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Abstract.

This thesis is an examination of as many aspects of the
economic and social history of the sixteenth century Essex
village of Stock, as surviving records permit.

A survey of landholding and the complex manorial strucfure
in the village is followed by an analysis of agrarian activity
(arable and animal husbandry, market gardening and the markeling
of produce). Those engaged in non—agricdlturdl occupations are
studied, with special reference Lo those pursuing dual economic
roles.

Central to the economy of the village, was the important
brick, tile and pottery industry. Very little research has
hitherto been undertakén to show clay-based workers in their
economic and social setting in the sixteenth century. Methods of
production, marketing and .distribution, as well as the status of
this important group of men are examined. Over fifty clay-based
craftsmen are studied biographically.

Religious life and belief within the village are set against
a general background of heretical belief in Essex and interpreted
in terms of the influence of the resident clergy and the resident
noble landlords, the Catholic Petre family.

The mainté nance of law and order are studied, firstly
through internal manorial agencies (the Court Leet and the Court
of Civil Pleas) and secondly through the external or state
agencies of law and order. An attempt is made to measure the
importance of an efficient Court Leet and to appraise the role of
the Quarter Sessions qhd other courts in the affairs of the

village.
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Chapter One

Village England.

Introduction

A sixteenth—centurf village was small by modern standards.
It is often difficult to estimate its size with any degree of
accuracy, simply because the records needed for demographic
reconstruction have failed to survive into the twentieth century.
Of course, numbers living within villages and hamlets varied from
time to time and region to region, but it seems a fair assumption
that the majority of sixteenth century Englishmen lived for at
least some of their lives, in communities of between 100 and 300
people. In 1688, Gregory King estimated that seventy-four percent
of England's population lived in 'the villages and hamlets'.' A
century earlier the percentage was undoubtedly even higher.

Even in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the English
village was never an isolated entity; a fine road network,
consisting of both Roman "highways and rougher, muddy tracks,
facilitated communications and joined tiny settlements to larger
marketing centres and county towns, and ultimately to the great
cities of England; Bristol, Norwich, York, and most importantly,
London. Elizabethan villéges were independent and self-sufficient
for many of their daily needs, but all were reliant on larger
centres which performed more specialized processing and marketing
activities for the villagers. A large village was distinguished
from a smaller one, not only by population size, but also by the
number and variety of proéeésing functions 1t possessed.

Often, especially in Eastern England, the village did not

correspond to a parish; parishes were rarely settlements or
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communities as such. Often several separate villages or hamlets
were to be found within one parish, each with its own identity.
Sometimes, as is the case here, a village community embraced two
parishes: half of the inhabitants worshipping in one church and
the rest attending a church lying outside the main area lof
seftlement. Likewise, a village did not often correspond to a
single manor, owned by one Lord. As in this survey, several
manors could encompass the houses, fields and commons of a
particular village. A viilage can best be defined as a community
of households surrounded by an area of cultivated land, woods and
Qaste; having a population made up of yeomen, husbandmen,
éraftsmen, labourers, m@n and children, some prosperous others
not. All members of the community worked, socialised and lived
together, often with a high degree of interdependence.

This thesis is an Attempt to recreate rural village life;
.perhaps one of the most important areas of study in the economic
And social history of Elizabethan England, simply because for the
vast majority of the populace at that time, village England was
the world to which they téelonged. Many previous studies have been
made within this field, often concentrating on just one area of
enquiry, such as agriculture, crime, poverty, industry and most
recently demography. Here the aim is to study a village communify
in many aspects; at work, at play and in relation to the world
outside: to see a microcosm of the Elizabethan Age. The village
under discussion is Stock or Harvard Stock (as it was most
commonly called in the sixteenth century) in Essex, and the
period of reconstruction of village life is from the death of
Henry VIII in 1547 until the year 1610.

The sources used f ér this study are of great variety and

abundance, embracing both those created by the manorial lord and
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those kept by the state. The central class of manorial records
are an extensive set of court rolls from four of the manors

within Stock and Buttsbury: Crondon, Imphey Hall, Fristling Hall

and Ing Ging Joybard Laundry alias Harvard Stock. The court of
Crondon was a court baron concerning itself principally with the

transfer of property. Likewise, the manors of Imphey and

Fristling. The court of Harvard Stock was a more interesting
phenomenon: a court leet with the right to hold a court of civil
pleas. The surviving court rolls are detailed below.

Crondon {(Court Baron) s

ERO D/DP M788 1551-1553 (1 membrane)

ERO D/DP M789 1554~-1558 (6 membranes)

ERO D/DP M790 1559-1578 (6 membranes)

ERO D/DP M791 1569-1576 (3 membranes)

ERO D/DP M792 1579-1600 (20 membranes)

Imphey Hall (Court Baron)

ERO D/DP M757 1561-1597 (20 membranes)

Fristling Hall (Court Baron)

Apart from court rolls:

ERO D/DP M720 1547-1553
ERO D/DP M721 1555-1557

ERO D/DP M722 1561-1602

Ing Ging Joyberd Laundry alias Harvard

ERO D/DP M746 1547-1553

ERO D/DP M747 1555-1558

ERO D/DP M748 1559-1602

rentals and surveys and maps survive

court papers,

(4 membranes)
(3 membranes)

(39 membranes)

Stock (Court Leet)

(2 membranes)

(6 membranes)

(43 membranes)

draft court rolls;

for some of these manors.
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The manorial lords, the Petre family kept extensive records of
deeds and leases. Most vital for this survey are 'The Lease Book
for Estates' (ERO D/DP E24) dated 1555-1568, and another entitled
'*The Petre Estate Book' (ERO D/DP E25) which contains leases
issued between 1572 and 1635. Also important to this study ‘are
the Petre household account books which concentrate on work
performed at the two Essex 'seats' of Ingatestone and Thorndon
Halls.

Extensive use has been made of the surviving wills of local
inhabitants which have been preserved by the Archdeaconry of
Essex and the Bishopric of London. Some of the Ecclesiastical
Court records of the Archdeacon of Essex survive for this period:
notably the Act Books (ERO D/AEW 1A-22), Visitation Books (ERO
D/AEV 1-3), Deposition Books (ERO D/AED 1-4) and a single
Excommunication Book <(ERO D/AEM 3). Also consulted were the
records of the various secular courts; the Essex Quarter
Sessions, the Assize and the Court of Queen's Bench.

Extant manuscript sources have been examined in conjunction
with a fieldwork survey of surviving topographic, landscape and
architectural features of the two parishes of Stock and Buttsbury
in an attempt to presenf as full a picture as possible of the

area during the Elizabethan era.

The Village of Stock: The Setting

Stock, even to this day, lies in a fairly wooded tract of
countryside. In the later sixteenth century the village was
surrounded on all sides by common land, woodland, pasture, arable
and waste. Just half a mile away lay a deer park of quite
considerable sl'ize, Créndon Park.? The agricultural land

surrounding the village appears to have been long enclosed, open

LONDON
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field farming having been extremely uncommon in this part of
Essex as early as the thirteenth century. By the sixteenth
century one reads only ‘of closes and fields, there being no
mention of arable lan(i held in common or of strips for
cultivation. The villagers of Stock had long before the sixteeﬁth
century forsaken communal cultivation of the land, if in fact it
had ever existed, and the only rights which they held in common
were the rights to graze and gather in the heaths, woods and open
spaces surrounding the viliage. Place name evidence in the area
is indicative of clearing and assarting, and it is apparent that
such removal of woodland had taken place at an early date.® The
words °‘rydding’, 'leah', ‘wood', °‘stubbing’, ‘holt' and °‘stoc’
all appear frequently in field, farm and house names round and
about the village of Stock.

Stock village lay .within the two parishes of Stock and
Buttsbury, Yand was sited approximately six miles south west of
the important marketing and administrative centre of Elizabethan
Essex, the town of Chelmsford. Billericay, another market town,
lay only three miles to the south. Ingatestone and Ingatestone
Hall, the family home and administrative centre of the Petre
family, the manorial Lords and landowners of much property within
the parishes of Stock and Buttsbury, was just a vm:lle and a half
to the west. The great highway leading from London to Chelmsford
and Colchester, with its continuous throng of waggons, carts,
animals and horsemen, was just a few miles away. (see Map One).
The village was therefore in the fortunate position of having -
within easy reach several important markets for its agricultural
produce and craft manufactures. As will be shown, the inhabitants
profited from their geographical advantages. Evidence collected

from surviving documents suggests that they conducted fairly
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extensive and expanding trade networks with many other
communities during the sixteenth century. Prosperity appears to
have been the norm, rather than the exception for many of the
inhabitants of Stock throughout Elizabeth's reign, even though
national statistics have. indicated a decrease in real wages for
much of England's labouring population, especially during the
1590s.

The village population is extremely difficult to estimate,
though it appears to have been fairly equally divided between the
two parishes; that of Buttsbury, whose church was isolated to the
far west, and that of Stock, whose church formed part of the
nucleus of households which constituted the village of Stock. The
problem in demographic calculation arises because although the
parish registers for Stock go back to 1558, those for Buttsbury
do not begin until after the Restoration. The issue is further
complicated by the inhabitants of Crondon hamlet, whose lives
were inextricably bound up with the park and the village of
Stock. Historically, the manor and park of Crondon were a
detached part of the parish of Orsett, twelve miles to the south.
However, by the sixtetjznt.h century, evidence from a document
concerning a tithe dispute shows that the inhabitants of Crondon
frequently worshipped at the churches of both:- Stock and
Buttsbury, and occasionally at another parish church, West
Hanningfield; being only required to attend the church at Orsett
once a year.4 The peripatetic worshippers from Crondon appear in
many registers from parishes in the neighbourhood, especially
after 1580, when quarrels with the troublesome Rector of Stock,
William Pindar, caused many to shun his church.

Analysis of baptisms and calculations based on these figures

for baptisms show that the population of Stock was approximately
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330 during the eighth decade of the sixteenth century. A list of
every person paying tithes to the church of Buttsbury during the
1590s names sixty people. Multiplied by the number 4.5
(frequently used as an estimate of household size), this gives
Buttsbury a population of around 260. These figures combined
indicate a village with a population of 500 or more. The Lay
Subsidy return for 1544 lists 93 people paying the suSsidy. If
the same multiplier is used a population of approximately 420 can
be assumed. By 1671, 161vhouseholds were listed within Stock and
Buttsbury for Hearth Tai assesment (this includes households
exempt from payment due to poverty). If the multiplier 4.5 is
once again used, the total population 1living within the two
parishes by 1671, was 725. Interestingly the hearths are almost
equally divided between the two parishes; 82 in Stock and 79 in
But tsbury.

If these records and calculations are anywhere near correct,
then Stock during the secénd half of the sixteenth century, was a
very large village, infact almost the size of a small town in
Elizabethan England.

The viilage of Stock 1s perhaps a unique phenomenon in
sixteenth century studies. Not only was it a very large village,
but more interestingly it was an industrialised village with
apprenticeships, far-reaching marketing of finished products and
a place where sectors of the community were engaged in industrial
activity for at least part of the year. Most importaﬁtly the
industrial activity in which they were involved had nothing to do
with textiles, which ié what one immediately thinks of in
connection with industrial development in sixteenth century
Essex. The story of Stock is the story of clay and brickearth and

the processing of these two raw materials by the inhabitants. The
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village lies on the boulder clay area of central Essex. (see Map
Two) In 1795 Charles Vancower, in a report prepared for the Board
of Rgr:’cultute)described the division of the county in which Stock lay
as; ‘'Temperate mixed so:l_:l upon a brown clay or brickearth. A
gravelly loam and a tough red clay or tile earth’.

During the sixteenth century Stock was one of the most
important centres in the county for the production of tiles,
bricks and a wide variety of pottery.

As well as a diversified industrial base, the farming
pattern of the village was diversified. The larger farmers
combined the production of wheat and oats (cash crops) with the
rearing of livestock (sheep, horses and cattle). Animal husbandry
was important to all farn;eré; Stock was an important area for the
making of cheese from both sheep and cows' milk. The small
landholders while keeping some cowsa and sheep (sometimes grazed
on the marshes besides the Thames) also concentrated on market
gardening, producing industrial crops, dye stuffs, as well as
fruit, salads, vegetables and herbs for the London market.

The land of the village of Stock, if we add the manor of
Crondon to the two parishes, amounted to about 4,000 acres. The
manorial holdings within the village were highly complex, and
only a brief account of them will be given here. Although
important to our understanding of village 1life, historical
descents were often irrelevant to the village as a community. As
W.G. Hoskins says,

'*It is possible to spend too much time upon the minutise of
manorial history.... villagers must often have been completely
unaware of changes at thisr level, which can have had no effect
on their lives.... The local historian would be well advised to

confine his treatment of the descent of the manor to those
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changes which can be shown to have a direct impact upon the
parish or the village'.®

In the parishes of Stock and Buttsbury it is possible to
find seven manors; all of which to a greater or lesser degree had
some Jurisdiction and influence over the inhabitants of Stock.
Most important was the manor of Ging Joyberd Laundry Hertford
Stock alias Blunts. The court held there was a Tourn and Leet,
which exercised jurisdiction over several other manors in the
area. During the 1550s the Tourn of Stock was purchased frEom a
member of the Tyrrel family by Sir William Petre, at about’ the
same time as he received the manor and park of Crondon from the
Crown. The Tourn and Leet of Stock was a complex institution, as
a survey made at the time of its purchase reveals.® A Common Fine
of 3s 4d ‘was levied from twelve 1landholders of the manor
including the Bishop of Ely for the manor of Imphey Hall and Sir
Humphrey Ferrers for .the manor of Blunts, which were
subinfeudated. Four other tenants had payments in abeyance and
contested their duty to pay them, while another two landholders'
names could not be determined. Apart from the twelve landholders
liable for the common fine, there were nine other tenants who
were liable to court-keeping fines for non-appearance at the
twice—-yearly Tourn. The i.eet gave the Petre family control over
common pasture, woods, waste, agistment, pannage, and the assize
of bread and ale. It 1is important to add that although Sir
William Petre held the Lordship ‘and Tourn of Stock, within the
village centre his property and landholding was quite. small,
consisting only of two f‘arins, some odd tenements and two inns:
the Swan and the Cock.

In 1715 Giles Jacob stated of the Court Leet that ‘this leet

was first derived from the sheriffs court; and it enquireth of
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all offences undér high-treason commitfed against the Crown and
Dignity of the King, though it cannot punish many but must
certify them to the Justices of Assize'.” As seen from the large
number of surviving court rolls for the Tourn of Ging Joyberd
Laundry, the Court Leet had a very wide range of enquiry, and was
an extremely important instrument for the policing of the manor.
The Leet had, however, only limited powers of punishment;
although cases punishable by death were examined at the Stock
Court, those convicted were sent on to the Justices of the Assize
for sentencing. As was frequent practice in Tudor England, the
pillory, stocks ;nd tumbrel were often put to use.

Other manors which were influential in the daily lives of
the inhabitants of Stock were the manor of Imphey Hall, held by
the Bishop of Ely, and from the 15505 leased to the Petre family,
who held it for more than a hundred years. The Petres also held
two other manors which had much land scattered around the village
of Stock. One was the manor of Fristling alias Thristling Hall,
which regularly held a Court Baron during the later sixteenth
century; although some of this manor's demesne lay in the parish
of Margaretting, beyond the River Wid to the north-west, its
lands in Stock and Buttsbury were often leased to the inhabitants
of Stock village. The other was the manor of Crondon.

In 1545 the Petre family had acquired one of their most
important manorial possessions, the manor and park of Crondon, by
grant of the Crown. The park of Crondon lay only a mile north-
east of the village of Stock, and was highly influential in the
daily lives of the inhabitants of Stock. During the Middle Ages
the park was held by the Bishop of London in demesne, not as
arable, but as parkland to supply his table with venison and

rabbits. In 1544 Bishop Bonner released the Manor to Henry VIII,
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who soon passed it to Sir William Petre by Letter's Patent, at the
price of £160, based on a valuation of £8 per annum.

Being a man of sound judgement, Sir William had by 1551
disparked some 500 acres of the deer park, leasing the newly-
enclosed land as farms to eager tenants, many drawn from the
village of Stock. Althougl.l é deer park was still a valuable asset
in Elizabethan England, providing as it did fresh food, sport and
status, 1t was an increasingly costly possession to maintain and
repair in an era of rising prices and profits. By converting two-
thirds of the former park into farmland, Petre became one of the
ploneers of a trend which was to affect much of Essex. Not only
could he still run an extensive herd of deer (500 in 1556),
allowing ample provision for the household and for gifts, but by
disparking land he dramatically increased the manorial income of
Crondon. In 1556 the rents and casualties of the manor totalled
£49 for the year.®

The manors of Crondon, Imphey, Fristling Hall and the
holdings within the town of Stock made the Petre family the
principal owners of land farmed by the people of Stock. Although
these lands were an important and integral part of the Petre
estate in south-central Essex, which primarily consisted of a
large block of manors running from Bulphan in the south to
Chignal and Mashbury in the north, it must be remembered that
they formed only a small part of the demesne of the whole estate.
Dr. F.G. Emmison has estimated that at the time of Sir Willia;n
Petre's death in 1571, the family owned 20,000 acres in Essex. ®
Under the first Lord John Petre, Sir William's son and heir,
additional purchases of land created a total of 34,000 acres
under the family's ownership in Essex.

Within the parishes-of Stock and Buttsbury there were three
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other manors of note. Two .of them were the manors of Whites alias
Whites Tyrell and Ramsey Tyrell, owned by the ancient Essex
family of Tyrell. In 1476 the demesne of both together  consisted
of 200 acres of arable, 40 acres meadow, 40 acres woodland, and
20 messuages, and during the period of enquiry the manors were
held by Henry Tyrell Esquire (died 1588), and afterwards by his
son Thomas. The third manor was Buckwyns, which had belonged to
the Abbey of Stratford-Langthorn wuntil the Dissolution.
Afterwards it had passed to Richard Rich who sold it in 1540 to
Walter Farre, Gentleman, who held the manor for the rest of the
century. No court records survive for these manors; and this
makes it 1is impossible to assess their influence upon the
villagers.

Map Three shows the village of Stock and the surrounding
area as it was in the sixteenth century, giving woods, parks,
wastes, manor houses and parish boundaries.

Socially the village is of interest. There were (and some
still survive) a number . of substantial gentry houses or manor
housés both within the village centre and within outlying farms,
that were inhabited by persons of a somewhat superior status. Not
all these people were associated with agriculture; some were
wealthy merchant families with as many connections with the
capital as the rural hinterland. Others were London men who had
made their fortunes in the City and purchased property outside
the capital, as such men had so often done in the past. These
sixteenth century residents of Stock anticipated the movement
that gathered momentum in the seventeenth century and took so
many wealthy London citizens into the Essex countryside.

The social influence of the Petre family was also very

important. Although resident in the next parish of Ingatestone
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their influence extended far 1nto‘the Essex countryside. A large
Elizabethan household not only required the humbler type of goods
and services that the inhabitants of Stock could supply. The
Petres required educated gentlemen and gentlewomen to be
‘superior' servants in the household. Although the *‘servants in
household' had sleeping ‘quarters at Ingatestone Hall, many of
these gentleman—servants had large household establishments with
wife, children and servants in the neighbouring parishes. Some
lived in Stock and Buttsbury, often in farms leased to them by
the Petres at preferential rates. The village therefore had an
abundance of wealthy inhabitants of gentleman and yeoman status.
This thesis aims to recreate and examine the main aspects of
life in the village of Stock, between the years 1548 and 1610. It
is intended, using the surviving muniments, to recreate the daily
lives of the community using manorial, parochial, ecclesiastical,
county and national recordg. It has been divided into four main
sections; each of which aims to illustrate a different aspect of
life in sixteenth century Stock; they are:
1. Landholding and Topography.
2. The village at work. |
3. Spiritual life.

4., Law and Order.
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Chapter Two.

Village Topography and tye Park of Crondon.

The Historical Topography of the Village.

In a recent publication Dr Oliver Rackham has described
Essex as 'Ancient Countryside'. Ancient countryside he defined as
a region of hamlets and villages, 1isolated farms, dense mixed
hedgerows and many small ancient woodlands. The fields are
irregular in size and shape and are enclosed. The landscape is
criss—crossed with many lanes and footpaths and there is little
evidence of open-field farming.' The parishes of Stock and
Buttsbury, having all the above characteristics, fit perfectly
into this description of a typical Essex landscape.

Before one can describe the social and economic activities
of the village of Stock in the sixteenth century it is important
to examine the physical environment in which these activities
occured and in which the inhabitants 1lived. An attempt to
describe the village and the surrounding fields and woodlands as
they were in the late sixteenth century, is not as difficult as
one might at first imagine. The wooded environs remain largely in
situ and the field patterns of somé of the farms (notably Imphey
Hall and Ramsey and Whites Tyrells) are today almost identical to
those depicted on surviving sixteenth century maps and surveys.

The physical appearance of the fields in which the farmers
of Stock and Buttsbury worked, is clearly shown in several maps
of the period. A map dated 1616, entitled 'A true and perfect
plan of the manor of the two manors of Whites and Ramseys' is

reproduced in Plate One. It was drawn by the famous Essex map-—
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MAP OF WHITES AND RAMSEY TYRELLS DRAWN IN
le6le, (E.R.O. D/DMa PI).
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maker* John Walker. The enclosures are small Irregular—shaped

fields and closes, interspersed with small marginal woodlands and

heavily-wooded hedgerows. A  typical Essex field pattern is

depicted: tiny fields of about ten acres. The map suggests that

the majority of closes were arable; meadow land being shown as

shaded areas and mixed pasture shown with odd dotted trees.

Woodland was represented by closely-spaced tree symbols. The
fields in the area today follow very similar- patterns, with
almost identical field sizes as shown in Map Four. The main

difference 1in appearance, is the removal of many of the heavily-

wooded hedgerows, something that has occurred since the beginning

of the twentieth century.

