only does this subdivision lack the architectural formalization of the surrounding 

areas, but also that the area was abandoned prior to formalization (and therefore 

separation of living and working spaces).  While it is not indicated architecturally, the 

1855 Valuation indicates Anne Kelly had multiple offices and John Kelly had one.  They 

must have used these already constructed and abandoned homes for their offices.   

Further, there is no indication that house size has any influence on when 

occupants abandoned a structure.  Large houses in Drumgarve lay unused while smaller 

structures in Carmacullew remained occupied.  While clearly the tiniest houses fell out of 

use earlier, in general the 2-roomed structures with an area around 50m² continued to be 

used while larger houses became vacant.  Village inhabitants did not immediately home 

in on these structures after the owners left them.  Combined with the fact that newly built 

structures had a smaller interior area than some structures that were already available, it 

is clear that other characteristics took precedence for Streamstown villagers.   

Design 

The majority of the houses at Drumgarve have a design which indicates use both 

for produce storage and livestock inside the home – an additional room without an 

entrance through the interior.  In the second half of the nineteenth century, it becomes 

more common for the function of this room, a ‘byre’ or cowbarn, to be placed outside the 
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main house, as evidenced by the increase in outbuildings.  Structures including House 19, 

20, 21, 22, 23, and 24 all share this design.  The basic design of this attribute is one of the 

most common vernacular styles for the time.  There is no architectural indication of reuse 

of these particular structures.  At the same time, the use of structures must have been 

dynamic, with building use changing at times.   For example, tenants at Streamstown 

possibly used abandoned homes for storage or other tasks without changing the 

architecture dramatically.  The most modern structures in C-Area do not have this 

additional room; all interior rooms have an access doorway within the interior.  They also 

have clearly related outbuildings in close proximity to the main house.  Reuse of 

abandoned structures indicates that the villagers recognized the resourcefulness and 

advantages of use of abandoned houses for their own means.  This includes saving time, 

labor, and resources required to construct a structure from new.  

The presence of these outbuildings, sheds, and/or offices is in itself a sign of 

formalization because of the separation of use-related areas, or storage spaces, from the 

inhabited house.  The delineation of space based on use indicates the growing desire for 

an official materialization of function.  Cows and pigs were moved to their own spaces.  

With this came a shift in the location of their byproducts, such as manure, which were 

once located outside the doorways of the main house (Evans 1957).  Oral history 

interviews conducted on a nearby community by CLIC provides support for this 

movement.  When people moved livestock from the home to outbuildings, they indicated 

a shift from the lower-class tradition of keeping livestock in the home as well as their 

growing wealth (affording multiple structures). The area estimate is one means of 

identifying individual structures as sheds or outbuildings.  Inhabited structures are 
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generally rectangular or L-shaped in design.  Based on the characteristics of outbuildings, 

there are six structures at Streamstown that qualify.  For instance, House 27 is a square 

outbuilding.  It has shorter walls (they are all 1.65m tall) than any of the intact inhabited 

structures, and one of the walls is sheer bedrock – but it has an area comparable with 

several inhabited structures at Drumgarve, Carmacullew, and Knockannabrone.  Using 

outbuildings for agricultural or livestock-related activities rather than inside the inhabited 

structure demonstrates definitive separation of living space and labor-associated space.  

Additionally, House 27 is the only structure in the survey area with evidence for a non-

perishable roof.  It was probably never inhabited.  The occupants of a nearby house used 

it as an outbuilding, with only one door and no windows, and one of the walls is sheer 

bedrock.  The roof is tin and concrete capped, suggesting a more modern construction 

date, definitely sometime after 1855.  Although it seems like the occupants removed this 

roof at the time of abandonment, the actions demonstrate the desire to take the objects of 

value not only from the interior of the home, but also those expensive elements of 

construction that could be reused or traded.   

The presence of outbuildings does not necessarily remove labor-related activities 

(e.g., milking, feeding) from the domestic space, however.  Some activities remained 

inside the main home, and Evans states that in the 1950s the occasional pig or hen still 

often wanders through a farmer’s main house (1957).  At Streamstown, the occupants of 

the houses in the C-Area made a physical separation for domestic and storage spaces, but 

there are still some signs of livestock in the home.  In House 26, which was built after 

1855 and likely before 1880, there are several pieces of rusted metal remaining in the 
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walls, including bolts and barbed wire.  The combining of activity areas demonstrates the 

versatility of these structures, even when separate structures became available for reuse.  

Another example of formalization is the increasing use of mortar, plaster, and/or 

concrete post-1850.  Concrete in particular was not available until very late in the 

nineteenth century.  The use of mortar, most often composed of lime and sand, was rare 

in the construction of western rural houses before the famine and right through to 1900.  

Although there is a lime kiln noted in Knockannabrone on the 1913 OS map (there is no 

sign of the kiln today), tenants used mortar sparingly at Streamstown, with lime probably 

being sold for money. Most of the structures at Streamstown are dry stone construction 

with patch mortar applied to the exterior and interior of already constructed walls.  Patch 

mortar was usually sandy with shell and rock inclusions, indicative of the proximity of 

the bay and those resources.  While patch mortar was applied to weak areas of walls 

caused by gaps between stones, often to seal out gaps, a skim coat of mortar was applied 

more evenly on the exterior of stones, sealing entire walls.  Patch mortar aided in keeping 

out wind and rain, but needed more frequent application then between-the-stones mortar 

(Whelan 1995).  Only Houses 25 and 26 have a ‘wet’ stone construction, and only House 

26 has concrete applied to the exterior, including special molding around the chimney 

top.  The mortar at these homes matches mortar at the others.  All these characteristics 

suggest a later construction date with increasing concern by the builders for structural 

integrity and permanency.  This is an ironic trend, with increasing permanency of 

structures dating close to the interior abandonment of the townland. The concrete on 

House 26 suggests that it was most recently built structure, and preservation suggests it 
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was one of the most recently occupied, perhaps still home to residents into the early 20th 

century.   

