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PREFACE . 

The diverse geographical conditions of Eng l and had 

given rise to innumerable regional vari a tions in the methods 

and objects of husbandry long before the sixteenth c entury; by 

then, however, highly developed inter-regional exchange , 

expanding f oreign trade, and the demand of big cities and 

industries f or food and raw materi als had intensified these 

specialised economies and virtually removed the lingering 

mediaeval need f or local self- sufficiency. Until individual 

studies have revealed the full e xtent of these variations, 

national agrarian and indu stria l development in the sixteenth 

and seventeenth centuries must remain only impe r f ectly 

understood. Norf olk is of consider able interest and importance 

in this respect: not only d i d natural conditions enable some 

three- fifths of the county to be recognised as at once a granary 

and a wool-house, but the city of Norwich - for long second in 

size to London alone - and the worsted industry e xerted a 

considerable influence on agrarian development . 

Although distinguished attention has been given to its 

pre-history, the subsequent history of Norfolk has long been 

shrouded in an antiquarian mist ; long periods and l arge ar eas 

are still invisible. The most notable clearance has been that 

of the Domesday scene effected by Professor Dar by, but work on 

later centuries remains for the most part disconnected and 

unpublished. It is hoped that this study will throw further 
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light upon the sixteenth and seventeenth century economy, but 

with a county of such great size and diversity some limitation 

of scope is essential : the thread which will be foll owed 

throughout is provided by wool - its production and marketing 

in Part One and its manufacture in Part Tw o. 

\Vhile present- day corn production in NorfoD{ leans 

heavily upon rotational and artificial fertili sation of the 

soil, the sixteenth and seventeenth century farmers depended 

upon the dung of sheep. The extensive light soils could not be 

profitably cultivated without this "ta thing" and inevitably the 

sheep- corn husbandry pr ovided an abundant suppl y of wool . 

Chapter One contains a description of the regional conditions 

of the whole county, but thereafter prime consideration is 

given to that three - fifths of Norf olk in which every agrarian 

development stemmed from the pe culiariti es of t he sheep- corn 

husbandry. The methods of sheep farming are dealt with in 

Chapters Two and Three, and the agr ar ian discontent aroused by 

landlords ' accentua tion of the sheep- rearing aspect of the 

husbandry in Chapter Five . The survival of their shepherds ' 

and sheep- reeves ' accounts makes possible a detailed examination 

of the methods of some of t he more sUbstantial sheep farmers 

in Chapter Six. In the final Chapter of Part One , the marketing 

of both sheep and wool is discussed. 

Norfolk ' s wool production was not only substantial but 

distinctive: the peculiar qualities of the medium- staple wool 

were ideally suited to the manufacture of worsted cloth, and 
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the location of this industry in Norfolk was intimatel y 

connected with t he county ' s agrarian development. In Part Two 

of t his study , a t tention is turned to the worsted industry , 

toge t her with the mi nor wool-us i ng occupa tions of the city and 

county. Chapt er Eight describes the indu s try ' s background , 

and Chapter. Nine the f ir s t of the three phases of its development 

during these two centuri es : the de cl i ne , continued from the 

fifteenth centur y , of the traditional medi ae val worsted industry. ­

The wors ted we aver s had relied almos t entirely upon 

Norfolk- grown wool, but their de cline r esulted i n t he divertion 

of a growi ng prop ortion of t he Norf olk suppl y to t he E Ss~x and 

Suffolk cloth industrie s by t he mid sixt eenth c ent ury. 

This de cline was arrested and the se cond phase opened 

by the i ntroduc t ion of Dutch and Wa lloon i mmi grants into Norwich 

in 1565; their manufacture of new draperie s - most of -them 

cloths essentially worsted in type - revived t he industry ' s 

fortunes and the demand f or Norfolk wool . The arrival of the 

Strangers and t he nature of their cloths are described in 

Chapters Ten and Eleven; and their i mpact on the worsted industry 

in Chapter Twelve . The gr owing production of new draperies in 

England led to t he i mposition of a na tional subsidy and a lnage 

on their production, but the Norwich weavers continually 

attempted to gai n exemption fr om its payment - l a r gely on the 

ground s that the new draperies differed little f rom their 

traditional worsteds which had never pai d the a lnage al ways 

exacted from the English broadcloth industry; the i mpo sition and 

history of the duties on the new dr aperies are de scribed in 

Chapter Thirteen. 
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~ ith t he i ncreasi ng product ion of new draperies in 

Norwi ch , Norf olk wool was abl e t o mee t the i ndustry' s needs i n 

ne i t her quantity nor quali t y. Supplies were dr awn f rom t he 

ii d l and counties wh o se wool had been l eng t hened by t he i mprove­

ment of pasture r e sul t i ng fr om t he ex tensive enclosure and 

conversi on of ar able l and ; such wool wa s , by t he l a t e s i xt eent h 

ce ntury , even bett e r suited to t he wor sted manuf acture t han the 

medi um- s t apl e Norf olk wool . The e arly s t age s of thi s change­

over are de scribed i n Chapt e r ~velve; by t he e arly sevent eent h 

cen tury , Mi dl and s wool wa s i ndispensabl e i n Norwi ch. 

The t hird phase of t he i ndu st ry ' s deve l opment wa s t he 

increasingl y prosperous manuf acture in t he sevent eenth century 

of Norwich s t uffs - a wi de variety of worsted- t ype cl oth s 

evolved f rom t he s tranger s ' new dr aperie s . The growt h of t hat 

indus try is consi dered in Chapt er Fourteen, and in t he f i nal 

Chapt e r, t he personnel of t he industry - t heir wea lth, tool s , 

ma t e rials and products - and of t he ma r keting t rade s are 

examined with the help of t heir t estamenta r y inventorie s . 

In the later seve nteenth century, t he Norwich worsted 

industry wa s a lready experiencing temporary setback s in its 

home and forei gn markets, and compe tition f rom Yorkshire worsteds 

and both imported and Lancashire cottons was intensified af ter 

1700. The broad picture of the decline of Norwich i n t he 

eighteenth century and the transference of t he worsted industry 
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to t he West Riding in the early nineteenth has a lready been 

filled in, but t hese deve lopments are surely deserving of 

a more detailed study. 

It is pe r haps necessary to state a t the outset the 

procedure which ha s been ~ollowed in this thesis with regard 

to quota tion s from original manuscript sources. In almos t al l 

cases , quota tions are exact: abbrevia ted words have not been 

protracted, and abbre via tions are not indica ted in any way ; 

exceptions to this rule have be en made only where t he meaning 

of an abbreviation is obscure, and in such cases t he full word 

is given in brackets. 
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I am indebted to Proressor A. J . Brown and Emeritus 

Proressor A. V. illiamson ror maki ng this study possible by 

the award or a scholarship generously endowed by Mr . itl oH. Dean. 

Financial assist ance in preparing t he thesis has been r eadily 
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Professor E. M. Carus- \Vilson, Fr . N. J . Williams or the Public 

Record Orrice, and members or the Department of Economics 

at Leeds. 

I have ap~recia ted the help of many pe ople in providing 

a ccess to ar ch ive repositorie s in Norfolk , Norwi ch and 

elsewhere . The Earl of Le icester al lowed me to vi sit Holkham 

Hal l whe r e much help was given by his librarion, Dr . W. O. Hassall 

and the Estate Office Staff ; Sir Edmund Bedi ngfeld permitted 

me to use a valuable item from his collection , and his mother, 

Lady Bedi ngfeld , made the necessary arrangements f or its loan 

rlith li r . A. E. B. Owe.n of the National Register of Archives who 

went to great trouble in providi ng a reproduction of t he 

do cument ; Dr . J . Sa l tmarsh made poss i bl e t he use of manuscr i pts 

at King ' s College, Cambridge; tr . F . Conway, Town Clerk of 

Great Yarmouth, allowed me to see the borough archives; 

iss Gr ace and , espeCially , Miss cappn gave much assistance 

in t he Norwich Corporati on Muniment Room; the Rev. J . F . Will iams 

gave f riendly advice and unrestricted admission to the 

Bishop' s Chapel, Norwi ch ; Mr . Bolingbroke received me a t t he 



vii 

Ca t hedral i',{c uniment Room, Norwich; and Cap t ain Ant hony Hamond 

of Mousehold House, Norwich, accorded me the benefit of his 

knowledge of local manuscript colle ctions and brought to my 

notice a number of useful items among the colle ction of 

documents which he ha s rescued f rom destruct ion. \lhile the 

co-ol~ dination and accessibility which a County Re cord Off ice 

Vlould provide is sadly lacking i n Norf olk , the assistance 
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PART ONE . 

S HE E P FAR M I N G 

AND 

W OO L PRO Due T IO N. 



CHAPTER ONE. 

SHEEP I N THE NORFOLK AGRARIAN ECONOMY. 



I. 

A county is rarely a convenient basis for the study 

of regional agrarian conditions; ~arming regions have little 

respect ~or county boundaries. Especiall;y is this true in a 

county as l a r ge as Norfolk , where variations of soil and 

1 • 

topography are so striking. Several centuries o~ improvements 

in farming methods have lessened t he contra sts between the 

ma jor r egions of the county; the less fertile re gions have been 

improved and the boundaries have become blurred. Yet the 

broad divisions of sixteenth-century Norfolk may still be 

recognised beneath t he more complex pattern o~ the modern land 

utilisation map.(1 ) In t he sixteenth and seventeenth centuries , 

sheep were essential to the development o~ a large part of 

Norfolk; the wool supply was very considerable, but the greatest 

importance o~ sheep had always been and still was the part they 

played in a complementary corn-sheep system o~ husbandry. The 

lighter soils yielded good corn crops only with intensive 

fertilisation by sheep, and t he fundamental land-use division 

of Upland Norfolk was between those areas which did, and those 

areas which did not, need to employ t h is system. 

' Upland Norfolk' is, of course, only a comparative 

description - the highest point in the county is only 350 feet 

above sea level. But the level monotony of that large part of 

the Fenland which lies within Norfolk renders t he . term Upland 

(1) q osby~ J . E. G., liThe Land of Brita in", Part 70, Norfolk 
(1938), p .1 93 . 

,/ 



2. 
Norfolk a r eal and convenient one . Although t he a r able fields 

of Fenla nd are now known to have bee n l a r ger and more productive 

than was f ormerly supposed, the six teenth and seventeenth 

century economy wa s predominantly pa stora l. (:1:) The landward 

fens and the seaward salt marshes provided permanent, if some­

times seasonal, pa sture for large numbers of sheep and cattle. 

The Norfolk Fenland will be considered in some detail, but 

the Fenland flocks were numerically far surpassed by t hose of 

the Upland. Moreover, they contributed little to the distinct­

ive wool supply which Norfolk sheep provided, above all, for 

the wor sted industry. The breeds and pastures of Marshland 
a 

sheep produced fvery different fleece fr om that of the old 

Norfolk breed on the UPland.(2) The Marshland economy closely 

resembled that which Dr. Thirsk has described for the South 

Lincolnshire Fenland.( 3) The marshes of the East Norfolk 

Broadland area, and those along the North Norfolk coast, were 

nowhere very extensive, and were mainly re garded as valuable 

additions to the pasture of adjacent Upland districts . 

Upland Norf olk , then, will be the chief concern of a 

study of the county's sheep farming , and within the Upland the 

western and northern sectors were those employing the sheep-corn , 

husband~y . The large corn production depended on the 

( 1 ) Joan Thirsk, "Fenland Farming in the Sixteenth Century", 
University College of Leicester Occasional Papers in 
English Local History, Number 3 (1953). 
See Chapter 7. 
Thir sk, op. ci t . 
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i mpr ovement of the light and sandy soils by sheep dungi ng , or 

tathing . (1) The soils of Norfol k are r a rely influenced as much 

by the under lying chalk as by the mantle of overlying glacial 

deposit s. In wes t Norfolk generally, t hese deposits are light 

and sandy over large areas., and s omet i me s very shallow. Much of 

north Norf olk is of a similar type, and eve n in the north- east 

of t he county, an area of mixed and fert ile loams , a signifi cant 

proport ion of the soils are light. This a rc of light and 

medium soils comprises about two-thirds of t he county and 

contrasts shal~ply wi th the central and southern distl'icts whose 

soils are heavy and some time s clayey. In the latter areas, the 

glacia l deposit s are i n t he form of heavy Boulder Clay. (2) 

This fundament al twofold divi sion lies behind Dr. Mosby's 

present-day land utili sation regions. The lighter soil area 

include s his Breckland , Greensand Belt, Good Sand Regi on, Loam 

Region, the Holt-Cromer Ri dge and part of mi d- Norfolk . ( 3) 

(1) The t a the of sheep included more than t heir dung: Marshall 
wrote of tathe, "Thi s is a provincial term, conveyi ng a 
compound idea, f or which we have no Engl i sh word . When we 
make use of the te rm fold, as appl i ed to t he fertilising 
e ffect of sheep pent upon l and , we d o not mean to convey an 
idea merely of the foeces t hey leave behind them, in t his 
case , but also of t he urine, the trampling, and perhaps of 
the perspira tion, and t he warmt h , communica t ed to the soil 
by t he practice of f olding." ar shall , "The Rural Economy 
of Norfolk" (1795), Part I, pp. 33-34. 

(2) See Map One , based on that in Mo sby , op .cit., p . 95 . 
(The original map was prepared f or the Cambridge University 
Farm Economics Branch Report No.22, 1933 ). 

(3) See Map Three. 
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The lightest and poorest soils of all are found i n 

Breckland, which includes areas of shallow wind-blo\vn sands. 

Even today , Breckland 1s marginal or sub-marginal for 

cultivation, and l a r ge areas have been covered by Forestry 

Con~i ssion pl anta tions. ~ uch heathland still survives and 

thi s was the s t ate of much of Breckland in the Mi ddle Ages 

and throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. (1) 

To t he north the name of the Good Sand Region i mplies some 

advant age over Breckland; it was so called by Arthur Young ( 2) 

who found tha t the soils and yields were much improved by the 

agr i cultural changes of the eighteenth century. Prior to 

those improvements, however, there was much uncultivated and 

uncultivable heathland, ( 3 ) and although the arable fields 

were more extensive than tho se of Breckl and , these t wo -

·Good Sand Region and Breckland - comprised one land use region, 

together with the Greensand Belt and part of the Loam 

Region. (4) Nowhere was it more true that "the foot of the 

sheep turns the sand into gold". Although it took second 

(1) See, for example, Cranwich (Blomefield, Norfolk, vol. ii, 
p.223), Little Cressingham (vi, 109), and Chapter Two 
below. 

(2) itA General View of the Agriculture of · the County of 
Norfo1klt (1804) 

(3) See, for example, Narford (B1omefield, vi, 232), Grimeton 
(viii, 444), Appleton (viii, 329), Warham (ix, 264 ), 
Godw~ck (ix, 509) and Fring (x, 304); and Chap ter Two 
below. . 

(4) See infra pp . 2.6-7, awl Maps 2. and 4. 
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p lace to dung , the wool supply was l ar ge, ~nd profits from 

the sale of wool - together with a growing demand for mutton -

were the incentive for an increased emphasis on this aspect of 

the husbandry during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. (1 

In M~d and South Norfolk , the more fertile soils had 

little need for the treading and dunging of sheep, and the 

extensive heath pastures of the sandy areas were largely 

absent. The heavy SOils, too, naturally supported much good 

gr a ssland of the type which could not be developed on the 

sands; consequently, the most important livestock was cattle, 

and in the seventeenth century this part of the county was 

noted for its dairy production and a mixed husbandry. (2) 

Again, the largest amount of surviving woodland in Norfolk 

(1) See Chapters Five and Seven. 

(2) It was "sustained chieflye by graseinge, by Deyrie-er and 
rearings of Cattell", "State Papers relating to ••• Norfolk " 

• Rye, pp . 180-187; and it was used for Itdivers feeding 
and breeding of great cantle", N.P.L. S. 2641, 3A2. 
In 1645, the Downham Tithe Book recorded 2320 acres of land, 
700 being under grass - probably meadow grass, since 
pastures were called simply 'erbitch' ~ B •• Mdit. ,24825, 
quoted by Spratt, J., "Agrarian Conditions in Norfolk and 
Suffolk , 1600-1650", unpublished thesis, University of 
London, 1935, pp.199-200. 
In south-east Norfolk, the Wood-Pasture Region included 
the marshes of the Waveney Valley: at Stockton in 1608, 
60 per cent. of the area surveyed was under grass, 
P.R.O. E315/413/1-64, quoted by Spratt, op.cit., p.205. 
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was to be found on thes e heavier SOils ,(l) and it will not be 

mi s leading to refer to this part of the county as the Wood-

~asture Region; indeed , this t erm was used by a seventeenth 

century writer. ( 2) Sheep were much les s conspicuous in the 

economy of the Wood-Pasture Region; the big manorial flocks 

of the Sheep-Corn Region we~e neither possible nor necessary, 

and sheep ovmership was more widely distributed between the 
( 3) 

various classes of the landowning popula tion. Dung , wool 

and mutton satisf i ed personal and do mest ic needs to a much 

greater extent than in the Sheep-Corn Region, and south Norfolk 

made little contribution to the wool supply of the county . 

The sheep of the Wood-Pasture Region had no extensive heath 

pastura e, and t here were no arrangement s for l a r ge- s c ale 

(1) At the time of the Domesday Survey , the" mos t dense wood­
l and was in mi d- Norfolk , and in a belt extending north­
eas t wards; there was much less in south Norfol r than the 
heavy soils would suggest b ecaus e of the dense population 
and cultiva tion. There was little wood in the north-west 
and south-west. Darby, H.C.,The Domesday Geography of 
Eastern England, 1952, pp. 126-129. Moreover, the map of 
Domesday sheep on the deme sne in 1086 shows a negative 
correlation with the woodland map , with most sheep on t he 
light soils of west Norfolk . Darby, op .cit., " p.l44. For 
wood and pasture in south Norfolk , see for example: 
Hethel (Blomef i eld, op.cit.l07), Tibenham (v, 282 ), 
Redenhall (v, 368)~ Pulham (v, 399- 400), Aldeby (viii, 2) , 
Ellingham (viii, 6)~ Kirby Cane (viii, 30), Loddon (x ,155) 
and Thwaite (x, 182 ) 
In Toft lood (143a) in East Dereham, 2860 timber trees 
were reserved from the lessee. P.R.O. E3l7/10. 
Infra , p. 2.7. 
See Chapter Three, pp . 110-1'0. 
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~eeding over the open ~ields as there were in the Sheep-Corn 

Region; instead , the tenant's sheep joined his cattle, swine 

and poultry on the commons, enjoyed a certain runount of 

enclosed grassland, and were ~ed on individual strips o~ open 

field arable land. (1) 

In crops, too, there were notable di~~erences between 

the t wo chief regions of Upland Norfolk . Barley was probably 

the most widely grown corn crop in the whole county, but it 

was pre-eminent on the lighter soils where the proportion of 

wheat grown was low. On the loams o~ the east of the Sheep­

Corn Region, wheat ~igured more prominently, but its most 

successful cultivation was on the heavier soils of the ood-

Pas ture Region. The least fertile sands, in Breckland, were 

not able to produce good barley crops , and here rye becomes 

o~ some importance. (2) 

(1) 

(2) 

Sheep feeding in the Wood-Pasture Region resembled that 
in the Midlands of England; infra, pp.21-4-. 
Analysis o~ growing corn from a number o~ surveys: 

Region. Barley eat Peas & Vetches Oa ts 
ood-Pasture 49% 27 17 7 

Sheep-Corn 58 15 21 6 
Spratt, op.cit., p.202. 
Holkham was typical of the townships of the Sheep-Corn 
Region; in 1641, o~ 2300 acres - 1300 were under barley, 
and 120 under wheat, with some rye,oats, peas,vetches and 
beans. Holkham SS e 14/675, quoted by Spratt, op .cit. 
pp. 185-186. Barley comprised 50-58% of the Holkham corn · 
crops in 1641, 1642, 1645 , 1648 and 1650. Sp r att, op.cit., 
p .195. 
See ~arsha1l, "The Rural Economy o~ the County of Nor~olk ", 
Second Edition, 1795, pp . 203,233. 
See also, infra p.2~ 
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A final important contrast between the t wo Re ions in 

the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was in the different 

degree of enclosure. Sheep-Corn Norfolk was p redominantly an 

o!,en, champion country, and while the system of intens ive 

feeding of sheep over the fields remained, widespread 

enclosure was impracticable. ~ uch common field land here 

remained un-enclosed until the ei hteenth century and the 

Parliamentary Enclosure Acts, but p iecemeal enclosure was 

p roceeding raptlly in many townships during the seventeenth 

century. (1) A larger proportion of mod-Pasture Norfolk was 

already enclosed by the sixteenth century, much of it as 

permanent pasture; the open fields had been considerably 

reduced in size.(2) 

See Chapter Two, pp . 56-68. 
One-third to one-half of the arable fields of Forncett 
lay within enclosures, nearly all of which were from 3 
to 15 acres in area, in 1565. Davenport, F.G., "The 
Economic Development of a Norfolk anor, 1086-1565", 
1906, p .81-
In a number of early seventeenth century surveys of mid­
Norfolk townshi ps , Spra tt found that as much as three­
quarters of the l and was enclosed, involving the smaller 
landholders to a considerable degree. His examination of 
north Norfolk surveys showed, in contrast, tha t the arable 
fields retained a compar a tively op en cha r acter, and tha t 
enclosure was mostly the result of seignurial actiVity. 
Op.cit., pp . 45 , 49 . 



II. 