Towards the centre of the map of 1G3G the demesne farm of

Imphey Hall is shown. The fields of this manor were not depicted

on the map but followed a similar pattern, 1in size and shape, to

those of Wliites and Ramsey Tyrells. A map of the twentieth

century (Map Four) show?: the fields of Imphey to Dbe almost

identical. Something is known about the working of the fields of

Imphey in the later sixteenth century, due to the survival of

records for the manor. The largest close of eighteen acres was

called Brickfield, Dbut the other arable fields of Imphey were

smaller. 2 There were at least two meadows within the farm arid

mixed farming appears to have been practiced by the tenant Robert

Bellgrave, who bequeathed eighteen cows to his heirs.3

The area of Buttsbury shown on this map was more sparsely

populated than the wvillage centre of Stock which is drawn at the

bottom left-hand corner. Even so, there are twenty-five houses
depicted. of these, at least six were very substantial
properties; double-bayed hall houses with more than two storeys.

The other properties were more humble, but by no means simple and
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MAP OF CRONDON PARK AND STOCK TOWN

c. 1575 . (E.R.O. D/DP P2) PLATE THO



crude. Of these less survives today. A few properties have been

extented and altered so that their sixteenth century origins are

not 1immediately recognisable, although many still survive upon

their sixteenth century sites. But the churches, the almshouses

and some manor houses do survive, as do the two inns 1in the

village centre, sited by the old market square. Not only do these

inns survive, Dbut one, the Bear is little altered. Both inns have

the names by which they were known during the reign of Elizabeth

I: the Cock and the Bear.

A second map dating, from the 11370s shows Crondon .situated at

the eastern end of the village of Stock. (See Plate Two) The map

shows a different type of field. It depicts the newly created

farms which were made from the disparked grounds of Crondon 'old'

Park. The fields created there during the middle detrade of the

sixteenth century were uniform, square-sided fields, typical of

those of the later enclosure movement. These fields contrast

dramatically with the ancient fields depicted on the Walker map.

The small irregular field was more common in sixteenth-century

Stock and Buttsbury and had been created by the gradual clearance

of woodland in ancient times, rather than by a landlord.

Most travellers arriving in Stock in the sixteenth century

would have entered by foot or on horse-back along the main road

(the Regia Via of the court rolls). Although an important road,

il was not the principal highway that led from Chelmsford to

London: that passed through Ingatestone. But the road passing

through Stock came from the town of Billericay and from Stock led

onwards towards Galleywood and from there to Chelmsford, and as

such, was important. (See Map Five dated 1777).

From Stock Br ook In the south, TLlie road climbs northwards up

Stock Hill and at the summit turns north-eastward before reaching
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ENLARGEMENT OF SECTION OF PLATE ONE, SHOWING
THE AREA AROUND STOCK GREEN AND CHURCH. THE PLATE THREE
PLATE ALSO SHOWS THE ALMSHOUSES.
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TWEEDY'S ALMSHOUSES, STOCK (<S$>E.R.O.).

PLATE FOUR
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THE CHURCH OF ALL SAINTS, STOCK IN 1922. PIATE, , .FIVE
@ R.C.H.M.E. \.
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Stock Green. In the sixteenth century the Green was dotted with
elm trees, Dbut today it is simply a grassy area. * As seen by
comparing Map Four and Plate Three, the Green remains in other
respects very similar today to what it was in 1GI1G.

The first buildings on the outskirts of the village were the
newly erected Almshouses; bequeathed and built by the 'grave and
sage’ knight Richard Tweedy who had died in 11174. 5 Solidly built;
in brick and tile, they are 1little altered today, as seen in
Plate Four and are surviving testimomy to the skills of the brick
and tile makers of sixteenth—century Stock, OE}Bosite stood
Bellman*s farm, occupied throughout the later sixteenth century
by the prosperous Dale family.6 The farmhouse, much altered still
stands on the site overlooking the Green and churchyard.

At the end of the Green stood the parish church -of All
Saints, a small mainly fifteenth century church with f fine
timber-framed belfry and spire which stands unaltered today. (See’
Plate Five) The lower stage is faced with vertical boardipg and
has a tiled pent roof, with the upper stage I.fenced with
horizontal weather-boarding. The church 1is; clearly shown in tire
maps of 1.G16 and c. 1570. Behind the church stood the parsonage,

which the incumbent William Pindar had extensively altered arid

i.
extended tjupipg the later sixteenth century. In 1G30, the
parsonage was described as;

' a large hall with « chyniney; below a kitchen with a
chymney, then a milk house and a buttery --- now to the other end
of the hall eastward is adjoined a new erection ---- built by the
parson that 1is now incumbant ---- of this new erection there are

two parts or rooms first a fayre parlour will) a chymney, secondly
over that a chamber with a chymney likewise— '7

From Stock Green the highway runs north-eastwards towards



PLATE SIX
THE BEAR INN, STOCK c.IWO. (S R.C.H.M.E.)
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the market square. To both sides of the road were small cottager,

and houses surrounded by gardens planted for commercial as well

as domestic crops, as well as by barns, sheds and stables to

house 1livestock, carts and crops. At the market square the road

merged with five other lesser tracks leading from outlying parts

of the parish to form an open square. Being at the epicentre of

the village and at a major road junction it was the ideal site

for a market. The market cross formed the central axis around

which the stalls and booths and Dbaskets were laid out every

Monday for the weekly market. The market was kept throughout the

sixteenth century as we know from the court rolls of Stock, in

which the manorial office of clerk of tin* market was regularly

meri tioned. &

On three corners of the square stood the three most

important inns in sixteenth-century Stock: the Cock, the Swan and

the Bear. All provided food, drink, acconoodation and stabling for

villager and traveller alike. The Bear and the Cock remain and

the Swan, although no longer standing, 1s remembered in the name

Swan Lane, which 1leads from the square to Fristling Hall. (See

Plate Six)

On all sides of the square wof# cottages, houses and shops

and workshops of craftsmen such as carpenters, Jjoiners, smiths

and farriers. Beside the CockInn (which during the later

seventeenth centur y became the meeting piact? for- the manorial

court) on the road leading to Imphey Hall, was a large pond. It

was the site of the village ducking stool, which was much decayed

according to the court rolls.9 Near by stood the pillory, another

instrument of manorial control during the Tudor era.

From the market square the highway passed through the rest

of the wvillage. Houses, cottages and gardens and fields lay
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beside the road, especially to the north side. On the south side

of the road lay the extensive wastes of Stock. Common. Now

severely diminished in size, some idea of the extent of the

common 1in the sixteenth century can Dbe gleaned by the map of

1777, Map Five which shows how extensive the common once was. On

the common, near to the wvillage centre was Stock Mill. The

windmill, a post mill was owned by Thomas Whiskard during the

1570s arid '80s, and processed much of the corn grown Dby the

villagers of Stock and Buttsbury.

Continuing eilong the highway the almost wurban landscape

disappeared and on the outer edge of the village, Dbeside the

common, lay the semi-industrial environment of the pottery and

tile making community. The community was sited close to the clay

pits for easy access to the raw materials, but away from the

village centre to prevent the nuisance and pollution of the trade

worrying neighbours. Here there were cottages, drying sheds with

pots set out ori tables and boards, working houses with wheels and

moulding tables and vyards where prepared clay was stored and

sheds where the fired products were stored. Nearby stood the

kilns with their smoking chimneys and stacks of faggots and other

wood used in the firing process.

A variety of 1livestock grazed the common: horses, cattle,

sheep, geese and pigs as they did everywhere on commons. But on

Stock common there were two large pits, enclosed by fences, where

clay was dug by licence and carted away by the potters to their

yards, as well as coppiced trees and bushes which the villagers

harvested for firewood, 10

About half a mile from the wvillage centre, the park of

Crondon lay to the north of the main road. Between the road and

the park was an area of waste, where pits were to be found which
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MAP OF c¢.1600 SHOWING ROADSIDE WASTE PLATg SEVEN
BESIDE CRONDON PARK AND THE PARK PALE.
(E.R.O. D/P2).
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contained gravel that the parish wused for highway raainte nance.

There was also a variety of fruit trees. These features are

clearly shown 1in Plate Seven. The park was bounded by gquick-set

hawthorn hedges and the park pale.

Culling across the wvillage topography was the manorial

system. Within the two parishes of Stock and Buttsbury were seven

manors which all had influence; but Stock, at least Dby the

sixteenth century, was a village rather than a collection of

manors. Different landlords and different customs all mattered,

but the village was the important economic entity and community.

The Petre family although Lords of some manors within the two

parishes were influential and important not Jjust to their

tenants, but to all inhabitants of the wvillage, for they were

Justices of the Peace, local dignitaries and ©perhaps most

important of all, employers of local 1labour. Their influence and

power in the wvillage went fa)- beyond manorial limits.

We know a lot about manorial Jjurisdiction and issues because

the records survive. But just as parish Dboundaries interfered

very 1little with the wvillage as an economic and social entity,

neither did manorial boundaries. Manufacture of goods and the

clay industry do not appear to have been controlled by the manor.

Farm size or shape were not influenced by manorial considerations

either. Men held land from many manors by the sixteenth century

and not always within a single parish. No one in sixteenth-

century Stock talked of land being held of a single manor, but

rather held within the parish of Stock or Buttsbury or

Chelmsford. Thus, by the late sixteenth century the economy and

society of Stock identified itself more by reference to parish

than to manor or landlord. There was however one feature of the

landscape of sixteenth — century Stock that was a manorial
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possession and was still of great influence and significance. Not
just because of its size and importance in the regional
topography, but also because through manorial custom, employment
opportunities and the venison put onto tables (legally or not!)
the park of Crondon played some role in almost every inhabitant’s

life.

Crondon Park.

The impact that amedieval park made on the landscape was
considerable. Parks were once a common feature of the English
countryside. Many manors had parks as part of their- demesne
lands. At Crondon remnants of the original earthworks that made
the high-sided banks that Dbordered the park still survive. The
boundaries of the ©park pale have determined the shape and
direction of fields and hedges, while the course of roads and
footpaths were 1influenced Dby them. Field-narnes and farm-names
recall the time when the park was a physical entity and within
some fields are the remains of ponds and ditches that were
integral to the economy of the park during the Middle Ages.

Surviving documents relating to Crondon Park, including
several surveys, enable us to see the park both as a
topographical feature and as an economic unit during the
sixteenth century. In a survey dated 1548, the park 1is described
as 'the deiuayne lyingwithin Lire park therof being in the
parishes of Stock and Orsett and well-wooded and It is by circuit
by the 'perime* of the pale thereof by estimate V miles'.1ll The
park contained over 700 acres and was therefore of considerable
size. It was of a typeknown as *compartmented*, which meant it
was divided into quarters. Maps name quarters such os Fristling

Quarter, which was close to Fristling Hall. 12 (See Plate Eight)
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A MAP OF CRONDON IN THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY
SHOWING THE VARIOUS COMPARTMENTS WITHIN THE PLATE RIGHT
PARK. (E.R.O. D/DP P13, c.l6(77)4).
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This sub-division enabled park keepers to exclude animals

periodically from some areas. This allowed coppice growth and
prevented the young shoots from Dbeing eaten by deer. A
'compartmented* park was more easily, and often Dbetter managed
than an open park. Tire deer could be better tended and Dbetter

fed; and the woodland could be better exploited.

The park had been created by the Bishop of London in 1204. 13

Apart from a few escheats to the Crown for misdemeanours

committed by the Bishops, the park remained in their hands until

154-5 when it was released to the King.l1l* Crondon was one of the

few manors held by the Bishop of London to have been kept in
demesne for domestic needs during the early sixteenth century. 15
It was therefore physically well-maintained, paled and stocked
with deer and other game in 1545. Crondon, together with the
important manor of Chelmsford, were valued at £50 per annum in
1535 and £53 per annum in 1546. Together they contributed five
percent of Bishop Bonner’s income. The manor of Crondon soon
passed from the Crown to Sir William Petre by Letters Patent, at
a price of £160.'&

Within Crondon were a number of physical features common to
most mediaeval parks. In one part of the park, known as the 'Pond
Quarter' were two large ponds joined by a brook. Ponds existed in
many parks and contained large quantities of stock-fish, so

important for the table on the many Holy and Saints days in the

Christian calendar. A survey also stated that 'in the park
bredyth heronshrewes' .17 These were small vyoung herons, which
were a particular delicacy in Tudor England. In a document

relating to a tithe dispute at Crondon dated 1571, elderly

inhabitants of Stock spoke of a hermitage with a resident hermit

within the park, although he must have disappeared at the time of
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the Dissolutioﬁ of the Monastéries. In the sixteenth century a:
hermit was a »well—res;:xected person, who oftjen lived_ in a .
comfortable, but isolated cottage at fhe edge of a communil_:y.

The most important game within the park were the déer.’ In"’
1548 Crondon Park i had 'by est. 600 deer'.'® That ‘w1i:s a
substantial herd which needed a great deal of care and attention.
Protection was needed from both poachers and the harsh winter
climate which killed off many deer ﬁhen they were not 100k_ed‘:
after. In 1595, William Heywobd, the kéeper at Crondon was bound
by a clause in a lease 'for land near the park to providé: " Two
good and sufficient cart loads of sweete haye in haye time, at
Crondon Park aforesaid for the feeding of the dere there. Aﬁd if
in any‘ extreme or sharp winter the said deere shall"want haye,
then thé said William Heywood shall deliver for the same purpose
one litle lode of haye more at the place aforesaid'.'=®

The park _keeper‘ at Crondon was a man of some status. He was’
usually a gentlemhn or a substantial yeoman; honest and well
respected by those 1living in the vicinity. In the sixteenfh{.'
century ‘the keeper of Crondon Park dwellethyin the lodge arndN_
hath a standi}ng fee for the yere of 111f and he hath going in.t-he:_
park 12 kine, 2 geldings, one mare and hoégs at 11bérty'.?° In{“,.
the same lodge, the Court Baron was held. As weil as caring. ‘forz
the deer, fhe keeper ﬁnaged the 'game birds, p:h-easants | an'd.v
partridges, that lived in the park. |

The office of park keeper appears to havei become a family
monopoiy during the later sixteenth ceﬁturyf ‘William Heywood:
senior who died in 1565,. was succeeded by John Woodcock, his son—
in-law. Woodcock inﬁerited his father-in-law's °‘'Gret whit mnré"
and no doubt used it to ride through the par;k.?' Williali{'

Heywood's son, William junior, was park keep_erf from the early
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1590s uﬁtil 1608. He was by the time of his death a substantial
yeoman farmer, farming . nearly 100 acres, including a hop-
gr‘ound.22 Prior 1o his appointment as park keeper, William
Heywood junior looked aftgr falcons in‘the.mews>at Ingatestone
Hall. In the account books there is a record of his purchésing
gunpowder at Ingatestone and Stock to kill 'hawke meal for the
Goshawkes'. In June 1590 he bought crossbows in Chelmsford, and
in July of the same year he bought crossbow cases for Lord énd
Lady Petre. ==

It is interesting to note that although the park was the
private possession of the Petre family enclosed by a ditch and
cleft-oak pale, the tenants and inhabitants living nearby had the
right to walk on the footpaths, on their way tcf neighbouring
parishes, except at specified times of the year: |
'There 1s an old custom appertaining to the said park that at
fawning‘tyme and rutting tyme the keeper éhall/shut up all the
flaps, gates and styles about the park saving styles leadiné from
the Lodge to Stock by the space of one month. And at every the
said times and before every such time they shall give admonitions
there about to the intent the pecple may refrayn ihe-paths during
the sayde [times?]'=24
The banning of villagers alt those times was a necessary
precaution. | |

Just as important td the economy of the park as hunting and
game were the timber and wood sales. In 1566 a su“aey records
;upon the dere park the great store of tymber pki%iand'other
woodye trees'.=S Browswood and underwood were sold f;cm fﬁe park
and in a single year were worth sixty-six shilliﬁgs.ﬁg.The woods
within Crondon Park were well managed and regularly doppiéed. In

1566, a survey bf wood was made for the manor of Crondon which
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not only described the extent and typé of timbe‘r-, but also its
condition and the rights relating to it. In the park there were
‘gret store of timber okes'.2” Two other woods :m the manor were
described, one containing just two acres but full of '160 year
old okes and byrches' which had been 'lopped'.#® Another wood,
Bishbps' Wood, contain_iné £wenty~four acres of ,Abi.rch of thir.ty
years ;;;rowth had evidently been neglected because the s.urveyor
commented that thé wood 'will very well serve tq be copiied and
used in springs'.=%

Although =8 park ‘was, an important status symbol iin the
sixteenth century, providing sport, wood, fres;h ‘meat”. for"l.he
table and fish from ponds for the m@hy Holy da&s, it was very
expensive to maintain. Of greatest .cost to thé owner was the
‘upkee‘p of the wooden park pale. In an era of rising agricultﬁral
prices, a park that contained over 700 acres wa?s not ear_'ning as
much a‘sv it could. A much higher income could be obtained by.
releasing some of the land for use as arable and pasture. In 1548
Sir William Petre, although a conservatiye 1and‘1’ord‘, decvid‘ed to
dispark 500 acres of Crondon. Jt was §ne of the first examples in
Essex of a park being partially or complétely d'isi)arked and the
land turned to tillage in the form of leasehold tenements. The
disparking movement gathered momentum -as the cv(-..?vntury prégressed
and continued all over the county well into the sevéntéenth
century. 3°

The survival of some of the Petre family a.ccounti' books,
allows one to trace the physical severing. of 'tfne land from the
old park and to see in delail the creation of five new leasehold
tenements. =7

The first entry referring to Crondon Park was dated 15th

- December 1549 when 'Robiant and Humfrey of Margareting' (two
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generalAlaboureré frequently used by the Petre family) were paid
‘for squaring thirty-seven loads of timber fgr building; (timbef
that was to be used to construct the new farm houses).®* On the
same day'Robert Humf rey ihé Petre household’caterer,>paid‘tWo men
for nine days work, one man for eight days labour, another for
four days, a fifth for three days work and 'Little‘Rogerf for a
- day in making a new ditch at Crondon, ‘'dividing out  Robert
4Humfreys ground from hy maéters;.33 |
It is evident from this and tilwo subsequent  entries in

January and February 1550 that a new deep ditéh was dug,between'
therneﬁnleasehold farms and the remaining parkland;34 .Toapbovide
extra éecurity the ditches were banked with quickéet hedges. @S
On & map of circa>1570, (see Plate Seven), the.park aépears to be
paled as well.®% | | |

In February 1550 a pnymeni clearly states what had been
happening: |

'Item gave to Robert Humfrey and Skott fork'ernést monéy' what

tyme’we bérgeyned that they shoulde make‘a'subsﬁantial ditcﬁ

finding>quicksetts themselves to hedge it:forisafeguard of ye

meadows after vid. ob. a powle'. 37

It was nol only importént to fence the new égricultﬁfal land

fo pré&ect ii ffom tfespass by the deer whd would faédgéﬂany”'
' crops:planted, but also to confine thé game within the park where ”
it miéﬁt cscape the poacher's arroQ.SS Sir Williem Petre was in
reality paying to have his park secured, not to pfotect aﬁy crops
thaf Qould be planted in the future by his teﬁants.lBy April 1550
the ditching .ana ﬁedging' was almost complete. Robert -Mﬂrshali"
received 'ye last and full payment for dyching and.hedging 120
roods of Crondon, wherof hy master bereth one half after viiid;

ye roode'.®® Il appears from Lhe above entry and other clues that
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Sir William paid only half tﬁe costs‘of fencing the new leasehold
farms. Robert Marshall was to become the first tenant of a’
tweﬁty;four acre farm. Robert Humfrey, who was a member of,thé
household, was involved. iﬁ the construction (in a super&isory,
capacity) of the new tenemeuis. His willingness to bear half thg
costs of ditching and hquing was no doubt linked to his
knowiedge that he was to receive; one of . the newly created
tenements and seventy acres éf ground at a preferential rate,

Towards the end of March 1550, Walker the carpenter made
three ‘'new tenements' atACrondon. By the summer he hadrbeen paid
£6 bs 4d for compléting all Lhe timber work.*’ ﬁufing Méy,~
Humfrey and Foster the tilers were paid for 'iyling. dabbyng and
underpinning the iii tenements at Crondon'.“* Not pnly were the
three small houses erected but a more substantial dwelling house
for Robert Humfrey was built. It was larger than the others and
had glass in the windows.*® By the autumn of 1550 all the new’
tenements and barns were complete. The last entries in the
account books were for tiles (for roofs and floofs) from several
tileré working in the village of Stock.“* Walter ﬁawlins
prepared 23000 tiles of different sorts at a price of 4s. 3d. the’
thousand. #5 Chimney po£s were also purchased for all the new.
tenements and are shown in Plate Two.

Once the new teneﬁents were finished and the lands fenced,
the properties were quickly let to eager ten&nts. A survey madei
in 1556 givés details of the first occupants and also the sizes-
of the newly created farms:

'Hérry Sawell, Tenement.cglled Sawells, 36 foot long, 15 wide ,
10 storey tiled and two. crofts and one meadow cont. 20 and half
acres all disparked'

*William Whiting, one tencment called Whitings 24 footrlong. 17
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wide and 14 storeys tiled and two crofts, one meadow cont. 20
and half acres all disparked’
‘Rébert Marshall, one tenement called Marshalls [41 y 14 wyde, lb
storeys tiled, two crofts and one meadow being 24 acres of
disparked lands'.*s |
Each of these farms wés 1éased at an annual rent of 33%
1d. *7
Thus within just thgée years, the demesne parkland of
Crondon manor had been completely altered. Instead of all the
land being park and in the Lord's hands, two thirds had‘beeh
disparked and let as leasehold farming unité..Tﬁe Lord retéined é
smaller park of approximately 300 acres and also 70 acres of
arable and.meadow for his own use. All the other landé were let

at an average rent of ls. 8d. per acre per annum. 4®



52

Footnotes to Chapter Two.