The changing use of fireplaces also helps us understand the process of 

formalization.  Their presence indicates significant investment by the residents, and they 

require more extensive deliberation than many of the other elements of these houses.  

Stones have to be carefully planned and placed to ensure they can withstand the 

complementary weakening of the wall.  Fireplaces have to be properly designed and 

constructed, or they will collapse.  There are three different approaches to heat 

demonstrated by the structures at Streamstown: homes with no fireplace, one fireplace, or 

more than one fireplace.  Fireplaces are also signs of prioritized comfort, and can indicate 

how occupants used and organized interior space.  The hearth was the central feature of 

the home, providing the space and apparatus for cooking, light, and warmth.  Variations 

on this include one fireplace on the interior wall, one fireplace on an exterior wall, two 

fireplaces built into the same interior wall, and combinations of these.  For example, 

House 8 has a single fireplace on one of the gable ends; however, it was walled-in and 

too wide for a single lintel.  It probably had to be closed because of this design flaw and 

the significant weakness it created in the wall.  Further, there are the houses with no 

visible signs of a stack fireplace where fire was created and maintained more openly.  

This particular type of fire is an earlier form.  This evolved into a single fireplace, most 

often on an exterior walls, which people eventually expanded on to the other named 

variations.  Also optional in fireplace construction is the inclusion or exclusion of a 

chimney and a chimney flue.  However, chimney flues came at a cost.  A brick or stone 

chimney flue was actually a great waster of heat – the “chimneyless open fire was much 
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more effective as a house-warmer” (Evans 1957:59).  However, the open fire had 

drawbacks, namely the need to funnel smoke, which made the introduction of the flue an 

improvement. Structures such as Houses 19 and 20 adhere to this design.  There are far 

more structures without fireplaces then with them at Streamstown, indicating both the 

prevalence of the open-fire system even while some homes adapted and incorporated 

them, and the abandonment of several of these structures prior to 1860, the time around 

which fireplaces became much more common. 

In Houses 17, 25, and 26 there are two fireplaces each.  On House 17 and House 

25, the fireplaces are located on either side of an interior wall.  On House 26, however, 

one fireplace is on an interior wall and the other on an exterior wall, but they both face 

into the same interior room. One is much smaller than the other, probably for structural 

support of the wall.  However, on Houses 25 and 26 the fireplaces, on either side of the 

interior wall, face into different rooms – the larger fireplace is always facing the main 

room, and the smaller faces into a bedroom.  Houses 8, 14, and 29 each have one 

fireplace.  Out of these six examples, three of them are in the C-Area and two are in 

Knockannabrone.  These are the two hamlets on the exterior, located on the periphery of 

the townland in comparison to Carmacullew and Drumgarve.  People building and living 

in the structures with the most fireplaces do not live in the interior.  They built these 

structures where the most modern construction took place.  Fireplaces, therefore, become 

increasingly prioritized elements of a home over time.  The approach to fireplaces is one 

indicator of the movement from the interior to the exterior of the townland, close to the 

resources of the bay and roads. 
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The design and location of doors and doorways also serves as evidence for the 

growing importance of planning, orientation, and the appearance of the external facade.  

Doorway placement indicates where access was needed, what different rooms with or 

without doorways were used for, and how people once moved around a particular space.  

Originally designed to aid with ease of milking, over time the back door was used less 

and it was, on many occasions, blocked in over time (Evans 1957).  Houses 1 and 10 

have blocked doors reflecting this change.  The majority of the structures at Streamstown 

have one or two exterior doorways (see Table 7.4).  Over time, as people increasingly 

invested in the quality of their homes, the complexities of doorway placement (wind, 

rain) and accessibility (livestock and fields) gave way to popular trends in symmetry and 

necessary orientation towards roads and paths.  Parallel doorways were given identical 

treatment which demonstrates this desire for symmetry.  In House 1, Door 3 and Door 6 

are parallel, and both blocked.  An exception to this is House 10, where only one was 

blocked to aid in creating a fence.   

Number of 
exterior 
doorways 

 
Number of 
houses 

 
Individual Houses 

1 19 H4,H6, H9,H13,H15,H18,H21,H22,H23,H24,H27, 
H28,H30,H38,H39,H40,H42,H43,H44 

2 16 H2,H5,H7,H8,H10,H12,H14,H16,H17,H19,H20,H25,H26, 
H31,H33,H35 

3 3 H29,H32,H34 
4 1 H1, H3 

Table 7.4: Number of Houses by Number of Exterior Doorways 
 

Houses 1 and 3 have the greatest number of exterior doorways.  House 1 provides 

an interesting example of changing design related to doorway quantity. In Carmacullew, 

it has the greatest number of doorways of all the houses surveyed – four exterior and two 
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interior doorways, as well as a two blocked exterior doorways and a section of collapse 

which must have held a doorway at one point for room access (see Fig. 7.2).  Further, 

there are two additional tightly blocked doorways.  It does not seem likely that the house 

had six exterior doorways at one time, because it would make the house too difficult to 

heat.  Why, then, did the occupants open new doorways and close these?  Doorways have 

costs and benefits: if livestock were in the house, it eased their movements, but every 

doorway made the house more difficult to heat and protect.  The most likely scenario is 

that the occupants expanded the house to the east to create a new room, and in doing so 

wanted to shift the doorways to the furthest room as well.  They could therefore protect 

the central room from the drafts of the parallel doors.  The interior doorways are on 

different sides of the house – one on the north side, the other on the south side.  This 

design is common for controlling wind and airflow through the interior space.  However, 

there is little correlation between area and number of exterior doorways (Table 7.5).  The 

strongest correlation is in the houses with the lowest area, which would have one or two 

doorways, as expected. 
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Total 
Area 