These contrasts within Upland Norrolk were very 

apparent to the eighteenth century agricultural writers, 

notably arshall and Young , and to the eighteenth c entury 

9 . 

county historian, Bloinei'ield. It was Young who :first produced 

a map or the land use regions or the county. (11 Though much 

improvement had already t aken place, the topographical 

descriptions or these writers are highly informative or the 

older regional variations. 

or the Sheep-Oorn Region, Young writes, "The southern 

part comprehends by f a r the poore~ part or the county, a 

considerable portion or which is occupied with r abbit-warrens 

and sheep-walle heaths, and has a most desolate and dreary 

aspect." (2) In contras t, "The north-eastern angle, or better 

sand, contains l ar ge tracts .or excellent land, int ermixed 
(3) 

with a good deal of an inrerior quality." Even the 

Breckland was i mprovable, Young believed, by the use of marl 

and chalk ; but in the Good Sand Region he found that the 

eighteenth century improvements had established the ramous 

Norfolk Husbandry and itA country or r abbits and sheep-walle 

has been' covered with some of the finest corn in the world. ,,( 4 ) 

(1) Young, A., "A General View or the Agriculture of the · 
Oounty of Norrolk", 1804, reproduced in Mosby, op .cit., 
·p.94. 

(23j Young, op.cit., p.2. 
( op.clt., p '.3. 
(4 op.cit., p.3. 
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Later, Young was even more out spo'1cen in his descrip tion of 

Breckland; f rom Thetford to Swaffham he f ound a tract of l and 

"which deserves to be called a desert : a region of warren or 

sheep- wal k , scattered with a scanty cultivation, yet highly 
. 

improveable. This i s a cap ital disgr a ce to the county, and 

has b een the r esult of an absurd prejudice in f' avour of' t hese 

old h ea ths for sheep ." (1) Th e prejudice does not seem so 

absurd in vi ew of the limit ed success enjoyed by t he 

eighteenth century improvers in Br eckland , and of the vast 

extent of conif er pl ant a tions to which the soil s hav e been 

surrendered today. 

Blornef'ield described Grimshoe Hundred , in Breckland, 

as tt ••• a hilly, champion, open Country, the land being Sandy 

and Barren , unless improved by the Farmer ' s Industry, or by 

the Flocks of Sheep which are kept in al most every Town in 

the Hundred for that Purpose, t here being no where better 

utton than this barren l and affords, the Sheep being not 

liable to the Dise~se called the Rot, a s they often are in 

the more Fertile Parts of' this County ••• ". The land was also 

much improved by manuring , so that "tho' the Champion, or 

Fielding Country ( as 'tis commonly called) may app ear to t he 

Traveller to be of little Value, either to the Owner or 

Occupier, it is in reality f a r otherwise, being render 'd by 

(1) op .cit., p . 385 . 



t hese Impr ovements as va l uabl e a s a f a r b et ter Soil.u(l ) 

Young f ound a great cont r a s t in Hi gh Nor f olk , the 

~, ood- Pa s t u r e Re ion : "In t he sou t he r n :part of it, in Di s s 

hundred , and some ad joining one s towar ds Norwi ch , there i s 

11. 

much s trong wet loam , where sumner f allow and beans are r ound ; 

and s i milar l and i s s ca tt ered i n other part s ; but t he general 

f ea ture i s a good sandy lo~~ , upon which t u r ni p s come i n 

r egul ar course : it i s an old enclo s ed woodl and count ry , whi ch 

could not b e not ed as very f amous for management ••• The 

natural fe rtility is consider abl e . u ( 2 ) Blomef i el d ts 

descrip tion is very similar: uThe w~ol e Hundr ed (of Di ss ) i s 

inclos ed, and abounds much with Wood ; it being reckoned a s 

part of t he Woodl and Hal f of Norf olk ••• t h e l ands in general 

a re moi s t ••• the Soil is in general Rich, and about one-hal f 

of the Land i s u sed f or the Plow, t he other fo r t he Dairy , 

and Greasing ; it produc es much fuea t , Turnips , Clover , and all 

oth er Gra i n i n abundance, exc ep t Buck or Brank , and Col e-Seed , 

of which there i s but little sown ll ( 3) Wayland Hundred , a gain 

in Blomefi eldt s words, " ••• is chief ly i nclos ed, the great est 

p art of it b eing a strong Soil and p retty well wooded ••• " (4 ) 

Blomefi eldt s descrip tions of the Hundreds l y ing partly 

in the Sheep-Corn and partly in t he ~od-Pasture Regions , 

emphasize t h e r ap i d changes in t h e l ands cape. Of . Guiltcross 

III Blomefi eld, op .cit., 
2 Young , op.c1t., p. 4. 
3 B1omefie1d, op.cit., 
4 Op.cit., II, 373. 

II, 270. 

I, 212 
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Hundred he writes, " The hal f of t his Hundr ed towa rds Thetford 

is Champion, the Land be ing very light and sandy, the other is 

heavy Ground and enclosed, it pr oduces plenty of gr a in of all 

Kinds , and in the Cha~pion Part there are good Flocks of Sheep; 

t he Soil there is Chiefly ~ Cha l k under the Sand . .,(1) The same 

con t rast was to be seen in South Greenhoe Hundred : "It is 

mos tly open and a Champion (country), and famous f or the Number 

and sound Feed of Sheep" ( 2); and Swaffham stood in 11 a fine 

open champaign country" . (3) But "the Eas tern Part of this 

Hundr ed i s a very good Soil, and chiefly Inclo sed , and hath its 

share of Wood; the Western Part is Champion, and a very poor 

barren Sandy S6il, tho' now so much Improved by Marling and 

Claying that it often produces very good Crops of Corn.,,(4) 

In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the Loam 

Region of north- east Norfolk had been the most fertile part of 

the Sheep- Corn Region, and the distribution of f locks of sheep 

had been localised on the patches of poorer sandy soils. ~ith 

the eighteenth century agricultural improvements it became a 

re gion in whose husbandry Young a nd Marsha ll could delight. 

Marshall, indeed , gave almost his sole attention to t his part 

of Norfolk which be believed had nurtured the Norfolk Husbandry 

and was well in advance of illest Norfolk. (5) Young, however, 

rightly gave that credit to the Good Sand Region, the home of 

1 Blomefield, op . cit. , I, 359. 
2 Op. cit., VI, 1 . 
3 Op. Cit., VI, 205. 
4 Op. cit. , VI, 239. 
5 Marshall, op . cit. 
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Coke , Townshend and \'\fa l pole . (1) Not t hat Young fa i led to 

appreci a te the Loam Region : " ... one of t he f inest t r acts of 

l and tha~ i s any whe re to be seen: broads and marshes occupy 

to o much of it; but the l and, under the plough , i s a f i ne , deep , 

me llOW, putri d, sandy loam , adhesive enough to f ear no drought, 

and fr i able enough to strain off supe rfl uous moisture; so t ha t 

all sea sons suit it •.. The husbandr y i s good , but by no means 

perfect . 11 ( 2) Marshall noted the commons and heaths which 

occurred even in t his district, but by the end of t he ei ght-

eent h century sheep were kept in very small numbe r s in an area 

where the fa ttening of bullocks wa s t he primar y adj unct of corn 

production; i n J uly, August and September , Marshall found t he 

eas t Norf olk f a r ms lias fre e fr om sheep as elephant s . 11 (3) Thi s 

situation wa s in strong contrast to t hat el sewhere i n the 

Sheep-Corn Region where sheep we re s till of great i mportance 

in t he new eighteent h century husbandry. Blomefield, too, 

noted the sandy soils withi n the Loam Region: "The Soil of the 

Northern Part of this Hundred (Humbleyar d) is:.light and sandy, 

tha t of the Southe rn more rich and heavy , t he whole is inclosed , 

tho'the southern part hath more ood than the other, but there 

is no great quantity i n any Part of it.,,(4) And of Henstead 

Hundred he wrote, "Part of this Hundred is inclosed , and part 

uninclosed , t he Soil is inclining to be Light , and the greates t 

Part of it is but Middling , and was it not f or the Co~venience 

of being I mproved, by Muck so easily brought - from t he City of 

Norwich, it would be but Mean l and . II (5) 

Bl 
Young , op.cit., p. 3. (2) Op.cit., 
Marshall, op. cit. , Vol . I, p. 363 . 
Blomefield , op. ci t o , V, 122. 
Op. ci t. , V, 527 . 



14. 

III. 

Sheep were essential to t he agri cultural development 

of tha t l a r ge sector of Upland Norf olk in which ligh t soils 

predomi nated. By t he sixteenth century, a system of open- field 

farming had been devel oped which enabled extensive and thar.ough 

sheep pasturage over the arable l and. The Norf olk open-field 

system was very di fferent fr om t ha t of t he Midlands, one of its 

most unique fea tures being t he foldcourse - t he area in which 

eve ry f lock of sheep move d . A de t ailed consi dera tion of fold-

courses, i n Chapter Two, mus t be preceded by an understanding 

of the whole open-field organisation of which t hey were a part. 

The b a sic feature of t he open-fields of t he Midland 

system(1) was usually t wo or three large, well-defi ned fields 

(or someti mes a multiple of those numbers); they were of ten 

distinctively named , and those of a three-field townshi p 

might, for i nstance , be East Fie l d , Vest Field and Church Field . 

Upon the three fields wa s based a three-course system of 

husbandry in which one f ield - one complete field - would lie 

fallow every year; East Field might be fallow, while We st Field 

was sown with winter corn and ChUl"ch Field was unde r spring 

corn. In Norfolk , the large and dis tinct fields were uncommon, 

though not urucnown. Instead, the open-field area (often called 

simply 'the arable field ') was divided into a number of 

"precincts"; there may have been from t wo to ten or more, 

------------------------------------------'---------------,--------
(1) Some areas using t he Midland system of open-fields and 

agriculture are discussed later , infra pp.21-4. 

- --~---,-
J 
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usually d ivided fr om one another by ro adways . (1) The sub-

divi s ion of the precincts i nt o furlong s and strips gave the 

land t he usual open- f ield appearan ce , but t he preCinct s had no 

such rota ti onal si gnificance as t he fields had in the Mi d l ands . 

The strip itself was the unit on whi d! t he t h r ee -course 

rota tion wa s ba sed in Norfolk . 

I n t he Mi dland system , a rota tion based on t he three 

fields demanded t h a t t he str i ps of which a tenant ' s holdi ng 

was compri sed should be r oughly equally d i str ibuted bet\'£een 

the f ields . Each tenant was thereby ensured of h i s share of 

t he crop~ed l and each year. In Norfolk, such a di s tributinn o~ 
.I.. I 

strip s was not ne cessary, and a t enant ' s st r i ps were 

(1) See Spra tt, op . cit . , pp. 35- 39. Also i nf l' a , Chapte r Two. 
I n some cases, t he precincts a re descrrbed as "Part s": 

Burnham Overy, i n 1572 : t he Fir s t Part, of 13 furlong s, 
the Se cond Part of 7, 
and the Third Far t of 30. 

Holkham Mss . , Burnham Deeds , 3/42. 
Burnham Sutton , in 1591: the F i rst Part: ' of 1 2 furlong s, 

the Se cond Part of 31 furl ongs, 
and the Third Part of 19 . 

Holkham Mss., Burnham Deeds, 3/L~7 . 
Where t he name "fields" IS used , they a re of' very unequal 
s i ze: 

Whissonsett, in 1486 : East Field, of 6 fur longs , 
South Fie l d , of 9, 
West Field, of 14, 
North Fie l d, of 8, 
and North- wes t Fmeld, of 2. 

Holkham Mss., Tittleshall Deeds, 5/32. 

--- ----------------
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concentrated i n a limited sector o~ the open-~ield a re a, pe rhaps 

in one or t wo precincts .( 1) His stri ps were still intermi xed 

among t hose o~ h is neighbours but they were less dispersed than 

i n t he Midland ~ields, and o~ten s ome would be a ctually 

contiguous . I~ the precincts h a d been the units on whi ch t he 

t h ree -course rotation VI.as based , a nd i~ whole pre cin ct s had bee n 

~allow a t one t ime, t he Nor~olk peasant would have been with out 

a ny cultiva ted l and in certa in years. But the t otati on was in 

~act arranged by e a ch i nd ividual t enant on h is own striPs ,(2) 

(1) Gray i llustra t es this poi nt ~r om the ~ield notebook o~ a 
We asenham ~armer, Ge orge El mdon. Gray , H. L. , " English F i eld 
Syst ems" , p . 322 , quot i ng Holkham Ms s . , Hollcham Deeds, 
Second Serie s, 231 . 
The l a r ge r holdings in We gsenham were unequa lly divided 
between the t wo preci n ct s a nd t h e smalle r h old ings o~ten l ay 
wi t h in one p recin ct; map of 1600. Gr ay , op.cit., PP. 316- 31 8 . 
The d i str i bution o~ h oldings i s wel l illus tra ted by 14 
tenancies at Castle Acre in 1 546-7: 

Hold i ng East F ield We s t Fie l d Mi ddle F i e l d 
1 35a. 1r. 84a . 2r . 21a . Or. 
2 5 3 13 0 8 2 
3 82 50 30 
410 
5 9 3t 16 i t 8 2t 
6 3 3 9 O2 1 3 
710 
8 6 2t 0 3 0 2 
952 

10 1 2 0 3 
11 5 2 
12 2 1 2 2 
13 2 3 
14 92 3 26 2 

81 3 229 3 7 2 i t 
P . R. O. L. R. 2/255/35-49 . 

( 2) Gr a y illus trates t hi s poin t from the field notebook of 
George El mdon; supra p . i6 f . n . 1. 

- - -------
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and the net result mi ght wel l have been for the township ' s 

ar able field to be roughly equally divided be t ween winter corn, 

spring corn and fa Ilo r, or suw~erley. 

As a result, strips in all t hree stages o:f the rotation 

l ay i nt ermixed each year in each pre cinct. This pattern was to 

some extent simpli f ie d by the contiguity of a tenant ' s strips , 

f or he could ( and di d) arrange tha t his :fallow strips , :f or 

inst ance, lay comparatively close together; it was si mplified 

too by the practice f or tenants to ar range that the i r :fallow l ay 

near t heir neighbour' s fal low. Yet the striki ng feature of the 

arable field was the absence of l a r ge, compact sections lying 

ei t her sown or fallow : t here was no l ar ge fallow f i eld for 

animal grazing , as in the Mi dlands, so t hat special pasturage 

a rrangements were needed if t he advant age Qf less rigidity in the 

rotational organisa tion was not to be gai nsaid. Enter the 

foldc ourse system:- not onl y d i d it make sheep pasturage on the 

a r able f i elds practi cable, but it supported large flocks to 

provide t he i ntensive dunging that t hese light soils needed. 

Most manoria l l ords in t he township s of the Sheep- Corn 

Region p osse ssed a liberty of sheep feeding , a right of fold-

course . The f oldcourse was a strictly defined area of t he 

township, including both open- f i eld arable and pe r manent heath 

pasture wi t h in its bounds . In a one- rr.anor township , t he fold­

course might in f act include t he whole of t he a r able f ie ld area ; 

otherwise the arable would be divided between the f oldcourses of 

the several manor s. And there were t wo or more manors i n t he 

ma jority of the Norfolk townships . (1) The avai l abili t y of the 

(1) In 1600, even after much consolida tion of manors had t aken 
pla ce , 30. 3% of 637 Norfolk village s had more t h an one manor . 

_Spya"t;tJ ~.~it . .20_. _ _ ______ -- _.-J 
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t wo types of pasturage i n t he f oldcourse ensur ed that a flock 

had adequa te f eed for t he whole yc arj the he a t hla nd was l a r gely 

used as swnmer pasture , since as mnch as two- thirds of the arable 

land might then be under corn crop s of one kind or another . In 

wi nter, af t er harvest , the f lock moved on to the a r able stubbles, 

avoid ing the recently f allm'/ stri ps whi ch had by t hen been sown 

with winter corn. In some t ownshi p s the manorial flock wa s also 

taken over the fallow strips during t he summer , but in others 

much of t he fallow wa s r eserved for t he tenants ' great cattle . 

The methods of feeding the sheep over t he arable f ields 

varied from surrJ[ner to winte r . In t he winter, after harve s t , 

the unsown stubbles were of great extent and relatively 

uninterrupted by cropped strips; these shack fields were common 

to t he inhabitants of the whole village whose animals moved 

freely over them, together with the lord ' s flock ot' sheep. 

During the summer, however, the fallow area was much smaller 

and more fragmented: a freely moving fl ock would have been kept 

off sown land only with gre a t difficulty, and so t he shee '{ere 

a t thi s time penned within f olds of hurdles , moved continually 

over the f allow parcels wi t hin the foldcourse . (1) The movement 

( 1) Gr ay suppo sed t ha t f old s were user} ..".d t h i n the f oldcour se : 
"Each f lock of sheep , furthermore , never passed beyond the 
bounds of its fold-cour se; withi n t his course it was 
pre sumably f olded f rom day to (lay over t he fall ow acre s . 
Since in all probability wattles were used, no inconvenience 
aro se if sown and fallow acre s lay side by side . 1f He has 
no evidence to support this . Gray, op . cit . , p. 329 . 
Confirmation is provi ded i n the seventeenth cnntury Treatise 
on Fold cour se s , see i nfra p. 47. 
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of' the fold t hrough the patchwork of sown and uns own strips 

was facilita ted by t he cus t omary obl i gations of tenants to keep 

r elat ively compact a re a s i n t he same l a nd- use;(1) sometimes, 

i n fact, t he open f i eld was used in "shift s ll
, a di ffe rent one 

being sown each year . The oose rvance of shift s was th~ nearest 

approa ch i n the Norfo l k f ield system t o the use of compact a r eas 

i n the thr ee- course rotation. ( 2) 

Gray has shown that t he peculiar f i eld sys t em of Norf olk 

may be tl'aced ba ck into t he e arly Mi ddle Age s , when sheep 

feeding wa s already of a di s tinctive kind . ( 3 ) In t hose 

earlier cent uries , t he manorial lords po ssessed ' ri ght s of 

fol dage ' and obliged t he ir tenants to put t he i r sheep into t he 

f old on t he demesne l and . Tenants could gain exemption fr om 

t hi s by t he payment of ' faldagi um ' , and inste ad of keeping their 

sheep "in fal da domini" t hey were t hen granted "sua falda" 

on their own l and . From a smal l fold on hi s demesne , t he lord 

had by the sixteenth century evolved the f oldcourse which gave 

See supr a , p. 17. 
See infra , pp.45-6. 
The manor of Sedgef ord was of great v alue in t he ear l y 
Mi ddl e Ages to Norwich Ca thedral Pr i ory as t he re sult of 
t he combi nation of she~p and ar able far ming. Saunders , H. W • . 
"An Introduction to the Obedienti a r y and I,ianor Rolls of ' 
Norwich Ca thedral Priory" , 1930, p. 35 . 
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h is sheep feed over deme sne and tenants' l and alike . Tenants' 

priva te fold s had disappea r ed and instead they were often 

allowed to ke ep regul ated numbers of sheep in t he lord ' s floCk. 

The development of the f oldcourse t hus made possible t he 

keeping of larger demesne flocks and a llowed for more i ntensive 

fertilisation of the fields . Sixteenth century do cuments 

sometimes refe r to a lord ' s ' right of f oldcourse and fol dage ': 

the e arly right of fol dage was embodied in t he f oldcour se 

which had repl aced it . (1) 

The use of the foldcourse was confined to the Shee p-

Corn Region and t he lighter soils, but the Norf olk open- field 

system as a whole was f ound t hroughout t he county. In t he 

'~ ood-Pasture Region, the sheep lo se their place, but the 

peculiarities of the open-fields remained; nowhere in south 

Norfolk , or in the Norfolk Fenland , di d the system u sed 

resemble that of the Midlands . (2) 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

The early arrangements are fully discussed by Gray , 
op. cit . , pp. 341 - 354. He concludes that foldcourses were 
already in existence prior to 1086; bu~ his description 
of f oldage and that of foldcourse s are quite inconsistent. 
The thesis of the development of one right from the other 
is, h owever, consistent with all the data ' quoted by Gr ay. 
Goo d details of t hirteenth ce nt ury f oldage arrangements 
may be f ound i n Morgan, M. , " Select Documents of the 
"'ngl i sh Lands of the Abbey of Bec", Royal Hi stori cal 
Society, Camden Third Series, Vol . l xxiii, 1951. 
See Thirsk, op. cit. 
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IV. 

In t he Sheep- Corn Region of Nor f olk , sheep fa r mi ng 

was developed on t he l ar ge s cale essential f or the succe ssful 

cUltivation of t he sandy soils. Pasturage arr angements were ' 

nece ssarily superior to t hose of t he Midland open- field system. 

It has been convenient to use t he generalisation of a typica l 

Midland system of agriculture but of course fa rming pr actice 

var i ed gre a tly wi t hin the Mi dl and s . The system corrunonly 

referred to as t ypic al of the Mi dlands is perhaps best 

represented in much of Leicestershire, part of Northamptbnshi~e , 

and t he "felden" district of Warwickshire . (1) There , the 

Midla nd three-f'ield system was widely practiced,(2) soils were 

(1) Hilton, R. H., "The Social Structur e of Rura l arwi ckshire", 
Dugdale Society , Occa.sional Pape rs No. 9, 1950. 