1. 0. Rackham, Thé History of the Countryside, (1987 edn.), pp. 4-5.
2. E.R.O., D/DP M777 (survey of Imphey Hall,'16055.
3. E.R.O., D/AEW 2/386.
4. Stock Green still covers the same area as shbwﬁ'on the map of 1616 but
"the elm trees have long since gone.
5. Prerogative Court of Canterbury (henceforth P.Q.C.iA41 Pyckering (will
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Woodham Walter Park. William Petre's park at Ingatestone was gone by'1602.
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Chapter Three.

Landholding in Stock and Buttsbury.

Introduction.

The complex nature of land tenure within fhe pafishes of
Stock and Buttsbury gave rise to myriad fofms of landholding by
the villagers. The main themes of landholding are first, the
extension of the cultivated aréa; secondly the multi-manorial
holding of land by the villagers together with thetcombination of
many different types of tenure by the same 1ndividual$; thirdly;
the estate policies of the Petre familyv that meant, for many
tenants low rents, reasonable entry fines for copyhold properties
and the non—-interference of landlords; fourthly, the
juxtaposition within the two parishes of the large farms df the
yeoman classes, often the old manorial demesne farms, and the
tiny scattered holdings of smaller husbandmen; fifthly, the.
preponderance in the village centre éf almost urban properties
with narrow frontages and 1ﬁtt1e yards, intérspersed with
commercial gardens; and lastly the inheritﬁnce éractices of thése

living in Stock and Buttsbury.

The Extension of the Cultivated Area.

Disparkiﬁg. as we have seen was one way in which the
cultivated area could be increased. The Petre family occasionally
enclosed and occas‘ionaly assarted wastes and commons elsewhere
in>Stock and Buttsbury, but on a smaller scale, to increase ther
properties available for rent to tenants. Within the manor of
Fristling Hall, Jeffréy Petygrewe held in 1589, ‘one tenement

lately granted out of the Lords waste soilf, for an annual rent
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of 4d.' Walter Dawdry, a brickmaker held a brick yard that had‘
been taken from Stock Common and as such was a newly created
freehold.* In the survey of Whites and Ramseys of 1616, John
Humfrey, a copyholder was in possession of one ‘cot:tage and a y._ard
of ten perches 'lately taken from the highwéy'.s All t‘his was
highly dirregular and rare, but done with the permiss:lon or
special favbur of the Lords of the Manor, it.d':id occur i‘n Stock.
Such small erosions wére pbssible without ‘causing distress froﬁ 7.
~ the tenantry and complaints over common rights. As well a‘sv taking
land for cultivation, men were sometimes allowed to build houses
on copyhold lands that théy already held. On a small ‘:siip of
paper, found in the Court Rolls of Imphey Hall and placed between
membranes dated 1591, is a rare record of this. It takes the form
of a memo written by the Steward: |
‘'memory I rec iiiis. of John Tansey of Stock for.his. Quéns fyne,
that he may bylde a tenement upon the ground _cawleci Compas
gardyn, upon condytion that he do at the next cort take a-‘ lycbenc‘e
for bylding the same andlpaye the charge of his lycence and entry‘:
in the corte ’rolle. Or ells I may pull yt downe agayn as he
agreed before one Clarke (as I remember his name to be) which
came with hym'.<

By 1500 co'._lonisatioﬁ was a thihg of the past and it was
impossible to éipand without éncroaching upon someone .elsiés land.
In their attempts to obtain more land, men frequently.f‘ound
themselves before the courts charged with enteriﬁg larid that was
not theirs. In 1577, William Sympson was presentéd at tﬁe Court
Baron of Imphey Hall because he had *encroached upon the waste
land of the lord of this manor from thg southern part of his
house'. He was ordered to quit the land before fhe Feast of All .

Saints.® For the vast majority of inhabitants within the village -
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of Stock there was little chance to expand their landholding
during the period 1550-1610, éxcept by purchase of tenancy. Bqt
as will be seen the inhabitants were fortunate in other ways:
there was no engrossing of tiny holdings by the bigger farmers.
The small landholder was not pushed out of tillage as the centufy

progressed.

Multi-manorial Land holding:and the Variety of Tenure.

The first point to make about Stock was that there was
multi-manorial holding of land, not just within the two parishes
but within many parishes. Men who held land in Stock wére quite
likely to hold landv elsewhere in the county, or even further
afield; Perhaps an e#tréme example, but one that 111ﬁstr;tes the
point is the case of Nicholas Mann, a currier, who died in 1608.<
He was living in a house in Chelmsford at the time of his death
although he had appeared as a juror for the manor of Fristling
Hall in the 1570s. He bequeathed to his widowed déughter all ﬁis
*lands and tenements as well freehold as coppihold'.” Not only
did he hold three houses within Chelmsford but a variety of
fholdings scattered amongst nearby parishes; °'one acre of 1aﬂd
lying in Sandon ——— one acre of land lying in Danbury noﬁ in the
tenﬁre of Iserell Goose; Twelve acres or more or less of
customary lands lyeng and being in Sandon aforesaid and 'tﬁree
acres of customary iand with a tenement and orchard in
Margaretting uppon Thurstling Tye'.® | | |

John Lynkone a yeoman of Buttsbury was a very prosperous man
at thevtime of his death. In his will he left both free and
copyhold (customary) lands and-also leasehold properties. He held

land in at least five parishes and interestingly split his large

holdings to provide for his four sons. For the bigger yeoman in
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sixteenth century Stock and Buttsbury partible inheritance was
more common thanvprimogeniture.s

‘...to Walter Lynkon my son and his heirs all that my-cdstomary
messuage or tenement with all and singular the lands thereunto
belonging commonle known and called by the ﬁame of Burnd'RidAén
together with ii crofts of land called Stowne croft and situate
in Great Burstead....And also iiii crofts of lapd and iii acres
of wood cuétomary which I late purchased of Richard Edlyn'in
Layngdon cont 15 acres....To John Lynkone my son all that my
freheld lands called frenches in buttsbury 13 acres.....To Thomas
Lynkone my son all that my coétomarie tenement with lands called
Kings croft cont. by estimation ix acres more or less in Great
Burstead ...unto William Lynkone my 1ii tenements’ wiﬁhin the
parish of Ramsden Bellhouse now in the tenure of [ 1 Rutfer and
[ 1 Harman...Unto Agnes my wife all my rigﬁt and title which I
have unto one lease or term of yearsof one tenement Lawnés in the
parish of Mountnessing....xxx acres of otes growyng upon stayne
grounds called Chaldones'.'® | R

Charles Whiskard, the miller of Stock held land and a mi11‘ 

in Stock and also ‘London Mill in Saint Martins in the Fields'.''
Thefe are numerous other examples of men holding:both freehold
and copyhold lands both within Stdck and Buttsbury and elsewhere.
Men held land wherever they could afford to purchasé or lease it. .
Their readiness to pick ‘up land wherever they could implies a
policy of 1ettingiland rather than farming it, since farming such

scattered units would have presented insurmountable éko lems.
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The Tenants and the Estate Policy of the Petres.

At Crondon in 1547/8, of the seven copyhold tenants,  one
man, John Tabor, held at least 65 acres plus a new barn- measuring
eleven feet by twenty-four. He held three properties described as
tenements and also a 'garden plot cont. by es£. one rood'.'2 Of
the other copyholders three men; Thomas Cutberd, Robért Kiﬁg and.
Robert Smith, a gentleman; held between ten and twéniy acres
each. John Tyrell and Tﬁomas Dowe held six and seven ’acre
copyholds respectively.'® The man haviﬁg the smallest copyhold
tenement of just two acres was John Samer.'+* Thé rents éharged
upon copyhold land at Crondon were very low, avefaging just over
four pence per acre per anﬁum. | .

Only five men held freehold tenements in Crondon manor. Of
those, three men (John Samer, John Tyrell apd John Tabor) were
also copyholders. Unfortunately, no renewal premiumv figures
survive for freehold land for this date, but as less than thirty
;;res‘were held as ihis t&pé of tenure it is not significant. The
full story about returns on freehold land will never be known
~ because the prémiums paid for possession are not known. At the
time of this first survey (1547/8) therez were no leasehold
properties or any land held 'at will' at Crondon.

.Ten years later, in‘1566, there had been.little change in |
landholding at Crondon; 360 aéres were held as demesne (including‘ 
the park). Four persons held 455 acres by leaséhold tenure.
Freehold land totalling 41 acres was held by three men, and there
were 91 acres of copyhold land held by seven teﬁaﬁfs.i John
Barton, a coilier, held twenty-two acres at the 'Lords will® but
this was land 'in transit' as in years prece .ding and following,
the same lands were held by lease.’'® | |

The leasehold properties created out of Crondon park
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continued as such, well into the seventednth cenfury. The three
small farms of circa twenty acres, Sawells (iater renamed
Bartilemewes), Whitings and Marshals were first IeASed in 1550.
In 1558 Henr& Sawell, a yeoman, renewed his lease for a further
twelve years at a rent of 33s.4d. per annum. '€ It was presumnbiy..
renewed oncé more, &s the next enrolled lease is dated‘1582. At
that date it was called Bartilemewes and was leased for a fweﬁty
one year period to Mr John White, a membér‘ of tﬂe Petre -
household, at exactly the same rént as in 1558.'7

In a survey »made in 1595, John White held Sawells alias
Bartilemewes, Roger Veale held Whitings and Richard Noreham held
Marshalls. All the rents were still at 1558 1e;els,.the Petre
family not having‘increased them to keep pace with infiation.‘a
However, although no doquéentary evidence survives, premiums were
undoubtedly paid, but the survival of the small tenant suggeéts
that these, like other tenancies were not burdened by intolerable
débtsﬂ

In Crondon manor in 1566 freehold land totalling forty-one :
acres was held by three men, and there were ninety-one acres of
copyhold land held by seven teﬁants.‘? Although éopyhold formed
only approximately ten percent of the manor, there is no evidence
of a decrease in ifs acréage in Crondon duriné the sixﬁy years -
under discussion. Evidence from‘the court rolls of the manor,
show that almost all tenements and farms passed peacéfully and
unchallenged to the sons or other named heirs of tﬁose.who held
such properties in 1556.2° Some examples of copyhold inheritance

taken from the court rolls show how the system worked in Crondon,
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The case of the non-resident-copyholder.
In 1550 one Robert Smith, gentleman, held by copy of the

court roll one piece of ground called Stone Ridden cohtaining
nineteen acres of 1land. In 1560 he su;rendered it to the
occupétion and use of John Bridges of Chelmsford, his heir and
assign.2' On entry, Bridges paid a fine of twenty shillihgs and
held it at the time of  the survey of 1566.22_' By,'1583 the
~ property had paésed into the hands of‘ Richard Sexton who
surrendered it into the. hands of John Harrison and vRichard
Harrison. They paid an entry fine of three pounds.®® Thus the

premium tripled within twenty years.

The case of the resident copyholder (direct family inheritance).

The copyhold property of Well Riding and the adjoining
elghteen acrés weré held from the mid-1530s until 1559 by ﬁobert
King and Agnes his wife. In 1559 it was transferred through the
court rolls to John King their son and heir. He paid nn.entry
fine Of twenty shillings. In 1572, John King, on his deathbed,
surrendered the tenement to the use of his'under-age son,.John
and then to Nathaniel his second son. An entry fihe‘was‘paid:
which amounted to forty shillings. This was double what had been
paid in 1558, perhaps rgflecting the fact thatltwo sons. were
mentioned in fhe surrender. By 1575 the eider boy had.died, and
the property was in the hands of Nathaniel, then aged twelve. His
guardian paid an entry fine of thirty-three shillingé and four
pence. In 1584 Nathaniel.King reached the age of twehty one. It
was noted in . the court rolls that he was adﬁitted to Well Riding
and he swore fealty to the Lord. He held the properfy until his

death in 1601. =24
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The case of the resident copyholder (non-direct inheritance).

In 1548 William Dowe'held Debdyns Croft and seven acres of
land at an annual rent of two shillings. He held the property for
forty years, always at the same rent, until he surrendered it to
the use of Henry Clayton. Henry Clayton paid an entry fine of
forty sﬁillings.zs

From the above examples, one can see how entry fines at
Crondon were not fixed by custom or tradition and were in no way
related”to the annual rental. It seems that fhe entry fine was
determined entirely at the Lord's discretion or whim. Evidence
from the court rolls shows that resident husbandmen always paid
lower entry fiﬁes than nonfresidehts, who were often gentry,

| The estate management policies of the Petre family relied
heavily upon entry fines to raise revenue as annual renté
remained unchanged for most of the sixteenth century. Entry fines
at Crondon increased as the century progressed; the highest fine
levied being six pounds in 1573. It was paid by Nicholas Tabor
the son of John Tabor, for a property at Herds Hill cohtaining
thirty-four acres. He also paid a tén shilling heriot. The renf
was increased to double its previous level. But it had ﬁot
increased since 1556 and was still below one shilling-per acre
per annum: a low rate.®® The surviving court rolls frdm Friétliﬁg"
Hall show that entry fines were much higher than those at Imphey
and Crondon, averaging fou; bounds per transfer. |

The Petre family evidenitly chose to increase their manorial
income by levying entry fines and ensuriﬁg that ancient dues such
as heriots were paid, rather than by increasing annual rents to
realistic levels. By doing this the %enants paid large‘sums of.
money infrequently rather than bearing the cost every year of

higher rents. But if the tenant was forced to borrow money to pay
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an entry fine then his repayment of a loan had the same effect as
an increase in the level of‘rent: it made him poorer. At Crondon -
and elsewhere the Petre fa;ily also imposed a lot of. provision
rents and service rents. Often tenants, especially of leasehgld
propefties had to provide cartloads of hay and wood, sheep .
fleeces, cheeses, partridges and chickens at different times of
the year. Otﬁers had.to act as stewards or perform other services
to the family. These type of renis 'in kind' are very difficﬁlt
to value today and therefore prevent a true calculation of a rent .
of a property, where such goods and services were to be provided.
There is no evidence of dispossessions or “evictions of
copyholders within the manor of Crondon, as are knowﬁ to have
taken place in other barts of England. Some rents were increased
towards the year 1600, but not dramatically and certainly not to
a level that was beyond the capabilities of the husbandmen and
yeomen farming the properties. For those holding freehold aﬁd V
copyhold land in Crondon, the second half of the century was a -
time of goéd fortune. There is no documentary evidence of
subdivision of tenements; a few men held economically viable
farms ét old and even nominal'rates; What a tenant did with his
own land reméins unknown and he may well havevs.ub-let. The f’etre :
faﬁily did not har.ass or interfere with the tenéntry or their
rights and those men could take advantage of rising agricultural .
prices and farm for the market, and benefit from any resulting.
profits, or let out their land and benefit indirectly from the
agrarian boom.
A survey compiled by Dr W.R. Emerson, of 1and holding in
eight Essex parishes where the Petre family held land during the.
1560{3, shows that twenty percent of the tenantfy heldlleés than

one acre of land. The survey also reveals that eleven and a half
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percent held between one and forty-nine acres.=7 This was
certainly not the case aﬁ Crondon. During the saﬁe decade, no
Crondon tenant hé;d less than five acres j‘t‘and .eight .out ‘of
thirteen tenants heid more than twenty acrés, In Crondon, those
holding between one and forty- nine acres made upkseventy—eight
percent of the fenantry. It is also fair to assﬁme;'given the
evidence above, that some may have held land on other landlords'

estates outside the parish.

The large Farms of Stock and Butisbury,

Apart from the many small holdings of the husbandmen of
Stock and Buttsbury, there were at least ten subétantial»farms of
over thirty acres held by yeomen and gentlémen of the:parish.
Three were in Crondon and had been created from the old
parklands. *® The farm of Robert Humfrey was one nnd contained
eighty acres of disparked grounds. The annual rent was £6 13s
10d. =@ Of the rest of the'disparked lands, most of it was let in
two substantial farms. John Tendring held the 'capital mansion
house' which was Crondon Hall. Hei also héld a large barn,
stables, an orchérd. gardens and arable, meadow and pasture land
containing in all 206 _acres, half of which was land lately
disparked. He paid an annual rent to the Petres of.£26 13# 4d and
the following provision rents{ ‘ one g;ode sounde and large boréf
at Christmas, ‘Llhree coupie of fatt cééons' at Easter and 'thirty
loads of wood' .2 ‘

John Pascheli, a gentleman éf some >status who held
substantial amounts of property in néighbourihg‘parishes, heid
the other large farm on a twenly-one year lesse. Some of the land
of this farm had been taken from the °‘old' park. ‘The total

acreage of both arable and meadow wés 179 aéres.a‘ The map in
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Plate Two clearly shows the three substantial farms at Crondon,
as well as the three smaller farms of circa twenty acres each.
All the disparked lands were let at an a?erage rént of one
shllling and eight pence per acre per annum 22

The substantial farm called Bellmans within the manor of
Imphey, had been held during the reign of Henry VIIi by Thomas
Twedy for a knights fee (a feudal due) and a ﬁoney rent ‘of thirty
shillings and two pence per annum. Hié heir, én under—age
daughter, was involved in a long baitle in the goﬁrt of Chancer}
and tﬁe property appears to have been sold. Be}lmans was held
during the mid-century by members of the Dale family; a wealthy
and dominant yeoman clan within Stock.®® In 1556 Richard Dale
held the mansion house aéd.its fifty-five acres for a rent of £5
6s. 8d.

The property had exceptional common rights: including
provision to graze twenty head of cattle, sixty sheep and twenty
six ‘horse beasts' upon Stock GCommon, =4 It appenré that the
Petres purchased the freehold of the propertyISOOH after this
date as the farm was surveyed by the Petre surveyor during thg
1560s. 2% The survey shows that apart {from the mansion house set
around a courtyard there was a dairy house, kitchen, stable, barn
and yards. The sixteen fields varied in acreage and were mostly
meadow and pasture, with a few fields growing brake, broom and
~ bushes. @

In October 1590, Sir John Petre leased Bellmans to Richard
Brock for twenty-one years al a Jower rent than the 1556 level,
just £3 6s.8d. Brock paid a premium to enter the pfoperty of £200
but at the same time‘he leased 160 acres of Cfondon, so the
premiﬁm was for both préperties.37 The Brock family'held the farm

of Bellmans from 1571 unlil the Civil War at exactly the same
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rent.

Throughoug the Middle Ages the manor of Imphey had béen a
possession of the Priory of Ickleton in Cambridgeshire, a;tiny
Benedictine nunnery founded by the Earl of Oxford in iiQd. In
1539 the manor was grantéd'to the Bishop of Ely.*® During the
1550s Sir William Petre ébtained a lease of the‘maﬁor from the
Bishop, which the family held for over one hundred years. Aimost
immédiately, in 1558 the 'capital"messuage of Imphey Hgll was
sub—let to John Wagstaff, a yeoman who was also a membér of_the
Ingatestone household. His rent was ten pounds per year,”plué
provision rents. He also.aéreed to discharge without recompense
the administrative duties connected with the Petres’ exténsive
and complicated . holdings in the parishes of Stock and
Buttsﬁury.39 Thﬁs_the Petres had turned over the manor house to
their' steward, charging him a nominal rent and provision and
servi;e rents which may have been quite onerous.

By 1562, tihe Manor.house of Imphey andvits demesne lands
totalling eighty acres were held on lease by Thomas Tabor. His
lease ran for twelve years and he paid an annual rent of sixteen
pounds and six fat geese and six capons. *© The property was
described as a:

‘Mansion house called Imphey Hall with a curtilage; a gardén,
Qith barns, stables and other buildings with grounds folldwingg
meadow called Howsland Meadow <(4a) Long Mead (6a) Barnfield
Close (15a) Bfickfield Close (183)-Stock Cfoft (38} Petéfield
(6a) Great Tylekall Close (10) Little Tylekyli Ciose (8a)
Kitchenfield <(8a) Carthouse Field (la)} and another close
(2a)'.#?

In 1572 Imphey Hall was leased to George Ybung, a yeoman

menber of the Petre household. The lease was for a term of twenty
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years at an annual rent of just twelve pounds; a lower reni than
that of the previous tenant. George Young waz;:. also chargéd with
the repair of the manor house which appears to have beenv ailowed
tovdécay, and as such, ;»as a repairing lea‘ée. az ;I" 1588 one
William Thwaites, & gentleman was the tenani—; of Imphey Hall, 4=
" He still held the property in 1605, 44 .

At Imphey, as at Crondon, the large fd;‘ms_of tjhe ‘:mnnor
(Imphey Hall IBQa], Batchelors {40al, Bellmans [5%al were _f'ented
by those of yeoman status ;@inrd run as profitable ‘farming uhits;
- but little had changed as it appears that in 1529711.311 were farms )
of the same sizé.