Number of Exterior 
Doorways 

Number of 
Houses 

0-9 m² 1 1 
10-19 m² 1 2 
20-29 m² 1 6 
 2 3 
30-39 m² 1 3 
 2 5 
40-49 m² 1 2 
 2 1 
 3 1 
50-59 m² 2 3 
 3 2 
60-69 m² 2 3 
70-79 m² 2 1 
 3 1 
 6 1 
80-89 m² 4 1 

Table 7.5: Number of Houses with Total Area and Corresponding Number of Doorways 

Another example is seen with House 3.  House 3 is also in Carmacullew and has 

four exterior and two interior doorways.  Like House 1, it has four rooms, but the two 

northern rooms are not connected interiorly to the two southern rooms.  The abundance 

of doorways here would not necessarily have a negative impact on the occupants, except 

that occupants could only access the other section of the house by going outside, unless 

they were separate households.  Houses 29, 32, and 34 all have three exterior doorways.  

In all these structures, two of these doors are parallel while the third leads into the second 

room.  Houses 29, 32, and 34 each have one interior doorway.   This design, while 

interesting for the number of doorways, is less unusual.  These houses have a very similar 

design, but all lack good preservation and have been mostly robbed out.  For what 

purpose is unclear – these houses are all on the top of the ridge, at the south, and there are 

no close field walls.  It is possible the stones were taken down the hill and used for the 

modern structures in the C-Area.  House 14 is the only house with both two exterior 
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doors and two interior doors (the only other houses with two interior doorways being 

Houses 1 and 3).  Formalization of houses included fewer doorways for a more efficient 

use of space.  As labor activities shifted outside the home, there was less need for such 

abundant access.  However, the variation at Streamstown suggests that implementation 

was gradual over time, only becoming more standardized in the most recently constructed 

structures, such as House 26. 

Formalization does not, however, necessarily translate to further interior division.  

While the typical vernacular structure in western Ireland was one-room deep, there are a 

few structures Streamstown with an ‘L’ or ‘T’ shape, either in the historical record or 

recorded during survey.  The only standing structure with an ‘L’ shape is House 1.  The 

diagrams of house evolution cited earlier do not include these types of designs.  House 1 

and House 3, both in Carmacullew, are the only two houses surveyed with four rooms 

(see Table 7.4).  Both were still occupied in 1855, and according to the 1842 Ordnance 

Survey map, were at least the same size as their present-day remains.  House 6, also in 

Carmacullew, and House 14, in Knockannabrone, each has three rooms.  Three of the 

four structures are in Carmacullew, and all three were this size prior to 1842.  While the 

function of these rooms probably shifted over time, these homes are excellent examples 

of non-traditional vernacular architecture.  All four of these structures are unlike one 

another and have clearly gone through many incarnations.  Therefore it seems that 

generally the number of rooms has little correlation to architectural formalization. 

Fences 

The increasing commonness of fences demonstrates widening usefulness and 

changing land use.  Fences serve many purposes: for instance, they keep livestock 
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restrained, or keep out livestock from planted fields and gardens.  While a part of the 

landscape for decades, increasing partitioning of land made them an abundant feature in 

the visible landscape.  There are fences located in close proximity to the majority of the 

structures.  The fences are difficult to date, but if field walls are near a robbed out 

structure that is one indication of a wall constructed after the abandonment of the 

building.  Fences which coincided with habitation structures suggest increasing desire by 

occupants for privatization of their property.  They are also a reflection of changing land 

use, as increased cattle and livestock in the region would have warranted protection for 

personal gardens.  The 1855 Valuation notes personal gardens but it only lists a couple of 

gardens in association with structures by the main roads and not within the survey area. 

In some cases, such as House 19, the fences create just enough room for a pathway 

between the house and the fence all the way from in front of the door and around the end 

gable.  The other sides of the house have naturally occurring features for protection – the 

northern wall is placed just inward of a drop-off about 2 meters deep, and the eastern wall 

is constructed up against a rise in the ridge.  In the case of House 3, in Carmacullew, the 

land is much flatter and more open, and the fence separates access to two of the exterior 

doorways. 

 
Figure 7.17: House 3 and Fence, Carmacullew, Facing East, Scale Bar = 1 meter, 2007 
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The transitions at Houses 8, 9, and 10 exemplify the materialization of social 

change and continuity over time.  These structures are in a cluster at the southernmost 

end of Carmacullew.  Although only three houses remain there today, the 1842 OS map 

shows four structures in this location.   

 
Figure 7.18: 1842 Ordnance Survey Map, Focus on Houses 8,9,10 and 4th structure, Map 

Credit: Ordnance Survey  
 

Based off the archaeological evidence, tenants enclosed Houses 8, 9, and 10 into a single 

walled compound.  This fence is not on the 1842 map (7.18).  They perhaps constructed 

the fence from the stones that at one time made up the fourth house.  Someone robbed out 

most of House 10, and blocked a door on the western wall to help create the compound.  