( 2) For discussi ons of the f i eld system a nd agriculture of 
Leicestershire see Hilton, R. H., II Mediaeval Agrarian Hi story" 
and Thirsk, J., "Agrarian History, 1540-1950", both in 
V. C. H. Leicestershire , Vol . II, 1954. And· Hoskins, . G. , 
"The Leice ster shire Farner in the Sixteenth Century", 
Transactions of the Leicestershire Archaeological Society, 
Vol. 22 , 1941-5. 79% of the village s f or rhich glebe 
terriers we re exarnj.ned had the t hree - field layout . 
Beresford, M •• , in Studies i n Le icestershire Agrarian 
History, edited V. G. Hosk ins, 1949, p. 94. 
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fertile over wi de ar eas and t he econo!11-Y was origina lly 

predominantly a r able . I n Leiceste rshire , heath s and commons 

were reduce d to a ba re minimum: "Few pari shes excep t those on 

the f ringes of CharnW'ood had all-Y waste land by the 16th cen tury , 

and fewer s till had woodl and of any size . The county was i n 

f act one of the most highly cultivated areas i n the kingdom, 

the barren l ands of Charnwood occupying about 3~ per cent. of 

the total are a , and other waste l and perhaps an additional 

1 ~ per cent . ,,(1) The feeding of sheep, both by lords and 

tenants, was condi tioned by the amount of pasture which could 

be inserted into the open- field system on individual strips , 

and by t he use of me adow land . "The alloca tion of meadow and 

pasture allowed far mers to keep about 1* sheep f or every acre 

of l and, a nd a few cattle a ccording to the i r stint. tI ( 2) The 

inhabitants of a Leicestershire village might thus muster more 

sheep than those of a Norf olk village were allowed to put into 

the l ord ' s fl ock; but in Leicestershire, only l a r ge- scale 

conversion of ar able land to pa sture , with all i t s attendant 

evils of depopula tion, allowed the l ord to keep really l ar ge 

(1 ) 
( 2) 

Thirsk, V. C. H. Leicestershire , Vol.II, p . 211. 
Op .cit., p. 211. ( r eferring to period 1540-1 640) tiThe 
number of anmmals ke pt on the average ( median) farm in 
1588 wa s 30 sheep and 9 head of caffte . Through inclosure 
the number of sheep had increased by 1603 to 52 but it wa s 
only among the squirearchy that sheep- f ar ming on a l ar ge 
scale wa s practi ced. " Dr. Thirsk quotes t wo such f l ocks 
of 3100 and 1300 sheep , "but among the ye omen 200-300 
sheep was a good- size d fl ock in the 16th century. " 
Ope ci t., p. 213 . 
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f lo cks of sheep.(1) The e nclo sure movement of t he f i f t eent h , 

s i x t ee nt h and seve nt eent h centur i es empha si ses t he l a ck of 

pas t urage ar r angement s in t he norma l Mi dland ope n- f i e l d sy s t em. 

Without e xtens ive per manen t pa sture , and without t he i nsi s t ent 

need f or dungi ng t he fert ile soils , t he sheep popula tion in 

t hese Mi dl and ar eas wa s much be loYI t ha t of t he Sheep- Corn Region 

of Norf olk unle s s wi despread conver s ion of a r abl e l and took 

p l ace ; and , of cour se , i t wa s t he a ttr action of p rof it s f rom 

wool production, and not t he needs of corn growi ng , Which l ed 

the I.'i i dlands l andlord s to i ncrease t he ir sheep pa s t ure . ( 2 ) 

The fe eding of sheep on the ar abl e fi e l ds of the 

Mi dl andS wa s a much more i nd ividual a:ffai r t h an i t wa s in 

Norfolk; a nd t he b i g deme s ne f l ock s of Norfolk provided much 

more i nt ensive dungi ng than t he collecti on of tena t s ' sheep 

a nd ca ttle i n Leices~ershire . Thi s wa s t he re a l advantage tha t 

Norf olk po sse s sed : t he mor e f re quent dung i ng i n Nor f olk 

i magined by Gr ay clearly cannot be supported by the 'f act s . 

" Arable f a llow", he s ay s , "was nat ur ally be tter f ertil i sed when 

sheep were fo1de d regu1arly upon it t han whe n t he tONnsh i p herd 

and f l oc l{ wande l'"'ed a irl1 e ssly over it every second or t hi r d ye?r , 

a s they di d i n t he mi dl and s"; and again, "It wa s an arrangement 

f ar be t t e r f'or the soi l t han wa s t ha t of t he mi dlands , s ince 

by it ea ch parcel of a r able was as sured of fertilisa tion dur ing 

the f al l ow season.,,(3) H~weve , a t h r ee - cour se rota tion, whethe r 

(1) See Hoski ns , W. G., "The Deserted Vill age s of Le ice s ter shi re ll 

in "Essay,? i N Leicestershire Hist ory" , 1951. 
(32) See Beresf ord , M. W., " The Lost Village s ' of Engl and t! 1954 
( ) Gr ay, op. ci t ., p:p. 349, 329. ' 

- ~-----
) 
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based on f i el d s or s t r i p s , mea nt that ar able l and vva s ava i l able 

f or sheep f eed only during the fal low season a nd aft er harvest; 

in thi s , Nori'ol}{ n Drl l ,eice stershi re were al i ke . (1) 

The division of t he a rabl e :t end between f oldcourses 

may perhap s be e:h."Pl a i ned by t he mul tiplici t y of manor s i n 

Norf olk townships. A s ingle fallow f i eld could not conveniently 

have been used by several fl ocks. ( 2 ) 

Although t he Norfolk f i eld and f ol dcour se systems 

appe ar to llave been imique , (3) a sheep- corn husbandry of 

kind wa s pr actis ed in many parts of Lowland Engl and. (LI-) 

some 

I n the 

( 1 ) 

(4) 

In Lei ce ste :r sh ire, "Pasture ri iYlts f or the se anima ls were 
exercised in the f allow field all t he year round; in .t he 
pease field after t he ga t heri ng of the crop until 25 .1 arch 
next f ollowing; in the corn field and i n the meadows fr om 
harvest until the f ollowi ng 2 February. II Tl1i r sk, V. C. H. 
Leice stershi r e, VoloII, p. 211 . Thi s was clearly little 
diffe rent from t he Norf olk situation. 
This expl anation of f oldcourse development is postulated 
by Gray , op. cit . , pp. 350- 351 . 
The f ol dc ourse has yet to be discover ed e l sewhere except 
in the s imilclr conditions of wes t Suffolk . See Spratt , 
op . cit;, pp. 234- 240. 
See Kerridge , E. , liThe Sheepfold i n YViI tshire and the 
Floa ting of t he Via termeadows ll

, Economic Hi sbry Re view, 
Se cond Series, VoloVI , No. 3, 1954, pp. 282- 289. 
Cor nwa ll, J . , "Farming in Sus sex , 1540- 1640", Sussex 
Archaeologi c a l Collections, Vol . 92, 1954 , ppo48- 92. 
"The Far ming and Account Books of Henry Best" edited 
G. B. Robinson, 1857 , Surtees Socie t y , VOl . ~3 . (concerning 
the East Ri ding of Yorkshire) . Harri s, l'Pr e - enclo sure 
Agricul tura l Sy stems in the East Ri ding of Yorkshire ll , 

unpublishe d t he sis, Hull University College, 1951. 

} 
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chalk l and s, e7.teD.si ve :pet s t uj'e s were avai l able on t he downs -

good quality pas tures compared with the hea t hs of Norf olk - and 

the adjacent ahable fields we r e given the benefit of t he sheeps 

tathe . In contrast to t he al most seasonal movement of sheep 

be tween heath and arable in Norfolk, the f locks of Vilt shire 

or Sussex moved daily f or much of the ye ar between the downs and 

t he fields; they were kept on the gr assland during t he day- time 

and on the fields at night . The sheep were lcept in folds, 

gr adual ly moved a cro ss t he field - a much more straight for ward 

process in t he three - field system than with t he Norfolk 

arrangements. In southern England , the sheep fed on the harvest 

field, too, but this was less e x tensive t han the all- i mportant 

winter shackage of Norf olk. 

In the chalk lands, separate fl ocks were owned by the 

manorial lords and l a rger, landoVlners but most townships had a 

cornmon flock composed entirely of tenants ' sheep - a very 

rare occurrence in Norf olk . (1~ Sheep were put into the Sussex 

town flock by a rate based on the acreage of the tenants' 

land-holding , and his s~are of the fold varied a ccordingly: 

if a t enant had no sheep, his land received n0 tathe . This 

participation of the peasantry in the ownership of flocks wa s 

very different from the Norf olk si tuation, where demesne flocks 

(1) "There be 2 kindes of foldcourses : one conSisting of ye 
sheepe of ye Lord or ownr of ye fould wch is usuall wt h us 
in Norff. ye othr of ye sheepe of ye Tenants & suiters of 
ye fould wch is comon in ••.. &:ye we stern parts" , a . 
seventeenth century Treatmse on Foldcour se s i n Norfolk , 
I. M. Addit. 27,403. 
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fed over tenants ' land. During these two centuri es, Norfolk 

landowners were t aking an i ncreased i n t erest in their sheep and 

l Je coming Ie ss concerned wi t h the corn production of their tenantE 

and demesne f armers . The resultant wi despread l andlord 

oppression sprang to a great extent fr om the divorce of interest 

between the two sectors of the Norfolk sheep-corn husbandry. 

v. 

Finally, by mapping t he distr i bution of the t ownships 

in whic h t he f oldcourse system wa s used, t he b oundaries of t he 

Norfolk Sheep- Corn Region may be more precisely drawn. (1) The 

foldcourse was naturally comple tely absent from t he Fenland, 

and only two .or three ins tances occur in the lood- pa sture 

Re gion of mi d and south Norf olk . vithin the Sheep-Corn Re gion, 

f oldcourses were e xtensively used i n Breckland and the Good 

Sand Regi on , and it seems lilcely t hat most townsh i ps i n t hese 

regions conta i ned one or more foldc ourses . In t he east, 

f old cour ses were fewe r and confined t o the more localised areas 

of light er soils: they we r e noticeably pre sent on the sandy 

soils of t he Wensum val ley, and the plateau gravel s north 

of Norwich. 

The t wofold divi s ion of Upl and Norfolk was a s clearly 

r e cognised in t he early seventeent h century as it was by the 

eighteenth century agricultural writers . It was well known to 

(1)See Map Four . The sources of data used f or this map 
are g iven i n . ppendi x One . 
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the writer of "A breif no t e h owe t he Countie of Norf f . is 

compwnded and sorted of soyles apte f or gr ayne and sheepe, and 

of s oyles apt for woode and p asture .,,( 1) His dividing l i ne r an 

"mo st indi ffe r entlie" fr om Great Ya rmouth t o Norwich, East 

Dereham and King s Lynn; all t he Hundreds nor th of' this line, 

and three south of it, comprised the Sheep- Corn Region. He 

made his division on the basis of Hundreds, so that it is 

necessary to divide two or three Hundr e cls which lay pa r tly in 

b oth regi ons. ( 2) This done,(3) his re gions closely resemble 

those defined by mappi ng t he distribution of foldcour ses. The 

east of the Sheep- Corn Re gion, he said, was best suited to 

wheat, the remainder f or b arley a nd rye; he estima ted that in an 

ave r age year the whol e region wa s a ble to send out of Norf olk 

40, 000 quarters of barley, and as much of wheat and rye, "over 

and besi des the expense s and seed suffi cient for that part of 

the county . " I f need be , tho se amounts mi ght be at least 

doubled, he claimed. These were t he exaggerajjions of a man 

pleading f or t he removal of restrictions on t he export of corn~ 

but such beliefs speak eloquently of the profits to be gained 

from t he application of t he Sheep-Corn husbandr y . 

(1) N. P. L. MS. 2641 3A2. 

( 2 ) Supra, pp~ 11-2. 
( 3 ) See lap Two . 

~~---------------------______________________________ ~ ____ w-_~~ __ ~~ 
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UPLAND SHEEP FARMI NG : THE FOLDCOURSE . 
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In the Sheep-Corn Region of Upland Norfolk , sheep 

f a rming wa s es sentially adap ted to the improvement of the 
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soils; barley and sheep were said to "maynetayne" each other 

by "a particular course of husbandry there used". (1) Tha t is 

to say, the foldcourse system. The partnership of b arley and 

sheep look ed for support to the heath and waste l ands which 

were the main source of summer pastura e throughout the Region. 

Occa sionally, pasture closes or coa stal marshes supplied 

summer feed, but with few exceptions, f oldcourses comprised 

an area of open-field a r able l and for use as winter shacka ge 

or summer f allow and a varying p roportion of heathland for 

summer pasturage. (2) 

One of the chief witnesses to be called in the 

examination of the foldcourse system is Thomas Rus sell, lord 

of the manor of Northall in ~est Rudham; his general descrip-

tion of foldcourse s ' is most explicit: "Whereas a rea t part 

of Norfolk is champion consisting of open fields where the 

lands of sever al men lie intermixed, and whereas the commodity 

and wealth of that part of the county comes chiefly from 

foldcourses of sheep and corn; the foldcourses being mostly 

on arable land lying fallow or unsown for certain terms and 

at certain times for shelP pasture, whereby the l and gives 

Rye, ., "State Papers", p.l81, quoted by Spratt, op.cit. 
p.229. 
The writer of a 17th century Treatise on Foldcourses (a 
contemporary note suggests that it was written either by 
Sir Henry Spilman between 1617 and 1626, or by Guibon 
Goddard, Recbrder of Lynn in 1650) gives this definition: 
"A foldcourse is a libertye to erect & use a fold ithin 
a certsin prcinct of ground for ordring ye shepe of yt 

(over) 



Footnote ( 2 ) - continued 

fould, & tashing ye land there (i; e. the 
arable part of the course): And also to feede 
ye sd sheepe wthin ye same prcinct & placs 
belonging to yt fould course att such sea,sons 
of ye yeere, as tyme out of minde hath bin 

I .a ccustomed" (i. e. the heath and pa,sture 
. part of the course ) . B. ". Addit . 27 , 403. 

, " 

,. '. 

r l • 
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gre ater y :eild "; and speaking of his ovm f oldcourse, h e said: 

ItThe s e sheep have al ways been depastured and fed yearly and 
(1) 

at all times of the year on pasture, bruer y and hea ths in 
( 2 ) 

W. Rudham called the Somer pasture of the said f oldcourse ••• " 

Few foldcourses included substantial a reas of other land, in 

addition to the open field and h eathland; but small pasture 

closes not infrequently lay within a foldcourse, to ge ther 

with some arable closes and occasionally some meadow l and. 

The' enclosed land was l a id open to the flock whenever 
(3) 

re quired, arable closes supplying the usual wint er shackage, 

and meadow land being av a ilable for the flock after mowing 

for hay. ( 4 ) On the Fenland borders or towards the north 

Norfolk coast, the normal pasturage was supplemented by 

salt-marsh or fen. 

The Warren Foldcourse belonging to Southall manor in 

Feltwell, on the Fenland border, included pastures of almost 

every k ind: ItItm t he seuerall & standynge Sheepes pasture and 
n 

free warren of & belonging to the sayd Southall ma~or lyes 

upon ye heath ground in ffeltwell St maries c alled blakhow ••• 

An alternative name for heath or was te land. 
P. R. o. C2/R6/61, temp .. Elizabeth. 
North Creake, infra p . 40. 
Kilverstone; the lord of t wo manors there cla imed the 
use of Itthe Lowes" after the hay had b een mown, and during 
droughts, for his flock. (His tenants claimed it as teed 
f'or ' their grea t cattl e , s ee Chap t er Five, p . 104.) 
P.R.O. El34/ 35 E1iz./Easter 24, 1592. 
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"The seuerall Shaclcadge &: f'f'el dyng belonging to ye sayd 

ffoldecourse begynneth on ye West pt p t (sic) of' Wylton way 

&: goes upon Thehooe feld southw~rd f'rom the foresayd Cadges 

pathe unto the p 'ces s ion way betwyn ffeltwell and hockwold &: 

\~lton feldes &: so forth downe into southf'eld &: southall 

wonges &: upon ye felds more westwar d &: so upon the medowes &: 
n 

ff'en" borders tha t lye betwyn hockwold medowes &: longholmes 

unto ye north syde therof. There is also ryght &: lyberty f'or 

to wal ke &: dryue this s ayd f'locke of' sheepes downe through ye 
n felds of mekyhylbergh unt~ ye north fenns of ffeltwell to t ake 

f eede there in all seaonable (times) f'or yesame so as ye sayd 

flocke of Sheep e doe not excede the nomber of f iue hundred &: 

fortye Sheep es. ,,( I) 

The diverse and extensive lands of a foldcourse 

were firmly established by long usage, and Ule shepherd 

(1) N.P.L. N.R.S. 10030, 1539-40. 
The number 1s 640 sheep (100 =120) 
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had to know exactly where its boundari es l ay.(l) The right 

o~ ~oldcourse was no vagu e idea, but was appl ied to a rigi dl y 

de~ined area whose limit s were well known in t erms o~ 

natural ~eatures and property divisions. And it was leased, 

demi sed and sold as any parcel of land mi ght be. In a one-

manor township, the foldcourse mi ght include the whole o~ 
( 2) 

the arable ~ield area, a s at West Lexham. Since manors 

~requently poss essed l and in more than one township, the 

~oldcourse mi ght transgr ess parish boundarieE}, a t Hellesdon 

~or instance. ( 3) Conversely , a manorial lord did not always 

enjoy shackage over all o~ h i s ovm l and : the lord of Great 

Massingham had l and over which the sheep o~ t he lord o~ 

Little assingham were entitled to ~eed. (4 ) 

(1) 

(4 ) 

The shepherd might be instructed to leave certa in lands 
untathed in order to concentrate the dunging on the lord ' s 
l and; and an a ccurate knowledg e of' the distribution of 
lord's and tenants' strips would be essential. B. (, . 
Addit. 36990, c.1630-50, quoted by Spratt, op.cit. ,p .248 . 
She~herds were required to keep a care~l watch on the 
l and used by their sheep; a t Caws ton, t wo f locks used 
Stonegate Common with Stonegate way dividing their 
respective pastures: when one shepherd saw the other' s 
sheep ~eeding acros s the way , he would whistle as a 
signal ~or them to be fetched back. P.R.O. E134/ 8-9 Eliz/ 
ichael mas 2 , 1565- 66 . See Chapter Five, p . 173. 

Holkham ss., map 5/87A, 1575. 
Survey Book o~ the Bishopric o~ Norwich, C.U.L., frn . 2.19 , 
1641. And a t Eas t Lexham , the foldcourse extended on to 
the co~nons . and ~ie1ds o~ Eas t Lexham , Grea t Dunham , 
Great ransham and Kernps tone. Carthew, G. A., "The 
Hundred of Launditch", 11,1878, p . 666 . 
Holkham 1SS_, assingham Deeds, 9/ 206- 21 3, c.1 600, 
quoted by Spratt, op. -cit., p . 251. 



I n mo s t cases , the a r abl e l and in a town shi p was 

divided between the f o1dcours e s of t wo or more manors . Whole 

f i el ds mi ght l i e I'd t h i n the bounds : North and ' 1e s t Fiel ds 

compri s i ng the shack of t he f oldcourse belonging to t h e manor 

of' North Hall i n Wea s enham , and another cours e ext ended oyer 

t he ""hole of Oamphowe Fi el d in nei ghbour ing Ve11ingh am. 
(1) 

Shackage mi gh t be l imit ed to c erta i n p r ecinct s , or to a number 

of furlongs , and the f oldcourse boundary s ometimes r an in 

between i ndividual strips with~n a fu rlong. ( 2 ) I n a terrier 

of' Burnham West ga t e , the l ands were divided under t wo h eadings : 

"the ewes gr ound or grea te pas t u r e " - comprising 720a . 3r. i n 

a t least 18 fur10ngs - and "The Hogge s grounde a1(ia s ) little 

grounde" - compri s i ng 220a.lt r. in a t least 38 furlongs. (3) 

In these descrip tions of @oldcourses, the hea th pasture 

is usually coupled with the shackage. A f'01dcourse in 

Wymondham included mos t of the common of Northwood , with 

winter f eed over North Field and Pa r k Field; (4 ) the f o1dcourse 

in Vleasenham ( supra) had it s "somer" pasture' a'd joinin :J the 

P.R.O. 01/730/33, 1529- 38. 
North Orealce, s e e inf'ra p . 40 : the boundar y 
Pasture r an bet "leen s trip s in thi s way. 
H01kham Mss., Burnham Deeds , 3/ 49, 1610. 
P. R.O. E.l34/17 E11~/Trin. 9 , 1574 . 

of East 



----

33. 

shack f ie lds, and in Wellingham , the 300 acre ~lell ingharn Common 

was grazed by t he sheep. (1) Where closes contributed t o the 

permanent pasture , they were usually , at l east in t he six teent h 

century , a ncient demesne enclosure s; some were used fo r the care 

of si ck sheep or as shelter i n severe weather~2) During the 

seventeenth century, new enclosures were cons t antly be i ng made 

i n t he f ie l d s, to t he de trimen t of the f old course system;(3) but 

the older enclo sur es provided a valuabl e additi on to the fl ock ' s 

pastures . A f oldcour se a t Oulton included , besi des about 335 

a cres of open- fie l d l and and 39 acres of comrnon, seven close s , 

s i x of them t otalling over 130 acre s . (4 ) Another f oldcour se 

including enclosed pasture wa s t ha t of Burgh Hall in Holkham: 

in 1634 , there were 11160 a cre s called the Ashyards .•• and t here 

is one pee ce of ground called the f ower score a cre peece on 

whi ch the f iue hundred sheep are depastured beside s the f eed 

over the common f i elds •.. 1I (5) 

Ar r angements were made to suppl ement the customary 

feed of a f oldcourse if it proved insuff icient in spe cia l 

circumstances. A p;i:e ce of ground ca l led "S tirston Moore" lay 

withi n the bounds of Stur s ton glebe f oldcour se , and was cl ai med 

a s common by t he i nhabi t a nts; but it could be used by t he flock 

i n h ard wea ther . (6) To allow f or such an emer gency , 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

Supra, p .)2. f . nco 1. 
See Chapter Si x , p. 304, for example . 
See Chapt er Two , Section Five . 
N. P. L. N. R. S. 13324, 28A4, unda t ed map , pr obably e arly 
seventeenth century . 
Holkham Mss:. , Holkham Deeds , 13/639 , 1634, quoted by Spra t t, 
op . ci t., p. 250. 
P. R. O. E123/26/319- 322 , 1597. See Chapter F i ve, Pl'. \'77-8. 
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Thomas Fermor was gr anted libel"ty of shack and feed Vii t h hi s 

f l ocks belonging to Eas t Barsham and Scul thorpe manor s in 50 

a cres of meadow, pas t ure and marsh ground in Sculthorpe; Fer mor 

ad just sold the l and but he retained thi s right to feed the 

sheep from 1 st November until 25 t h March year l y t:in tile t i rne of 

fro ste and snowe and not other wyse . n (1) In other cases, 

additional feed was l eased in order t~~t t he f oldcour se might 

carry a l a r ger f lock . hen t he D'lLke of Norfol k farmed hi s 

foldcourse and flock of 1440 sheep a t Ca stle Acre to Thomas Payne 

he i ncluded in t he lease "therles wylcen", which the D'lLke rented 

fr om the Earl of Arundel; but i n 1547, t he f oldcotlrse was said 

to suppor t only 360 sheep and lithe cawes of t hat dekaye i s t hat 

t he Chefe feede of the shepe was upon t he sayed ErIe of 

Arundells grounde t he whiche the sayde Duke helde but to ffe arme 

fr ome yere to yere . " If t he Earl's gro'lLn.d were not le ased again , 
I 

only a few sheep could be kept i n t he f oldcour se . ( 2) 

(1) N. P. L. N. R. S.1 4327 , 29B1, 1584-85. For Fer mor's sheep 
f arming , see Chapter Six , PP.231-8. 