On the 22nd March 1589, Robert Drury and Henry Drury his
son, sold to Robert Petre of Westminster 'Esfquire, (the youngest
brother of Sir William Petre) the manor and farm of Fristling
Hall for £1400.4% At Sir Robert Petre's ;eath withbutliséue in
1593, the manor and farm passed to his ﬁephew Sir Jochn Petre,
when it was amalgamated into the family's central Essex estate. €
The manor was quite substantial, being described i;) 1589 as;

'10 messuages, 10 tofts, 1 mill, 300 acres of land, 50 acres of
meadow, 200 acres‘ of pasture, 50 acres of wood, 200 acres of
gorse and heath and 20s. rent (presumably from the méssuagés and
mill)’, 7

The ‘capital' messuage and farm, Fristling Hall had
approximately 300 acres of demesne land. A surveybof 1575, shows
the land to be broken up into many small field;fs "and,to extend
into three parishes.<® The farm also had extenéive woodlandé.
During the reign of Henry VIII, the Hall and demesne had been
held by John Pease at an annual rent of five pounds and ten

| shillings.<® By the reign of Edward, one Thomas Wilton held ‘the

farm of the manor and the demesne there' at a rent of seven
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pounds and ten shillings.=°

By 1581 Thomas Whithread, a yeomaﬁ of Margureﬁting, received
a lease of the demesne lands and the hall for a term-of twenty
one years. He baid Henry Drury a premium of £350.and an annual
’rent of £33 6s. 8d. He was also to pay annually at Drury Housé at
S5t Clement Danes one 'waye of good Essex cheese'. Provision was
also made to allow the Steward tb stay at Fristling Hall whenever
a court baron was held.®' Thomas Whitbread still held Fris£lihg
when Sir John Petre inherited it in 1583,%=2 F&ur years 1atef
Thomas Whitbread paid £180 to.'renew his lease for a further
twenty-one years. The rental was to remain the séme. At the turn
of the century the farm was in the occupation of Robert Hawkins,
yeoman, = |

Of the two maﬁors of Ramse; Tyrells and Whites Tyrélls only
a little can be said. Both manors were independent manorg owned
by the Tyrell.family. As the map of 1616 shows, (sée Plate One),
both lay close together in Buttsbury, near the Church. =4 They
were divided by the lands qfu the manor of Imphey which lay
between them. | |

The manor of Whites Tyrell contained approximately 185
acres, while Ramsey Tyrell was slightly larger with almost 210.
acres. 5 It appears from the Leet Court roils oqutock that both
" properties were farmed as single units throughout the second half
of the sixteenth ;entury. Both had traditionally been demesne
farms, but by the Tudor period, were held as leasehold farms by
substantial yeomen. When Mathew Dale died in 1585vherbequeathed :
.'All my lease, interest. and term of years which I have yet to
run of -and vté the mannor or farnf of Whytes fyrrells in the
counfy of Essex with the appertenences'. ®¢

All the large farms in Stock and Buttsbury were held by
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yeomen.or gentlemen in the sixteenth century. The manorial lord
had goné and the farms were held as leaseholds, but the way in
which they were farmed was essentially the same as in earlier
centuries. From the evidence from surviving wills all these men
were most prosperous and éppear to have practised mixed farming
and as such were in‘the fortunate position of being able to farm

for the open—market as in medieval times.

The Smaller l.andholders.

It was not just the large men who were fortunate. The
situation within the manor of Fristling Hall was equally good for
the smaller tenants. Although the manorial Lofdé had not been
resident for most of the  sixteenth century, the manorial court
had continued to be held twice yearly, thus allowing us a fairiy
complete picture of land holding within the manor. There is also
in existence a series:of twenty four rentals fromIVarious dates
between the years 1461 and 1664, 57

Only one property (apart from the manor house) within the
manor of Fristling wasiheld on lease. That property was the water
mill. It is evident ;hat it had once been part. of the Lords
demesne and wheﬁ the; Lords of the manor had étopped direct
farming both the miil and the manor house had been leased,
possibly as early as the late fourteenth century. The waler mill
had been let at a very Jow rent from the 15205 until the early
1590s.5® It was possibly quite antiquated, as in 1594 it wag
rebuilt at a total cost of £25 11s.1d.5° A new'nﬁll—stone for
grinding corn had been purchaséd in Chelmsford for 53s.7d. All
costs were born by the new landlord, Sir John Petre.

Once building work was complete, the newly erecied mill was

leased to Jeremy Hurrell for nineteen years at an annual rent of
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£5 6s5.8d. The Petre estate gave two loads éf Qood each year for
répairs.‘° Jeremy Hurrells' son, John, renewed the lease in 1616
for a further seventeen years at the same rent,'plﬁs a .provision
rent of six dozen partridges to be delivered to Ingatestone Hall
between August and January.<?®

Apart from the tﬁo leasehold properties (Frisfling Hall and
the Water Mill and its‘four acres of 'millhopes' {possibly meadow
land liable to flood}) and the commons, all the rest of the land
within the manor of Fristling was held freely or in customary
tenures. Calculations made from the most detailed rental, dated
1589; show that there were 85 acres of freehold land aﬁd 164
acres of custoﬁary land. = }

In 1589 there were twenty-seven tenants holding free or
customary land within the manor. Of those, seven held less than
three acres; nine heid between three and six acfes; six held
between seven‘ and fifteen acres. Just four men held land of
between fifteen and thirty acres, while one farmer heid a
property called Thurgoes which contained thirty acres.®® |

As seen from the surviving rentals, the rents for the
properties had not altered for over a century and thﬁs the
tenants of Fristling Hall were in the fortunaté position of
paying archaic and anachronistic rents for their lands. Their
good fortune was not unqualified however, for they paid higher
entry fines. The court rolls show that entry fines were much
higher than those at Imphey and Crondon, averaginé four ppunds
per tfanéfer;

Robert West held two crofts called Malbrokes with a
tenement, another croft ;called Butchers .Croft, ,whicﬁ together
contained six acres. It was a customary tenement and as such,

heriotable, but he paid just four shillings annual rent. Thomas
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Hawes paid 6s.10d. rent for cusiomary property called Mill Leez
containing ten acres and another called Leez Hopes containing
two. %he freeholder Margaref Whiskard held a croft hamed Hunts
with three acres, and paid a ground'rent of just eight pence per
annum. Thomas Tabor, a substantial yeoman, holding land in
several manors, held two f{freehold crofts called Kytnells and
Pages, containing four acres and paid é shilling gfound rené plus
two capons. &4 Those freeholders with little more than a cottage
and garden paid low annﬁélbrents. John Whiskardipaid Just four
pence for his, while Jeffrey Pelygrewa paid the same rent f»orr
'one tepnement lately granted‘out‘of the Lords waste soil'.®s In
the 1550s Roger Stonard paid four pence for 'a cottage in
Buttsbury with 1% acres'.®® The tenants of the manor of Fristling
Hall may not have held such large holdings as the.men of Crondon
manor, but what land the}'did possess was held on low rents fixed
by custom. However they paid bhefty surcharges at infrequent
intervals in the form of high entry fines.

Apart from the manor house of Frigtling Hall and the few
larger farming properties (Thurgoes [30al, Staplers and'Boyntons
[20al, Tryces [10al, Jamys [17al ), most of the“husbandmen of
Fristling manor, unless tﬁey held land elsewhere, could do little
more than grow food for their own families. Landholders of less
than ﬂwelve écres, could not provide a living for-their families
unless they worked in another occupation; or hired themself out
as labour to men with more land than they could work themselves.
Only the elderly and retired could manage on such holdings.$” But
a good living could be made on less ﬁhan ten acres, if the land
was'intensively cultivated és a market garden. As Qill be shown
in Chapter Five, many hpsbandmen had several occupations and

there is substantive evidence of market gardening.*® Thus, in



73

Table One

Copyholders of the manors of Ramsey and Whites Tyrells in 1616.

Landholder Propertly Acreage  Manor
Lord Petre Moity of a wood 2a 1r 32p 7‘.(Jhites
John Blake,dent 2 crofts (Stranges) 4a 5r 20p Whites

" " 2 crofts . 5a - k38p _ Whites
" " A cottage - - 2p thtes
—=1 esq. merch. of London 1 tenement & garden - - 5p ' -whites
Eliz Bridges,»wid. 1 tenemeht(Gt. Creeks) 4a 5; 6p ' Whites
Edward Goodeve 1 pightle - - ‘ Whites
William Butts A cottage & orchard - 1r 14p Whites

John Newton, Clerk 1 tenement & 3 parcels of
land (Slo#house) 11a 3r - Whites

John Bretton Tenement & lands (Great

Bowsers) 8a - 24p | Whites

Thomas Everard’ 1 parcel of land (Little
Bowsers) : 5a — 25p Whites

John Humfrey v | 1 cottage & yard (létely

taken {rom the highway) - 10p : Ramsey

"Eliz Bridges, wid. Lands (Newlyn Green) 3a 3r 22p " Ramsey



74

1543 William Dawson held a tenement with two gardens, called
Cokkesland, at a rent bf 3s.2d. per annum. These gardens
continued to be described as gardens well into the séventeenth
century.S® Another tenement called Martens, contained a half acre
garden rented at 5d. per annum. 7° If intensive market gardenihg
were practised on the lighter sandy soils of the ﬁanor; it might
very well compensale for the meagre size of the hoidings. Dawson,
in addition to his garden, had some meadowland which suggests
even wider diversification;

At Whites and Ramseys many men held small amounts of
copyhold land. The copyhold lands of Ramsey and Whites Tyrrells
ammounted to only 57 acres. The manor of Whiles had 54 acres and
Ramseys just three acres.”' In 1578 some of the copyhold lands of
the manor of Whites had been held by another yeoman‘member of the
Dale family, Leving Dale qf Woodham Ferr’érs."'2 By 1616, when the
map of the manors was drawn by John Walker, the copyhold lands of
the manor of Whites were held by nine people, details of

landholding being shown in Table One.

The Village Cenlre: The semi—urban manor of Imphey.

Apart from the demesne farm of Imphey Hall and a tenement
called Brockmans, with forty acres of land called Batchelors, all
the rest of the holdings within the manor of Imphey were small.
Many properties were juét 'houses, cottages, inﬁs and shops,
situated in the market place and main street of Stock village.”®
A rental taken in 1529 for the Prioress of Ickleton providés a
good basis for analysis of property holding in Imphey manor. The
rental is reproduced in Appendix Two.

At the end of the 1520s ithere were 285 freehold properties

and 13 held by copyhbold. Many properties were tenemenis held for-
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very small annual rents, indicating a property with little or no
land. Nine persons held °’tenements of stallage', i.e. the right
to sell from their properties. By the 1520s, these tenements of
stallage were permanent fixtures and many no doubt resembled
shops rather than stails. Of course men such as Thomas Brooke
with his 'ground being stallage before his. gaﬁé' and Richard
Egiott with his ’'gatespace’ were not mep relying wholly on
retailing of goods and services for their living.7+ But others
paying over one shilling per annum for stallage fees, such as
Thomas Dabram a butcher and George Medley for his °‘tenement of
stallage' by the market cgoés; were iﬁ effect shopkeepers.”=

As in the manor of Fristling Hall, several ténants held
gardens. William Crockstone held a tenement and garden with the
right of stallage; Robert Hanchet held a garden for an annual
rent of just two pence. George Medley held amongst other things a
saffron garden at a rent éf.six pence.”® Not all the gardens may
have contained saffron, a very profitable, if somewhat riéky cash
crop. But intensive cultivation of vegetables, medicinal herbs or
planté needed for industrial purposes, was no doubt one way in
which the small landholder could make a living. - |

As can be seen, a number of persons held substantial amounts
of property and/or land. George Medeley, Joan Twety and Thomas
Samer held both freehold and copyhold land. Medeley certainlyf
sub-let at least two of his tenements and possibly Thomas Samer
did likewise. The widow, Joan Twety seems to have been in
posses%ion of a small farm made up from freehold and copyhold
properiies in Imphey manor and this included pasture, crofts,
meadow and a garden.”?” Unfortunately, no other survey survives
until the early seventeenth cenlury.”® This later survey is by no

means as detailed as the survey of 1529; many properties are not
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named, few acreages are given; but the survey does provide a
basis for comparison and discussion."9

The annual rental figures remained in 1605.very'much the
same ‘as they had been seventy years earlier. Stock windmill was
still paying an annual rent of just ten shillings and tlhe Bear
Inn paid two shillings and ten pence. All the properties
described as cottages pald between four and twélve péncé per
annum. *>  There appears to have been a break-up of some of the
larger unils of land held by people such as Medeley, Samer and
Twedy. The most notable change had been the inclusion of property
held by the Peire family. By the early seventeenih century,'they
held a number of important properties within the manor of Iﬁphey.
inciuding two inns (The Cock and The Swan), a property eplled
Copthall, and the farms of Barnards and Bellmans.®’ fhese
holdings must have been obtained from earlier owners by thé
purchase of the freehold. There is always a buojant market in

i .

land during an era of inflation, and many small landholders,
lacking an heir, or having lo provide for several daughtér% or
simply short of cash, would have been willing to sell duriné:the
sixteenth century. There is no evidence of the properties being
obtained by unscrupulous means. By owning the freehold interest
in such tenements the Petres were able to sub-let them at high
rents. It is fair Lo assume that all the properties that the
Petre family held in 1605‘héd been purchased during the 1550s and
'60s, as all leases of the properties date from that era. The
previous freeholders had perhaps let the properties, possibly at
competitive market priceé but no records of the earlier rents
survive.

The Cock, a substantial inn situated opposite the market

place and on the main street built on five and a half acres of
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land, was leased throughﬁut the second half of the sixteenth
century at a money rent of thirty-seven shillings and the
provision rent of two fal capons.®* The Swan was another large
hostelry measurihg:
'45 feet long one way and 38 other way, 22 foot wide, 16.storeys
tiled.’' It had a separate kitchen which was 52 feet long, a 1arge"
stable and a 40 foot by 22 foot barn. In addition there was
another tenement adjoining the main property. There were seven
acres of land attached to the inn.®==

The property was let to Thomas Monke in 1563 on a twenty-one
year lease at an annual rental of fifty-two shillings and two
capons. ®¢ He renewed his lease in 1579 for a furiher twelve years
without an increasé in rent.®*®

Properties held as freeholds from the Petre family wére also
sub—let by the freeholders. It was not just the largevlandholder
who could benefit from letting out his freehold property; any
freeholder was free to do as he wished with his holdings or
houses. The Bear, cottages and other tenements were not occupied
by those 1listed in the. survey of 1605, Other property was
purchased by those who lived in them. In 1581 the Windﬁill. Mill
house and Daniells were sold by John Dalston of Cumberland to
Thomas Whiskard, yeoman miller of Stock for  £180. Daniells
consisted of five crofts and three meadows.®®

During the sixteentﬁ century, landholding in the manor of
Imphey Hall did not alter a great deal. Much of the manor was
essentially urban in character and houses and shops fronting on
the main street‘did not usually have much more than a garden to
the rear. Consequently no large amalgamations of tiny tenements
into sizable holdings took place. The cottages and tenements

without land in 1529 remained 1landless in 1600. For the -
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husbandman with just a few acres in Imphey manor;'the sixteenth
century looks rosy. His rents were fixed by custom and the Lord
of the manor did not try to obtain excessive_enfry fines from
him. ®” The men of Imphey were also fortunate in having common

rights on Stock Common which enabled those with just a few acres

to hold quite large herds.of animals.

Inheritance Practices in Sixteenth Century Stock.

An examination of the surviving wills for Stock and
Buttsbury batween the years 1550-1610 makes it possible to see
how inheritance practicés, worked. Twenty-nine men who diéd
between 1550-1610 and who bequeathed specific lands anﬂ
tenements, provided in their wills for more than one son. It is
by looking at what the inheritance custom was in those cases that
some idea of the practices can be seen. When there was Just a
single son to provide for then matters were simple: the land went
to that son. Where there were several daughters it was common in
Stock for the land to be sold and the cash obtained to be equaliy
divided between those daughters at the age of twenty-one or oﬁ
their wedding day.

But for those with several sons the options were more
complex. The testator could pass on his lands intact to the
eldest son or split his holdings between all sons. The eldest son
could receive the main holding and oﬁher sons could receive small
tenements or a few closes of land to help establish themselves.
In Stock it appears that partible inheritance was the most common
inheritance practice for those with more than one son. Out of the
surviving twenty-nine wills, twenty men left theif landé to more
than one son, while hine,left their lands to the eldest.and thus

practised primogenituré. However, out of those practising
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primogeniture, five requested that those receiving the lands
should pay cash sums to their brothers or sisters.

William Heywood a yeoman of Stock who died in 156% left land
to his three sons, while his son William who had received lénds
from his father continued the tradiiion of partible inheritance
by providing his three sons with lahd. He did have a fourth son,
John to whom he was not able to leave land but John was to
receive £50 to establish himself. =

John Bretton, another yeoman who died in Stock in 1551,
slated in his will that ‘after the death of bis wife his lands
should be 'equally devyded by even portions among my children'.®=?®
Richard Brock who.died iﬁ 1607 left his lands to his four sons,
Thomas, Richard, William and John. But the eldest son, Thonas
received his largest holding.=®°

The prevailing custom therefore in Stock was partible
inheritance, even amongst those who 1left tenements, such as
William Starling, Potter who died in 1623 leaving one son two

tenements and the other a single house. ®’



80

Footnotes to Chapter Three

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

E.R.O.

E.R.O.

E.R.O.

E.R.O.

ibid.

E.R.O.

]

E.R. O.

ibid.

ibid.

F. R. O.

E.R. O.

E.R. Q.

E.R. 0.

E. R, O.

E.R.O.

ibid.

ibid.

E. R. O.

E.R. Q.

E.R.O.

ihid.

W. R. Emerson,

D/DP M739/18.

D/DP M757.

D/DMa

P1.

D/DP M757.

D/ABW 26/294.

D/ABW 23/241.

D/AEW 9/65.

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

D/DP

E28.

E28.
E24.
E25.
M1325.
E28.

M747 and 748.

E29.
M748; D/P 54/1.

M748.

'The Economic Development of the Estates of the



81

Petre Family in Essex 1in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth
Centuries’', unpublished D.Phil. thesig, University of Oxford,
(1951).

28. E.R.0., D/DP Al0.

29. E.R.0., D/DP M803.

30. ibid.

31. ibid. and E.R.O., D/DP. 2.

32. E.R.O., D/DP E28.

33. Public Record Office, <(henceforth P.R.0.), C€1/583/37 and
C1/682/11. The wills of. the Dale family include E.R.d. D/ AEW
7/87; 70 ER 15.

34. E.R.O., D/DP E54.

35. E.R.O., D/DP E29.

36. ibid.

37. E.R.O., D/DP E25.

38. E.R.O., D/DP M775.v

39. E.R.0., D/DP E24.

40. ibid.

41, E.R.O., D/DP Ti182/12; D/DP E24.

42. E.R.O., D/DP E24.

43. E.R.O., D/DP E25.

44, E.R.O., D/DP E24.

45, E.R.O., D/DP T52.

46. E.R.O., D/DP Z17/3.

47. ibid.

48. E.R.O., D/DP M740, survey reproduced in Appendix One.

49, E.R.0O., D/DP M739/3 and 4.

50. E.R.0., D/DP M739/11 and 12.

51. E.R.0., D/DP T182/9; D/DP E25 p. 141.

52. E.R.O., D/DP E28.



E.R.O.,
E.R.O.,
ibid.

E.R.O.,

12/7189).

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

men

68.

69.

70.

71.

72,

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

E.R.O.,
E.R.O.,
E.R.O.,
E.R.O.,
ibid.
E.R.O.,
ibid.
ibid.
E.R.O.,

E.R.O.,

82

D/DP E2S; D/DP T182/8.

D/DMa P1.

D/DP M748 and the will of Mathew Dale (E.R.O., D/ABW
D/DP M739/1-23.

D/DP M738/4 and 21.

D/DP A79.

N/DP E25.

D/DP M739/20.

D/DP M739/19 and 20.

D/DP M739/11.

Cottagers of Fristling Hall Manor who were retired elderly

include John Whiskard and Jeffrey Petycrewe.

For further discussion of market gardening see Chapter Four.

"E.R.O.,

E.R.O.,
E.R.O.,
E.R. O.,
E.R.O.,
ibid.
ibid.

ibid.

D/DP M739/4-20.

D/DP M739/11.

D/DMa P1, Map of 1616, reproduced as Plate One.
D/AEW 7/87.

D/DP M775.

See rental of 1529, reproduced in Appendix Two. (E.R.O., D/DP

M775).

78. E.R.O.,

Three.

D/DP M777, survey of 1605, reproduced in Appendix



79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

87.

ibid.
ibid.
E.R.O.,
E.R. 0.,
E.R.O.,
ibid,
ibid.
E.R.O.,

E.R.O.,

83

D/DP E25.
D/7DP E2S.

D/DP E25.

D/DA T34 and TG678.

D/DP M722. The average entry f{ine at Imphey Hall was

about nine shillings.

88.

89.

90.

91.

E.R.O.,
E.R.O.,
E.R.O.,

E.R.O.,

D/ABW 18/248.

D/AEW 2/303.

D/AEW 13/282.

D/AEW 17/130.



84

Chapter Four,

Agricultural Activity.

'This shire seemeth to me to deserve the title of the English
Goshen, the fattest in the land: comparable to Palestina, that
flowed with milk and honey *.°

'For Essex is our dower which greatly doth abound, with every

simple good, that in the isle is found'.=

Introduction.

These oft quoted comments praise the quality of the land and
the farming practices of Essex during the Tudor and Stuart era.
The land was good, enclosed and fertile, and there were plenty of
marketing opportunities for those willing and able to exploit
them. But who were the men that made Essex the 'English Goshen'?
In this chapter the fafming activity and marketing policy of
those engaged in agriculture in the fields surrounding Stock will
be examined. An attempt is made to see if farming in the locality
was advanced by contemporary standards and whether the yeomen and
husbandmen were making the most of their opportunities.

As outlined in the previous chapter the men who held land in
Stock and Buttsbury during the sixteenth century were in the
fortunate position of paying low rents, reasonable entry fineg
and suffering very 1little from the interference of lmeddling
landlords. The small landholder or cottager living in the village
could, on the whole, be untroubled by the.changes that price
inflation brought to the English countryside. If his holding was
too small to exploit commercially, he could at least support

himself and his immediate family without having to resort to the
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market place unless there was harvesf failure. In fact many
small-holders did other things to supplement meagre ianded
resources. Some worked for wages and others made things for sale.
For more substantial men and for leaseholders of the ex-~demesne
farms and lands, the century brougﬁt opportunities to exploit the
land which were perhaps unequalled.®

Two major external.influences seem to have dominated Essex
farming. One was the textile industry of the north-east of the
county and the other was London. The London influence is apparent
in the records. The textile influence is not. However it can be
seen indirectly in the wills of the inhabitants of Stock with
their large numbers of sheep and also by the exceptional
provision of grazing around the village. Most sheep, although
ultimately slaughtered (providing a very scraggy, tough joint),
were kept to provide wool for the expanding cloth industry of
northern Essex. The industry was of such size that wool from all
over Essex must have found its way to towns like Coggeshall,
Kelvedon and Halstead, as well as the major centre of Colchester.