Two separate tenants rented House 8 and House 9 in 1855 (Appendix A), and it is 

unlikely they constructed the compound wall while they both still lived there.  Once one, 

or both, of them moved away, a single tenant probably created the compound as it stands 

today.  The only way to enter House 9 from the north today is through House 8.  Multiple 

households would have no reason to block off this area.  There are visible seams running 

from the exterior walls to where the fences meet, confirming that the fence construction 

occurred after the previous residents built the four houses.  
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The alterations in this set of structures serves as a microcosm for change around 

the whole village.  For one, it demonstrates gradual abandonment: at one time an area 

with four occupied structures, by 1855 this is reduced to two occupied and two 

unoccupied structures according to Griffith’s valuation (Appendix A), and eventually one 

occupied structure with at least one outbuilding within the fenced area in the late 

nineteenth century demonstrated by the changes in the Ordnance Survey map.  There is 

an increased frequency through time of structures being converted from inhabited to 

auxiliary units, for individual structures being used as domestic space to use as storage or 

work space.  Further, the best preserved of these structures, House 8, has gone through 

many architectural changes on the individual scale.  The blocking of the fireplace and 

presence of the outshot demonstrate the usefulness of some traditional elements – while 

others were realistically flawed.  The fireplace at this house was one of the earliest 

attempts to include this feature in a structure.  Additionally, it is the only one-roomed 

structure with evidence for a fireplace.  Not all modernization attempts succeeded, but 

these unsuccessful features demonstrate the origins and revisions that eventually became 

more common and evolve to bigger, more elaborate versions of a certain kind of 

characteristic.  As certain traits become more or less desirable, tenants phased them in or 

out of the design and construction as part of a process, not an abrupt departure from the 

past.  Tracking these kinds of changes was done by comparing features across the 

community.  Fireplaces, for instance, are more common in C-Area, where houses were 

constructed more recently.  In House 8, the fireplace was blocked because of the poor 

structural design.  Niches are also more common in C-Area, as tenants became more 

adept at integrating these features into walls while maintaining wall integrity. 
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Some environmental factors also continued to influence choice concerning 

architectural changes.  For example, weather was a major influence on the location, 

orientation, and placement of buildings in the landscape.  The climate in the area is often 

windy, rainy, and chilly, and it changes rapidly and often.  Having a waterproof house 

was essential, not only for the inhabitants but also many of the perishable objects inside, 

such as foods.  Certainly some areas at Streamstown are more advantageous than others 

in regards to the protection provided by the natural landscape.  One issue to consider in 

this context is the sorts of characteristics about an area that make it desirable when there 

are limited options.  The houses at Carmacullew, for instance, are located on an area 

which is very rocky and exposed.  There is little favorable land for agriculture.  

Drumgarve is a more varied landscape – some of the houses are more exposed the others.  

The exposed houses are, again, in a rocky area on the top of the hill.  The others are 

protected on the side of the ridge.  Knockannabrone and C-Area structures are all located 

in open fields, although the surrounding hills certainly contribute to the protection of the 

structures.  With increasing quality, people were able to build structures in exposed areas 

because they were not so vulnerable to the natural environment.  With fewer people to 

farm the townland, and the rise of keeping livestock, it was also not as important to build 

upon the least fertile pieces of land. 

There is a noticeable degree of similarity between houses in the same subdivision, 

with the exception of Carmacullew.  Three houses in a neat row on the hillside at 

Drumgarve are almost identical (H19, H20, H21) in appearance, with some small 

differences of internal characteristics.  Houses 32 and 34, both also in Drumgarve, are 

very similar, quite likely built within a few years of each other.  The houses at 
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Drumgarve generally have the poorest preservation, and it may be this lack of data that 

contributes to the impression they are so similar.  Conversely, it could be that design 

which contributes to the poor preservation.  Every house at Carmacullew is different from 

one another, and has little similarity with any of the other houses at Streamstown.   

Most of these houses have evidence for various phases of reconstruction and 

rebuilding, and the abundance of field walls suggests a complex network of land use and 

ownership.  Architectural phasing indicates shifting usage of a structure.  This could be 

related to new occupants, shifting needs of a single family, or adjustments due to 

changing lifestyles, production, or popular trends.  It could possibly represent changing a 

once-habited building into an outbuilding.  Phasing is also related in some cases, such as 

House 8, to necessary alterations due to a lack of structural integrity.  Farmers altered 

field walls as commonages (shared land parcels) changed, families left, and they acquired 

new and different holdings.  Sometimes this meant leaving remnants of the original field 

walls, or it meant removing them entirely and creating a new delineation in the fields.  

Houses 1 and House 29, for example, have doors and/or windows that inhabitants closed 

over time.  House 1 is redesigned, with the southern room of the ‘T’ shape in 1855 

adjusted to an ‘L’ shape between 1855 and abandonment, which happened prior to 1900.  

The complex of Houses 8, 9, and 10 demonstrates the change of many houses into a 

singularly-owned complex.  Therefore, it seems that neither informal nor formal 

architecture has a definition which includes increasing or decreasing amounts of 

similarity.  This demonstrates that occupants varied their homes from the traditional style 

in lots of different ways, without a set of guidelines for exact changes.  Individuals made 
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changes based on their particular needs, adapting conventional and mainstream trends for 

their specific criteria, environment, and family. 

Formalization of architecture occurs in the same way – in many forms, but in an 

increasingly efficient use of space demonstrated through strategic planning of features.  