(2) P. R. O. L. R. 2/255/35-49 , 1547-48 . The evidence wa s 
misint erpre ted by Hammond. He sug~ests tha t Payne leased 
1320 sheep ( he excludes 1 20 crone s ) from the Duke f or a 
foldcourse of 360 ewes; f inding t ha t the feed was 
i nsufficient, Payne then leased the Earls yken f rom the 
Earl of Arundel. Hammond , R. J ., "The Social and Economic 
Circumstances of Ke t ' s Rebellion", unpubli shed t heS iS, 
University of London, 1933 , p . 61. 
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I n the further' consi de r a tion of foldcourse s , it will 

be f ound t hat they we re often known by distinctive names, taken 

f rom the village , the manor, the lord , a topographicCiI f'eatu!'e 

or a pe cul i arity of the flock . (1) The number of sheep which 

could be kept in the f oldcour s e was customarily r egul a ted; the 

smaller foldcourses carried only about 200 sheep , but some 

flocks were of 1000 or 1500 he ad. To exceed the normal number 

not only over - t axed the pasturage , but also i mpinged upon the 

tenant s ' rights and hi ndered the ti l l age of the f ields . ( 2) 

II. 

The physical nature of f oldcour se s may best be understood 

by considering the examples -of severa l vi llages of the Sheep-

The l and utilisation of the parish of Sturston wa s 

probably typical of many of the smaller Breckland township s . (3) 

The smal l village was ; situated in a valley, with some meadow 

l and by the stream, and the open arable f ield on the valley 

side . A survey of the glebelands mentions no fields or 

precincts, but only furlongs and their component strips : it ­

was Simply "the ar able f'ield of' Sturston" . On the higher 

(1 ) For example :- 1. ormegey Course; 2. Feltham' s Course i n 
Grea t Massingham; 3. Waite's Course in Tittleshall; 
4. the Warren Course in Ea s t and est Rudharn; 5. the Red 
Backed Course in sturston, or t he Ewe Course in Roudham. 
See Chapter Five . 
In the cou r se of a disp u t e concerning the glebelands , a 
survey was made in which t he fl ocks were de scribed, 
P. R. o. E1 23/26/319-322, 1597. See Chapter Five, pp.176-8. 
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ground wa s an ex tensive str etch of hs athl and; much of it is 

still he a th and f orestry plant a tions today, and the cul t iva ted 

land was still confined to t he valley side when the ar Off ice 

took the parish into a battle tra ining area . Such is the 

marginality of Breckland. At the end of the s i x tee nth century , 

the heathland wa s used by t hree flocks: the Red Flaruced 

FIOCk,(1)feeding in the Little Ground a nd comprising 600 to 720 

sheep ; the Red Backe d Fl ock of 960 he ad ; and the Red Necked 

Flock of 600 to 720 sheep. The t wo l a tt e r flocks .belonged to 

the lord of the manor, and they proba bly shared the Gre a t Grb~_d . 
The Red Fl anked Foldcourse belonged to the parsonage and its 

boundaries ar e care f ully de scribed in the survey. The hea t h 

pa sture of this cour se wa s provided by the Little Ground , 

bounded on the south by the l ands of est Wretham and t he Red 

Cross, ort the east by Totting ton Shodd ,(3) on t he we s t by Parson s 

Thorn , the Great Ground and t he Coppedhoe El m, and on the north 

by t he a r able field. The shackage of the foldcourse J:ay over 

that part of the field in the e a st of the parish, the boundar y 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

These flocks are named from the dif ferent parts of the 
sheep that were given the di stinguishing daub of "redding" . 
See Chapter Six, p.301. 
It wa s not unusual f or t wo fl ocks to use the same he athland: 
See Cawston, infra p. 1'13 ; Holkham, infra pp.42-3. 
If adjoining fold courses belonged to the same man, t hey 
might be combi ned : Geoffrey Cobbe owned Brolce Hall fold­
course in Ders i ngham (for 360 ewes ), and the adjoining 
Butler s and Byrons course in Babingley (for -360 wethers), 
and he used them together a s one foldcourse , P. R. O. C78/75. 
A term being used to describe the pari sh boundarie s of 
sturston; see also a map of West Vretham of 1741 , 
K . C. C. Mss . (Infra, Map Eight) 
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of the shack extending from the Parsons Thorn dire ctly to the 

stream on the north, along the stream to t he shodd "wh ich 

parteth 'l'ottington and Stirston" on the e ast and up to Gawford 

Bushes(1)on the south. 

Local people usually described the foldcourse boundaries 

with reference to various topographical a nd tenurial features, 

similar to those used in the Sturston survey. Severa l 

inhabit ants a t Hindringham were asked to describe the land over 

which the flock belonging to No~¥ich Ca thedral Pr iory fed in 

swruner; eighty- year- old Richard Coo remembered the bounds as 

extending from Langdale northward to Binham Elms, north again 

to Binham Gate, southward for three furlongs along a way leading 

from Binham to Hindringham , eastward by the lands of divers men 

and finally south to Northmore Dyke . (2) 

Tn the large parish'·'of Tittle shall , on the borders of 

the Good Sand Region and Mid- Norlblk , the l and utilisation was 

much more comple x than in Sturston~3) The centrally situated 

village was surrounded by crofts and closes, many presumably 

under grass , and by 1596 most of the eastern t hird of the 

parish was enc l osed as permanent gr ass land. (4) These enclosures 

Query: these two words are almost illegible. 
P. R. o. D. L. 3/39, 1541 - l-l-2 . For the Priory' s sheep f a r ming 
see Chapter Six, pp.238-Z53. 
See ap Five; Holkham Mss. ,map 4/73A , 1B96 . 
The green col ouring on Map Five indicates enclosures and 
does not necessarily signify grassland. 
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had formerl y been t he open East Field, and some of t he enclosure 

a t least must have been fairly recen t in 1596. (1) Most of' the 

remaini ng ol~n-field land lay i n the wes t of t he parish , and 

a lthough not named on t he map , it must have comprised North and 

West Fields. Beyond the f i elds were several areas of common 

and heath, notably Burland i n the north- wes t . The 1596 map 

indicates the boundarie s of' only t wo foldcourses, but a t 

different times during the sixteenth century there had been 

three i n use a t once. ( 2) The smaller f oldcourse of 1596 was 

probably ' aite's Course: ( 3) it comprised ar abl e and heath 

roughly i n the proportion of three to one . Most of the arable 

land in this f oldcourse was i n l a r ge parcels i n the severa l 

possession of Mr. Coke , and some were hedged on one or t wo sides; 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

Three very l a r ge enclosures we re named "Eas t f i elde", and 
another " par t e of Ea stf'i e l de" (1596 map'). A survey of 1561 
describes open- f i e l d l and in North , \ est and East Fields, 
Holkham Mss., Tittleshall Books , 33. And a drag of 1578 
me ntions land in East Field, Ti tt le shal l Books , 12. In 1517 
Henry Fer mor was reported to have enclo sed 40 a cre s of arabI 
l and i n Tlttleshall, Leadham, T. R. H. S., new serie s, Vol . VII; 
See Chapter Si x , pp.237-B. 
Newhal l & Coxford, Burland and Waite's foldcourses, Holkham 
Mss., Tittleshal~ Books, 19. 
Newhall , Burland and Waite ' s cour ses i n 1521-22 , N. P. L. Ms . 
1583, 1D4; see Appendi x 3, Table 33. 
The Newhall and Coxford foldcourse is apparently s ome t imes 
called Peak Hall foldcourse : in 1561, the open-fie l d l ands 
in Pea'k Hall course included 69 a cres of Coxford lands, 31 
a cres of Newhall lands, 4 acres and 3 roods be longing to 
Townshend , and 13 acres 3 roods of Fermor and all other men , 
HolRpam Mss . , Tittleshall Deeds , 7/ 72. 
It is possible that one foldcour se was lost by the enclosure 
of East Field. 
It lay near Caley' s manor, f ormerly owned by William ~ai te, 
Blomefl eld , op.clt., x ,66 ; and most of the ar able l and 
within the foldcourse i s descr ibed as belonging to 
"Mr . Cooke nup( er) VYai te s", t he map of 1 596 . 
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t his cont r asts with t he re s t of t he open f i eld , most of which 

was composed of f urlongs and strips . Coke ' s l arge parcel s may 

be the result of consolidation of strips, but they may repr esent 

his demesne encroachment on the once-la r ger Sutton Heath. (1) 

Burl and fol d.cour se i ncluded a much l a r ger proportion of 

heathland , and supported a very l a r ge flOCk;(2) some enclosed 

land l ay within the cour se , but it is not cle ar from t he map 

whether all wa s under grass or no~~) Severa l l a r ge p8rcels 

called Peak Hall Ollande s may have been only irregular~ 

cultivated a s long l eys . (4) A large area of ol~n-field furlongs 

lay within Burland f oldcourse, but both course s together used 

only a little over one-half of the open- field l and. (5) 

The l and utilisat ion of many villages in west Norf olk 

followed the pattern of tha t a t North Creake . (6) The village 

(6) 

No confirma tion of the se explana tions has been found in 
the field b ooks of Tittl~shall, a t Holkham. 
Of over 1000 sheep in 1542-43, Holkham Mss . , Ti~eshall 
Books, 19. 
The clo ses in the ex treme north of the parish l ay next to 
a stream and were probably pasture or meadow l and. 
See infra p . 50 f . n. 2. 
In some townships , part of the open- f i eld ar able did not 
lie within a f oldcourse, and t a the wa s supplied by t he 
tenants' gre a t ca ttle . 
See Map Si x ; N. P. L. N. R. S. 3503, 13E, undated , but e arly 
seventeenth century: part of the heathland in the west 
l ay in IISr John Tounsendes fould course called Ea sthall 
Course" in Great Barwick; Sir John died in 1603, seized of 
tha t manor, Blomefield, op.cit. , x ,295. One of the North 
Creake manors had belonged to t he Knevet family 
("Knebit ' s manor") until sold i n 1592 to the Armigers; 
Blomefield, op.cit., VII, 69; and much l and i s shown on 
this map as being in the possession of an Ar miger . 
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lay in the va lley o~ t he Burn river, together wi t t a consi der -

able acreage of gr ass clo ses and croft s, and some meadowl and. 

On the va lley sides t o t he eas t and les t s t re tched t he 

extensive open fie l ds , divided into precinc t s by .the roadway s . 

Remote ~rom t he village, t he poore r soils on the high ground 

supported only rough heath. There were f our fol dcourses in 

NO.rth Creake : Coni ver Cour se, belongi ng to North Creake Abbey; 

Shammer Course, belongi ng to the Bishop of orwich ' s manor; 

the Frith Course, o~ Knebit ' s manor; and t he Eas t Pasture, 

i ncluding diver s l i bertie s of sheepwalk. Shamme r Cour se was 
, 

composed of roughly equa l proportions of hea t h and ar able l and, 

the l a tter comprising 1 2 complete furlongs. In addition , i t 

i ncluded two clo ses : Shammer Close ( "parcell of Shammer 

foldcour se") and a second , " pcell of Sharrme r shacke ll and 

t herefore probabl y ar able . The Frith Course contained approx-

i ma tely t wice as much heath pastu_~e as ar ble l and , the 

shackage lying over six furlongs. Roughly e qual proportions 

of commons and arable made up t he ~ast Pas t ure ; 16 f urlongs 

provided shackage . Part of the heath in thi s f oldcourse was 

several ( II the East Fri t h ll ), and part was "The Common called 

Ea st Linge ". Coniver Cour se pr esents the unusual si tua tion of 

a f oldcour se with no heathla nd pasture : mo s t of it was open-

field l and (7 f urlongs ) with t wo clo ses in addition to 

"Coniver clo se here tof ore inclo sed now l ai d :pl ain", and three 

or f our several but unencl o sed parcels of indefinite usage o 

The latter , toge t her with t he t wo clo ses , probably provide d 

t he summer pastur ge of the f oldcourse . 
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Fina lly, the f ield and f o ldcou se arrangement s of 

Holkham provide a clear illustration of these systems; this i s 

another township of t he Good Sand Region. Gr ay r el i ed to a 

considerable extent on the Holkham evidence f or h~ analysis 

of the Norfo l k system; he used the t h r ee most va luable 

documents , t he map of 1590 ,(1) the r eport of a commis s ion i n 

1594 ,( 2) and the conveyance of a manor in 1583. (3) It has 

been seen , however, t ha t Gr ay mi sunderstood certain aspe cts of 

the f oilidcourse system,( 4) and his a ccount of Holkham mus t be 

modi f ied. 

The arable l ands of Holkham l ay in t hree fie IdE -

Church , St athe and South Fields. To the ·north of t he coast 

road we r e extensive salt marshes , d ivided roughl y equ ally 

be t ween t he seve r al mar sh of Bur gh Hall and the Common Marsh . 

T~e l a r ges t a r ea of upl and commons was t he Lyng, i n the 

ex treme south- eas t . I n addition to "the Comon salt marshe" and 

"the Comon Linge", the corrJ.Tnission of 1584 r epOl"ted three 

smal ler areas of common: lithe Clynt" l ying between Church and 

Stathe Fields whe re a small cree k r an d own to the marshes , 

See Map Seven; Holkham Msso, .ap. 1. 
P. R. O • . Duchy of Lancaster, Spe c ial Commi ssion~, 350; 
see Hubert Hall, "A Formula Book of ""'ngli sh Officia l 
Historica l Documents!", ii,17. ' Hall print s the commis sion 
and part of the return. 
Holkham Mss. , uncatalogued. 
See supr a , p.2O. The a ccount of Holkham i s in Gr ay , 
op. cit. , pp. 326-330. 
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"houghe hill " in Church Field, and lithe Towne Moore" i n the 

centre of the houses of t he vi llage. All t hese are shown on 

the map of 1590. 

The boundaries of four foldcourses are i ndicated on 

the map; t hey nowhere correspond with the f i e l d boundaries, 

but all the field land is included within t he courses i n contrast 

to the situation a t North Creake . The Lyng wa s shared as 

summer pasture by t wo foldcourses - Wheatley ' s , which was he l d 

in t he right of Hill Hall manor, and Caldowe , b~longing to 

Burgh Hall . The latter manor also possessed the North Course 

(or Burgh Hall Foldcourse) . The commissi oners f ound t hat 'the 

sheep of Nor t h Course fe d on no other commons but the Clynt 

during the slunmer ,(1) and none but Howe Hill and the Clynt in 

shack time; they did, however, have a ccess to the several 

marsh of Burgh Hall for their summer pasturage . (2) The 

commissioners found t ha t the f ourth foldcourse was "fed with 

the sheepe of one Edmund Newgate and other s the Inhabitunts 

and house holders there . But whether Newgate ' s be t aken as a 

folde corse or no we knowe not." Thi s thus appears to have 

been in t he nature of a town floc k , but most of t he sheep 

were owned by Newgate; William Porter, a yeoman of Holkham, 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

The boundar y of Bur gh Hall f oldcourse is not ~hown to 
include the Clynt on the map. 
In 1634, this foldcourse included 350 acres of salt marsh , 
42 acres of ordinary grazing , and 240 acre s of several or 
enclosed pasture : t he t wo l a tter areas are no t apparent on 
the map of 1590, and must represent new enclosures. 
Holkham Mss. , Holkham Deeds, 13/639 , quoted by Spratt, 
op. ci t . , p.1 87. 
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told the commissi oners t hat he though t no f oldcour se should be 

kept on the common marsh, but t hat of l a te Edmund Newgate 

had kept 600 sheep there, though hi s grandfat her and others 

had fed only 240. 

The various right s of commonage in Holkham , some 

enjoyed by the lords of t he manor s and some by the tenant s , 

are deta i led i n a conveyance of the manor of Nealds or Lucas 

in 1583. The demesne a r able consi sted of 234 acres in South 

Fi eld, 67 acres i n Church Field , and 88 acr~s i n Sta the 

Fi e l d. Appurtenant to these l ands, some of which ·were of 

cour se . i n the hands o:f tenants, were certai n common right s 

of pasture . The :first t wo were enj oyed by the lord and 

toge ther comprised the liberty of Caldowe :foldcour se : 

"Item a Liber t y of Fould cour se and Fouldage and shacke with 

shepe i n the southe f i elde of Holkham" , and 

"Item a common of pasture •.. f or horse , ne a te and sheepe a t 

all tymes in t he ye ar i n fourteen score acres lyinge i n t he 

southe parte of Holkham Common Lynge . " (c:f. Map Seven) 

The remaining t wo rights were for the t enants ' benefi t: 

"Item another common of pasture ..• i n all tyme s of the year 

f or horse , neate, and swyne in a ll t he commons of Holkham 

aforsayde . 1t 

"Item ano t her common of pasture ••• f or hor se, ne ate, and 

swyne uppon all the f eild s , grounds , and mar shes within 

Holkham a~ore said lyinge freshe and unsowne yearly ~rom 

the feaste of st Mychael the archeAngell or the ende of 

ha rve s te unti l t~e annunci a tion of our Ladye or untill 



suche t yme before t he sayde fe aste ..• as t he said fiel ds and 

grounds be sowen agayne . 11 

These ri gh t s gave the tenant s feed for their ca t tle - but 

not sheep , it wi ll . be noticed - on the commons all the year, 

and on t he shack of t he harvest fields , which they shared 

wi th the lord ' s flock . The u se of the summer fal low a r able 

i s i ncluded i n t he f ir s t item which gave the lord ' s fl ock 

the use of both summer fallow and wi nt er shackage over t he 

arable land. ( 1) 

The tenants had no right , t herefore , to feed thei r 

sheep on either the commons or the 8l' ab.le l and , but they 

we re al lowed to put certain limited nQmbers of sh ep into 

t he l ord ' s f lock . (2) In 1559 , CaIdowe ;Clock consist ed of 

577 sheep and 148 l ambs belongi ng to t he l ord a t the 

begi nnino of t he year , but in addition ten tenant s pu.t a 

total of 150 sheep into t he floCk.(3) 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

Gr ay i s not explicit in hi s use of t i s evidence; he 
concluded tha t tenants ' ca t t le were excluded fr om the 
fallow fields in summer which were then reserved f or 
the floc1cs . But the f lock also fed over the shack after 
harvest, and Gray was mi s t aken in thinking t hat shack was 
a term applied to t he summer fall ow. His conclusion was 
used as a generalisation f or t he ~oldcourse system else­
where , but itwill be seen t hat winter shack was more 
i mportant than summer f a llow in most foldcourses, and t hat 
i n some cases t enants' cattle did u se the f allow. Gr ay 
doe s not comment on t he l a ck of provision for t enants' 
sheep i n t hese ri ght s . 
This was t ermed a tf cullet right", and is di scussed in 
Chapter Thr ee. 
Holkham ss. , Holkham Deed s , 10/31 8; in 1557, 16 men put 
264 cullet sheep into t his flock (10/318) ; and in 1588 
7 men put in 87 sheep (10/398) . 
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In addition to making clear the composition of the 

four foldcourses , the Holkham evidence has provided some 

valuable information concerning the usage of t he arable l and 

for sheep feed . This aspect of the foldcourse ar rangements 

must , however, be iven separqte consideration. 

III. 

The feeding of a flock of sheep over an open field 

of intermixed holdings in different stages of the three­

cour se rotation would not have been pr acticable but f or t he 

ob servance of certain customary arrangements by both lord 

and tenants . These restrictions on cultivation and pa sturage 

were often irksome , and were fre quently abused: most of the 

available information comes from disputes ar i si ng from 

their non- observance . 