Thus in Stock, there was a property behind the Swan Inn
called 'The Woole House' which was perhaps a store where fleeces
wara kapt until they were sent to market. In 1553, Robert Monke a
yeoman took out a twenty-one year lease for the inn, the wool
house and six and a half acres. He renewed the lease in 1579.
Another member of the Monke family, Thomas, held the lease of the
' Woole House' later in ghe century and appears in an Assize Court
case 1in 1589. Thomas Whitbred of Buttsbury appeared at the
Chelmsford Assizes charged with stealing °®six woolle felles'
worth six shillings belonging to Thomas Monke.4 It is possible
that a middleman called at the village to purchase the fleeces

for the clothiers working elsewhere in the county, for there is
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little evidence of clothmaking at Stock.® Shearing, according td
the Petre Account Books, was a task performed by women during the
sixteenth century; perhaps to leave the male labourers free to
work in the fields. The women received 4d per day for.shearing
sheep 1ﬁ 1550.% The keeping of large numbers of sheep was of
great importance to the farmers of Stock; not only does it
indicate a county-wide trade in wool and skins, but more
importantly it meant the productivity of arable land in the
village could be enhanced by efficient manuring. The productivity
of the intensively cultivated market gardené in the village was
also aided by manure, compost and ashes.

Stock was exceptionally well-placed for communications. Not
only were there local ﬁnrkets nearby Sut London was within a
day's ride. The village was therefore an ideal place for dairying
as well as wool productioﬁ. Pastoral farming allowed the farming
families to engage in other activities as well. On higher.ground.
where lighter sandy‘soils existed, market gardeniqg'wns practised
and the crops sold in London. As 1in the Vale of Evesham the
gardening industry grew up in an area where both smﬁll and large
farms pfactising animal ﬁuébandry predominated. Like the area
about Evesham, Stock was a place where d?ﬁl occupations were
common, especially in the clay—procéssing industry. The 1labour
demands of gardening were well-suited to this type of economy.”
Thus farming in Stock was highl& complex. The arable husbandry
reflected the large numbers of livestock kept there. Although
wheat was grown as the major‘cash crop, oats were very impértant.
Oats were grown to suppbrt the large numbers of horses in the
area used as draught animals, as well as thése being bred in the
p§rks.°‘Market gardening was also aided by the manure from the

livestock and the ashes produced by the potters. =®
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The agriculture practised in sixteenth century Stock can
best be described as animal-based. The yeomén.and husbandmen were
fortunate that demand for wool from the cloth in&ustry aﬁd the
demand for dairy products from London and elsewhere, meant that
men of all classes could keep livestock if fhey wished. Tﬁe dung
which these beasts (mninly sheep and ;ﬁttle)' produced was
utilised by the farmers to fertilize and rejuvinate the solls on
which arable cropsv(wheat and oats) and‘gardenfproducts were
grown, thus maintaining or even increasing yields.{*he farmers of
Stock ﬁad opportunities to practise almost any éype of arable
cultivation or animall husbandry they chose: their lands were
never 'marginal’ becadse of high fertility mnintai;ed by constant
consumer demand for wool and animal products. With hindsight, it
appears with such factorsbat work w&thin the economy, that the
farming community of Stock could not fail to flourish during the

Tudor period.

Marketing of Produce.

Fine natural attributes, including extensive woodland,
rivers and ponds were supplemented by excellent marketing
opportunities for the yeomenb and husbandmen of Stock; ‘Stock
village lay just six miles by main highway from the county town,
Chelmsford. Not only was Chelmsford the administrﬁtive centre of
Essex but also thé most important '1n~coun£y' market, especially
for grain. There was also a weekly market at Billericay, two
miles away, which was held oh a Thurseday. *© In 1570 a Stock
woman, Widow Whiting, was fined for forestalling the market. She
had purchased malt on its way to Billericay. The court roils of
Stock show that a large number of butchers lived and traded in

the village and this was still the case a century later when the
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1703 stallage fee book for Billericay market shows that ‘there
were eleven butchers present on market day, five of whom came
from Stock.'' In 1636, the neighbouring village of Ingatestone
was described as ‘A good town for market and ex¢e11ent neﬁt
entertainment for travellers'.'Z Without doubt, the weekly
markets of Billericay and Ingatestone, lying in the two adjacent
parishes provided the inhabitants of Stock with useful outlets
for their produce.

Stock itself appears to have held a chartered market every
week. In 1239, the Prioress of Ickleton was granted a ch&rter
'thét shé have for ever at her manor of Hereward Stoc our market
each week on Thursday'. The granting of this market charter may
reflect growth in Stock prior to the early thirteenth
centuries.'™ In 1567 and 1572, a clerk of the market was
appointed through the manofial court, 1ndicqting the survival of
the market.'#4 In 1554 Sir William Petre obtained a grant which
enabled him to hold two annual fairs in the manor of Crondon; The
grant perhaps indicates the growing vimportance of Stock's
commercial life. Throughéut the sixteenth century these two
annual fairs were held in the parish of Stock; one beginning on
the Wednesday of Whitsun week and the other on the 14th
September. Both fairs lasted for three days and were no doubt
great social, as well as commercial events, with a great deél of
economic activity concentrated into a short per‘liod.‘vls

There is no way of knowing just how important the London
market was for Stoék. but the capital’s influence and deﬁgnds are
well documented and the village of Stock provided a wide variety
of farm produce, as well as manufactured goods for the ever—
hungry urban popu}ation.‘s Twice weekly Cgrriefs went from

Ingatestone to London during the early seventeenth century and



89

the servants of the Petre family travelled up and down to the
capital from Ingatestone Hall with astonishing frequency.'”

In 1637, John Taylor in ®'The Carriers Cosmographie' stated
thaf the wains from Stock visited the Kings Arms in Leadenhall
Street every Wednesday.'® In view of the importance of Stock's
butchers and graziers in local markets it may be presumed that
Stock butchers and graziers took livestock to the main livestock
markets in London: Smithfield, Honey Lane, Stocks and Leadenhall.
In 1595 'fatt chickens' were walked to London from Ingatestone.'®
Trade with London was regular. In 1612 a singlé carrier from
Ingatestone took at least 24 waggons to London in a single year.
As well as pottery, the waggons contained hops.=2° Yeomen of Stock
sent carts to collect the goods that they required, as this
letter from a Stock yeoman of the late sixteenth century shows: -

'Edmund Smyth — I hartily require you to provide for me one half
barell of white herying more than I spake to you for-dnd thus
all my stuffe maybe ' made ready for this nyght ther shall come a
cart to London for it and I pray you make your bill and shall
discharge it. . |

My harty thanks

all your cussurdly

‘Richard Lyndsell* .=’

Not all the trade with London trévelled ovefland. The
coastal trade was important for the movemeﬁt of both farm produce
and manufactured goods from the Essex hinterland to London and
indeed to other areas of Britain. Maldon about twelve miles from
Stock was an important port in the sixteenth céntury and much
cloth made in Essex was carried from there. Pottery from Stock
was carried by sea from Colchester to London durihg the 1530s but

no goods are actually known to have been put aboard ship at the



90

nearer port of Maldon.=**® The evidence is so fortuitous, however,

that it would be wrong to read any significance into that fact.

Agricultural Production.

England's population more than doubled betﬁéen 1500 and
1650, feaching a level .of' perhaps 5.2 million at the later
date. *= Dr Penelope Corfield has calculated that the urban
population of England rose from 2 per cent in the 1520s to 16 per
cent by 1700.*4 The unprecedented demand for foodstuffs and other
agricultural products, coupled with a 1limited production
capability, resulted in rapid price inflation which was further
fuelled by the influx of.silver from the New World. The uverngev
price of foodstuffs, which had remained stable from 1450 fo the
1520s, doubled by the 1540s, and trebled by 1570; and bj‘the year
1610 the price levels were six times higher than those of the
1520s. %% Even though prices soared, the remarkable fact is that
this burgeoning population more or less managed to feed itself,
either by raising productivity or by bringing more land into
cultivation. It is against this background of rising prices, as
well as the landholding structure discussed 1n'the prece ding
chapter, that agricultural éctivity in Stock must be giewea. |

From the period 1540 to 1620, sixty three_men within fhe
area were given the social designation of husbandman; a further
sevenfy two were styled yeoman.Z*¢ Although both titles were
social, rather than occupational designations, both groups
derived most of their income from the output of their land; If we
assume that Stock had a population of c.400-500 adults and of
those 6.120 were male then between them, husbandmen ahd-yeomen
made up between 30-40 per cent of the adult male population of

the village. Others were labourers and 'living-in' servants in



921

husbandry. Their numbers are not known but it is perhaps not
unreasonable to conclude that at least 70 per cent of the adult
male inhabitants of Stock were engaged in some way in earning
their living in agricultural production. Of course working on the
land did not preclude ‘them from also working in industrial
production. The role of women and children in the agricultural
economy of the village cannobt be ignored either. Many were
employed in the fields; children were used for bird scaring,
shepherding, guarding cattle and for weéding the crops and
general fetch‘_:‘Lng and carrying, while women were ehployed af busy
periods such sjas harvest-time, as well as in year round activities
such as milking, cheese and butter production andv tendiﬁg
poultry. 7

Dr Joan Thirsk states that the area in which the parishes of
Stock and Buttsbury lay was a ‘region of corn and cattle, with a
substantial dairying side with other enterprises’'.=® Iﬁ almost
all respects the evidence 1is consistent with Dr Thirsk's
analysis, although sheep are not specified. Within Stock the most
important farming activifies were grain production and dairying

for all sectors of the community. Any discussion of agricultural

production in Stock must . begin with livestock, not only because

it was so important in itself but also because it had monumental

implications for the productivity of the arable,=*®

Horse rearing was an enterprise undertaken by thé larger
yeomen of Stock, especially those with lands near Crondon Park.
Mid-Essex has recently been identified as an area important
during the Tudor-Stuart era for breeding and rearing of horses.®°
John Tendering, who farmed land in Crondon manor, bequeathed 6
horses and his carts to his wife.=®' William Heywobd. the park

keeper of Crondon, died in 1565 leaving 'To John Woodcock, my
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gret white mare, item I give to Thomas Hare my son in law my grey
gelding. Item I will my dun gelding and my colt be sold'.®* The
Petre family kept horses in Crondon park as an Account Book entry
of 1589 indicates.®® Henry Harkewood a yeqmah of Crondon
bequeathed two colts; one of ﬁhich was described as; ‘a bald‘
yereling mare colt'.®* At his death, Robert Humfrey, who farmed
some of the disparked lands at Crondoh. owned at_leaét 3 brown
mares and 4 colts.®S Many of the smaller husbandmen owned at
leastgone horse, which né doubt was used Qé both a draught and.
riding animal. Valeheine Wheeler, a ripier, (one who carried fish
inland) bequeathed to his servaﬁt * A grey gelding called Dick
and a brown mare called Joan 'l‘v.wopence'."‘;s |

1

Arable Production.

The soil within Stock and Buttsbury was a mixture 6f two
types of clay (the boulder clay used as raw material for pots and
London clay which covered much of the two parishes). Here and
there on higher ground, was a sandy loam, suitable for gardening.
(See Map Two) Arable production was of primary importance to all
the husbandmen and yeomén working the laﬁd in the parishes of
Stock and Buttsbury. In the wills of the farmers of Stock,
animalé. were far more likely to be mentioned than the . crops
growing on the ground. So often 3 closes or 7 fields are
bequeafhed without a mention of what was happening there, while
many a ‘black faced sheep or red cow' was 1isted.

With so many animals, some form of covertlblé husbandry must
have been practised. The key to arable husbandry is the anipal
husbandry of the area. With clothmaking so close, the demand for
wool meant dung for the soil; Every sixteenth-.century farmer,

like his mediaeval forebedrs, knew the value of manure and the
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animals were put to good use on the fields of Stock. In the
Ecclesiastical Court records we hear of Ri.chard‘ Starkes, a
husbandman of Stock, who was diligently spreading dung in his
fields one Febrﬁary morning when he should have been at prayer.=7
The fields at Bellmans gr'OMng broom and brake as a commercial
crop were ‘said to be ‘resting' from arable pro;iuction. 22 The
arable productivity of Stock, like much of Essex must have been
unusually high due to the importance of aniﬁal husbandry and the
sheer nqmbers of animals held in the area. .

Thev most commonly grown crops were wheat and oats. This is
vnot suprising as oats are animal feed and wheat the most
important cash crop. Both appear with equél frequency‘ in the
wills of the yeomen and 'husbandmen of the area. Robert Goore
(d. 1591) left a bushel of wheat to 'Ould Awden of Billericaye’'.>®
Henry Stonard, a turner, left wheat as well as 10 sheep, lambs
and a young grey mare. 4° George Young bequeathed at his death in
1598, eight bushels of 'good' wheat and four bushels of ‘good’
oats.“' A minor husbandman, Robert Hawes left three bﬁshels of
wﬁeat.‘z A widow Joan Petchie left Thomas Rawlins 'all the grass
around about the wheat and 12 bushels of Qheét'.‘a The phrase
‘grass around the wheat' probably indicates that the wheat was
being grown in a plot within a field, almost like a strip in
open—-field farming.

Oats were produced primarily to feed"horses the principal
draught animal in sixteenth century Stocl'c.l Oxen, ralthough once
important on the heavy clay soils are not mentioned in an)}
document consulted for this study and as ﬁr Langdon has shown,
had been superseded by the horse. Oats were bequeathed by a
husbandman, Robert Newman‘in 1606. 4+ The largest acreage of oats

that there 1is evidence for, was planted by the yeoman John
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Lincoln. In his will of 1585, he leaves his wife 30 acres of oats
growing on Stayne Grounds called Chaldons, in the parish of
Buttsbufy. His will indicates that he held large numbers of
livestock. 4%

In the will of Robert Humfrey who farmed at least 70 acres
at Crondon, there is an unusually specific request relating td‘
crops.

‘Item I wyll Richard Humfrey shall have 2 acfes of ground sow
every year during his mothers life, one acre with Rye aﬁd the
other with Otes paying thereof yerely 3s. 4d. ‘%€

The Petre family received a provision rent of 30 bushels of
oats, one bushel of pease. and 2 quarters of barley.<” |

Of the men paying tithes to the Church of Buttsbury in
arable crops, John Springfield paid a tithe for six acres with
pease, barley and rye in i599.‘° »

The cropping ratios at Stock will never be known,’ néither
will output per acre. It does appear that wheat and ocats were
grown in similar quantities in the parishes of Stock and
Buttsbury, with the newly created farms near to Cronddn Park
producing cats in larger quantities than Buttébury " parish, +®
Barley and rye were not éréwn iﬁ large quantities, and those that
were grown were usually destined for home &onsumption rather than
the market place. Péas, a garden crop were perhaps groﬁn for the

market place.

Dairyihg and Stock rearing.

Dr Thirsk has estimated that commercial herds in the ‘
sixteenth century commonly ranged in size from 8-20 cattle and
says that herds of over 25 were very rare.®® As late as 1805,

Arthur Young reported that Essex farmers thought a herd of 25
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cows was large. S’

It is unfortunate that the probate inventories for the
county of Essex have been sepaf&ted from the wills and lost
forever. Inventories give a thorough view éf the property of a
deceased person: wills do not. A will sipply lists specific
grants and often most of a testators goods are hidden within the
almost throw-away line ' the residue of my goods I bequeath to my'
wife'. At all times it must be remembered that_@ will is never a
complete statement of wealth and figures mentiéned within a will
are minimum figures. However, in the pb&énce ofj prbbpte
inventoriés, the primary source for the inveséigation of animal
holding and crop production in Stock and ButtshBury are the wills
of the yeomen and husbandmen. S= |

In 71 surviving wills of husbandmen, yeomeﬁ and gentlemen ot
Stock and Buttsbury between 1555-1610, animals are mentioned in
over 65 percent, But even if unspecified in wills most yeomen and
husbandmen of Stock had an interest in animal husbandry and most
évidence from Stock seems to support Dr Thirsk's‘opinion.‘There
are exceptionally large herds here and there; and some meﬁ kept
far fewer numbers than average. Robert Bellgrave, the farper qf
Imphey Hall bequeathed 18 cows to his seven children.®2 ; John
Lincolﬁ, a yeoman with property in many parishes, died in 1585,
leaving his wife 20 céws and a bull, 120 of his best ewe sheep, 4
rams and 6 of his best horses.®4 Robert Blakemore of ﬁutfsbury
died in 1553 owning at least 16 cows and 2 horses.5S. In the
previous year John Clark a yeoman of the same pérish left his
1widow her third whicﬁ amounted to 7 cows, 10 bullocks and a gréy
mare. He was evidehtiy running a herd of abéut fifty animﬂls.s‘.

John Bunting diéd in 1564, leaving 10 cows and 20 sheep.5”

John Prentice left "4 cows; John Bellgrave left 3 cows and 6
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sheep; John Martyndale left 2 cows, 4 bullocks and 3 mares and
William Dericke alias Brown, described in hig will as a labourer
bequeathed to his brother 'the four milch cowe'.®® Richard
Champion dying in 1591, left a brown bullock.®® Of course these
numbers are quite small, especially if one considers the terribly
low yield of milk, wool and meat from any- sixteenth century
beast, but as stated above, wills are never complete records of
all thé animals owned. ‘

The wealthier men possibly kept cattle both for the dairy
and for fattening for the meat market, while the husbandman with
just a few cows was chilefly concerned with cheese ahd butter
production. "

The greatest problem for any grazier or dairyman of Tudor
England was the provision of winter feed. Even the comparatively
advanced East Anglian region was not yet producing roots for
wintering animals. Thus the Tudor farmer could only keéﬁ as many
‘animals as he could supply with grass, hay, straw‘dnd lesser
crops Auring the winter months. In Stock it appears that many men
had, by the sixteenth century found ways to do this. |

Sometimes provision for winter féeding of animals is made in
the wills. Jo£n Lincoln 1left his ;1fe '‘all the fallow of the
lands ' presumably upon'wﬁich to graze his animals. He?also left
30 acrés of oats, some of which was ﬁo doubt used io fe;d his own
horses and even cattle in a bad winter.s® A rector of Stock,
Oliver Clayton died in November 1579 bequeathiné to his
parishoners ‘'corne, fodder and haye, in the barne, to ée equally
shiftea and devided among them, to the nourishment{ of their
cattell*. s’ Others provided.hay and straw for winter fodder.

In.a survey drawn up in the 1560s, the farm of Bellmans had

several fields growing with brake and broom €2 Thomas Tusser
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wrote that not only were these used for fuel, but also to make
shelters for cattle to stand behind in stormy weather. He goes on
to say that brakes could also be used as litter in stables and
‘stalls, when straw was scarce énd was needed to feed livestock
with. It has also been éuggested that gorse was wider sown as a
regular cattle and horse fodder. Gorse, even to this day, vis
widely found in the commons around Stock. € And there were other
things for i:he animals tp eat. Samual Hartlib, the seventeenth
century writer on husbandry wroté that *there is a plant in Essex
called Myrches or cow pursley; which groweth fas.t and early in
the spring, which they give to fheir cattel at the beginning of
the year and they eat it well'.<+ 7

Another 1mportant asset for t»he year-round feeding of
livestock of all breeds:, was the ease of accéss that many
inhabitants of Stock and Buttsbury had to the many commons,
wastes, >pnrkland and tyes within the parishes. The tenant of
Bellmans had the right to put 20 cattle, 60 sheep and 6
' horsebeasts' on Stock common, s® Thé common would have provided
poor g;"azing and pasture, but for the small husbandman it was
better than no winter feeding at all, The tenants of Crandon
manor had common rights in Great Bishop.s Wood and possibly also
the right of pannége and herbage within.Crondpn Park.*® The park |
keeper of Crondon had the right to keep 12 cows and 2 geldingsv
and a mare free of charge within the park.®” Tyes (small greens),
wastes and other small pieces of common ground abounded in the
area and the villagers used all available grazing rights that
they could establish through @anorial custom, to help mﬁiﬁtain
their flocks and hefds. |

It is also quite likely% that some of the animals were

grazed, for at least part of the year, on the uvmrshes‘ and wicks
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beside the Thames. One saﬁyer of Stock held a lease of a saw mill
in the parish of Pitsea, beside the Vange'maréhes and his flock
of 20 sheep was held..there, rather thaﬁ at Stqck.‘s. Charles
Whiskard the miller of Stock, also fattened cattle upon his:mnrsh
by the Thames. The salt flats of Essex were well known for. their
fattening qualities. Other men kept their livestock elsewhere in
the county. Francis Sawell, a husbandman of Stock had ‘'men
bullocks at Birchanger' <(over thirty miles away near Bishops
Sto;tford) and John Tabor of-MargaretEing had *'20 sheep going at
Rayleigh' about ten miles away. <° -

In 1598 a by-law was enacted in the Court Leet of Stock
which perhaps indicates that the pressuré of unauthorized animals
on the common was b'ecoming"t_oo great:

‘*The jury aforesaid make an ordinance that hefeafter no-one be
allowed at any time to have a right of pasture or any riéht of
livestock agistment on tﬁe coﬁmon. On pain of forfeifure for
each offence —— 20s.'7°

The by-law was made during March, and was perhaps a direct
result of a great overstocking of the common duriﬁg the irévious
summer. Whether the order was obeyed or not we do not know, but
it is highly unlikely that the farmers would haﬁe removéd all
their livestock from such a convenient plécev unless other
provision was made. The Court Leet was quite often concerned
about the over-étocking of the common, but usually it was the
townsfolk of Billericay who were told to remove their livestock
from Stock Common.,”?