This is particularly evident in the case of ‘costly’ features, such as windows, doors, and 

fireplaces, which affect structural integrity as well as occupant comfort and health.  As 

strategies and opportunities developed in the region, change became material.  At 

Streamstown, formalization of some structures occurs concurrently with the abandonment 

of other structures in the village.  Formalization of the architecture also indicates shifting 

formalization of social structures, land use, and community interaction.  Separation of 

work tasks and home life moves livestock out of the older home, and farmers and their 

families became physically separated from their occupation.  Older, abandoned structures 

aided this process of formalization by providing the ‘raw’ material – already present 

structures – ready for farmers to adjust through rebuilding and reuse. 

 Vernacular Tradition and Privatization 

The bed recess, or outshot, is one of the characteristics that some researchers use 

as an example of continuity from archaic forms of the traditional house.  The bed outshot 

is typically visible from the exterior of the house, forming a small rectangular area just 

large enough for a bed.  There is one house with a bed outshot at Streamstown – House 8 

(see Fig x).  There is also a window inside the outshot.  This is very unusual (none of the 

other houses CLIC surveyed have a window in an outshot), and the view from the 

window is only of the inside of the larger enclosure.  The outshot was primarily used as 

bed space, usually for an elderly relative, and the inclusion of a window makes little 
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sense outside of strong personal preference.  The location, as expected, is close to the 

blocked-in fireplace, suggesting the outshot perhaps predates the blocking.  As one of the 

last occupied structures at Carmacullew, the presence of the outshot suggests an 

advantage to that structure over the others (Houses 9 and 10) that become part of the 

enclosure.  The presence of the outshot suggests not only adherence to a long-standing 

tradition, but the continued usefulness of this tradition up to the structure’s abandonment. 

House 26 has many attributes typical of a government-funded structure, including 

the concrete on the walls, the concrete-capped chimney, and the quality of the 

construction.  However, other traits do not fit with the typical government design.  The 

fireplace is not tiered – it is actually quite small, with the chimney located on the gable 

end, not on the interior wall as it is in the CDB houses.  Poor Law Unions were 

authorized to build cottages for impoverished laborers after 1883 (Aalen et.al. 1997: 95).  

It is possible that House 26 is one such structure, although it is not on the roadside as 

prescribed by the regulations for those cottages.  House 26 is a combination of the 

vernacular tradition of the early and mid-nineteenth century and the more modern, 

streamlined designs of the later part of the century.  It indicates a union between the two 

trends as the inhabitants attempted to reconcile the changing social landscape.  

At Streamstown, social continuity is perpetuated in two ways: the people and the 

materials. Tenants moved stones from one area or one house and used them in another, 

leaving no way to trace their movement path.  The stones are culturally significant 

because of the people, and their decisions to use the materials in multiple settings.  

Determining how this appropriation of used material functions worked is a difficult task 

because there is no sure way to say which stones used to be a part of a different structure.  
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The sum of the material parts creates a new whole, but for some time after the 

appropriator retains some memories of where the stones came from and their old 

associations.  Further, the need to appropriate was not necessarily intentional.  Once 

tenants abandoned structures, the stone building became another resource in a region of 

limited supplies.  Collapse or other structural weakness made such salvage work a 

necessity at times.  Additionally, when outside pressures developed to drive home 

improvement and create private fences, abandoned structures were easily accessible.  

Since most of the earlier structures had no mortar, structures could be dissembled and 

stone removed with relative ease.  Nuanced features could be constructed quickly, if need 

be (for instance, blocking in of a poorly placed window).  Individuals could quickly alter 

a building for a specific use in their own unique way. 

Therefore, perhaps, it is not that the “uniformity of basic house style is still 

striking” (Aalen et.al. 1997:147), but rather it is the pattern of heterogenic differences 

that strikes the observer at Streamstown.  Tenants in the second half of the nineteenth 

century reinterpreted even the most common designs and individualized them with 

material changes to construction.  While there is some degree of uniformity in a 

generalized organization of vernacular structures, the argument for regularity overlooks 

the nuances of the divergence in design and material over time.  These degrees of 

difference make up some of the most significant aspects of the structure.  For instance, 

some researchers argue that the hip-roof predates the gabled roof.  There is some local 

tradition that suggests hipped roofs predate gabled (Aalen 1966), and there are half-

hipped and one gable end, one hip ended roofs in other townlands in Galway.  None of 

the structures at Streamstown have evidence for hipped roofs (which is when all sides of 
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the roof slant downward to the walls).  In cases where the roofline is not preserved, 

collapse usually indicates if there was a gable present.  Hip-roof lines are not built up 

above the top of the wall, so there are less stones involved and therefore less collapse.  

There is only one structure at Streamstown with clear evidence for a straight-lined roof.   

 
Figure 7.19: Different Roof Types 

Houses 25 and 26 have gabled walls that are significantly taller than the walls on other 

structures in the townland.  Specifically, the gabled walls are 3.5 m tall on House 25 and 

4.5 m tall on House 26.  Comparatively, the standing gabled walls at House 16 in 

Knockannabrone are 2.75 m and in Carmacullew at House 7 the gabled walls are 1.9 m 

tall.  It is possible the occupants built taller walls to accommodate a loft, but there is no 

evidence of a loft now.  The taller walls of the farmer’s houses built in the second half of 

the nineteenth century indicate improving construction skills and the ability for more 

complex architecture.   

This discussion of roofing types shows the materialization of social continuity can 

be difficult to track.  The conversion of other abandoned structures by the remaining 
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tenants for different uses is evidence for another aspect of community continuity.  House 

35 is one such structure.  It is a two-roomed structure, but with no interior doors, and the 

end gables are not at the same height.  The doorways are wide, each room is square, and 

there are stones stacked against the southern exterior wall.  The structure is in an isolated 

location, south of Drumgarve and west of C-Area, on the western side of the cashel itself.  