There is a certa in amount of unquestionable 

evidence that in some townshi ps the arable l and was divided 

in to "shifts", so that fallow and sown strips l ay i n 

compact blocks· but it is doubtful whether this arrangement 

was universally used throughout the Sheep- Corn Region 

since shifts are so infrequently referred to . Thomas ussell, 

however, was sure of its existence in est Rudham: 

"The custom and usage t here is and time out of mind of man 

has been t ha t l ands lying in the f ields of ~ . Rudham 

have been divided into several shifts or parts of which 

some have been used yearly and every year and i n courEe have 

been sown with corn, and some yearly left fallow . lIe 1) 
(1) P. R. O. C~R6/61 , t emp. Elizabeth· see supra p.2e. 
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The evidence relating to Docki ng is equally definite : t he 

farmers of the lord ' s f oldcour se ha d right of shack in Eas t 

F i eld , and other f i e l d ' grounds, in whi ch t he sown l a nd l ay 

each year i n a " shyft". In 1591, t he shif t consi s te d of' 

100 acres i n the south-east pa rt of ~st Field~1) The tenants 

of Harthill manor i n Hunworth may have bee n using a similar 

me t hod of sowi ng their strips, for i n 1611 t hey protested 

that the lord of the manor was using the same area a s shee p 

feed f'or a number of consecutive years. ( 2) In the absence 

of a definite shift system, it appears that tenants 

assisted the feeding of the flocks by sowing t heir l and 
'-

in a rela tively compact ar ea, and the di stribution of their 

strips in limited sections of the fie l d enabled this to be 

done more effectively than i f the strips of a holding had 

been widely scattered. (3) l ost disputes of which there is 

record do not mention shifts, but conce rn the sowing of 

isol a t ed parcels of l and by t enants having little r e gard 

for the free passage of' the flock. Dunging by the f lock 

should have been ample compensa tion f or hhe restriction 

imposed on a t enant's freedom of tillage, but t here were 

always pe a s ants who obstinately ref used to conform to the se 

communal regul ations. 
1 F.R. O. C H11 5, 1591 . 
2 B •• ddit . , 39221,1611, quoted by Spra tt , op.cit . 

p. 248. 
(3) Supra, pp. If, -17· 
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Pasturage on t he summer ~allow i nvolved the use of 

a f old of hurdles(1)whiCh was moved ove r all t he un-crppped 

l and within t he f'oldcourse: the f'oldcourse wa s lf ye prcinct 

or Territory wt hi n wch ye foulde may have itts course, yt 

is may wal ke & be erected & oute whereof' itt may not 

pa ss •.• 1I (2) The f'allow was continually used by t he f'lock 

f'or t he whole summer untiL .the ex tensive winter shack wa s 

ava ilable; the remarks of' the writer of' t he Treatise on 

Foldcourses a r e worth quoting in f ull: lfThe some r pastr 

is a certein prcinct of' ye f'ield composed eythr wholy of' 

ye Lords owne l ands or mi xtly of' ye Lords & ye Tenants, 

to whome by Custm he giueth alowance f'or ye same eythr in 

rent, e xchange or shepegate,(3)on this they f'eed all ye 

somer tyme until ye Haye & Cornes be inned & ye f'ields . 

cleered. Then begUneth t here wintr pastr wch t hey fetes 

ouer all ye f' ields wt hin ye limitts of' there walke 

whosoeuer ye l ands be till ye Anunciatn of' ye ble ssed 

virgin or yt ye f'ields be again sowne, or f'or such othr 

time as Custm or prscriptn haue detrmind - wherein bee: 

(1 ) "A f'oulde is ye least butt most emi nent parte (of' the 
whole foldcourse): a small enclosure made wth Hyrdells 
to shutt ye sheep in eythr f or Ta t hing or othr wyse 
ordring of them" , Treatise on FoCB.courses" , B. M. 
Loc. ci t. 
For instances of this custom, see i nfra, pp.83-4,306. 
" shepega ell may r efer to t he putting of sheep into 
t he lord , s flock . 

/ 
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all mens cattell go then p ' miscuouslye & a s itt were upon 

spoyle wee call thi s t i me & kinde of' feed shacke ... " . The 

shack wa s of' two ki nds : Lammas shack on meadow and pa sture 

from whi ch hay had been t aken; and ichaelmas shack on t he 

ar able land. ( 1 ) 

The shack period wa s al ways carefully de limited , 

and it was most commonly t he five mon t h s between the 

Feast of Saint Michae l t he Archangel (29th. Septemb er ) and 

the Feast of the Annunci ation (25th 1ar ch). (2) If harvest 

was l ate, the sheep would be delayed in moving on to the 

field, (3) and conver se l y t he shack period mi ght be II fr om 

the time the corn is off the l ands bef ore Mich( ae.lm).a~ to 

our Lady day. tr(4) There were local vari a tions in the 

shack period,(5) and it wa s also of ten abused by t he lords . ('6) 

!3

12j . Treatise on Foldcour se s, B. M. 
For example, at Swaffham , P. R. O. Re quests ~187/ 1 1 ,1 603 . 
For e xample, a t es t Rudham, P. R. O. C2/R6/61, temp. 
Elizabeth. 

(4
5

) For example, a t Hoo, Carthev/ , "Launditch", II , pp.738- 9. 
( ) For example, a t Ormesby , 1st November to 30th November , 

P. R. O. E134/29 and 30 El iz ./ ~ ich. 8, 1596- 97 ; a t 

(6) 

Fli tcham , 18th October to 25th 1 arch, on ce:nain of the 
arable l and and 1st November to 25 th March on moor, 
meadow and closes, P. R. O. E164/46 , 1589 ; at Congham, 
29th September to 1st November, and sometimes . 
tI a sevennight tl be f ore r~l ichaelma s i f ha rve s t wa s completed; 
t wo shepherds of' thi s f lock had kept t he sheep on t he 
fields for di fferent periods, but both had not fed them 
the re continuously qhing t he shack period - one said 
they stayed· longer wnen the weather wa s dry, the other 
that hey would stay perhaps f or a fortn~t and t hen 
leave f or a few days before continuing t heir feed . 
P. R. O. E134/40 El iz . / East er 3, 1597. 
See Chapter Five. 
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Despite the advan~e of the sheep ' s tathe, tenants were 

not always satisfied with the shackage ar rangements , and 

they may have believed that the necessary dunging could 

have been provided by their own cattle.(1) Tenants ' cattle 

usually shared the shackage with the sheep - in Caldowe 

foldcourse a t Holkham they shared the shack of South 

Field v i th the lord; (2) but in some township s tenants 

enjoyed the shack of l and outsi de the foldcourses . (3) 

The cu s tom regarding sheep feed on the summer 

fall ow was variable; in some townships it was ce rtainly 

used, and a foldcourse lessee might be bound to prepare 

the tathed fal low for cultivation as a condition of h is 

lease . (4) At Crimplesham , the flock fed over land in the 

four fields "when it lyeth somerley in the somer tyme ll ,(5) 

and at Hollcham, the summer fallow in South Field /las 

"tryed & truden oVlte" by the shepherd. ( 6 ) At Hickling , 

( 5 ) 

(6) 

See infra pp.i55,15"B. 
Supra w. 43-4· 
For example, at Docking , P. R. O. C2/H11/45, 1591. 
Holkham Mas., Castle cre Deeds, 1657, quot d by 
Spratt, op.ci t ., p. 247. 
P. R. O. E315/201/55- 59 and 65-173 , 1625 and 1596 , 
quoted by Spr a tt, op.cit., p. 245 . 
Holkham Mss. , Holkham Deeds , 10/371, 1580 . . 
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the arable f e ed consisted of "Somerleyes, ollands, and 

stubbles , ,,(i)ollands being parcels of land lying f allow for 

more than one year . (2) On other manors, however, not all of 

t he summerley was used as sheep feed: at alsingham, some of 

the surnrnerley was included in the f oldcourse and some wa s 

not. (3) If surnrnerley wa s not used by the flock, tenants would ' 

keep their own cattle on their strips, and if it wa s used by 

the flock they were allowed recompense for the loss of 

cattle feed . (4 ) 

After surnrnerley land had been ploughed in the autumn, 

it could still enjoy the benef it of tathing until the land 

was actually s own; care then had to be t aken to see that the 

(4) 

P.R.O. E13418 Chas.I/Easter 4, 1632-33. 
Ollands were old lands, or long leys. In some ca ses, 
they probably represent the irregular cropping of 
marginal soils in a township , and were added to the 
sheeps' pasture for certain periods: a t Carbrooke, 14 acre s 
of open-field land were described as "ollands for the 
Shepys Pa sture", P. R. O. L. R. 2/220/27-0-274 . .A t Tittleshall, 
Peak Hall Ollandes were a l most completely surrounded by 
heathland, and may represent encroachments upon it, see 
Map Five . Gray found ollands being regularly l aid down or 
cropped by a Weasenham t enant, supra, p. 16 f. n.1. 
One olland there was r eferred to a s "ba stard Sornrnerlay". 
At Keninghall, the Duke of Norfolk laid 90 acres of 
ollands as commo~ for the tenants in lieu of another piece 
of common that he had t aken fr om them. P. R. O. Ei64/46. 
In the Ea st Field of Old ~alsingham , 139 acre s were cropped , 
59a.i r . were unsown as sheep pastures, and 12a . lay 
summerley. Si milarly in the Vest .Fi eld of Little ~alsingham. 
The cropped lands woul d be used as shack: some were 
explicitly ascribed "to Sidney (the lessee) f or his f old 
course", P. R. O. L. R.2/220/327- 333, temp. Henry VIII. 
Supra, p . 4.7. 
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sheep di d not destroy the sprouting ~orn. At Hockwold, the 
, 

o\vners of t he fl ock had des troyed winter corn on land t hat 

had recently been "sommerlayll, and the Court of' s t ar Chamber 

repeated a decree made pr eviously tha t t hey mi ght use their 

own land, and no othe r, in the period between tillage and 

sowing. The earlier decree had ordered tha t i f any of t hese 

men, "being grea t shepe masters f'reholders there" , had as 

much a s 11r a cres of l and in t he open fields "tylled to sowe 

ytlt
, then t hey mi ght l awfully It pynne and folde thire shepe 

upon suche ther l ands to t a the t hem ( provided that) they do 

no (damage) to the corne of t here neyghburs and sowe ther said 

landis wthout cOvYn or fr aud at suche t yme as the seasen of 

the yere shall requyre by t he custome of t he countrey. " 

The same care wa s to be t aken by the inhabitants in feeding 

their grea t ca ttle; they were not to be fed on the open f ields 

after sowing "except they tye them upon ther owne proper lay 

landis not doyng any hurt therby to any ef t her neyghburs"; 

and tenants were to' ebserve all custems " a swell in sowing 

of there landis & laying ef t her l ay feidis . 11 (1) The 

implicatien~ of these erders are t hat the f al low l and was 

used a s feed fer the flOCk , but tha t after it was tilled 

in preparatien fer sewing both tenants and fleck ewners were 

entitled to' keep their animals there - but only on their own 

strips. Only the special Circumstances of l and tilled but 

as yet unsewn made it necessary fer individual animals to' be 

(1) P. R. O. St.Ch. 2/ 8/158, temp. Henry VIII. 
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tethered; since all tenants would not have sown their 

strips at exactly the same time, it is easy to visualise 

that corn might otherwise have been destroyed on some 

strips while it had not sprouted or even been sown on 

others. No other refe rence to such a procedure has bean 

found, but local arrangements of this kind may often have 

been made . (1) 

Heathland lying within a foldcourse was usual ly 

several to the lord; in some cases , however, it was part of 

the common heathland used by the tenants and the sheeps ' 

feed wa s then limited. Although the majority of foldcourses 

included heathland for summer pa,sturage, some flocks had in 

addition f eed over other waste ground in wi nter only, for 

the same period as ar able shackage. (2) The flock of the 

Bishop of North Elmham went over par t of Beetley Heath for 

the whole year, and over the rest of it in shack time 

Only;(3) and at Flitcham feed over moor, meadow and closes 

was limited to t he winter months . (4) 

(1 ) The only othe r reference to t ethering comes from 
Cawston, and concerns sheep "staffe holden" on the 
heathland; even this seems to have been contrary to 
custom, P.R. O. E13418-9 Eliz./ ich . 2, 1565-66. 
For example , at Roxham, P. R.O. E13411653-541Hllary 7. 
Carthew, II Laundi toh", II, p. 560. 
P. R. O. E164146, 1589. 

l 



53. 

The bestowal of dung on t he t enant s ' land was not 

regarded by t he flo ck owner a s just repayment f or t he use of 

the sheep feed: on t he contrary , tenants pai d t he lord for 

the privilege of receiving t a the . Be t ween one and t wo 

shillings per acre wa s a common payment, but the charge was 
• 

a l ways grea t er f or winter than summer t a thing. The r eason 

f or this di fference is .not clear . It may be tha t the lord 

wanted a higher payment for the inferior stubble feed of 

the shack than f or the better feed of t he gr ass ley on 

summer fallow; and of course this would hel p to mee t t he 

co s t of hay f or winter fodder . Alte rna tively (or t h i s may 

be a complementa ry reason), the explanation may lie in the 

size of the flock which waE a t full strength i n the wi nter, 

and would the n give better t a thing. (1 ) Payment for t a the 

was an addi tiona l reason for the peasants ' objection to . . 

shackage . ( 2) 

The re s trictions of the foldcourse system had a l ways 

been irk some to the tenants , despite the undoubted benefit 

of t a t hing , and many landlords were anxious t o i gnore the 

customary limita tions on their sheep feed . The t wo-fold 

s train to which the system Ii/as consequently subjected 

(1) See Chapter Six, pp. 201,245,265. 

(2.) See Chapter Five, pp . 160-1. 



54. 

eventually caused its breakdown, but during t he s i x teenth 

century the weight of custom and the power of the landlord s 

were suffic~nt to suppress non-co-operation by individual 

tenants. The sixteenth century disputes thus provide 

illustrations of the normal working of t he system. 

IV. 

As a result of the observance of shifts in the 

fields of Vest Rudham, Thomas Russell said that "the sheep 

of the sa id foldcourse can more conveniently feed and shackll , 

but his tenants were not always co-oper a tive: he compl a ined 

that Henry Ki ng and his son failed to observe the shifts. 

They had, he said, sown both dispersed and conti guous parcels 

of land in the fields, and had also sown spring and winte r 

corn on adjoining strips. As a result, to have t~ken his 

accustomed sheep feed would have meant destroying some of the 

corn. The Kings had also restricted the feed by enclosing 
.. 

several parcels of land, and by sowing two others lying in 

the summer heath pasture . (1) 

Similar difficulties were encountered by illiarn 

Reade at Holkharn; three men had sown several dispersed 

(1 ) Supra, pp. 28., 45' • But the Russells themselves did not 
always respect tenants' rights in west Rudham: in 1517, 
Henry Russell was reported to have enlarged his sheep s ' 
pas ture by converting 40 acres of arable to pasture, 
and causing a plough to be put down. See 'Chapter Five, 
PF·1e.,et se.'l' 
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parcels in South Field with IIsundry ki nds of corn", thus 

lIincompassing some part of the said foldcour se circlewise 

with one or t wo ridges of corn.,,(1) Part of the fal low was 

inaccessible to t he f lock. 

At Swaffham, Robert Chabner had a lways been 

unhindered in his use of a foldcourse f or 960 sheep which he 

held in right of a me ssuage called the "old Swanne ll
; in 1599, 

he l eased the Old Swan , together v,li th II Swanne Close" and 

107i a cres dispersed in Wes t Fi e l d , to Thomas Halman - but 

he r eserved the righ t of foldcourse to himself. The sheep 

fed over the commons of Swaffham all the ye ar, and over the 

whole of ' est Field in shack t ime . After several year s , 

Hal man brought a number of a ctions of trespass against 

Chabner for turning his sheep on to the fields, cla i ming 

that t he clause i n the lease which reserved the foldcourse 

to Chabner was insufficient at law. Halman clai med that he 

wanted two of t he parcel s of land concerne d f or his grea t 

ca ttle, but i f the compl a inant in t his case i s to be believed , 

Halman had already been allowed to u se some of Chabner ' s 

several grounds for this purpose . (2) 

P. R. O. C2/R4I18, temp. Eli zabeth. 
P. R.O. Re quests 2/187/11, 1603. The shi fts a t Docking were 
abused; in 1597, the sown shift was of about 100 acres i n 
East Field, leaving about 1000 a cres of t he f ield unsown 
f or shackage; t wo tenant,s sowed parcels in other parts of 
the field , one replying that when in previous years he had 
observed the eustom of not sOViing certa i n land with l'Iinter 

corn, t he lord had usual l y allowed hi m some l and in the 
breck or pasture of the foldcourse for sowing - thi s had 
not been done t his year, P. R. O. C2/H11/45, 1591. 
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Together with t he sowing of scattered st:t:ips , the 

enclosure of isolated parcels of land was a most serious 

threat to the flocks' pasturage . Small enclosures not only 

deprived t he sheep of shackage over the close itself,(1)but 

sometimes had more far-reaching results. Thomas Wilson had 

"enclo sed and t aken into seu' altie" t hree acres of l and 

lying in the open fields of Fulmodestone and Cro xton, t hus 

preventing the passage of t he flock that used both fields 

and necessitating a reduction in t he size of the flock . (2) 

Shackage was considerably i mpaired by the widespread 

enclosure of strips in the f i elds: in 1533-34, the Bishop of 

North Elmham was confirmed in his right of feeding his flock 

over all the ar able shackage in Grea t Bittering , and all t h ose 

tenants who had enclosed their holdings since 1513-14 were 

ordered to provide gaps for t he sheep to enter the closes.( 3) 

This toleration of "half":year closes" was a not 

infre quent concession made to un-co-operative tenants, but 

it was undoubtedly the thin end of the wedge - a wedge that 

was firmly driven home during the seventeenth century. 

(1 ) John Payne infringed the shack in Carbroolce by enclo Sing 
3a. of land with a quickset fence, P. R.O. St.Ch.2/29/65, 
1530, quoted by Hammond , op.cit., p. 73. 
P. R. O. DL1/171 . 
Carthew, "Launditch", II, p. 560. The writer of the 'freatise 
on Foldcourses stressed that a ll land within " a foldcourse 
should be subject to feeding by the lord's flock: if he did 
not feed them in a tenant's close, then either he had 
relea sed it or taken some composition for it, or t he close 
had never 'anciently' been part of the foldcourse. He 
mentioned one way in whi ch tenants were able to dei'y the 
lord: they laid their strips to permanent pasture and then 
claimed that sheep feed could be taken only on the shack 
or summerley of ploughed ground, B • . • 
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Already in 1632, Martin Ca1thor:pe wa s finding it dif ficult 

to maintai~ his f o1dcourse in Hickling . itnesses confirmed 

that many parcels of land in f our fields in Hickling had 

been enclosed by the tenants ·to the hinderance of the she ep 

feed . But the defendants claimed tha t they had made the . 

enclosures - for they did not deny making them - under licences 

.from the lord, and that ways had been left open for sheep to 

reach the lord's own lands. (1) Many fo1dcourses were being 

thus reduced in size long before their f inal downfall. 

In an attempt to maintain their foldcourses in face 

of enclosure and r andom sowing of strips, landlords were 

forced to take le gal action to achieve the customary exchanges 

of land with their tenants. · !fhen "A few wilfull persons" 

at Anmer ploughed and sowed scattered parcels of land in both 

the winter and summer pastures of t wo foldcourses, a 

commission was appointed to arrange exchanges , and to assess 

damages; for the benefit of lord and tenants. (2) 

During the seventeenth century, the tempo of 

resistance to t he traditional foldcourse arrangements was 

quickened, and the threat of ultimate disruption of the system 

was being appreciated. In 1627, the J ustices foresaw an 

ultimate breakdown if t he abuses were allowed to continue: 

P. R.O. E13418 Chas.r/Easter 4, 1632-33. 
Privy Council Orders, 1627, printed in Rye, "state 
Papers", pp.70-71, quoted by Spratt, op.cit., p.254. 
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"This Court was now of opinion t ha t t he plowi ng and sowing 

of small quantities of l and dispersedlye or disorderlye 

within ye shacks and wi nter feedinge of ye said ffouldcour ses, 

and t he refusal -of a few wilfull persons to l ett ye owners 

of ffouldcourses have t heir quil lets of l and (Ll yi ng intermixt 

i n the pl aces where ye sheep pasture i s l ayd ) upon i ndifferent 

exchange or other recompense f or the same , are things very 

mischievous and will t end to ye overthrow of ve r y many fold 

courses.,, (1) Not a ll tenant s refu sed to accept exchanges : 

at Sp ixworth, Amy ~illcings exchanged 21 ~ acre s whi ch "did lye 

very trouble some to the- sayd sheeps pasture" (of Sir Rober t 

Southwell ) f or 18% a cre s el sewhere; ( 2 )and at Hindr i ngham, 

ce r t a in tenants were obli ged to give up t heir lands l yi ng in 

t he summer pasture of t he foldcourse - t hey were eithe r given 

other l a nd in exchange or compensated at the rate of 8d. per 

acre . Two of t he tenants refu sed to give up t he ir l and and 

ploughed it instead, demanding that t he compe nsa tion be 

raised to is. :per acre . ( 3 ) 

( 1 ) 

(2) 

( 3) 

N. N. A. S. , Or i ginal Papers, pp .70, 73 , 1627, quoted by 
Tawney,"'Dhe~ra.rlan I\.oclem inthe Sjxteellth Century",F.P.395-b. 
P. R. O. C2/M7/15, temp. Elizabeth ; f or Southwell ' s sheep 
farming, see Chapter Si X, pp . 2.54"'269. 
P. R. O. DL3/49, 1541-42. 
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v. 
During the seventeenth century, p i ecemeal i mprovement 

by small l andowners became of increasing significance; more 

and more l and wa s removed from the common f'iel ds and common 

heaths to be used in severalty, and as t he op en f'iel ds 

dwindled, so did many f'locks of sheep . Enclosure by tenants 

removed small parcels of l and from the sheep pas ture, op en­

f ield s trips became "half-year closes", and eventually 

"whole-year lands" repl aced "half-year or shack l ands ". 