The making of cheese and butter was of great 1mportahce to
the farmers of Stock. Dairying activities also made exceptional
calls upon the iabour of women and children. In the Petre rent

books cheeses were often included with the ubiquitous couple of
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capons, as ‘a provision rent. In 1594 George Young provided 3
cheese Leads'(a certain size of cheese produced in a speci&l type
of mould) and a calf amongst his rents in kind, which also
included 6 geese, 12 capons, 30 bushels of oats plus pease and
barley.”# In the same year Thomas Whitbread paid a provision rent
of one cheese lead.”> Not only did these two products érovide
some of the protein of the husbandmen and labouring classes of
Tudor England, but these ‘white meats' provided the dairyman of
Stock with some of his livelihood..Both Suffolk and Esséx were
renowned for their butter and cheese, some of ﬁhich waé déstined‘
for London.”# In thg Stock region both cows milk and éwes milk
were used for cheese making. The Petre Account books for the year
1555 record a payﬁent made to Thomaé Mann of Stock for *'Mylking
the sheipe this sommer last past'”® The number of ewes owned by
the villagers is also indicative that they were used not only for
wool but for dairying purposes. .

Even to make cheese and butter on a commercial scalevit was
not necessary to have a dairy or milk house, although éeveral
wills mention such bhildings. The materials, equipmeht and
implements needed were minimal and not expensive as the inventory
of a West Horndon dairy house of 1598 shows. In the ‘cheese
chamber were ‘two thick planks standing upon two tressells and a
staye at one.ena. a thick planke standing upon 1iii stakes, five
ynch bourds hanging upon xv lynes and xxx yron hookes and two
wyre wyndowes to sett before tha casements'. Apart from the stock
lock and 'a key to the dore’ tﬁe only other items were "1l crame
cheses and cxv cheses"?S_The.fully equipped dairy house was a
luxury that most husbandmen and yeomen in Stock could not afford,
but the inventory of 1586 ofrs the Petre family dairy house at

Thorndon Hall shows what they could aspire to:
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'Dairy House at Thorndon
Imprimis, in the first room a table of a plank standing to the
wall of two ells long. |
Item one other plank standing near the ground to set pails on.
One other thick shelf of a.plank to set kettles upon.
A broad plank standing on four short feet to kill hogs upon.
A little thick stooi of divers squares, standing on three feet.
Two boilers to well whey in, standing on the south side of the
chimney, having two round covers of wood.
A pair of andirons with square tops.
A plain fire shovel and tongs.
One trivet.
A large chafer to heat water in.
A low old candlestick of latten.
A cauldren of brass with two ears.
A kettle of brass with a bail, éomewhatvlesser.
A kettle of copper with a bail.
Two skillets of pot brass with feet, the one less than the other.
A broad skillet of brass without feet, with a long iron handle.
A skimmer of brass.
Six wooden pails with iron bails and three feet the piece of
iron. |
An eartﬁern pitcher.of a gallon.
A plate lock and a key to the utter door.
" The Milk House.
Five planks standing to the walls below to set things upon.
Four shelves of planks standing over them.
A great cheese press with a stone and three wooden wedges.
Two churns with lids and staves.

A tub standing on four feet to whey cheese in.
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A tub to set cheese together in.
A little tub with two ;ars to brine cheQSe in.
Twelve milk bowls of divérs sizes, whereof four new.
Nine cheese moats of one fashion, w;th four cheese breedes to
them. ‘v |
Two 1ittle thick cheese moats.
One great moat for Holland cheese with a bread to it.
Three bowl dishes one of them with a hoop.
One bowl to drain curds in, with a hole or tap in the bottom.
A butter dish of a pint.
One fleeting dish. |
A woodeg platter.
Two butter barrels.
Two butter pots.
Two cream pots.
One pot for salt.
Three pots for rennet.
A pot for butter milk.
A cleanse or strainer of wood. A cullender of earth“to'strain
curds.
A pair of wooden scales to weigh butter with..
One lead weight of two pounds. And one lead weight of one pound.
A stock lock and a key to the door.'”” |
Two interesting facts emerge from this inventory; first that
rennet (from the cow's stomach) rather than fhe plant Lady's
Bedstraw was being used to curdle the milk. Secondly, th&t apart
from the traditional English moulded hard cheeses and the softer
ewes’ and coﬁs’ cheeses.. another type of cheese, the ;Holland
cheese' was made. No doubt thié was aniEdam or Gouda type cheese

with a thick rind for better keeping. It is another example of
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the influence the Dutch had upon the agriculture of thé eastern
counties and, perhaps more importantly, shows the willingness of
the sixteenth-century farming community to learn ‘from the
Continent. |

The women (it was nearly always a wife or dairymaid) who
made the butter and cheese, needed a clean kitchen or'an out-
building and a few bowls qnd presses. Robert Newman, a husbandman
bequeathed all the ‘milk Bowles, charnes and mootes;(egcept two
cheese mootes ‘which I give to my sén ﬁilliam'). ali tﬂe cﬁéesé
boards above the milk house' as well as all his cheesés to his
wife.”® The word 'charneé' means churné and the word °'moote' or
'Msat' was a kind of trough or large mould in which the cheese
was put to set or be pressed. William Thorneback, a husbandman,
who died in 1543 left both butter and cheese as well as 3 cows
and 8 sheep.”®

The cheese produced in sixteenth century Essex may ﬁot have
been of the highest quality, Samual Hartlib thinking Cheddar the
very best, being ' seldom seenl but at noblemen's tablés'. But
Essex cheese was sold both locally, in London and furthér afield
to those who could afford an alternative source_of prbtein to
bread and beans or meat, fish and eggs.®°.

The possession of coﬁs, and to a lesser dggree sheep, was
important to the husbandmen and yeomen of Stock. Those too poor
to lay out the 30 to 35 shillings necessary to purchase a cow
could rent one by the year from a more prosperous neighbour as
’sevefal wills show. Robert Newman requésted his executors to Fiet
out to hire my fhree kine'.®' John Savering, a weaver by tradé.
who died in 1564 gives an even fuller picture. He evidently ran a
large cow leasing concern! |

' I have 5 sheep at my brothers and 5 lambs. Item my brother
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hath 3 sheep, a cowe, a ram and a hoggerel, them I give to my
wife. Item the cow that-Sympson hath the time commeth out at
Michaelmas next coming, I give this years rent to my Godson John
Sympson and I will that Sympson shall have the coﬁe still if he
will give 3s. a year. Item I will that the four beasts that
Palmer hath he must pay 9s. 8d. a year, when he shall deliver
the stocke at the time appointed. I will he shall have a years

respite for the paymeht of the money'.®=

Market Gardening.

Within the manors of Stock and Buttsbury, theré-were at
least eieven properties described as gardens.®® Gardens are also
named in the Court Rolls of Ging Joyberd Laundry.®+ Thesé,gurdens
were noi simply planted for domestic consumption. They w;}e
market gardens used for érowing vegetables and other crops for
profit.“

John Harvey has stated that ‘the e;rly forms of certain
field names indicate the widespread existence of Nurseries',
Notable were Impgarth and Impyard. These;names are to be found in
the records of the sixteenth to ninetéenth centuries, by which
time they were going out of use as ;descriptions of nursery

gardens. ®®

An imp was a graft or young shoot or sapling. Often
associated with the word was frith (woodland). Thus imp place-
names often indicate a site where young oaks were deliberately
planted in nurseries.®€ The manor of Imphey evidently had such a
connection, sited as it was next to Crondon Park.

If Stock had been the site of a mediaeval tree nursery, then
the tradition and skills associated with gardening would very

likely have been passed from one generation to the next, as they
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were in'the clay proccessing industry. A street in Buttsbury was
called °'Perry Sreet' throughout the sixteenth century and an
early form of Buttsbury was' Botolphberrie® emphasising the pear
tree connection. |
No-one knows for certain when gardening as a commercial
activity began in England. There were gardeners working in the
Royal palaces of Havering—a£te—Bower, Windsor, New Hall and
Hampton Court from the fifteenth ceﬁtury, but there is much
earlier evidence for gardening. Many monastic Orders and 1ay‘
estates had extensive kitchen, flower and herb gardené throughout
the Middle Ages.®”
Gardening in sixteenth century Stock doubtless concentrated
.on providing fresh vegetables, especially leeks, énions. garlic
ﬁand cabbages, salads, m@ny kinds of herbs for both the kitchen
and the apothecary and fruit such as apples, pears and plums for
the London market. Nursery gardening would have been a ﬁrofitable
sideline; for example supplying grafted fruit trees and seedlings
to other gardeners and éentlemen who like Sir William Petre
dabbled in 'the mysteries of Grafting'.®®
In January'1554, Sir William Petre purchased from Grey of
~ Stock ‘X111 crab tree stocks' at a price of 10d. ®= Thug‘as early
as 1554 there was at léggt one man living in Stock acting as a
supplier of fruit grafts. In 1560, Baldwin Stamer was'threatened'
with forfeiture of six éhillings and eight pence by the court
leet at Stock if he once more collected 'crabstockes and
perrystockes without licence on others land'.®® A will of 1599
clearly stipulates that the orchard must be protected‘ by,
‘putting no cattle to hurt or impare the fruit trees growing
within the same'.®' In 1566 Ingatestone Hall had a large orchard

where poultry, including turkeys were kept.®2 As early as 1559 a
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by-law was enacted at the Leet of Stock which stated that, ‘no
inhabitants within this Leet shall trespass into the lands of
others and take and collect apples and other fruif, without
licence.' Anyone caught doing so would have to pa& a fine of 3s.
4d.®® It would seem that almost every property in Stock and
Buttsbury appears to have had an orchard of some sort, although
of course not every férm- or tenement with fruit frees was
marketing its produce.

Many leases granted by the Petre family included clauses
relating to the planting of trees. Primarily such covenants werea
designed to ensure that stocks of timber trees. were maintained.
Tenants were required to plant Chestnuts, Oaks or Elms if they
felled any for repairs or fuel.®4 But almost as frequently fruit
trees were to be planted by the tenants. In 1576, John Tabdr, a
bricklayer took out a 1éase on a house and 15 acres in Crondon
manor. Part of his obligation was to plant three timber trees
yearly and also three for fruit, being Apple, Pear or Walnut.®*®

The Petre account books reveal that the inhabitants of Stock
made frequent gifts of apples, walnuts, strawberries and other
soft fruits to the househbld throughout the later sixteenth
century, the produce probably harvested from their orchards and
garden plots. =€

In Stock those who.produced vegetables and fruits for sale
were gardening for the wealthy London market as well as for more
local markets. The prices of such 'luxury' food 1tem§ as soft
fruits is unknown but it ‘is 1ike1y‘fthqt only the riéh and
fashionable in the city ate them. Garden produce could have been
taken to London by the carriers who left Stock every week.®”
London Qas certainly a focus of interes£-f0r mnrket-gardenérs and

itself was the centre of important mhrket—gardening activities.
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'The year 1606 saw fﬁe foundation of the Company of Gafdeners of
London. Membership was limifed to those gardening uponrless than
6 acres and within a ten-mile radius of ’the capital.
Incorporation can only have come after ﬁany' years of men
practising the art. The skills of gardening in Lohdon stretch far
back into the Middle Ages.®® In 1606 the future subufbs of’the
city; Twickenham, 1Islington, Isleworth and Battersea were all
centres of market gardeﬁing. The first Twickenham.nurseryman:ﬁas
mentioned in 1597 in Gerards' Herbal who described;

'...mahy sorts [of pears and apples] are growiﬁg in the gréund

of Masfer Vincent Pointer a most cunning and cu;ious grafter and

planter of all manner of rare fruits, dwelling i’n a small’

villagé called Twickenham'.®®

It is important to add that some of the London gardeners had
gardené as far away as Great Dunmow in Essex, which is a similar
distance from the capital as Stock.'°®

As well as traditional fruits, vegetables and herbs certain

'industrial' crops such as dyes (madder, saffron and weld),
teasels, reeds, flax and hops were also grown in garden plots or
grounds. Essex, and especially the area around Saffron Hhiden,
grew much of England's saffron during the sixteenth century.
Saffron was also grown in the village of Stock. In the Imphey
survey of 1529 a 'saffron garden' was noted. Later in the century
a Stock girl giving evidence in a Quarter Sessions case.Astated
that she was going to ‘Waldon for to picke saffron.’''°' With any.
other crop this information would not be significant. But saffron
was difficult to harvest and skilled, experieﬁced pickers were
needed to remove the tiny flower heads. The girl from Stock had
possiﬁly iearnt the skili locally. |

Saffron may have been intricate to harvest, but it was even
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more difficult to gfow. It took years to develop and was higﬁly
labour intensive, but very profitable to anyone w};o grew it
successfully. As Thomas Tusser said: 'a liti';le of ground, brings
saffron a pound, the pleasute is fine, ti\e profit is thi‘ne. t102
Harrison gives a description of the cosfs,' yields and
profits of Saffron growing, 7
'The heads (bulbs) are taken out of the grouﬁd in July aﬁd then
set again in rows until September, about the end of :which the |
flowers are gathered before dawn and dried in little kilns over
a gentle fire, préssed into cakes. In good.ye'ars 100 .pounds' of
wet saffron may be produced from an acre of ground, yielding
after being dried, 20 pounds or more.' The saffron'wasfworth at
least 20s. a pound. Harrison also stated that from firét setting
to final gathering is carried out over a three year period; the
first year's yleld being very small, the next crop bigger and
the third the heaviest of all,'©® o
Another crop grown in Stock gardens was hops. There was a
hop garden at Ingatestone Hall as early as 1548, '°+ By fhe 1590s
there was a hop ground between the farm of Imphey Hall and the
grounﬁs of Crondon Park. It was held firstly by John Crdssiey and
later in 1599, 1leased to Richard Heywood, the pdrk kéeper. He
paid no money rent to the Petres, just a yearly pr;ovision rent of
' one huﬁdreth weight of good clean, fresh and well dryed hops in
a good bagg of cottage cloth tyeth for that purpose. ' The hop.
'ground occupied two acres and was conveniently sited near plenty
of wo;nd, needed for supporting the hops.'©® In 1599 a Buttsbury
man John Fynche paid a tither in hops for a 'hopgrcm.nd(.a'.‘°'5 By .
the early seventeenth century we can tell that hops were being
sent to London from the area. In December 1612, Israel Haddock

the toll gatherer at Aldgate had received at least 24 waggon
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loads of 'Hopps, Potts and other loading' from Richard Baly a
carrier of Ingatestone’'®”

Robert Newman, a husbandman, left his wife the 'prbfit of ﬁy
garden and orchard till Michaelmas'.'®® A carpenter, Edward James
who died in 1602 requested that all his fruit trees were
protected and preserved. He evidently produced honey, as he was
the only Stock resident to mention two hives of bees 1in his
will.'®® They and many bther of their contemporaries:knew the
value of a few acres of garden ground. If well tended those few
acres could provide a living; a very>good living if the gardener
also had a few acres of traditional crops such as rye. or peas. -
Men in the néighbouring town of Billericay were iﬁvolved in
market gardening during the first two decades of the seventeenth
century and there is no reason to doubt that the men of Stock
were similarly involved half a céntﬁfy earlier. The light sandy
soils of the .southern part of the parish of Stock were eminently
suitable for gardening. As Samual Hartlib wrote about market
gardens in 'His Legacy of Husbandry' of 1655,

'I know divers which by as little as two or three acres of land
‘maintain themselves and family and imploy others about their
ground.'''® And in Stock, with its abundant gnimal populatibn.

-the sandy soils were made richer than ever.
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Chapter Five

The Village at Work

Introduyctijon

The most obvious impression conveyed by sikteeﬁtﬁ—centﬁry
records is that the céuntryside of England was dominated ;by
agriculture. More than 50 per cent of all men in Gregory King's
table of 1688 were involved in farming and food p;oduction.‘ In
Tudor England the figure was even larger. All sixteenth céntury
towns possessed fields, closes, commons and ‘areas &evpted to
agriculture..Except in a few cities, there were few towns Qhere
the fields could not be viewed from the market square..5 In an .
occupational survey, Wrightson and Levine have discovefed the
occupations of over 400 Qillagers in Terling, Essex. Almost all
were engaged in farming, either directly, as tillers of‘tﬁe‘soil,
or indirectly as processors of agricultural products.® ' Others
were employed as wheelwrights aﬁd blacksmiths, which Qere
éncillary té agriculture. There can be n§ doubt that agriculture
was indeed the chief concern of most péopie.

But appeaéhnces can be deceptive. Many people had more than
one occupatib?; and - sometimes that océuéétion ‘ eclipsed '
agriculture in importance in the sense that it brought‘them more
income. Such occupations divide themselves natprally; into Atﬁo_
types: - occupations whichr derived their réw materials from
agricultural activities and those that did not. In the first
class we must place any occupation which uses wodlﬁ leather, wood
or grain as its raw material. In the second are those occupations
‘which depend upon minerals such as iron or tin, or even upon the

earth itself, rather than deposits within the ground. The village
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of Stock fell into this latter category, due to the involvement
of many villagers in the manufacture of bricks, tiles and pottery
from clay. Of course farming and the byfproducts of agriculture
were important to the villagers of Stock; but there was far more
diversification within the economy of this medium sized community
than might at first be suspected.

When we consult thé records much of the truth about such
diversification can be concealed ffom us. Formal designations
tell pnly part of the story. Analysis of the formal deéignations
af Stock shows an bverwhelming predominance of husbandmen and
yeomen. Two tables have been compiled to show the océupational‘
structure of the village for the period circa 1540-1615. Table
Two is compiled from thé occupational designations givén on the
s;rviving wills, of those dying in the two parishes bétween the
yéars 1540-1620. 4 This table is of limited value, as by the
nature of the source used, it is socially biased toﬁards the
richer inhabitants in the community. The poor,_theﬁlabouring
classes and minor craftsﬁeﬁ did not often make wills unless they
pad under-age children to provide for.® In an attempt to make an
occupational survey slightly more representativé of the whole
community, another table has been constructed from a Qider-raﬁge_
of source material. Table Three is made up as a result of picking
occupational designations out of all the documents looked at for
the period 1540-1620. Thé occupational and social designations of
over 400 men have been found in a variefy of documents.® Table
Threé is merely an indicator of the importance of vﬁrious tra&es
;and crafts, against a background of agricultural dominance. |

Many men are miésing from the tables; and there is an almost
total absence of women, showing how few women who took part in

ordinary crafts were recognized formally. This is not a local
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idiosyncrasy. Wrightson and Levine found the .éame ‘thing at
Terling.” The formal occdpational designations of the women of
Stock were limited to those of a few ale-house rkgepers, a
dairymaid, servants, a butcher (who carried on thé trade after_

lher husband®’s death), a midwife and a wet nurse.®’

Table Two: Occupational Analysis of wills 1540-1615.*

Occupational degignaiic;n : . MNumbers % of sample
Professional : -2 ' | 1.5
Gentleman | -2 1.5
Yeoman ' _ 39 ' ‘30.0
Husbandman : 34 _ | 26.2
Labourer 7 5.4
Craftsman (misc) | 7 | 5.4
Textile workers ' 3 ' 2.3
Leather workers 5 - 3.8
Pottery/Brick manufacture . 15 11.6
Misc : ‘6 ’ 4.6
Unknown | 10 1’ ) 7;7
TOTALS 130 100.0

*Wills are from the Commissary Courts of the Bishop of London (ERO
D/AB), the Archdeacon of Essex (ERO D/AE) and the Prerogative Court

of Canterbury (PRO PCC).
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able Three: _Occupational Analysis from 8ll sources 1540-1620.™

Occupationallétatus‘designation ' Numbers : %.bf sample
Gentleman o ' 27 - - 6.7
Professional 11 2.7
Yeoman 72 : . 17.8
Husbandman 63 15.6
Labourer 41 o - 10.1
Servant | 11 o Coar
Butcher ' 20 5.0
Processors of food % 37 9.2
Textile workers 16 . 4.0 ’
Leatﬁer crqftsmen 12 | 3.0
Pottery/Brick manufacture 47 - 11.6
Other craftsmen - 20 : i' 7.4 
Misc. *# 17 4,2
TOTALS | 404 1000

= The sources consulted include Manorial Records, w;lls; Parish
Registers, Quarter Sessions, Assize Court Records; Queehs Benqh
Indictments, Ecclesiastical Court Records and LayiSubsidies.

* Includes bakers, brewers, millers and ale house keepers.

#* Includes drovers, tinkers, petty chapmen, ripiérs (men §ho

carried sea—fish inland), poulterers and higglers.
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'The first oﬁvious finding to come from these tables is the
apparent dominance of agriculture within the wvillage. Yéo@en,
husbandmen and labourers directly involved in farming; made up .
43.5 per cent of all known occupations. Servants intLusbandry,
who do not appear, no doubt pushed the figure even higﬁer. Those
with the social designation of Gentleman, almost without
exception, held land, depended upon the land and although not
employed themselves in. its tillage, either mnnagéd it or
supervised those who worked it on their behalf. Agricultural work
was seasonally biased and possibly the proportionvof mén workiﬁg
on the land was pushed as high as 80-85 per cent at harvest time,
when even women and children were drafted into the labour force
at such times of pedk activity.® .