There is a structure recorded in this location, but the Valuation lists no occupants here.  It 

is possible that the builder never meant this structure to be occupied but instead perhaps 

just used for sheep-shearing or some other task.  However, the presence of gables 

suggests that it was at some point occupied since smaller sheds generally have flat line 

roofs.  The staggered roofline is uncommon.  The height of the walls with little collapse 

suggests it was either robbed out in a very organized fashion, or the designer never 

intended the building in this form for habitation. The design is similar to another structure 

surveyed on the south side of Streamstown Bay.  In this case someone converted a 

building for sheep herding and shearing, and it is still used for this purpose today.  Either 

of these scenarios provides evidence for cultural continuity.  In one, the same design has 

been found sufficient for certain tasks.  In the other, tenants built a structure which does 

not fall inside the usual parameters for a vernacular structure.   
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

The houses at Streamstown demonstrate the changes in community and daily life 

as a result of social and political changes.  The nature of the abandonment of the village 

at Streamstown establishes that departure from the townland was a gradual process, not 

an immediate or rapidly occurring instance of change.  Population change was not limited 

to decline – people moved around within the community, and new residents moved in 

when others moved out.  Further, the term ‘famine village’ is problematic for multiple 

reasons because the term suggests use limited to one event and time period when it was, 

in reality, inhabited long before and long after the Great Famine years.  Additionally, the 

construction of more substantial houses after the famine suggests a continued desire to 

live in this area and to maintain traditional lifeways, while being in dialogue with ideas 

about modernization.  While immigration and other factors certainly had a great effect on 

the townland, the remaining population made decisions which unquestionably involved 

the structures that others abandoned.  They incorporated those buildings in multiple ways, 

repairing and expanding their own homes as well as using the intact spaces for other 

activities.   

The evidence at Streamstown suggests a complex abandonment of the core groups 

of structures in the center of the townland.  Drumgarve and Carmacullew empty out 

between 1860 and 1880, prior to Knockannabrone and C-Area, which are empty of 
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inhabitants around the turn of the 20th century.  Additionally, the construction during the 

later part of the nineteenth century of new buildings on the periphery of the centrally 

located clusters suggest resistance to unilateral abandonment and support a complex 

process of habitation, movement, and relationship with home, both structural and 

psychological.  The movement within the area suggests that seemingly minute shifts in 

location and building architecture made an impact on the lives of the inhabitants.  Tenant 

abandonment of a structure and the end of human habitation was not necessarily the end 

of use of that structure.  Continued use and human interaction demonstrate the continued 

engagement by the remaining population with their community environment and the 

historic landscape.  By changing a home into an outbuilding, an individual was doing 

more than repurposing; they were also accepting the depopulation of their community 

and the permanent absence of their friends, family, and neighbors. Even after 

abandonment, structures were living spaces with more than a functional role, playing a 

part of community dynamics as the remaining community shifted and adapted with 

depopulation and social changes on the national scale, including Irish independence in 

1922.     

This case study at Streamstown also has implications for the study of 

abandonment in archaeology more broadly.  Stevenson (1982) is one of the first 

archaeologists to recognize the role of abandonment, and its contributing variables, in the 

formation of the archaeological record.  Cameron astutely points out that abandonment 

“conjures up images of catastrophe, mass migration, and environmental crisis” (1993:3) – 

this is not the case at many sites, including Streamstown.  While a dramatic series of 

events contributed to migration, these events did not create an overnight exodus from the 
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village.  Some studies of Mesoamerican settlements have examined places that retain 

ritual function after abandonment (such as Inomata and Webb 2003), while others, such 

as Schiffer (1987:89), define abandonment as the process by which a place is transformed 

into an archaeological context.  This definition works in an interesting way – places that 

are both archaeological sites and are also maintained and used by the community in the 

present day.  Streamstown has no formal function related to ritual, yet it remains part of 

the public memory and consciousness, and continues to be used today, albeit without 

human habitation.  Nelson and Schachner (2002) rightly point out that political structures 

may drive settlement strategies and abandonment by their lack of recognition for the 

needs of the people.  Further, they argue that people do not disappear from the landscape, 

and that previous occupants will always have a link to a place where they once lived.  

Similarly, Nelson and Hegmon (2001) argue that regional reorganization in southwestern 

New Mexico suggests a strategy for maintaining regional occupational continuity.  The 

changes observed at this site are part of shifts in social reorganization and identity at the 

local level (Nelson and Hegmon 2001:231).  This study at Streamstown demonstrates the 

complexity and personal elements of structural and village abandonment and can provide 

insight into other places and people. 

 While some studies have analyzed the general trends in changes of land use and 

architecture in the famine era (Andrew 1997; Cullen 1981; Hughes 1982), only a few 

have extensively investigated the specific materialization of these changes (Gailey 1987).  

This investigation both demonstrates the variation in architectural features and relates this 

variation to the social and cultural changes in the second half of the nineteenth century.  

The architecture and organization of the village at Streamstown demonstrates the 
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longevity of the community, the determination to continue occupation by several 

individuals, and the appeal of the location as demonstrated by new construction and the 

movement into the community by new individuals. 

Streamstown village as a case study also provides an opportunity to assemble a 

more comprehensive view of rural farming life in the nineteenth century.  The tenant 

homes were closely intertwined with the land use and labor practices of the occupants.  