Although the flocks ' tathe was lost, enclosure gave tenants 

f r eedom from co nrnon field rights and restrictions, and 

i mproved methods of cultivation were possible. The intro­

duction of new crops into the rot ation resulted in the 

continuous cultivation of l and which was no longer lying 

UnSO\Vll f or wi nter shackage; the p rogress of enclosure was 

often coincident with the introduction of turnips as a 

field crop . (1) In the disputes which arose, it is clear 
(1) The earliest availabl e. ref'erenc es to turnips as a f ield 

crop are given below (in text). See also, Norwi ch 
Bisho~ts Chapel, inventories, Smith 27 (1662), Smith 68, 
(1661), Cupper 85 (1677). Roots were bein grown by 
Dutchmen in closes out s ide Norwich much earlier; in 1575 
a note of the benefits of the prescence of the Strangers 
since they arrived ten years earlier, included "Item -
they digge and delve a grete quantite of grounde for 
rootes which is a grete succor and sustenaunce for the 
pore bothe for thems e(lves) as for all others of' citie 
and contrie", P.R.O. S.P.12/20/49, p rinted in Moens, 
"The ia1100ns and their Church a t Norwich", p.262, and in 
Ta·wney and Power, "Tudor Economic Documents" ,Vol. I, 
pp .315-316. For references to such cultivation see C1ty 
Court Books, 13/110(1596), 13/190(1598), l5/506d.(1623 ) 
("Carrett Roots"), 16/455, 457(1633). Eloot s. were probably 
grown ~s a field crop under this Dutch influence: it is 
noticeable that at Shrophrun turnips ~ere grown on an 
es tate belonging to the city (inf r a ) and tha t Hellesd6n 
was on the boundaries of the city (inf'ra ). ' 
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that the landlords no longer had control over tenants' u se 

or land, and the maintenance or roldcourse right s depended 

on the enrorcement or custom by the court s or l aw. 

Individual landlords may have reali sed tha t rights or sheep 

reeding were inimical to progress, and some cut their losses 

by allowing tenants rreedom rrom shackage by sale or 

exchange. In 1610, the t e nants of Kenninghall purchased 

their lands in the foldcourse in order to make them whole­

year lands ; (1) and at Burgh-next-Aylsham the lord 

renounced his right or reeding the rlock over the tenants ' 

field land in return for the tenants' surrender or their 

B h Heath. (2) I h right or common on urg n many cases , o ~ever, 

landlords were jealous or their rights and anxious to 

maintain the prorits rrom their rlocks, fi ghting a long 

rearguard action berore submitting to the break-up or their 

foldcourses. This is well illustr~ted by the history of 

events at Foxley, where suc cessive landlords resisted the 

Blomefield, op.cit., I, 220. 
Sir Edward Coke agreed with the tenant s that " ••• all 
their lands ••• l ying in the rield of Burgh ••• shall be 
from henceforth quite releas ed and discharged for ever 
or the liberty or common of pasture, shack, roldage, 
or feed which the Lords of the said ~ anor have had or 
ought or right to have or demand." The tenants re­
nounced their rights of common on 50 acres of Burgh 
Heath;in 1588. Though the lord's rights in the fields 
were thus removed, individual holders of land there 
enjoyed shackage until the enclosure act of 1814, 
Holkham ss., quoted by 1 osby, OPe cit., p .124. 
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progress of enclosure and ~urnip sowing . 

The lord of Beck Hall manor possessed a right of 

foldcourse extending over the op en field of Foxley, and 

already by the l a te sixteenth century he was having 

di ff iculty in maintaining it. Enclosu re of strips by 

tenants had been progr essing for many yea r s before 1592, 

when an enumerat ion was made of the "Lands Inclo sed wthin 

the shacke of ffoxley the seide Landes beinge in ffoxley": 

there were 19 offences, involving 21 parcels of l and 

tot alling 70* acres. In addition, four of those closes 

prevent ed the sheep from reaching a further 4 parcel s of 

14~ acres. The enclosed strips had been "Always before 

f'ed with ffoxley flocke in shack time", and they ranged 

in size from one to eight acres. The earliest of the 

enclosures had been made in about 1546, t wo or three years 

before the "campe": these enclos ers were l'easants who had 

not ·forgotten the rebellion under Ket, provok ed by the 

inordinate demands of sheep-rearing l andlords. ith wha t 

revengeful pleasure must one enclosure have been made 

by the widow of JOM Porter "who was slayne in the 

Comocion time here in Norff." The lord of the manor 

in 1592 was illiam Andrewes, gent., and Ii e his 

predecessor, John Cursson, he "lokyd Littill to the 

,& 



Inclosures. ,,(I) 

No record has been found of the fate of tho se 

sixteenth century enclosures or of subsequent developments 

during the seventeenth century; but by 1755, the lord was 

maki~g important concess ions to his tenants. The fo1d-

course then included a number of closes , in addition to 

open-field land and heath. (2) Robert Leeds had leased the 

manor and foldcourse of Beck Hall from the Earl of Leicester, 

Sir Thomas Coke, and in 1755 he made a comp romise agree­

ment with 18 tenant s who were sowing tunips in both ha1f-

year closes and field land. 

The tenants agreed to sow only such closes. and lands 

"as shall lye in Shift s or Contiguous together", and at 

ichaelmas , when shackage began, they were to "hurdle or 

Fence the same out with a Fencing Stuff in such a manner 

as the Shepherd ••• may without any Annoyance keep the · 

flock ••• from feeding of the said Turnips." The recompense 

payable to Leeds for loss of shackage was to be two 

shillings per acre. Tenants were also bound to sow the 

(1) 

(2) 

Ho1kham Mss., Bil1ingford and Bintree Deeds, 12/846. 
One enclosure had been made before the "comocion", t wo 
two or three years befQre the "campe", two since the 
camp, one four years after the camp, eight between 1575 
and 1578, one in 1584, one in 1589 or 1590, two in 159X 
and one within the previous three days. 
Map of Foxley foldcourse, Ho1kham Mss., Bil1ingford and 
Bintree Deeds, 15/976, undated but about 1700. A 
particular of the lands in the foldcourse, ditto, 15/1002, 
undated but about 1755. 
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turnip lands in the r ollowing year with barley or oa t s , and 

then to l ay them down with clover or grass seeds u& so to 

Continue the said Lands in an Husbandlike Manner." Leeds 

agreed to make these concess ions on condition tha t all 18 
(1 ) 

tenants wou1dparticipate. 

Ir Leeds did not trust individual tenants to maintain 

theEgreement, he was soon proved right. In December 1756, 

he contemplated bringing an action against illiam Browne 

for disturbing his right of sheepwalk. Browne and his 

father had kep t the sheep out of three clo s es which 

witnesses declared to be haIr-year lands: a previous owner 

of the closes said that he had paid Leeds not to feed the 

sheep over turnips sown in them. (2) Brovme acknowledged. 
( 3 ) 

his fault on this occas ion, but this was no doubt not 

the last dispute before the roldcourse rights were rinally 

extinguished by the Parliamentary Enclosure Act. (4 ) 

But turnips had been sovm to the detriment or rold-

courses long before the mid-eighteenth century; a t 

Shropham in 1681, a tenant h~d harvest ed a rye crop only 

to sow the l and i mmediately with turnips, "whereby the 

foldcourse let by the city will be spoiled. tI The Norwioh 

(1) Holkham ss., Billingrord and Bintree Deeds, 
15/1003, 1004. . 
Ditto, 15/1006. 
Ditto, 15/1007, 1757. 
Infra , pp. b7 -8. 
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Court of Aayoralty ordered him to app ear at the next manor 

court at ShroPham(l) and no more is heard of the matter. (2) 

At Helles don, just outside the city, far more extensive 

and damaging turnip cultiva tion was being encountered by 

Sir Villiam Gostling. 

This dispute came before the Assizes a t Norwich in 

1684; the defendant, r. Sabberton, w~s alleged to have 

enclosed 100 acres of land lying in Gost1ing 's foldcourse, 

and with other landholders to have sown turnip s in the 

fields : Gostling 's shepherd had been obliged to feed his 

sheep over these roots in shack-time. The v erdict had 

been procured against Gostling , and a friend later 

commiserated with him that f alse witnesses had been called 

to uphold the defendants' s~ory. Although they were 

probably instructed as to their evidence, there may have 

been some truth in the witnesses' assertion that turnips 

had been sown in the fields for forty, fifty or sixty years, 

(1) 

(2) 

N.C. M.R., C.B.25/98; see .Rye, "Notes from the Court 
Bool{s of the City of Norwich from 1666 to 1668", 1905, 
p.164. . 
Until 1696. Then, the tenant of the fo1dcourse was 
instructed to "turne in his sheep and eat vp the 
Turnips" if the offender gave no satisfaction, 
N.C • • R., C.B.26/24d. 
This order was repeated in 1700, N.C. ~ eRe, Assembly 
Book 8/239d. 
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since Gostling had in ~act tak en p ayments from tenants for 

not feeding the sheep over their turnips . Soon after the 

trial, his farm bailiff reported that the sowing of turnips 

was continuing , and tha t he wa s a~raid that the offenders, 

encouraged by the legal decision, would sue him for t aking 

compositions in return for not feeding over turnips in 

the past. 

Charles Gostling succeeded Sir il1iam, and 

encountered further difficulties. In 1718, one of the 

former offenders was reported to be making enclosures in 

the fields, and to have encouraged the inhabitants of 

Drayton to do the same. , In the following year, one Norris, 

refused to lay his closes open for shack, and a r. Berney, 

writing to Gost1ing, voiced a general despondency among 

flock owners: "I find gents who have sheeps walk es are 

fearful1 of suffering inclosures ••• least in time it may 

occasion unforeseen inconveniencys." In 1721, Berney 

reported that the inhabitants of Drayton had enclosed 

land against the fo1dcourse, and in 1722, ' that if the 

offenders were not restrained they would conti~ue until 

the fo1dcourse was finally overthrown. Berney, like the 

farm bailiff of the 1680's, was reporting to an absentee 

landlord - 'a f act which must have heightened the tenants' 

sense of grievance, and perhaps made their task e'asier. 
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If half-year closes were properly l aid open to shack, 

both sheep feed and agricultural method were improved. 

This was the line taken by Norris in 1719 when he claimed 

that his action had been in everybody's interests. He 

had divided his 43 acres lying together in Hellesdon Field 

into six enclosures, he said, "In Order to i mprove the 

land for my Tenant in the Summer, and by consequence for 

your Sheep in the Winter." He cb.imed to have fixed gates 

for the entry of the sheep into the closes, and reminded 

Gostling that he was not alone in his misfortune, "Seeing 

the Owners of fflocks do suffer such new Inclosures yearly 

to be made in many of our Fields" . oreover, "for t wenty 

yeares together before , not only in Hellesdon but in 

Drayton and other Fields where your Sheep do constantly 

feed, great numbers of new Inclosures were ever~vhere made , 

and not the leas t notice ever taken thereof, they being 

always deemed an advantage to your flock." In fact, of 

course, Gostling 's father had been objecting to enclosures 

nearly forty years earlier, but it is true that he had 

allowed the sowing of turnips on payment of compensation. 

In 1743, he again allowed tenants to compound, at the rate 

of one shilling per acre , to reserve their turnips and 
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(1 ) 

ca r r ot s f rom sheep feed , provided t hat t h ey wer e either 

sown i n enclo s ed grounds , or on contiguous parcels i n t h e 

open f i el d "ac cordi ng to the Usage of Sheeps Wal ks . "( 2) 

As a t Foxley , t h i s compromi se arr angemen t was probab~y 

ma i n t ai n 'ed until t he Parliamen t a r y Enclo sure Act. 

fuile landlords and f lock owners were no doub t unit ed 

i n t heir condemnation of en closure by t enant s , t hey were 

not al ways r esp ectfu l of each other' s right s . At Great 

Dunham , for ins t ance, Henry Bast a r d (lord of t he manor) 

had made f our enclo sures of over 128 acres in all i n t he 

shackage of t he f oldcours e of Sir Phil ip odehouse , whos e 

manor was in neighbouring East Lexham. Bastard made a 

"faint "defence , cla i ming tha t the enclosures were exempted 

from shack by reas on of t heir l ong continuance; an awar d 

was made confirmi ng ¥odehous e' s right, but Bast ar d was to 

have 60 sheep i n the East Le ........ xham f lock during shack time. ( 3 ) 

~enever righ t s of shackage on common f i el d l and 

uersi s t ed until t he s econd half of t he ei ~ht eenth c ent ur y 
~ 0 , 

(1) At Hoo, in 1781, 26 acres of half-year l ands (includi ng 
f our clo s es ) wer e exemp t ed f rom sheep fe ed on t h e 
payment of 1 s . p er acre , Carthew, "Launditch",III, p . 377. 
This dispute i s des cribed in a bundle of papers 
rel ating to He11esdon f o1dcourse , N.P.L. Mss .9697, 8F1. 
N.P.L. N. R. S .12831, 31E5, 1617. 

----------------------------------------------------------------~ 
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thei r final extinc t ion was incl uded i n t he pur poses of 

t he Parliamentary Enclosure Acta. Tha t fo r Happ i sDu r gh 

and Less i ngham in 1801 was , "An Act f or di vidi ng , allot t i ng , 

and i nclosing the op en and common f ields , ha l f - year or 

shack l ands , commons , sever a l s , and waste grounds within 

t he p ari shes of Happisbur gh and Lessingham in the county of 

Norf olk , and f or extingui shi ng all r i gh t s of sheepwal k and 

shaclcage i n , over and up?n t he l ands and grounds wi t h i n t he 

s a i d pari sh of Happ isburgh. (1) Another Act is 1773-74 

p roposed to enclose t he op en and common f ields , cr oft s , 

b recks , and other hal f - year closes i n Beetley, Great 

Bit tering and Gressenhall, i ncludi ng t he liberty of Beetley 

f oldcourse and t he commons i n tha t pa r i sh. An e s t ima t ed 

700 a cr es of open-field l ay within t he f oldcours e i n the 

three parishes , about 1 30 ac res i n the b recks, abd abou t 

300 ac r es i n Beetley Hea th and Be etley Common. Th e mvar d , 

i n 1775, made a special allottmen t to t he l ady of t he mano r , 

i n li eu of her right s of soil and sheepwal k . ( 2 ) 

VI. 

The ext i nction of r e t r ogressive common righ t s , and t he 

f i nal abandonment of t he fo l dcou r s e syst em were ultimately 

a ch ieved by t he Parli amen t a r y Enclosur e Act s ; but in many 

(1) K.e.C. Mss., P.. 37. 
(21 Carthew, "Laundi tch ", III , p . 46 . 
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parishes these Acts were concerned with t he re- allottment 

of enclosed land more thrul with t he initia l enclosure of 

open fields. (1) Especially in north-east Norfollc , p iece­

meal enclosure had been very exte~sive .(2) While many 

landlords were a ttempting to mai n t a in their old rights 

of ~oldcourse and were resisting the progress of op en field 

enclosure, otherw were re-organising their estates on new 

lines; t he development of the new Norfolk Husbandry in 

the l a ter seventeenth and eighteenth centuries involved 

r adical changes on the estates of some of the more 

progressive gentlemen, especially in t he Good Sand Region 

of north- west Norfollc . The introduction of new crops and 

new rotations was accompanied by a transformation of the 

op en-field organi sation, and entire townships were enclaed 

by the time the Enclosure Commissioners arrived. The arable 

fields were totally enclosed and became mown as "infields" 

and the heaths were divided into brecks and clos es - the 

"outfields ". Under the new system , sheep ret ained an 

important position, but they were no longer the freely-moving 

creatures tha t had dunged the open fields and the 

(1) Often the whole parish was re-divided and re-allo~ed , 
whether open or not. See Gray, op.cit., pp . 305-306 . 

( 2) See arshall, op .cit., Vol.I, pp . 4 , 8. 



70. 

un-improved heaths; in the remodelled foldcourse - for the 

name at least remained unchan~d - the flock was carefully 

folded over the closes, fattened on the root and fodde'r 

crops, and harnessed to the cultivation of the heathland 

brecks. 

Even before xhe enclosure and re-allotment of 

these estates, and often as a preliminary development, 

extensive consolidation of land ownership was taking place. 

While some flock owners were attempting to maintain their 

foldcourse rights over the intermixed lands of their 

tenants, others were purchasing and exchanging their lands 

until not only the sheep but the arable land within the 

foldcourse was largely or entirely in their own hands. 

This was the policy adopted by Sir Richard Hovell at 

Docking; by the second half of the seventeenth century, his 

tenants retained only a tiny proportion of the arable land 

within his two foldcourses, Kneegong and Lugdon Hill 

Foldcourses, and only Mr. Drew~y possessed a substantial 

acreage to interrupt his freedom of shackage.(1) The 

aggravation of the tenants' acres was relieved by giving 

them "exchang for their lands", and Hovell paid an annual 

(1 ) 
Hovell 
Drewry 
Tenants 

Kneegong F. c. 
86a. 1 r. 
92a. Or. 

2a. 3r. 

Lugdon Hill F.C. 
144a. 1 r. 20p. 

89a. Or. 2Op. 
4a. 2r. 20p. 
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rent for the use of Drewry' ·s land as sheep feed. (1 )nrewry' s 

strips still lay "intermixt land by land" with Rovell's. 

A flock of 900 sheep could be supported by Rovell's own land 

in the two foldcourses, but by renting the additional feed 

he was able to increase the flock to 1200 head. In some 

years Drewry chose to put 300 of his own sheep into the 

flock, sharing the charges with Hovell,(2)but whichever 

course was followed, the situation was much simpler than 

the old customary methods used at Docking. (3) 

By 1669, the two principal landowners were 

Sir William Rovell and Hugh Hare, and in that year they 

reached an agreement by which each man acquired virtually 

sole rights in one of the foldcourses. Hare was to enjoy 

all Hovell's land in Kneegong Course, with all the ground 

gained by exchanges with tenants, until 1680; and Hovell 

received all Hare's ground in Lugdon Hill Course, as well 

as an annual rent of £16.(4) After such consolidation, 

open-field land was ripe for undisputed enclosure. 

(.1 ) In a second mss., limy lord Collrayne" was the 
recipient; it appears that Drewry was probably his 
lessee. Collrayne received 5s.6d. per acre from Rovell. 
N.P.L. N.R.S.9288 and 9276, 22B4, undated. 
Supra, pp.4.6,55. 
N.P.L. N.R.S.9276, 22B4. 
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The wholesale enclosure and re-distribution of land 

may be best observed on the estates of the Coke family. (1) 

Traditional open-field and foldcourse systems ~ad long been , 

employed in these townships, 'but the eighteenth century 

estate maps preserved at Holkham show how complete the 

changes were. Only insignificant areas of open, common · 

fields remained; indeed, some of the townships had been 

completely enclosed. The arable lands were the infields, 

whose constituent closes were usually divided into several 

large, compact farms in the hands of tenant farmers ; the 

rest of the open-field landholders had become wage-labourers. 

Sheep were no longer essential to .the maintenance of 

fertility, but were not entirely replaced by the new 

rotational methods and crops; many sheep were profitably 

f~ened on turnips, and, especially in north-east Norfolk, 

bullocks were a prominent feature of the Norfolk Husbandry. (2) 

( 2) 

Excellent material concerning eighteenth century 
husbandry is to be found in the manuscript collections 
of the Coke, Walpole, Townshend and L' Strange families. 
Only a limited inspection has been possible for this 
study. Th~ Coke collection is in the estate office at 
Holkham; much of the Walpole collection is in the 
University Library, Cambridge; much of the Townshend 
coll~ction is in the NO~Tich Public Library, some in 
the British Museum, and some at Rainham Hall; most of 
the L'Strange collection is in the Shire Hall at Norwich. 
See Marshall, op.cit •. 

I 
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A complementary change had taken place on the 

heaths; as enclosed and periodically cropped brecks, they 

were known as outfields. These poorer soils could not 

readily forgo the benefits of sheep tathing, and very large 

flocks were still supported; the foldcourses were often 

leased separately from the infield farms, and the efficient 

preparation of the fallow brecks for cUltivation was a notable 

feature of the leases. (1) 

VII. 

As a feature of :the changes involved in the develo.p-

ment o~ the Norfolk Husbandry, the infield-outfield system 

was the creation of the eighteenth century improvers. It 

was, however, a system sometimes employed much earlier in 

other parts of the country in areas of light and sandy soiIB(~) 

in areas very similar to the Norfolk Breckland. An infield-

outfield system has been described as existing in one 

(1 ) 
( 2) 

Infra, p,.89. 
In parts of Northumberland and Cumberland, Gray, 
op.cit., p.270; the East Riding of Yorkshire and 
Cornwall, Clapham, "An Economic History of Modern 
Britain" (1926), 1,24; and West Nottinghamshlre, 
Chambers, "Nottinghamshire in the Eighteenth 
Century" (1932), 155 et s~q. 
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Breckland townshi p in the early seventeenth century,(1) 

and it is necessary to consider whether it was more exten­

sively used prior to the eighteenth century developments. 