But these figures'do not tell the whole story. Part-time
occupation was universal. Many workers had dual, or éveﬁ multiﬁle
occupations, which were carried out either 'seasdnally or
contemporaneously, throughout the whole year. Taken at face-value °
someone called a husbandman or yeoman can be added to the numbers
engaged in farmipg to préddce a trim portrait of an agricultufal
community. But many husbandmen did other things, which ultimately
reduces the role of straight forward agriculture in a village.
Indeed many non—agrarian occupations were, by their vefy nature,
part-time activitiés, often combined with farming; The rural
economy provided the raw materials for many trades{‘ millers,
bakers, brewers, woolleﬁ and leather workers. Thus':for many
activities, the seasonality of the crops and the vagaries of the
weather influenced economic  activity. In many regions

'industrial' jobs were seasonal and part-time and those

participating in them returned to their smnllholdings or
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agricultural labouring when time or necessity made them.
Sometimes it was the richer craftsmen who diversified.
Charles Whiskard, the miller §f Stock,‘ fattened cattle, by>
leasing a grazing marsh beside the Thames.'® Other .successful
craftsmen purchased 1land, which they worked with the help of
their families, while they continued to practise their craft. At
the other end of the scale, the small cottager or lagourer was
frequently forced to obtain employment in anything he‘géuld, Just
to make ends meet. In Stock, as 1in other v'illages,:':' the most
common way in which the pobr man attempted to improve éis living,
was to become én ale house‘keeper.“ Not all these establishments
were licensed or legal and many poor widows or elderiy men now
and then opened their kitchens or halls as ale houses when money
was needed. Almost anyone.could have a stake in the Qicthalling
trade. Men such as Iohn.Béste of Stock, a badger and husbandman
in 1577 and a licensed viﬁtualler by 1585 and Thémas Mbnke, who
was a tailor in 1584, a labourer in 1587 and a brickldyer in the
following year, had to tﬁrn their hand to whatever job could
provide them with‘necessi‘ties.‘2 Monke may have been involved 1n.
all these occupatiohs throughout his life.
| ‘Multiple occupatioﬁs were important for many rééidenté of
' sixteenth ~century Stock. Table Four shows how many  men were
involved in more than one occupation and also shows in which
occupafions there was a greater need or téndency 'to follow
another job. Of the 72 qen described as Yeomén'iﬁ Table Th}ee,
only 14 were ever described as anything other than yeomen. (Three
were described as yeomen and millers, three. as yeomen and
bailiffs, three as yeomen and victuallers, fwo as yeomen vapd
park-keeperé and one as a8 yeoman and scrivener. Another was

described as a yeoman and tiler and another as three things; a
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yeoman, & scrivener.and‘a brewer).

It 1is, unsurprisingly, the group described as husbandmen
that were most frequently involved in an additional occupation or:
craft. A husbandman in the sixteenth century was really a 'Iéck
‘of allvtrades;' The breakdown of the dual occupatiohs_of the 26

men in the husbandman group was as follows:

Table Four: Multiple-Occupations of Husbandmen.

Husbandman/Col;ier ‘ 2) Husbandman /Misé B : 2)
" /Wheeluright ) " /Glover (i)
*  /Victualler W " /Yeoman @
" /Carpenter W | " /Butcher (1)
" /Labourer 3> .- /Vict/Flaxman(1)
"  /Craftsman 3 " /Vict/Crafts (D)
" /Baker (1 e /Vict/Baker (€9
" /Acater (cater) (1) A /Vict/B&dger a

Total = 26 “

Although these findings suggest huabandmen,beiﬁg‘for;ed to do
other tﬁings in order to make ends meet, fhe situatiép.can be
vviewed another way. Many of these men described as ﬁﬁsbqndmen
were, 1in fact, craftsmén or proceésors (such as millers or
bakers)' who had made enough money to purchase '1Ana of had
inherited smali acreages which they worked part-time. These men
held land to provide addiiional income, to subpiement what théy
earned from crafts or othef occupations. The.smﬁli group of men
describéd both as yeomen"tlmd Another occupational designation,

were those who by skill and luck had increased their wealth so
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substantihlly by their chosen occupation, that they had been able
to purchase or rent lands. The profité from these lands had given
them an income so great, that their contemporaries.thought. of
them in diffe;ent social terms: as yeomen.'® Other men who were
first described as yeomen and later in 1life as something else,
were men who had fallen on hard times. Such a man was Robert
Monke; he was described in 1565 as a yeoman, but by 1589 as an
inn keeper.'4 A man born of good stock, wﬁo by 1il1 fbrtune
received a meagre inheritance or lost‘ his wealth through
gambling, could also 1oéé his title of geomnn in; sixteenth
century society. | | : | !

Men dabbled in a variety of occupatiéns; some 6fficially
and others not. In 1610, Henry Ball of Harvard Stock; a glover,
was accused in the Quarter .Sessions of fraud and deception in
buying and selling wool under éolour of the aft of a glover, and
of weighing wool in féet and inches and by ofher methods of
fraud. He was in fact discharged. due to 1psufficient evidence.
But no one questioned his right to earn a living by having two
occupations. ' Tanning the skins of sheep, cows._hbrses and deer
(from :the pérk) provided work for many and men with the
occupational designation of shoemaker, glover and saddler are
found in the village records. Edward Soames, a glovgr‘who died in
1598 gave to his father—-in-law 'three doe skins' .and desired that
‘my weale and leather }withall my wares and all the furniture
belonging to my occupation shalbe presently after thys my will
shall be proved solde by my executers'. At the time of his early
death (he left two young soﬁs and a pregnant wife) he held both
free and copyhold land in the parish of West Hénningfield which
he left to his wife and his eldest son when he ‘attained twenty-

one. '®
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John Savering, a weaver, died in 1564 leaving his wife all
his *lomes that we have herg and at Stock with all that belongeth
unto them, saving two weighing beams.' He had at - least one
apprentice working with him and at leaét two workshopé ‘where
weaving took place. His wil} also shows that he dwned a number of
cows which were leased to_others to provide additional income.
The bequests and material content of his will indicate a
prosperous man. '” |

6n the surface, Sto&k was a village similar tovmhny others
in the region. The basis of 1life was agri;ultufe_, and the
processing of agriculturaf'produce. However, the'deveiopment‘of
Stock prior to 1550, as a:mnrketing and processing ceﬁtre, gave
rise to numerous crafts and trades being carried 6n 1_.n the
village by the latér sixteenth century. In all, 49 different
skills and occupations have been found." In fact thé number
could be higher due to tﬁe‘fact that craft designntibnfis only a
general description of whgt a man did. Specialiiation:went much
further; a man described as a weaver could be a lihen weavér, a
broadcloth weaver, .a kergey weaver or a worsted wéaver. The
larger the town the more varied its occupational structuré. But
even a medium-sized community such as Stock could, and did,
érovide a large number df goods and services. té .its“ rural
hinterland, emphasising the highly developed and specialiéed
nafure of the English countryside, as early as the‘ sixteenth
century. Stock was really an incipient town with a heavy bias
towards agriculture. |

But at Stock the main non—-agrarian occupation waé for some
men a full-time Jjob. It occupied more than 10%2 of the
Qccupétionally designated work force and hence even mﬁre at éeak

times. Stock had an important manufacturing industry, the
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processing of clay into bricks, tileé'and pottefy. This;made it
unique in the Essex countryside. Not only was it a céntre df
specialization but the presence of such an industryx in the
village gave employment opportunitieé for any‘ 1ab6urer or
husbandman who was a little short of work. Almost anyone qould
turn his hand to making, or helping to make, pots or‘bricks.

A villager 1in sixteenth-century Stock cquld bé farmeﬁ
market—éardener. potter, dairyman, .wool—dealer, inn—keéper. and
horse-rearer. No sur;iving record will show such divé;sity of
employment. Occupational designations:can only spécify-ihe most
obvious or common occupation of any given individual and will ﬁot
recognise any part-time or seconaary employment. As womeﬁ'were 80
rarely assigned a formal océupational de;ignation, reéordé ignore
the role of women and children within the family economy <(and
indeed within the village economy). A potter with ehoughilaﬁdvfor
market—gardening and the right to graze a few cows.on thé common,
could with help from his wife and ’childreﬁ make pots, grow
vegetables for markef, produce cheese. or butter and run'an ale-
house. A man such as this would have been common in é};teenth
century Stock, but unfortunatgly due to the ﬁatufejvof the
surviving records, we cannot’ examine a family with such a

plethora of ways of éﬂrning-a living,
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Footnotes to Chapter Five.

1. G.E. Barnett, (ed.)> Two Tracts, ‘p.31 and J. Thirsk and J.P.
Cooper, <{eds.), Seventeenth Century‘Etanomfc Documénta (Oxford;
1872), pp. 780-1.

2. E.R.O. D/P, John Walker's map of Chelmsford dfawn in c. 16A0.0
shows fields intermingled with houses.

3. K. Wrightson and D. Levine, Poverty and Piety in an English
Village, Terling 1525-1700,(1879), pp. 21-23.

4. The wills are from the Commissar& Court of. theu Bishop of
London‘ (E.R.O0., D/AB), 'the Court of the Archdeucon‘ of  Essex
(E.R.O., D/AE) and the Rerogative Court of’Canéerbury (P.R.O:.
P.C.C.).

The total number of surviving wills of the inhabitants of Stock
and Buttsbury is 162, dating between 1550-1620. |

5. VE. R. 0., D/AEW 15/22&; For exqmple Charles Simpson, a labourer
who died in 1616 with séveral.young children, leff a will ‘to
provide for his heirs. | |

6. The sources ,used include manorial records; wills, barish
records, quarter sessions and.assize court records.

7. Wrightson and Levine, Terling, p. él.

8. E.R.O., D/DP Al10 and 11.

9. 1ibid.

10. E.R.0., D/DP AEW 9/65.

11. See P. Clark, The English Alehouse: A Social History 1200-
1830, (1%81), pp. 74-75. |

12. E.R.0., Q/SR 91/32-5a; Q/SR 102/77.

13. Suéh a man was Charles Whiskard, who was.described in 1554 aé

a miller. By his death in 1587, he was styled Yeoman (E.R.O.,
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D/AEW 9/64). He still owned two mills, one in Stock and the.other
in St.Martin's in the Fields, London, but he also held large
amounts of land, goods and ready cash.

14. Robert Monkes' two sons were always described as tilers,
bricklayers or labourers, never yeomen like their father.

15. E.R. 0., Q/SR 186/36.

16. E.R.0., 258 ER 17.

17. E.k.O., 87 ER 8.

18. See Appendix Four.
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Chapter Six

Pottery. Brick and Tile Making in El.izabethan Stock:.

‘So doeth the potter sit by his worke; he turneth the wheele
about with his feete: he is careful always at his worke, and his
worke by number. He fashioneth the clay with his arme, and with
his feet he tempereth the hardness thereof; his heart imagineth
how to cover it with lead and his diligence is to dense the

oven.* Ecclesiasticus XXXVIII 29-30.

Int roduc tion.

In a recent study of the county of Essex during the early
seventeenth century, William Huntstated that apart from the
burgeoning cloth industry: -

'None of the other industries of Tudor— Stuart Essex merits more
than passing mention. There werebrick kilns here and there,
making use of the county's abundant supply of clay; there were
also a number- of potters in the village of Stock'.1l

The numbers of potters, tile and brickmakers so far discovered
working within the parishes of Stock and Buttsbury between 1540-
1620, has reached fifty-one.2

As seen in Tables Two and Three, potters and other clay
workers made up a minimum of 12 percent of the male working
population of the wvillage.3 Thisnumber was in reality much
larger as potting was a part-time activity and men who practised

the craft irregularly, may have had other occupational
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designations. The importance o;“ this little known industry to
sixteenth - century Essex communities cannot be overestimated.
Participation in a c']‘.ay—ba'sed iﬁdustry provided an a'ltérnat’ive or
supplementary occupation to farming. As an employer of lrabc‘mr in.’
the towns and villages the numbers ehgaged in clay processing in
Stock compare very favourably with cloth-working. The numbers
giving thé occupations .of clay worker in Stock make it of -
comparable importance ‘as’ an employer of labour to that of the
cloth ifndustry in the towns ;nd_ villages of Nc;rtfi West E‘fssex'
during the same era. | |

Taken as a whole the brickmakers. potters‘. and tilers of
sixteenth~century Stock were n@t a hovmo‘geneou.s gfov.ip; some wéfe
fairly prosperous and others were poor, some highly skilled and
some little more than laﬁourers. But‘ they were all united by a
single factor: clay. |

The sixteenth century was an era of changing fashions and
tastes and the popularity and; increased use bf.'. ciay products,
both as a building material and in domestic utensilé, benefifed
all those who worked with the raw material within the village.
The groﬁth of the clay working industry in Stock;is perhaps best .
described as 'being in fhe right place at the rightv_"tillne'. 'l'he
men of Stock saw a chance to capitalise ui)on thei.vr; p.r;imary aséet,
clay, and did so with great success. In this graéping of
opportunity the village of Stock was probably “‘xxot.unijt‘;ué. but
until other intensive regional studies have been underij;aken. no
other sixteenth-century clay-based community can be. sc;v clearﬁly
seen working changing tastes to their ;advantage.“ :

It was not only in the Stock area that the potters and
brickmakers of sixteenth-century Essex were at work. M;_’ Latton,

Harlow, Wethersfield, Castle. Hedingham and Stambridge, the ;
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MAIN POTTERY PRODUCING TOWNS AND

VILLAGES IN SIXTEENTH-CENTURY ESSEX. MAP SIX
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pottery industry kept men employed.® Tn addilion almosl every
comuunity had its brickmaker, producing coarse wares for local
consuﬁption.é In 1596, Lhere were at least sixly-five tiiéries in
éxistencewyithin the counly.”

How ;%\any Essex men actually earned their 1living by
processiné?brickearth and clay during the Tudor and Stuart period
is unknown and is unknowable because so much work was part-tinme,

but without doubt the number runs into thousands rather than

hundreds.

Raw Materials

The permanent tileries, potieries and brickmaking yards of
early modern England were siled néar an émple supply of clay and
sand of brickearth. (See Map ng forr the geology of the area)
Close proximily io water and s woodland or common to ensure an
ample supply of fuel during the firing process WQS'&ISO needed,
The village of Stock supplied all these needs and Stock Common,
which lay to the North end of the High Streel (on the road that
led towards Crondon Park), provided not only WOOd‘ﬁnd furze, bﬁf
Lhe clay workers' primary raw material, brickaaﬁth.and clay. Clay
was dug from the Commén ~and  required therefé}e 8 manori§1>‘
concession for which é fee was paid. In 1529 'The»fents of the ii
pyttes called Lhe Brikk pytts upon Lhe Gref-Comﬁon.called stok
heth' were 20d. per annum for the'Grett Pyt' rented by John
Bretton and 12d. per annum paid {or the ;1esser pytt' by a member
of the Dawdry famil&Js Later Court Rolls providé_evidence that
clay could only be dug as,ubresult of the grantiﬁg_of a licence.

Thus in 1606,;§t the Court Leet of the mﬂnor‘of Blunts,
seven pdtters and br;ckmakers were recorded when Lhey applied for

licence to dig clay,
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*At this court James Castle (12d), William Starling (66),
William Hankyn (6d5, John Spilman <(6d), Thomas [....1], John
Bundock (6d4) and Thomas Charvell [....] sougbt_hermissién from
the Lord, for taeking clay to complete with it:their bgicks...'
and each of them gave to the Lord for his‘fine for héving‘a
iicence of this kind Tér one year according,. as is :@ritéen
against their names'. =
There is no evidence to suggest that clay was brought5in for
use by potters and brickmakers of Stock. Indeed‘ some ibf fhe :
evidence shows that men dug clay within _ihe purishe_a of Stf:_ck aﬁd
Buttsbury for sale outside.'® | :
The licence granted by the Lord of the Manor to enable men
Lo dig clay, wés without doubt very cheap by the late sixteenth
éentury when inflation :had reduced the real cost of iicences
because the charge for them had not been raised. Dr. H.E; Jean Le
Patourel has discovéred, that licences .for clay working varied
throughout the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries on most sifes
from as little as three pence per head, to twenty shillings ﬁer
head, per annum. Only at Ringmere in Susséxt was there an
unchanging payment of nine pence per héad for a period of over
two hundred years.'? :
Thus the payments at Stock during the early seventeenth
century, were lower, even when one disregards Tudorvinflation,
than those paid on most sites during the Middle Ages. This meént
that iﬁ'the village of Stock, men engaged in the induétry paid.
almost nothing for their most importani raw material.
Once & licence to dig clay was obtained,_mnny potters and
brickmakers still gave cause to be summoned.to the Coﬁrt Leet at’
Stock, as a result of clay digging activity. The holeé,vpits and

rubbish created by the men were of great concern to other members
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of the rural community.” In 1558, William Lee, ab potter, Qns
ammerced 20d because he had not 'sufficiently filled in his pits
in tﬂe highway'.'® Similar cases wereAreported in21548~and 157135

In 1606, a bye—-law was enacted in the Court Leet, which
attempted to regulate clay digging and the refilling of holes,

*It was directed that all and singular potters'and others, who
in their own persons or by their servants, successively shall
dig loam and white clayion the waste called Sﬁock Common, for
cups, tiles,  bricks or other earthern vessels; thereof to be
made, shall i1l up Llheir pits right'up to the top‘immediatély
after Lhe digging and casting out of this white clay, undef
penalty of forfeiting for every pit dug and not filled 'ﬁp ;
v.s, ', e |

The digging of éils in the.highway was an offence in itself
and presumably was done by those who did not have d right to dig
clay on the common. But the main reason for vigilance must have
been a concern for safety. Large pits, which quickly fiiied with
rain waler were hgzardous for livestock grazingAonn the common. .
Sometihes they even claimed the lives of villagers. At least one
potter, Thomas Bush, was described in the Parish 'Régister as
'accidcntallyfdrownéd‘.‘5‘

The importance.of the common as a soufce of neﬁessary raw
materials cannot be ovefémphasised. As late as 17Q9, a’ﬁetiti&n'
drawn up against its proposed enclosure detailed the importance
of the common to the potters working in the vi}lage. It stgfed
that 'Wee take if for granted that you are a s#ranger at Sfock

_and consequently cannot be so sensible of the.maﬁy incénQeinenceé
that will foliow the inclosing of Stock common as the Gentlemen
that live neare the place, ——-- the townvis famous for potts brick

and Tile and serve all the adjacent parts with those commodities
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SKETCH PLAN OF THE MAIN SITES IN STOCK
ASSOCIATED WITH THE CLAY INDUSTRY. (BASED
ON INFORMATION SUPPLIED BY THE SITES AND

MONUMENTS RECORD FOR STOCK).

MARKET SQUARE

STOCK CHURCH

KF.Y TO MAP FIVE.

O g, @ LOA

1. POST MEDIAEVAL POTTERY FOUND IN MOATED 5.

SITE IN CRONDON PARK.

2. POTTERY SHERD FROM BASE OF A LATE
MEDIAEVAL JUG.

3. POST-MEDIAEVAL SHERDS OF BROWN GLAZED
RED-WARE AND METROPOLITAN SLIPWARE.
FRAGMENT OF ROOF TILE WITH GLAZE.

4. SHERDS OF BROWN GLAZED RED-WARE.
FRAGMENT OF UNGLAZED ROOF TILE BY
VILLAGE POND.

MAP SEVEN

POST-MEDIAEVAL BRICK AND TILE KILN,
WITH LARGE QUANTITIES OF BURNT BRICK
HAS BEEN RECOVERED. ALSO SHERDS MADE
FROM AN ORANGE FABRIC AND GLAZED.

MEDIAEVAL POTTERY KILN WASTE FOUND
NEAR TO MANHOLE COVER NEAR JUNCTION
OF MILL ROAD.

FRAGMENTS OF TILE WITH GLAZE DROPPED
ON IT, SCATTERED AT REAR OF BENACRE
HOUSE. SIGNS OF POTTERY KILN DATED
BETWEEN 16th-18th CENTURIES. ALSO
SHERDS OF 16th AND 17th CENTURY POTS.
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and time out of mind have had their clay and sand from the common
and the parish mend some miles on the Road, and have no gravell
but what the commons and the poor no fuel but the furze and
scrubbs on the common®.'€

During the 1late sixleenlh century, several poiters and
brickmakers worked in premises and used kilns near Stock
Common, 7 Archaeological inveétigation has revealed a
concenlration of kiln and other sites indicative of pot and brick
production on the periphery of Stock Common.'®

One brick maker, Walter Dawdry alias Rawlins was granted
permission by Sir William Petre in 1562 to 'occupy the waste upon
Stock Common' next to his house and garden.'® Presumably, this
was some kind of licence to assart as common land could not
simply be allocated jusf as a Lord wished. It appears from
subsequent descriptions of the property that his yard, tile kiln
and work houses were extended onlo this new land. |

Another reason for the positioning of potters and
brickmakers close to the common or waste, was the
unwholesomeness, filth and dangers (most notably fire),
associated with their trade.=°

In addition to clay,Aother basic materials were needed for
the production of bricks, tiles and pots. These included sand and
gravel, to temper the ware and to make its firing more
successful. Both these products were found nearby in Crondon
Manor. A map of the 1630s showing the waste along a stretch of
the Highway outside Stock, clearly depicts gravel pits beside the
voad. ®' Sand and gravel were also obtained from the nearby manor
of Fristling Hall, where they were extracted from the bed of the
River Wid and carted to the village.*=*

A good water supply presented few problems to the clay
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workers of Stock since the village contained numerous ponds and a
large stream (Stock Brook) and the River Wid close by.
The only other basic necessitly was an ample supply of fuel
Lo fire the kilns or clamps. In sixteenth century Stock there is
no evidence of either coal or turf being used to fire clay ware,
as has been found in other areas of Britain.?*® Brushwood faggots,
furze and small timber pieces were all readily available in the
well-wooded and extensively commoned countryside surrounding the
village. This meanl a fuél-supply which was abundant and cheap.
Hence the frequent mention of wood, (both bundles and for fuel),
bequeathed in the wills of clay workers., Between the years 1548
and 1605, no less than ten bye-laws relating to the cutting of
faggots and taking of underwood were enacted at the Court Leet of
Stock. =+
The pottery industry was a thoroughly noxious one. The

stench of burning kilns and the filth of sodden ciay were
rendered all but inlolerable for neighbours by the danger of deep
and stagnant pools of water left by neglected and worked—out clay
sites and by the ever-present threat of fire. We are not told
what they thought of the fire risks at Stock but elsewhere it was
taken very seriously. In the north Devon town of Bideford for
example, the town authorities declared in 1632, that:

'We do plainly perceive the great dangers and misery which
divers inhabitants of this town are in especially those that lie
near unto such places where the Potters' kilns are, by means
that diverse of them do burn their kills with furzes and brevres
and such flamming fuel and many of them do place and putt their
riches... either neare unto the said kills or betwixt their
dwelling houses'. 2%

If the clay industry had not been localised on Stock Common
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by the pull of raw material needs il would certainly have been
zoned by unanimous decision of the rest of the community of
Stock. A healthy distance was kept between the potters and the

rest of the village.