Many tenants used the main room in most homes for many different kinds of labor-

related activities.  Farming lands included those where the house sat as well as ones more 

distant.  As storage spaces moved from inside the main house to outbuildings, interior 

space transitioned as public spaces for labor to become increasingly privatized.  Public 

activities moved to more public-oriented spaces.  This began with the construction of the 

school, and continued as access increased to other areas.  These changing views 

regarding privacy were also reflected in the exterior through construction of fences and 

increasing distance between individual houses.  What were once versatile and adaptable 

areas became more clearly defined both socially and architecturally.   

This separation of space suggests that transitions in architecture are multi-purpose 

– they are methods of coping with government mandates and avoiding eviction as well as 

techniques for modernizing space and increasing comfort.  Rather than abandoned areas 

targeted by the land acts, such as Streamstown, tenants attempted to adjust based on 

available resources.  Often it was not a single motivation that caused change, but the 

combination of several pressures to motivate adaptations and construction.  It was a 

complex system because too much improvement on a structure meant that a landlord 

could raise the rent on changes that a tenant paid for alone.  The changing political 
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environment strengthened tenants rights, but not to such an extent that ensured tenant 

security.  As tenants sought more regulations, the desire for permanency is expressly 

indicated by the increasing quality of the homes occupied at Streamstown towards the 

late nineteenth century.  Most of the homes occupied after 1855 consist of quality 

construction, features for comfort and modernization, and outbuildings to aid with 

farming expansion.  Organization within the home, as well as the organization of fields in 

close proximity, indicates the changing perceptions of the traditional practices and the 

working elements.  The era of communal farming and multipurpose interior spaces 

gradually came to an end.   

Vernacular architecture at Streamstown refutes widespread ideas about neat social 

hierarchies of tenant/landlord relations and reflects increasingly charged interactions 

between national offices and local communities prior to independence.  Even the most 

modern houses do not conform to the changes the government desired; for instance, the 

most modern homes were not placed on or near the main road, their orientation continued 

to be unsystematic, and their internal organization did not match or approximate the 

designs in government-endorsed floor plans.  Certainly the restructuring and repurposing 

of the house certainly reflects inhabitant attitudes and changing worldviews.  The 

transition in the national economy from agricultural to graze-based had direct 

ramifications for the western Irish farmers and their approach to property separation and 

communal living.    Changing structures were a demonstration of self, community, and 

family as much as it was a necessity to environmental adaptation, availability of 

resources, and vernacular tradition.  To return to Carsten and Hugh-Jones (1995), the life-
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cycle of these structures demonstrates the dynamic lives of the individuals who inhabited 

and altered them.   

Although the Irish tenant class as a group shared the need to respond to 

government framework, specific relationships and reactions were dependent on the 

individual people and the land where they lived.  The relationships between tenants and 

landlords varied over time.  The turmoil in ownership of the various Streamstown 

properties in the late 1850s and early 1860s affected the tenants.  Both the landlords and 

tenants at Streamstown suffered from monetary difficulties at different times.  The 

multiple transactions including Streamstown house, and the land where the village sits, 

suggests a tumultuous living environment for all groups involved.  Even with a continuity 

of familial ownership over the tenant properties, it seems there was a degree of 

uncertainty in the time immediately following the famine, for at least a decade.  There 

was not a uniform class of tenants, just as there was not a uniform set of structures, but 

rather a range of experience and lifestyles.  At Streamstown, houses demonstrate this 

variation in a range of ways: orientation, construction methodologies, exterior and 

interior features, and presence of outbuildings.  Architecture illustrates the limits to the 

accessible resources, but just because tenants lacked funds to spend on big construction 

projects does not mean the houses did not reflect identity.  

 This study of changes to the tradition and formalization of vernacular architecture 

and the abandonment of the Streamstown village is widely applicable.  This case 

demonstrates that abandonment must be considered on a multiscalar level, with alertness 

in regards to the people and places involved.  The tenants at Streamstown reacted in 

different ways to local, communal, and national pressures.  The implications of gradual 



132 
 

abandonment, and repurposing of previously abandoned structures, have ramifications for 

how archaeologists interpret the actions and motivations of communities and individuals.  

Further, the more recent nature of this abandonment gives access to data not always 

available to later sites, and means that the implications can possibly be applied more 

generally.   The rebuilding, reuse, and abandonment of the village at Streamstown 

certainly indicates a diversity of reactions by tenants to societal pressures and changing 

desires over time to adhere to traditional ways of life. 
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APPENDIX A 

GRIFFITH’S VALUATION (1855) FOR STREAMSTOWN TOWNLAND, CO. 
GALWAY 

 

Subdivision Occupier Immediate 
Lessor 

Characteristics Land 
Value 

Building 
Value  

Total 
Valuation 

Carmacullew John 
Coyne 

Edward 
Coneys 

House and land 3.5.0 0.5.0 3.10.0 

Carmacullew Martin 
Flynn 

Edward 
Coneys 

House and land 1.10.0 0.5.0 1.15.0 

Carmacullew Michael 
Coyne 

Edward 
Coneys 

House and land 2.5.0 0.5.0 2.10.0 

Carmacullew Frank 
Meledy 

Edward 
Coneys 

House, office, 
land 

2.5.0 0.10.0 2.15.0 

Knockannabrone Michael 
Mullins 

Edward 
Coneys 

House and land 2.18.0 0.7.0 3.5.0 

Knockannabrone James 
McCreight 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 3.5.0 None 3.5.0 