In the Norfolk field system, the permanent arable 

fields were improved by sheep tathing , but the heathland of 

a foldcourse received this benefit as well,(2)With the result 

that small areas of waste land might occasionally be tilled 

for a speculative crop. Sir John Hare had the right to 

plough the heathland of his foldcourse if he so desired,(3) 

and Thomas Wright claimed a similar right at Kilverstone. (4) 

Similarly, tenants might find it possible to plough their 

doles of heathland: two of Thomas Russell's tenants at 

West Rudham ploughed copyhold land lying in the "somer ll 

heathland pasture of his fOldcourse.(5) Such haphazard and 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(3) 

Darby, H.C., and Saltmarsh, J., "The Infield-Outfield 
system on a Norfolk Manor", Economic HistorY,Vol.3,No.10, 
1935, pp.30-44. Their .definition of the system -is this: 
"Its fundamental princi ple lay in the divi sion of the 
arable land in the township into 2 unequal parts: a 
small infield lying close to the sett l ement, manured with 
all the dung from the homeste ads and cro'pped continuously 
year after year; and a larger outfield, made up of five 
to ten temporary enclosures made from the waste (called 
brakes, folds or fau~ls), of which one was broken up 
every year, cropped continuously for a few seasons, and 
then allowed to revert to its former condition till its 
turn came to be ploughed again." 
Cf. the at$empts in Wiltshi r e to concentrate the dung on 
the arable land, supra, p.25. 
His foldcourse at Hargham included, in 1629, 162a. of' 
several heath as well as the commons and wa stes; it was 
stated that "Swangaie heath may be plowed at ye Lord's 
pleasure", B. M. Hargreaves, 249. 
P.R.C. 'E134135 Eliz./Easter 24, 1592. 
Supra, P.54. 
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extremely irregular cUltivation involved no systematic 

breaking-up of enclosed brecks, but this would have been a 

natural second step, and it was t aken in a number of ca ses.(1)" 

Where this happened, it wa s probably the result of improvement, 

and shoul d not be regarded as a f ield system distinct from 

the usual system of these parts of Norfolk. One or both of 

two circumstances would explain such improvement as early as 

the beginning of the seventeenth century, or even the 

sixteenth century: periodic cultivation of heathland might 

be prompted by the land and corn hunger of a large or growing 

village; or consolidation of l and and right s might give 

freedom of action to a progressive landlord with an eye on 

the corn and wool markets. In either case, the early exist­

ence of the infield-outfield system is merely symptomatic of 

the potentialities for improvement in west Norfolk which were 

realised in the eighteenth century. In contrast to the 

eighteenth century infield-outfield system, that practised 

in the early seventeenth century, at West Wretham for 

instance, was simply a variation on the Norfolk field system, 

and was easily accommodated to the usual foldcourse 

arrangements. 

(1) For example, the demesnes of Fring manor included 
"the breakes", P. R. o. C2/518/41, 1588. 

+ 

I 
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The land utilisation of vest Wretham was similar to 

that of many Breckland villages;(1)a comparatively small 

arable field - the infield - of 226 acres lay on the better 

soils around several meres, and centred on the village itself, 
\ 

while the outlying parts of the parish consisted of extensive 

heaths providing ample sheep pasture for the lord's flock. 

The heatnland included seven brecks, known collectively as 

the outfield: "There are belonging to the said lords of the 

manor of ~est Wrotham seven Bre$ks or Shifts(2) of arable 

lands called outfield land wch are folded in Course every 

year wth the Flock of Ewes there, and they contain in all 

about four Hundred Acres of Land. "C.3) Darby and Saltmarsh 

suggest that each breck was tathed once in seven years, and 

after two or three years' cropping, allowed to revert to 

waste until its turn came for folding again; it seems most 

unlikely, however, that the unsown brecks would not be used 

as sheep feed whenever possible. Both the brecks and the 

(1) See Map Eight; compare with Sturston, supra,pp.'5-~ 
(2) Not to be confused with shifts inrohe open fields, 

supra, pp. 45-6. 
(3) A considerable increase in the size of the brecks took 

place during the seventeenth century: 
Breck 1612 .1lli 

1 abo~Oa. 156a. 1r. 9p. 
2 about 55a. 72a. 2r. Op. 

3, 4 and 5 about 170a. 204a. Or. 5p. 
6 about 60a. 88a. 3r. 6p. 
7 about 55a. 75a. Or. 14p. 

Darby and Saltmarsh, op.cit., p.42. 

.. 
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infield land of West Wretham, together with the unimproved 

heathland, were used as sheep feed under the usual foldcourse 

system: in the words of the terrier of 1612, "In all which 

Heaths and Arable Lands both outfield and infield ••• the 

Lords of the Manor of Westwrotham ••• have free sheepscourse 

& depasturing for so many Sheep at all times of the Year as 

hath been accustomed ••• " 

At West Wretham, an interesting variation on the 

normal foldcourse arrangements concerned the tenants' rights. 

In 1612, the flock consi sted of "about Seventeen Hundred 

and three-score Ewes and Hogges", all of which belonged to 

the lords of the manor except "one Tri~16r Liberty of two 

Hundred Ewes belonging to the said Henry bacon •.• , and one 

other Trip or Liberty of threescore Ewes belonging to the 

Parson of "estwrotham ••• " These 300(2) sheep fed freely with 

the rest of the flock as cullet sheepdd elsewhere, and were 

kept by the lord's shepherd at the lord's "Costs and 

Charges"; but contrary to the usual customs regarding cullet 

sheep~3)the tathe of those 300 sheep was to be bestowed only 

on the demesne lands in return for their upkeep by the lord. 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(3) 

A small flock. Also - a goite is a small flock, 
Treatise on Foldcourses, S. M. 
Assuming that the terrier uses the long hundred. 
Similarly, the whole flock numbered 2100 sheep. 
See Chapter Three, pp. ~8-1ob. 

u ... 
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Bacon and the parson had, however, to provide any. fodder 
' . . 

needed by their animals. ~e inhabita~ts ~of West Wretham 

had the usual rights of feeding their great cattle at all 

times of the year on the heaths and arable lands.(1) 

In other respects, the foldcourse at West Wretham 

did not differ from those elsewhere in Breckland: the 
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fundamental devision of pasturage was that between heathland 

and arable, even though the seven brecks fluctuated between 

the two divisions. The lease of the manor to Henry Bacon 

in 1612 indicates that foldcourses were common in Breckland: 

"the sayd Henry Bacon doth' Covenant and graunt ••• that he ••• 

shall and will at the last yeare of the said terme fould so 

many sheep on the demayne Lands of the sayd Mannor as the 

sayd Lands may sustaine, and do commonly beare after the rate 

of the Country there And so shall conti new the foldage 

therof all the last yeare at such times as is commonly used 

in those parts. ,,(2) This was merely a safeguard that the 

demesne arable lands would be left in a good condition when 

the lease expired, and is not inconsistent with the evidence 

in the terrier that all the heaths and arable lands received 

the benefit of tathing. (3) 

There is little evidence that the infield-outfield 

system was extensively used in Brecklandj surveys reveal the 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

A terrier of 1612, preserved at King's College, Cambridge, 
quoted by Darby and Saltmarsh, op.cit. 
K.C.C. Mss., quoted by Darby and Sa ltmarsh, op.cit., 
Darby and Saltmarsh interpreted th~8 covenant to mean that 
the infield-outf'ield system was Itcommonly used in those 
parts"; bearing in mind the negative evidence against this 

(continued over) 
, 



f.n. (2) - continued. 

and that the terrier revealed a normal foldcourse system, 
it seems much more likely that it was this method of 
sheep pasturage that was implied as the custom of 
Breckland. 
(3) Supra, ·pp.76-7. 
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usual Norfolk field system(1) and the foldcour se wa s widely 

employed. (2) Definite evidence of the kind of arrangement 

pre vailing in 1est 7retham has been found f or only one 

other Breckl and township : at Kilverstone :i,n 1592 , the lord 

of two manors was alleged to have fed his sheep over more 

of the !line fielde!l t han he should have done, and he al so 

cla imed the right to plough parts of the heathland;(3) this 

suggests a t least a rudimentary infield- outf ield system. 

Of the t wo reasons suggested(4) for the early i mprovement 

of heathland by the use of this system , the second is 

the more likely explanation in the ca se of Vest 1retham. 

Al though t he re had been about 30 taxpayers in the 

f ourteenth century,(5) only fi ve peasant landholders 

remained in 161 2 when Bacon had consolidated a l ar ge 

part of the land into his own possession. In addi tion 

to his own freehold and copyhold land, Ba con had le ased the 

manorial demesne, and by 1628 he had ac quired four of the 

peasant holdi ngs; the f i fth f ollowi ng in 1670. ( 6) The 

--------- ------- - --- --------------

(6) 

For example , see Sturston, supra, 
See Map Four . 
P. R. C. E134135 El iz . /Easter 24. 
Supra, p . 75. 
26 taxpayers in 1329 , 31 in 1332; 
and E1 79/149/ 9 . 
Darby and Sal tmarsh , op. cit • • 

pp. 35- 37 . 

P. R. O. E179/149/7 
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depopula t ion or the village and the consolidation of land 

ownership may well have encouraged the institution of more 

progressive methods by the lord of the manor; one suspects 

that the encroachment of deme sne brecks upon the common 

heathland had not been made while West Wretham wa s s till a 

flourishing vi l l a.ge comrnuni t y . It may be more than 

co-incidence that !~ilverstone was anothe r township in which 

the· consol idation of a demesne estate had resulted in the 

reduction and eventual depopulation of the village. Thomas 

Wright had been encroaching on the inhabitants' rights in 

th~ later sixteenth century, and by Blomefield's time, 

Kilverstone wa s tla ' small village ••• nO"lv wholly owned by 

Thomas Wright esq •••• At this time there are no tenant s 

belonging to the manors, the whole being purchased in. II (1) 

Such an explanation of the development or t he 

infield-outfield system at west Wretham WOUl d. be consi stent 

with an important dif ference between the system there and 

that at Grea t Massingham. The West Wretham brecks were held 

in severalty a s manorial demesne, but those at Great I'I18ssingham 

were divided between a number of landholders and ere 

presumably composed of open strips: temporary open-field 

furlongs, as i t were. Communal reclamation of he a thland to 

meet the needs for additional arable l and would seem to be 

the likely explanation here, and the outfield wa s probabl y 

(1) Blomefield, op.cit., I, p.541. 
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an extension of the permanent infield. (1) The clearest 

evidence f or the system at Great Hassingham -is of- the late 

sixtee~th century. Various tenants held land -in the two 
< 

divisions of the arable fields: Mr. Walpole, for instance , 

possessed freehold l and in the "within ffielde ll and in 

IILe Oute ffielde ll
• Both the i nf'ield and the outfield lands 

lay within three foldcourses - Feltham' s , the Mament, and the 

We st course s. (2) The system wa s already in ex:l stence in 

1538-39: in a survey of that date, details of the "owte 

fyldes or sheps walkes" followed those of the permanent open 

field;(3) and another survey of the same period makes a 

simil ar divisiQn: one section is concluded by the statement, 

"& ther ys thend of all the loy & the owtfeld". This 

outfield consisted of nine sec tions , corresponding to the 

brecks at vretham, whose names all had the suffix IIl0y,,(4) -

presumably co-terminous with ley land. The three f oldcourses 

were also named in this survey. ( 5) 

In Sedgefprd and Great Ringstead in the Good Sand 

Re gion, the infield- ol.l.1;field system was in use in the early 

seventeenth century, and probably earlier. (6) At this time, 

(6) 

As at Sedgeford and Great Ri ngstead, infra. 
The survey also uses the term tiLe Illlleff'ielde". 
P.R.O. 8.C.14/30/25, temp. Elizabeth. 
Holkham Mas., Massingham Deeds, 6/103. 
For example, Bardowloy, Harde l oy and Calkepitloy. 
B. M.Addit. ,6034, temp.Henry VIII. Five tenants hired breck. 
grounds in Great Massingham belonging to Fincham f'oldcour se , 
N.P.L. N.R. S.767i+ , 23E2, temp. Henry,VIII. 
The earliest detailed evidence for the Sedgeford brecks is 
in a Breck Book of 1620, L'Strange Mss. ,1C ; but certain 
furlongs are indicated to be breck lands in an undated 
16th century survey, 1B ; in two surveys of 1581, one 
describing the foldcourse s ,~e open-field land is detailed 

(continued over) 
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f.n. (6) - continued. 
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without n~ntion of any brecks - but the brec~s were part 
of the open fields and even in the last-mentioned ms. · 
were indicated only by later marginal notes, 1B 
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it was no doubt coul 1ed fi t h the tradi t i ona l me thods of sheep 

pasturage i~ the foldcourse system, but by the eighteenth 

century the infields and outfields here were only one aspect 

of the improvements brought about by Sir Hamon L'Strange. The 

brecks resembled those at Massingham in that both tenants and 

lord possessed land in them, and they were also extensions of 

the open fields rather than isolated enclosures in the heaths. 

The three foldcourses in Sedgeford (North Ground, Sou t h 

Ground and East Ground) each included eight brecks in 

addition to considerable areas of infield land, and a number 

of closes, fen grounds and heathlands. Each breck was 

cultivated for four consecutive years, lay fallow for a fif th, 

and then reverted to pasture for four years. (1) As a result 

of exchanges of land arranged with his tenants, the lord of 

the manor became the principal holder of breck lands, and in 

1631 the "Sm total ' of all the lords land in all the 

f'ouldcourses" was 1611a. 3r. 7p., excluding the infield lands 

over which the sheep enjoyed shackage .. (2) In addition to the 

eight ~egular brecks" other parts of the heathland were 

sometimes c,ropped.(3) The North Brecks and South Brecks, 
(1) Sedgeford Tithe Table, 1C ; Sedgeford Breck Book, 

1631, 1C 
(2) Breck Book, 1631, 1C , 
( 3) For example, in 1642 there were "Lande s Lying in the East 

feild in the sheepe s Pasture not Reckoned in' the Brecks 
but lyeth Continually for the sheep, onely once in 10 or 
15 yeares some haue been Broken vp, and in 1631 John Fisher 
sett out about IIxx and 12ac deuided into 6 Brecks, then 
letten to Will Guybon", 10 ; these were presumably the 
6 "New brecks in the East f'eild at Sedgf'ord" in 1652, 
1C 
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in Great Ringstead were similar to those of Sedgeford in 

their situation, and no doubt in their management as well.(1) 

In the early eighteenth century, before any 

extensive enclosure had taken place, the foldcourses of 

Sedgeford retained many of the features of the traditional 

foldcourse system coupled with several aspects of the 

improvements in methods of husbandry. A survey of East Hall 

and West Hall manors in the eighteenth centuv,y, by which time 

they had been united, describes the feed of the sheep as 

being "partly vpon the Comon whereof there is not above 100 

Acres in the whole, partly vppon the Shack lands of the 

said Mannor and none else are to keepe sheepe there or on 
, 

the said Comon but the Lord, and partly on the lay or 

vnplowed ground of the said Brecks whereof five parts - the 

whole into Eight beinge divided - are every yeare to ly lay 

for the pasture of the said speepe, and where it falls out 

in Course that any of the Coppiehold or ffreehold lands are 

to l~ lay for the purpose aforesaid The lord allowes to the 

Tents in exchang recompense for the same a like quantity of 

his Demeane arrable lands soe that we conceive the sd shacke 

(1) A map of these brecks, undated seventeenth century, 
HC ; a book of particulars and maps of the brecks, 
EH 9; field books of c.1620, EH 4; and 1690, EH 7. 
Breaks are not mentioned in numerous field books of 
L'Strange's manors in Hunstanton and Holme. 
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& Comon ffor the sd sheepe is onely to be aC90mpted as 

Cleare pritt for the Lord and wee value the same att 

84. 

xv Ii p Ann." As in the traditional foldcourse system, the 

tenants were given exchange for their arable lands 

whenever they would have been used for sheep pasture, 'but a 

departure from the former system was in the use of the 

infield lands for shackage: this was taken only after crops 

had been harvested, and none of this land lay fallow for a 

whole year as sheep pasture; "Nota all the feild grounds wch 

are demeasnes of the said Mannor beinge intermixed and 

'vndevided with Customary and other lands are distinguished 

into Infield lands and the Balks (brecks) whereof the 

infeilds are not at all to ly lay for the sheepe ••• ,,(1) 

The evidence for the use of an infield-outfield 

system in Norfolk in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries 

is thus restricted to only four or five townships; despite 

variations in the nature of the outfields, the system always , 

seems to represent an improvement and extension of cultivation 

from the normal Norfolk open-field system. At West Wretham, 

(1) The lands of the manors were:­
Enclosed grounds 

1C 

"Whinns or ffursy ground" 
Infield lands 
In the 24 brecks 

44a.3r. Op. 
308a. 2r. 2Op. 
399a. 3r. 2Op. 
969a. Or. Op. 



Massingham and Sedgerord the iDrield-outrield system was 

never divorced" from open-field methods of cultivation and 

sheep pasturage; but in the eighteenth century, the infield-

outrield system was introduced on many e states in the 

Sheep-Corn Region in conjunction with extensive enclosure or 

rields and heaths, and it involved a complete break with 

open-field husbandry. 

VIII. 

This process of re-organisation and improvement in 

the eighteenth century is well illustrated by the case of 

Flitcham. In the sixteenth centurY, the land utilisation of 

Flitcham resembled that or many villages in the Good Sand 

Region: in" the central area of an elongated parish were the 

extensive open fields, beyond which lay Westmore Common on 

the west and a very large area or heathland on the east. 

Four foldcourses used the arable shackage "and the heaths: 

Westmore Course on one side, and North~ BiShOPs,(1) and 

Boundes Courses in the east. (2) These flocks fed on both 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

The Bishop of Norwich was granted this foldcourse on the 
dissolution of Walsingham Priory, Blomefield, op.cit., 
VIII, 415. 
N.P.L. MS. 4290, map or Flitcham, 1550-1580; 
N. P.L. Flitcham Mss., 8/318. The 1517 Commission of Enquiry 
reported a considerable acreage enclosed and converted to 
pasture in Flitcham; some of this land may have been 
returned to the open field by the date of the afore­
mentioned map, but t he map shows a large area of closes 
around and to the west of the village. 
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fields and heaths according to the traditional methods of 

the foldcourse system,(1)but by 1627 it seems that some 

attempt was being made to cultivate small areas of 

heathland. (2) By 1655, the foldcourses had been re-organised 

with the merger of Bishops and Boundes Courses into a new 

"great Ground", and the replacemeI).t of North Course by the 

"Litle Grovnd,,;(3)westmore Course was unchanged. EdWard 

Lord Coke had owned two of the foldcourses in 1627, and had 

seemingly acquired Bishops Course by 1655. 

Having gained possession of a large estate in 

Flitcham,(4)the Earl of Leicester effected a complete trans-

formation of the parish; an early eighteenth century map 

gives particulars of the three large farms into which the 

township had been divided, with only 290a.Cr.5p. in the 

hands of 15 small landholders. The old open field was 

(1 ) P.R.O. E178/1587, a survey made on the attainder for 
high treason in 1589 of the Earl of Arundel (Thomas, 
Duke of Norfolk); P.R.O. E164146, the articles of inst­
itution for that survey list, under Flitcham, the four 
foldcourses as well as a fifth in Anmer. 
See also, N.P.L. Flitcham Mss. ,8/349, undated c.1560 
survey; 7/294, undated 16th century survey, but between 
1542 and 1557. (Blomefield, op.cit., viii, 413) 
N.P.L. Flitcham Mss. ,14/460; N.P.L. MS. 4291 , map of 
Westmore Common, 1601. 
N.P.L. MS.4293, map of Flitcham, 1655. 
Lord Chief Justice Coke bought Poyuingts manor, to 
which the other manors had been previously united, and 
the estate passed to Thomas Coke , Earl of Leice ster; 
Blomefield, op.cit., viii, 413. 



87. 

still unenclosed (it had been enclosed by 1828(1)) but was 

now called the infield; the heathland in both west and east 

had been completely enclosed, with the exception of 

222a.3r.Op. remaining as common for the tenants,(2) and the 

large eastern heath was divided into many closes and brecks.(3) 

At least one flock of' sheep(4 ) :c.>emalned , but t he "f'oldcourses" 

were now of' a very dif'ferent nature. 

The Earl of' Leicester had i mproved his other estates 

in much the same way, introducing an infield-outfield 

system where only the normal Norf'olk system had been known 

bef'ore. A signif'icant f'eature of many of' the maps of' the 

Holkham esta te s is that only the enclosed brecks of the former 

heathland are described as consti.tuting the new-style 

foldcoursesj improvement s j.n c. OIlS and rotations have removed 

the infield lands from the sheep feed, and under the new 

husbandry sheep were moved into the arable closes only to be 

(4) 

N.P.L. MS.4296, map of' Flitcham. 
Proposals were made f'or enclosing the tenants' common in 
1755, N.P.L. Flitcham Mss. ,15/489. 
N.P.L. MS.4295, undated, 1728-17L~; the largest :rarm, 
Fl itcham Abbey Farm, was comprised 01':-

Enclosures 442a. 2r. 27p. 
Infield lands 495a. 2r. 32p. 
Brecks 1 234a. Or. 6p. 
Homesteads, etc. 1 Oa. Or.15p. 

2182a.2r. Op. 