The development of the clay-processing crafts in Stock.

How old the Stock pottery indusfry was and how the tradition
and skill of its manufacture developed is hard to say. There is
early evidence for an industry in the neighbourhood. Pottery
known as ‘'Mill Green Ware' was being produced nearby at
Ingatestone/Mill Green from approximately 1140 until the mid-
fifteenth century; so tLlhat it seems that the skillsv and
tradltions of pottery manufacture were to be found in the Stock
neighbourhood long before 1tihe f{irst surviving documentary
evidence tells us about the Stock industry.2€ A will of 1512 is
really the first definite evidence of a pottery industry at
Stock. In that year John Palmer died and in his will described
himself as a 'Potter'.2” He bequeathed to his two sons, John and
Humfrey, two tenements called *'Potters Qnd Leggs'.*® Both sons
~appear to have worked in the village as potters during the 1520s
and '30s. They appear in the Lay Subsldy assessments of the 1520s
which provide evidence of a clay working community at 3Jtock; for
three men are listed as potters, while seven others not given
occupational designations in the Subsidy are known from other
documentary sources to have followed the trade.2®

The first documenfary evidence of the industry at Stock is i
unlikely to indicate the first appearance of the manufacture of
pottery at Stock. Other industries, for example clothmaking,:
leave very scanty records.

During the first half of Lhe sixteenth century at least four
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tilers and ten potters were at work within the parishes of Stock
and Buitsbury.®° None of tihese men, except for Walter Rawlins
alias Dawdry, who died in 1565, was ever described as a
brickmaker. It is possible that bricks were not produced in large
quantities during the early sixleenth century in Stock; the
village perhaps specialising in poltery and tile wmanufacture.
However Lhis may have simply been a matter of terminology: bricks
were somelimes called tiles in early sixteenth century documents.
Terra—Cotta may also have been made at Stock.®!

By Lhe mid-sixteenth cenlury and well into the next century,
the occupational designalion of °'brickmaker' becomes common in
the records of Stock. fhe six mosi prominent brickmakers were
Thomas Castle (died 15983, James Castle (died 1606), Bartholomew
Rawlinsg (died 1589), Thomas Rawlins (died 1580), John Rawlins and
John Butcher, bolh working during the Jast quarter of the
century. As the century progressed, the number of clay—pfucessing
workers described as bfickmakers increased. As this occurred,
there was a corresponding emergence of men with the occupational
designation of 'bricklayer', a term not found in Stock records
prior to the 1570s. Seven bricklayers are known to have worked in
the village during the laler sixteenth century. 32

This may not have been a significanti movement; the term
‘bricklayer' may have simply come into common usage instead of
the traditional word 'tiler’'. Nevertheless there appears to have
been a general increase in demand for brick. Prior to the 1550s
few men are exclusively described as brickmakers. Most potlers
and tilemakers turned their hands to brickmaking when bricks were
demanded. The raw malerials and skills of production already
exjisted in the village, (brickmaking being in facl less skilled

Lhan pot making and very similar Lo tile production).=® Thus when
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demand for bricks increased, the clay workers were able and
willing to respond. The primary cause for the change of emphasis
in Stock was the demnndvgenerated by the Petre family who spent
heavily during the 1540s and '50s on rebuilding Ingatestone Hall
and other parts of their central Essex estate in brick. >+

In Essex, there was a narrower choice of construction
material for dwellings and barns, given the lack of any useful
building stone in the region, than there was elsewhere. During
the medieval era the skills of the carpenter and joiner had
dominated the vernacular building of the county where timber-
framed houses pervaded tﬁe‘landscape. During the early sixteenth
century brick became fashionable. It was used primarily to infill
the timber framing and was often set in a herringbone pattern.=%
The period between 1540-1690 is well known as a time of
rebuilding and extension of the housing stock and farm buildings
of rural England. =€

The development of brickmaking and bricklaying skills within
the village of Stock reflected the beginning of this era. The
increasing wealth of the gentry and yeomen farmers, based on the
.high grain prices of the Tudor-Stuart period working together
with demands from the growing population, without doubt provided
the stimulus to the rebuilding process. 27 Moreover as the
quantities of oak required by carpenters for the frames of these
new houses grew, oak became more expensive, and this made brick
buildings relatively cheap.

Nor were gentlemen's homes the only ones constructed with
brick during the sixteenth century.®® In housing style, as in all
areas of conspicuous consumption, where the geniry led, the
yeomen soon followed. Literally hundreds of Elizabethan brick-

built houses survive in Essex today, ranging from large
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farmsteads and town houses, to smaller craftsmen's cottages and
almshouses; all mute evidence of the importance of brick in the
rebuilding of Tudor and Stuart East Anglia. Numerous examples of
buildings ‘'lately erected' or 'recently builded' in brick occur
in the wills of all but the labouring classes living within
Stock. 2 In total eighteen examples of new building in brick
have been found in the records of the two parishes of Stock and
Buttsbury between the dates 1550-1610. <°© It was not only houses
that were constructed in brick but also barns, stables, church
towers, almshouses and extensions and additions to already
existing timber—framed buildings.

The single most important domestic development that caused
demand for bricks to rise was the introduction into all but the
humblest dwellings of the chimney. Wiliiam Harrison, the social
commentator, was an Essex man and wﬂat he saw during his lifetime
in the village of Radwinter, was also occurring in and around
Stock.4' The chimney, unlike the rest of the house, had to be
fire-proof. Bricks were the cheaéest, most eagily obtainable
fire—proofing available. Hence the chimney providéd the greatest
stimulus to the brickmakers of Stock. 4=

From surviving records (Wills, Petre Estate Accounts,
Quarter Sessions, Leases and Manorial Records) it is clear that
between the years 1530: and 1610, ten men of Stock who are
distinguished by trade, produced tiles, seven others made bricks
in the village and two others combined tile, brickmaking and
pottery manufacture. #®

The industry was subjected to a good deal of regulation. The
preparation of clay ready for the manufacture of tiles was a
lengthy process and a statute of 1477 attempted to codify good

practice by insisting that clay had to be dug by November, turned
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before Lhe beginning of February and not made into tiles before
March. 44

The Essex Quarter Sessions Records reveal a great deal about
the numbers Qorking in tile production in Essex and the quality
of goods produced. In 1595, the Justices appointed two men to
enquire into the occupation of tile makers and to inspect all the
tile kilns operating within the county.”® Scott and Headd, the
inspeclors appointed, reported back that between 28th July 1595
and the following Christmas, they had searched and surveyed *all
the tyle kelles in Esex, being in number XLVI' and found all to
be defective and unlawful and not observing the statute.“® Some
tiles were too small to meet the statute’s requirements, some
full of marline, marble and chalk-lime, some not well whitened
and anealed, while in other cases tilers did not dig for earth at
the right Lime.

When the Justices f?und no-one observing the requirements of
lhe statute of 1477, all were given warning to amend their ways
and a re-survey was made between 1lsi June and the 28th July in
the following year (1596). At the time of thé later survey,
thirty-six of the tileries were found to have mended their ways
and ten had not.*?7 The searchers for tiles presented those
breaking the statute and recommended the Bench to fine them. The
faulls of five men were listed in full.“® All were ordered to
stop producing Lliles. Stephen Newlon was found guilty of
possessing on the lst Seplember: '20 thousand of tile... wanting

length, breadth and t{hickness
and also wanting whiteing and
annealing and full of Stones...
very unlaw{ull to be sold’.

Another 200 roof tiles and 200 corner tiles of his were
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likewise found to be faulty. He was fined five shillings for
every thousand of bad thack tiles, six shillings and eight pence
for every hundred faulty roof tiles and two shillings for every
hundred ill-made corner tiles.“9

The searchers for tiles then presented others. There was a
widow too poor to pay the fine, while five men of Parndon and
Horkesley were presented as unworthy to make tiles because 'they
destroy a greal deal of fire and wood' and the tiles produced
were not even worth '12d.a-thousand, to the great hindrance of
the Country.'

Similar controls were enforced by the Tilers and Brickmakers
Company of London, whose Search Books of the early seventeenth
century are also full of examples of shoddy workmanship and
badly-made products. °

The Essex survey of i595—6 showed that most of those who got
into trouble were producing inferior products which even so did
not meet regulations governing size and manufacture. How many
tilers actually continued to produce ‘'reformed' products after
the re-survey, one will never know, but it is perhaps worth
stating that these inferior products were evidently finding a
market. At all times there is demand for both high and low
qualily products,

If the tilers of Stock wanted Lo sell their products in
London then higher standards than many of them achieved in 1595
were doubtless required by metropolitan demand. Certainly the
London Company of Tilers and Bricklayers were authorised to
enforce stringent quality control upon goods brought into the
city and suburbs. The authority to exercise quality control over
bricks and tiles being used in the capital was granted to the

Company in 1568, when Letters Patent issued by the Queen gave the
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Master and Wardens the power and right to:

*search and try every éart that shall come into the city of
London or the liberlies or suburbs of the same or fifteen miles
compass with tile or sand to be sold within... the tile cart do
contain one thousand tyle to be carried therein at tﬁe least...
and shall seal the same or cause to be scaled the same cart with
the seal or mark of the city of London..And if they find any
such defaults then it shall be 1lawfull... to fine and
ammerce,..'.®' What this meant in practice it would be hard to
say.

Without doubt the Essex survey of Tilers undertaken in 1595-6
overlooked many producers. It is difficﬁlt to believe that there
were only 46 tileries in the whole céunty when we know that there
were at least ten producers of tiles within Stock during the
period 1550-1610. The Stock evidence which shows that brickmakers
and potters also produced liles when demand was high suggests an
explanation; for none of these multi-craft producers was iﬁcluded
in the 1595-6 survey. The survey concentrated upon tile hakers,
not those better known as brickmakers or potters also imaking
tiles. ®* With the expansion of the building industry, tiles were
demanded for a wide variety of jobs: for floors, for roofs, for
hearths and for walls. In Stock several types of tiles were
produced. William Starl;ng. potter, produced during the year
1593, @& number of paving tiles; while during the 1550s Walter
Rawlins alias Dawdry, brickmaker and tilemaker, produced °XXIII
thousand of all sorts of tiles after iiis iiid the thousand®'. ==

The prices paid fdr tiles varied a great deal presumably‘
with the type and size being produced and also quality. Walter
Rawlings alias Dawdry was producing tiles at iiis iiid per

thousand during 1550, while in the same year a man named Finchie
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was paid four shillings per thousand.®* By 1593, William Starling
was paid viiis per hundred, the tiles perhaps being larger or of
a much higher quality.ss

To judge from the records, brickmaking was less important
than tilemaking in Stock before 1610. There were fewer men
employed in it. Seven men are known to have produced bricks in
the Stock area, during the later sixteenth century, while an
additional seven are known to have earned their living either
solely or partially as bricklayers.‘

The making of brick was regulated by the seasons. It was
almost a part-time activity, but one which was spfead over a
twelve month period. Clay was normally dug in autumn or early
winler and then spread out in a field or yard to be broken up by
frost and damp. In springhit was walered and trampled, usually by
foot. Once prepared, the clay was cut using wooden moulds into
the normal brick shape, and left to dry during the summef months.
When ready in early Autumn, the prepared bricks were fired. This
was most frequenlly carried out in a clamp or heap on the site
where the bricks were to be used. However on occasion.bricks were
fired in a kiln of the sérf used to fire pots or tilés. Once the
bricks were fired Lhe year-long process was begun once more.

The use.of wooden moulds provided employment for carpenters
as is illustra£ed by the following entry in the Pelre Account
Books for 1555; 'Item p'd to jacksoﬁ the carpenter for setiing up
two moulding tables in ye backehouse and for playning of them two
days XIId.' =€ |

This payment of a carpenter by the Petres shows another
aspecl of brickmaking in the Slock region: the fact that a good
deal of it took place on site. The bricks were made where they

were to be used because brickmaking clay was to be found wherever
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buildings were to be erected. Thus in the Petre Account Books,
Thomas Rawlins, brickmaker, was commissioned to produce 200, 000
bricks at Ingatestone Hall during its rebuilding in the mid-
sixteenth century. He was paid at various times from January 1554
until September of the same year, as he produced the bricks in
batches. He made the bricks ‘on site': entries in the Account
Book record raw materials (but not clay) being delivered to the
Ingatestone Estate for the use of the brickmakers. He was péid at
the rate of;
‘ils the thousand, having wood; strawe and sande brought to him

and 1 kynderskyne of beﬁe at the burning of the clampe'.S”

Throughout  the summer, in May, June, July, August a;d
September he was pald as the work was completed. By September the
commission was finished and Rawlins had received £13 for the
200, 000 bricks produced, and the beer with which to celebrate tﬁe
completion of his labours! |

An entry dated August 1555 recordsi the occasion of the
burning of a clamp of bricks in Lhe groundé of the Petres' other
home, Thorndon Hall. Two men were paid for bringing fifty-two
loads of wood to the site and one Reynolds was paid for making
875 faggots from the wood ‘'bought of Mr. Richard Baker' at the
rate of eleven pence per hundred. ®®

Curiously no-one sieems to have paid 'earnest money' for the
bricks he had commissioned, though earnest money was paid to men
working in olher crafts for the Petre family.=®

From the Petre Account Books one can clearly see Stock men
working at Petre properties. The brickmaker was usually paid by
the piece, rathe; than by the day; the skill of the craftsman

determining how long an order would take to complete. But the
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brickmakers of Stock travelled further than the next parilsh of
Ingatestone in pursuit of their trade. In the will of Bartholomew
Rawlin, dated 1589, within the section dealing with debts owing
to him is one of fifty-nine shillings by John Bonner of Rayleigh,
another brickmaker. The money owed was for the making of brick
and tile in Rayleigh, about seven miles from Stock, three years
previously. €

The peripatetic  nature of brickmaking cannot be
overemphasised. Most brickmakers for at least some part of their
working lives worked 'on site'. The main reason for this was that
bricks produced ‘off site' would have been prohibitively
expensive in terms of transport costs, for any major building. At
least one Stock brick producer, 1like many tilers and potters,
owned or leased a kiln. Walter Dawdry alias Rawlins, in 1565
bequeathed;

'My house and tenement... with the tyle kell and workihg houses

adjoining, with yard rooms'.*s?
However, he did produce tiles as well as bricks and perhaps the
kiln wag used exclusively for firing the tiles that he produced.
No other Stock brickmaker mentions a kiln; only yards, workhouses
and working implements, indicating that perhaps during the
sixleenth century the clamp was the most usual method of firing
for large quantities of bricks.®=

This negative evidence seems to be reinforced by wills and
leases. Wills and leases seem to show at least seven kilns at
work in the 1later sixteenih century in Stock, most of them
permanent structures. One kiln was known as the 'Pot Kell' and
was held by a family of potters, the Hankins. Two others were
held by tilers, both being members of the Dawdfy family. A fourth

kiln was held by Aylott of Imphey Manor who was leased the 'tyle
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kiln* for two pence per annum in 1605.%2 This lqst kiln was
presumably used to fire tiles.

We can reasonably conclude: from all this that Stock
brickmakers used clamps for firing and fired where they had to
build. Recent excavation strenghtens this conclusion. In 1877 a
kiln site was excavated on Stock Common. It appears to have been
a permanemt structure and dates from the sixteenth century,
although it was used well into the nineteenth century. The report
of the sites and monuments record of the Essex County Council
Planning Department states that the structure found represented a
post—-medieval kiln. It is true that brick as well as tile samples
found in the vicinity were roughly dateable to.the period 1680~
1820. However, two sherds of tile from a lower level were dated
to the sixteenth century, indicating the use of the kiln at that
date, as a tile kiln and:not for the burning of bricks.s<

In contrast, tiles and pots were, by the mid—éixteenth
century always fired in kilns. The reason bricks were fired ‘en
masse' in clamps Qas not because of their size (sixteenth century
bricks being quite small) but because of the large quantities

being produced.

The Bricklayers of Stock

Brickmaking was an occupation which was sharply
distinguished from bricklaying. Those who made bricks and tiles
did not lay them. The occupation of bricklayer grew up as a
direct result of the growth in brick building in Essex during the
sixteenth century. The first Stock man that I have found with the
occupational designation. of 'bricklayer' is in the year, 1551,
During the next fifty years, at least seven men are known to have

practised the craft.©® Like mediaeval masons they had to travel
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in order Lo be able to work; and once again the influence of
London is clearly apparent in Essex economic history; for wage-
rates in Llhe building industry appear to have been equalised
between Essex and London. Thus 'when the Carpenters ;Hall was
extended in 1572 +the Company paid rates which were little
different from those palid by the Petre family at quatestone
Hall. ¢ A tiler received between 1s. 2d. and ls. 4di per day
(without food and drink), a very%similar rate to that b;ing paid
to crafismen working at ingatestone Hall at the ené: of the
15704, &7

Stock bricklayers were a well-paid group. Evidence from
wills suggests that a high. proportion of them owned property,
land and more than & basic minimum of possessions.®® Thomas
Tabor, a 5tock bricklayer held during the 1560s and '70s two
tenements within Crondon manor as well as land amounting to
twenty~eight acres in total.®® He was a man of some Astanding
wilhin the village community and was, as will be seen below, by
no means exceplional amongst his bricklaying contemporaries.

Documentary evidence suggests that the skills of bricklaying
were differentiated, like those of the mason, but without benefit
of formal classgification imposed by a Guild. Those engaged in
*helping the bricklayers® and hod carrying were perhaps more
junior men undertaking training or informal apprenticeship before
becoming & 'master’' bricklayer. Thus, John Tabor, bricklayer of
Stock, was employed by Lhe Petre family, on several consiruction
projeclts during the 1570s asd '80s. In 1571, he worked for ten
days 'serving the bricklayers' at a daily wage of ten pence.”® In
1587, John Tabor was still involved in building work; this time
engaged with 'the hodd at the west part of the kitchen chamber

and the gable end of the great chamber'. During May of Lhe same
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year he worked ten days, in July twelve days and in August a
further four days. He received a daily rate of 10d. Evidence
suggests that he was working as a hod-carrier as he 'served
bricklayers with the hodd'.”?

Thomas Tabor (possibly kin to John) was a ‘master’
bricklayer, as in all Account Books he is paid for 'laying of
bricks.' He was also paid a higher wage than other bricklayers; a
rate of '14d per day, finding himself'.7Z? Between May and August
1587, he was employed for fifty-two days by the Petre family and
earned a total of sixty-one shillings and two pence for his
labours, which included the laying of bricks at ‘the tower, .ye
square wall in the chamber and alt the gable’.”?

There was an increase in the daily weges paid to bricklayers
by the Petre family from the early 1550s until the 1580s. 1In
1551, Sir William Petre's Steward had paid Pepper the bricklayer
a daily rate of 8d'plus meat and drink for his own wéges plus
those of his 'boy'.”* By 1587, a bricklayer was earning 14d per
day without food, while his assistant received 10d.7® However
most of Lthis increase was due to inflation, which was at its
highest level during the 1550s and ' 60s. 7%

In 1612, the Essex Quarter Sessions produced a very detailed
table of wage rales which reveals formal evidence of the
bricklaying hierarchy. The recommended daily wage of a master
bricklayer was assessed at 16d per day without meat or drink,
from mid March until Seéptember. This seasonal wage rate shows
that the bricklayer, like the brickmaker, was usually employed in
another job during the winter months. A servant and apprentice in
bricklaying above the age of twelve years but below twenty—four
received 8d per day.”” The wage-rale recommendations of 1612 were

unrealistic and represenied an attempl to reduce the wages being
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paid to craftsmen and labourers.
The final clay-based activity that the men of Stock were

engaged in, was the production of pottery.

The Potters of Stock.

The potter's was a humble craft in the Middle Ages. The
peasant and servile classes were more familiar with the potters'
ware than were the wealthier classes, for it was primarily the
kitchen, dairy, brewhouse and buttery that used the pots, Jjugs
and jars produced on the wheel.”® Wealthy people used silver,
pewter or even wood at meals and until at least the mid-sixteenth
century, everyone but the most cxalted, drank from treen (wooden)
cups. Consequently due to the mainly practical usage of the
products of the medieval potter's work, it was unsophisticated
and functional and this severely limited the market. In the later
sixteenth century this changed; continental fashion iﬁfluenced
the merchant and gentry classes, who demanded pottery drinking
vessels to  emulate theif Dutch and French contemporaries. By
1700, all classes in England were drinking from cups produced by
potters. This enormously benefited the potter who could produce a
multipliclty of types and in a vast range of qualities. The
change of fashion in tableware of the sixteenth century, was the
making of the English potter.

Pottery was made in Lhe sixteénth century in almost exactly
the same way as it was in Biblical times. Once the clay was dug,
it was gleaned of gravel'and sand, usually in a pit of water. It
was Lhen beaten and pounded to prepare it for the wheel. This
wheel was the potter's most important piece of equipment. As in
the Middle Ages, the sixteenth century potter used a kick wheél

powered by a treadle Lype mechanism, leaving the hands free for
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shaping and forming the clay. The larger producers of Stock owned
more than one wheel, allowing apprentices or servants to work
alongside the master potter. One seventeenth century potter
bequeathed to his son 'all my bordes and wheels that now
belongethe unto my trade of pott making'.”®

Not all earthenware was Llhrown on the wheel. Some pieces,
especially flat dishes and platters were pressed or moulded in
wooden moulds. Once made, the unfired clay pots, jugs or moulded
ware were placed on wooden boards ‘to be taken to dry, either
vutside in the sun or into a drying room. ®® They could then be
decorated with slip or dragged patterns or simply left as 'plain’
ware,

Most earthenware pottery was glazed during the later
sixteenth ctentury. A lead or salt glsze was applied before
firing. Not only did glazing render the finished article
attractive but also made it stronger and easier to ciean. No
documentary evidence has been found for lead being owned, boug