Knockannabrone William 
Coneys 

Edward 
Coneys 

House and land 2.2.0 0.5.0 2.7.0 

Knockannabrone Patrick 
Lyden 

Edward 
Coneys 

House and land 2.2.0 0.5.0 2.7.0 

Knockannabrone Patrick 
Beaumann 

Michael 
Mullins 

House and land 1.8.0 0.5.0 1.13.0 

Knockannabrone Thomas 
Vaughan 

James 
McCreight 

House and land 1.2.0 0.5.0 1.7.0 

Drumgarve Anne 
Gannon 

Mary 
McDermott 

House, offices, 
land 

2.10.0 0.5.0 2.15.0 

Drumgarve John Kelly Edward 
Coneys 

House, office, 
land 

5.0.0 0.10.0 5.10.0 

Drumgarve Mary 
McDermott 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 2.10.0 None 2.10.0 

Drumgarve Willam 
Coneys 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 3.6.0 None 3.6.0 

Drumgarve Francis 
Meledy 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 3.7.0 None 3.7.0 

Drumgarve John 
Coyne 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 3.7.0 None 3.7.0 

Drumgarve Mary 
McDermott 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.6.0 None 0.6.0 

Drumgarve William 
Dunne 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.4.0 None 0.4.0 

Drumgarve Anthony 
Kearns 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.3.0 None 0.3.0 

Drumgarve Geoffrey 
Heany 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.2.0 None 0.2.0 
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Drumgarve Thomas 
Darcy 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.3.0 None 0.3.0 

Drumgarve John Kelly Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.4.0 None 0.4.0 

Drumgarve Anne 
Gannon 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.2.0 None 0.2.0 

Drumgarve William 
Coneys 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.3.0 None 0.3.0 

Drumgarve Francis 
Meledy 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.3.0 None 0.3.0 

Drumgarve John 
Coyne 

Edward 
Coneys 

Land 0.3.0 None 0.3.0 
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APPENDIX B 

STREAMSTOWN VILLAGE DETAILED HOUSE DATA 

House 
No. 

House 
Length 

House 
Width 

House 
Area 

 
Date 

Roof 
Form 

Roof 
Material Gables 

Number 
of 

Rooms 
Loft 

Wall 
Construction/ 

Cover 

Total 
Doors 

Window 
Quantity 

Filled  
Window 

Fireplace 
Quantity 

Chimney 
Quantity 

1 15.85 2.90 70.21 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched NI 4 UNK Dry Stone 2 0 NO 0 0 

2 4.00 6.60 26.40 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

3 5.10 
(5.15) 

7.00 
(10.45) 89.32 Pre-

1842 
A-

Frame Thatched NI 4 Present Dry Stone 2 2 NO 0 0 

4 2.70 3.15 8.51 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 Absent Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

5 9.50 4.10 38.95 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame NI NI 2 UNK Dry Stone 1 0 NO 0 0 

6 5.00 4.60 38.00 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame NI Slotted 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

7 5.40 10.85 58.59 Post-
1855 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 2 Present Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 1 1 NO 0 0 

8 5.10 6.20 31.62 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 1 NO 1 1 

9 4.45 5.50 24.78 Pre-
1842 NI Thatched NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

10 4.75 6.15 29.21 Pre-
1842 NI Thatched NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

11 5.71 5.15 29.40 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

12 5.52 7.22 39.85 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 1 NO 0 0 

13 6.50 4.30 27.95 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

14 12.10 5.15 62.32 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 3 Present Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 2 2 NO 1 1 

15 4.10 3.00 12.30 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 Absent Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

16 6.30 5.05 31.82 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame NI NI 2 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 0 0 NO 0 0 

17 12.65 5.60 70.84 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 2 Present Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 1 2 NO 2 1 

18 4.10 3.80 15.58 Pre- NI NI NI 1 Absent Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 
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1842 

19 4.56 7.45 33.97 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 2 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 0 0 NO 0 0 

20 10.05 5.25 52.76 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 2 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 1 1 NO 0 0 

21 8.15 4.8 39.12 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 1 1 NO 0 0 

22 9.85 4.75 46.79 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

23 5.20 4.20 21.84 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 1 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 0 0 NO 0 0 

24 8.75 5.45 47.69 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 1 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 1 0 NO 0 0 

25 13.20 5.00 66.00 Post-
1855 

A-
Frame NI NI 2 UNK Wetstone 1 3 NO 2 1 

26 13.20 5.00 66.00 Post-
1855 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 2 UNK 

Wetstone, 
Concrete, 

Plaster 
1 4 Yes 2 2 

27 7.50 3.90 29.25 Pre-
1842 Slanted Tin and 

Cement 
Concrete 
Covered 1 Absent Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 0 0 NO 0 0 

28 5.00 5.70 28.50 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

29 11.50 5.00 57.50 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame NI NI 2 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 1 2 Yes 1 0 

30 4.7 4.0 18.80 Post-
1855 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

31 8.15 5.16 42.05 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame NI NI 2 UNK Dry Stone 1 0 NO 0 0 

32 14.50 5.20 75.40 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched NI 3 UNK Dry Stone 1 0 NO 0 0 

33 10.60 5.10 54.06 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched NI 2 Present Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 1 2 NO 0 0 

34 10.40 4.20 43.68 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched NI 2 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

35 7.40 3.60 26.64 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 2 UNK Dry Stone & 

Mortar Fill 0 0 NO 0 0 

36 6.30 5.00 31.50 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame Thatched Slotted 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

38 4.8 2.85 13.68 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

39 4.48 2.20 9.86 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

40 6.80 4.40 29.92 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 1 0 NO 0 0 
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42 4.10 3.80 15.58 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 

43 9.50 4.90 46.55 Pre-
1842 

A-
Frame NI NI 3 UNK Dry Stone 3 0 NO 0 0 

44 7.10 4.9 34.79 Pre-
1842 NI NI NI 1 UNK Dry Stone 0 0 NO 0 0 
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