There were also some brecks on Westmore Common, 
N. P. L. Fli tcham MS s., 14/481, 1739. 
N.P.L. Flitcham MSs., 15/489. Mr. Leeds leased one flock; 
See supra pp. 62-) for another of Leicester's flocks 
leased by Leeds. 
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fattened off the turnip crops.(1) At Warham, for 

instance, the old open field was almost entirely enclosed 

in 1712, and the heathland lay in "The breaks or fold 

course". (2) Sometimes, despite the limited use of the 

infield for sheep pasture, the closes are nevertheless 

coup~ed with the brecks as part of the foldcour se s.(3) The 

enclosed fields and heaths were divided into a few large far.m~~) I 

(4) 

Rochefoucould describes the i mprovement of a farm at 
Rougham by marling and enclosing; the land never lay idle, 
being cropped in a rotation of turnips, barley sown with 
clover, clover alone, and wheat; the l ar ge flock of 2000 
sheep was fed on t he turnips and clover in winter, presumabQ, 
taking its summer feed from the outfield brecks; op.cit., 
quoted by Mosby, 01'. ci t~, pp.126-7. 
Holkham Mss., map 2/23 
As at Wighton, map 3/27, 1720. Lousedal e fo l dcourse in 
Wighton comprised 7 brecks and 7 enclosures as we l l as an 
area of unenclosed common, map 3/31, c.1750. 
The open fields of Longham (map 5/92, c.1580)had been 
enclosed and divided into four large farms, map 5/93, 
1700-1725. At Wi ghton, r. Bedingfield's farm consisted of: 

Brecks 212a.1 r. 32p. . 
New Cl oses 16h 0 36 
Infield lands 281 3 18 
Arable enclosures 221 2 0 
Pasture and meadow 75 1 18 
Homesteads, etc. 5 3 2 

961 0 26 Map 3/27, 1720. 
The surveyor of Waterden in 1713 had di~ed the enclosures 
"into their Respective Ancient Furlongs, as near as could 
be discovered"; the Whole of the parish of this depopulated 
village lay in the farm of Edmund Skippon:-

11 enclosures - heath, br'eck &: sheepsvla lk 232a. 2r. 31 p. 
10 arable enclosures in the "En-Fields" 276 3 10 
9 other arable enclosures 132 3 8 
Meadow and pasture closes 124 2 17 
Homesteads, etc. 3 2 8 

Map 3/48. 770 1 34 
See also the maps of South Creake, map 4/50, 1728-1744; 
Weasenham, 1726-1728, quoted by Gray, op.cit. ,p.325; 
Castle Acre, map 5/80, 1700-1725, and 5/8~, 1757; Quarles, 
another depopulated village lying in a single estate 
comprising the sheepwalk brecks and "The Field of Quarles 
the sole property of Christs Colledge", Holkham Mss. , Quarles 
Deeds, 1/8, 1772-73, giving calculations made from the 
map of 1735. 
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and these Leicester leased together with the foldcourses. 

These developments were not confined to Leicester's estates 

or to the Good Sand Region, and were applied to Breckland 

townships such as caldecote(1) ~nd East Wretham. (2) 

The management of the foldcourses in the eighteenth 

century involved a systematic use of the sheep in conjunction 

with the new crop rotations, and the lessees of foldcourses 

from the Earl of Leicester or from L' Strange were strictly 

bound in their preparation of the brecks for tillage. A 

condition of the lease of the Manor Flock at Heacham in 1696 

was that the farmer must" tath in ye last year as much of 

the Brecks & Cleylands as shall be somertill'd, wth his 

Flock wch shall consist of 700c sheep & the Fold to consist 

of 8 doz hurdles sett in a square fold. II (3) 
The degree of improvement and the late survival of 

the traditional foldcourse system was extremely variable 

between the townships of the Sheep-Corn Region. While some 

had been completely transformed by the big landowners of 

See Mosby, op.cit., p.128. 
In addition to 187 acres of open-field land and 712 
acres of heathland sheepVialk, there were 19 brecks 
totalling more than 810 acres, N.P.L. MS.10071, 3401, 
an undated eighteenth century survey. 
For the distribution of breckB by the nineteenth century, 
see a map prepared from the tithe awards by Mosby, 
OPe ci t., p. 1 31 • 
L'Strange MSs., KA 14, "Abstracts of . leases of all my 
farmes". Similar conditions bound the lessees of the 
North Foldcourse in Sedgeford, East Hall and West Hall 
Farms there, and Caly Foldcourse in Heacham. 



the Good Sand Region, others had been only partially 

improved. At Brancaster, over 1000 acres of open fields 

and over 200 of half-year lands remained to be enclosed by 

the Act of 1755; but the heathland here had already been 

improved, 900 acres lying in brecks.(1) In other cases, 

little or no improvement had been aChieved; at Salthouse 

and Kelling, the Act dealt with 1490 acres of open fields 

and half-year lands, and 1626 acres of warren, common 

and heath. (2) 

Mosby, op.cit., p.129-30. 
Op.cit., p.124. 
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I. 

The o\vnership of foldcourses and flocks was concentra ted 

in the hands of the larger and" more weal thy lando mers ; 

f oldcourses were usually appurtenant to, manors, and although 

many were leased to farmers, only the mos t subs t anti al 

tenant s could afford to rent and maintain them. (1) Many 

freehol ders and copyholders were, however, able to keep a 

small number of sheep, and t here has already been cau se to 

mention the various ways in which these sheep were maintained . 

In the Sheep-Corn Region, the peasant s ' ri ghts of pasturage 

were three-fold : sheep were kept on the commons , they were 

fed on the unsown fallow fields and they were pu t into the 

lords ' flocks as culletsheep . In the Wood-Pasture Region, 

commons were much less extens ive and there was, of course, 

no opportunity for cullet rights to be established; sheep 

feed here was p rovided to some extent by a tenant's fallow 

strips, and meadow and pasture attained a greater significance 

(1) The annual rent of a foldcourse mi ght be as much as £10, 
varying of course with the size of t he flock: a cours e 
a t Great Dunham was leas ed in 1615 for £10, Ca rthew, 
op .cit.,III, 81. A rent of £3 per hundred was not unusual 
when the sheep themselves were leased : at Grea t Massingham 
in 1560, 250 sheep in Feltham's foldcourse were leaseo: 
for £9, " Blomefield, op .cit., IX, 9. Even further beyond 
mos t purses was the cost of bUYing a foldcourse: a moiety 
of a course a t Great Bircham was sold in 1601 for £260, 
Blomefield, op.cit., X, 295. For the costs of the 
maintenance of flocks, see Chapter Six. 
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than in .. the Sheep-Corn Region . It seems tha t the proportion 

of men owning sheep was as high in the Vfuod-Pasture as in 

the Sheep-Corn Re ion, but owing to the absence of' large 

flocks in the former, the average number of sheep per ' man 

t llere was cons i der ably lower; on the other hand, the medi an 

number of sheep was lowe r i n the Sheep-Corn Region 1.1V'here mos t 

peasants kep t only a very small number of' animal s . (I) 

In the Sheep-Corn Region, especially in t he wes t of' the 

county , commons were of gre~t extent, and their u s e as pasture , 

as well as a source of' fodder and :fuel, was of t he greates t 

i mportanc e to the peasant l andholder.( 2 ) In the western 

townships , there was often sufficient heathland for some to 

be s et as i de f or the exclusive u s e of the tenants, a t leas t 

for part of the year; but in many cases , lord' s sheep and· 

tenants' sheep and ca ttle shared the same s tretch of common . 

In these areas the abundance of heathl and often made the 

limitation of sheep nUmbers unnecessary, but in east Norfolk 

there was a greater premium on the use of' the less extensive 

commons and stinting was fre quently needed. Swaffham and 

Crimplesharn were typical of the conditions in west Norf'olk : 

at the former, the lord used extensive heathland and the 

tenants were not stinted;(3) and at Crimplesharn there was 

!
l~ See infra, Tables 2 , 7 and 12. 
2 See Chapter Five, pp. 1b2 et s~q. 
3 Te p . Edw~rd VI, Blomefield , op.cit.,VI, 201. 
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restriction as to dates, but no stinting. (1 In contrast, 

the inhabitants of Rou hton in north-eas t Norfolk ere strictly 

s tinted iIi ._their use of Roughton Heath; an order of 1530-31 

entitled them to feed 60 sheep each there, and they were 
( 2 ) 

fined 4d. for every sheep above that nunmer. After a 

commission had examined the comrnona e in 161'3, a new stinting 

was devi sed by which 6 sheep could be pastured on the common 

for each messuage , .tenement or cottage, and each man fed an 

additional sheep for every acre of land in his holding. (3) 

Such stinting was doubly important when the common concerned 

wa s used by the lord's flocks as well as by the tenants' 

animals: the lord of the manor of Ranworth found the feed 'of 

his 840 sheep hindered by tenants who exceeded the st int 

allowed them on four waste grounds . (4 ) 

In the fertile districts of the ood-Pas ture Region, 

heaths were generally absent and the small commons were the 

(1) 

(4) 

P.R.O. Lands and Revenue, Vol. 201, quoted by Spratt, op.cit. 
p .62. At Har ham, sheep and other animals ere fed on the 
common with no stinting, P.R.O. E134/42 and 43 Eliz.!1ich. 
28 , 1599. . 
Rye, "North "'rpingham", I, p .165. 
Thus, 745 sheep were fed in right of 31 messuages, cottages 
and tenements, and 563 acres 3 roods of land; t wo men 
together ovvned 270 sheep, P.R.O. DL44/901, 1613. 
At Antingham, an award made in 1566-7 allowed one sheep 
to be pastured for every acre, Rye , op .cit., p . 20. 
P.R.O. C2/H23/9, temp . El izabe t h . A tenant a t Brinton had 
rights of co onage appurtenant to t wo -messuages - for 
one, ~e kept 60 ewes and their l ambs and one ram on 
"Litle moore", and in right of the second, 100 sheep on 
" reat moore"; these commons were part of a foldcourse; 
P.R.O. 078/80, No.26. 
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subject o~ val uabl e p rivileges ~or t he t enants : hen the 

Abbot o~ Sib ton pastured 220 sheep on the Grea t Green of 

Bri s in ham, he paid not only a rent to the lord o~ the manor 

but al so al ms to the poor o~ the parish. (1) 

In we s t Nor~ol , f ,ew villages ne eded to share commons 

with their neighbOurs,(2) but int er-commoning as ~re quent 
in east Norfolk ( 3 ) and in the ~ood-Pasture Re ion . In the 

l att er , t here were often townshi ps without any subs t antial 

commons a t all, and more ~ortunate neighbours ere troubl ed 

by intrudeps across the parish boundaries . The i nhabit ant s of 
(4 ) 

Banham were s tinted in the use of their common and it as 

(1) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

Blo' efi el d , 0 . ci t. ,I, 72 . Other commons there were used 
excl usively by the inhabit ant s , and some t enants toolc shee 
feed on Great Green. 
Some o~ the smaller vill a es i n the west o~ t he county 
di d int ercornmon with neighbours ; A~pleton sh ar ed p rt of 
Ves t more Co on i n Fl itchrun , and the inhabitants of Wes t 

Newton encroached on thi s common, N.P.L. Fl itcham ss., 
14/ 481, 1739 , and map o~ t he common , N.P.L. S. 4291, 1601 . 
Intercommoning wa s neces sary i n some o~ the townshi ps on 
the borders o~ the Good Sand Re ion and mi d- Norfolk, for 
exampl e be t ween · ileham and Beeston, and Bri s ley and North 
El mham , Carthe~ , opl cit. ,II, 383- 384 , 401, 559- 560. 
For exampl e , the i nhabitant s of Ant ingham, Thorp !arket, 
North ' ~ral sham , BraMield, South Repps , Gi rnmingham and 
Trunch all had right s on a common in Antin ham; and ' on 
Oldfield Heath t here , the i nhabitants of Thorp ar ket 
were limited to 100 sheep , Rye, op . cit ., p .16. 
Also, Trimingham and Sidestran~ , Duchy o~ Lancaster 
Pleadings quo t ed by C. ' . Hoa r e , "Records of a Norf olk 
Vill a e " ( Sidestrand , 1914. 
Robert Coo ce of Banham kep t 60 sheep on the common in 
ri ht of a t enement and lOa . pasture , and John Ro se ept 
100 sheep t here in ri h t of 50a. of 1 nd , wood and pas t ure , 
P. R.O. 164/ 46 , 1588. 
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necessary to exclude the sheep of the inhabitants of 

neighbourin li nfarthing and Tibenham. (1) Near by , t he 

inhabitants of New Buckenham and Carleton Ro de d i sputed the 

u s e of an a r ea of common which l ay as tride their ~ari sh 

boundar y. Thi s land was or some i mport ance to New Buckenham 

s ince the 40 to 45 acres of common wi thin-_,their bounds in 
( 2) 

ract belonged to Old Buckenham. In 1573, a commi ss i on l aid 

down a boundary on the common to divide the t wo villages , 

and ordered that "ffrom hensforthe no entercomoning or comon 

pur c ause de vi s i nage be had claymed or used by any of t he 

sa i de inhitaunts in any of the saidepeces of was te or comon 

a-s allott ed or appoynted unto eyther of the sa i de TO\ffishi pps ••• " 

and this order was rep eated in 1602.( 3 ) 

Although the lords oft en o~med several heathland , it was 

unusual ror tenant s to do so; occasionally , however, "doles " 

were se t out on commons after the manner of the cus~omary 

a110t\ment of meadows . On Mousehold Heath, nea r NorWich , the 

(1) In 1618, some inhabitant s of Tibenham cla i med to hold 
commonages on Baru1am Heath by copy of court ro11from 
Banham manor; thus one man had 60 sheep and 1 r am on the 
heath , and al~gether f ifteen Tibenharn men had 50-100 
sheep there. A jury denied t he int er-commonage and 
decl a red that commonage could not be demi s ed ttto any 
cus tomary tenant Whatever", Blomefield, op.cit., I, 351. 
P.R.O. E134/38 Eli z./Hil. 24 . 
P.R.O. E159/365/ ~ich. 426 (1573); and P.R.O. E123/28/1 21 
(1602) . For proceedi n s leading up to s econd decree, 
s ee E134/ 38 E1iz./Hil. 24 (1595) , 123/ 23/58 (1595), 
E123/25/308 (1598). 



96 . 

commonage was i nterrup t ed by many doles and "sev er a11 

Interests It vhose owner s were restricted in."their u se of the 

un- allotted heath. (1) Tenants ' ani mal s usually fed freely 

over the commons, but there is evi dence tha t in some ca ses 

the· pasturage was divided between the tenants accordi ng to 

the number of animal s they possessed. At West Ra i nham , for 

example, an area of pas ture wa s set asi de for nea t cattl e , 

and i n 1648 eighteen t enant s rented a total of 93 acres -

mos t of it demesne l and - a t t h e r a t e of 1 acre and 2 r oods 

per cow. ( 2 ) 

The commons supported a grea t variety of stoc : a t 

Hargham, the tenants fed their sheep , horses , cows , swine, 

geese and fowl s on the common which was al so used by the 

lord ' s f10c l{. ( 3 ) And in f act sheep were probably in the 

minority among the tenants' animal s on the commons of the 

Sheep-Corn Region , f or they could be fed in the lord ' s flock 

as cullet sheep , enjoying the whole feed of the foidcourse 

and being cared for by t he lord ' s shephard. os t references 

to tenants' right s · of commonage mention cattl e , sometimes 

P.R.O. E178/7l53, 1600. 
itA note made in May 1648 how ye Cows pasture in est 
Reinha ' is to bee La i d f or ye yeare ffollowi n e." 
N.P.L. S.1508, ID2. 
P. R.O. E134/ 42 and 43 Eliz. /Mich . 28 , 1599. Nicholas Turner 
had 1 cow, 1 heifer , 3 horses , 4 swine and 11 eese 
"In ye Comon" a t Longham in 1676 (Norwich Bi shop ' s Chapel 
inventories , Val es 48 ); Vil1iam Ancell ~ept 3 ma res 
2 colts, 1 foal , 3 milch cows , 2 heifers , 2 steers ~nd 
2 calves "In the Comons" of Catfield i n 1619 
( Inventories, ason 110). 
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together with sheep but often as the only stock allowed.(1 ) 

This' emphasis on the tenants ' great cattle is also noticeable 

in their rights of shackage over the harvest fields,(2) and 

it is clear that although ca ttle farming wa s not developed 

on the scale that it was in the V ood-Pasmure Region, the 

inhabitants of the Sheep- Corn Region nevertheless kept numerous 

cattle for domestic and local purposes . (3) 

II. 

Tenants' rights to feed their animals on the unsown 

ar able land were vari able between different manors and 

different townshi ps. There is abundant evidence for the 

right of tenants to use the winter shackage, and it is clear 

that in many cases the tenants ' animals shared the shack that 

was used by the lords ' flocks; at Swaffham, the shack of 

west Field lay within a f oldcourse and was also fed over by 

the tenants ' great cattle,(4) and the same was necessarily 

the case in townships like Holkham where the whole of the 

(1 ) 

(4) 

For examples of tenants ' rights of commonage see 
Chapter Five. 
As at Holkham, supra, pp.43- 4. 
The 93 acres rented by the inhabitants of 'Vest Rainham 
in 1648 supported 62 cows, supra, p. 96, f . n. 2. 
In 1568 , the inhabi t ants of Great Ribur gh had 80 cows 
and 33 bullocks, 26 tenants having from 1 to 10 animals 
each, B •• Addit . 39221, m. 64. 
P. R. O. Re qu. 2/187/11, 1603. 
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ar abl e l and lay withi n one foldcourse or another. (1) I n 

other cases, however, t enants' and lords' shackage were 

distinct with an obvious ga in in convenience; ( 2 ) a t Docking 

the lord and flock owner claimed to have allowed his tenants 

more than 100 acres of land for the shackage of their neat 

cattle in return for their observance of the shift system 

whereby h i s sheep enjoyed the sole right of shackage over 

Eas t Field. (3) Custom was equally vari able i n regard to 

summer f allow. (4) 

In al mos t all cases, rights of shackage and of feed over 

f allow l and were f or the tenants' grea t ca ttl e only : onl y 

occasionally were their sheep included. (5) But in many 

townshi ps a cullet(6) right gave at leas t s ome of the tenant s 

the opportunity to feed sheep on the shackage by putting 

them into the lord's flock. 

(1) Sup r a , p . 4-2. 
(2) ' In a petition to Queen Elizabeth it was claimed that 

"Th e Shak ons defyled & ou 'ronne ons wt sheppe" it could 
not b e fed by the tenants' great cattle, P.R.O. E163/l6/l4 , 
temp . Elizabeth, see infra , p .155. a r shall gives examples 
from the 18th century of cattle refusing ~rass where sheep 
folds had stood. ("Rural Economy", II, 13). 

~ §
3 l P.R.O. C2/Hll/45 , 1591. See supra ,pp.4b,55. 

Supra, p1'. 49- 50. 
Sheep could be kept on tenants' own strips only for 
certain p eriods a t Hockwold, suprg, pp.51-2.. The 
Chancellor and Council of the Duchy of Lancas ter decreed 
that no inhabitant of' Gimmingham should keep more sheep 
and cattle on the winter shackage than he had kep t on his 
own grounds during the summer; a commiss ion investiga ted 
thi s in 1580, P.R.O. DL44/295. 

(6) It is suggested in the Treatise on Foldcourses that "cullet" 
is derived from "quillett lt , meaning a small number of' 
sheep; a qulliett of' land is a small parcel of l and. 
See supr a , p. 5'8. 
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The number of sheep that each t enant was al lo red to 

keep in the flock was determined by the s i ze of his l and­

holding , and on some manors a t least, onl y the freeholders 

were allowed to participate. A single flock mi ght 'be 

augmented by s everal hundred sheep ,(l) subs t antially 

increasing the amount of t a the as well as the lord' s f i nancial 

p rofit: tenant s often made a per capita payment f or these 

sheep which were tended throughout the year without any 

additional ch~rge on the t enants towar ds the costs of t h e 

lord and his Shepherd.(2) In addition to the benef it of 

t a thing , received by lord and tenant alike, the tenants took 

the increase of l ambs from their ewes and also the wool clip . 

The working of the cullet system is made cl ear by a 

dispute between lord and tenant s a t Hilborough; denial of 

t his right by flockowners was one caus e of compl a int agains t 

(1) 

( 2) 

At Holkham in 1577, 14 tenant s pu t 264 sheep into 
Caldowe flock ; their quotas were 68, 34 , 28 , 24 , 20, 18 , 
17,11,10, 10, 8, 6 , 5, 5; Holkham ss.,Ho1kham Deeds, 
10/318. At Great Ringstead in 1598, it was s t a ted tha t 
North Hall flock was normall~ made up of 360 cullet sheep 
and 360 of the lord's sheep ; as the result of tenants 
exceeding this number, a r ate was appointed in 1595 of 
the munber of sheep to be allowed for each "ancyent tent. If. 
In 1598, 31 tenants had 30, 20,20,15,15,15,15,14 ,12 ,1 2 , 8 , 
8 , 8 ,7,7,7,6,6 ,6,5, 4,4 , 4 , 4 , 4 , 4 , 4 , 4 , 4 ,4,4; the number was 
made up to 360 by 80 sheep allowed for Read's chief 
messu age; L'Strange Mss., Eli • For other examples , see 
Chapter Six. 
At Great Ringstead , 2d. per annum was paid for each sheep 
in 1598, L'Strange I SS . EH • At Antingham in1640, 6d. 
was paid for each of 200 sheep , N.P.L. 8.6027e, 16B7. 
For other exampl es see Chapter Six. 



100. 

them during t he s i x teenth centur~ . (1 ) The ~oldcourse a t 

Hilborough includes areas o~ warrens, commons , heaths and 

op en fields; the large flock included cul let sheep inserted 

on August 24th each year by t he free tenants. I f any of the 

cullet sheep died or were sold, others could be put in to 
\ 

replace them, but the number was never to exceed tha t 

allotted to each tenant and on the s ame date any exc ess 

resulting from the birth o~ lambs was to be removed. The 

shepherd was provided and paid by the lord, or the lessee o~ 

his demesne, who .received the benef it of the t a the of the 

390 cullet sheep ; the wool and l ambs , however, were t aken by 

the owner s of the sheep who were obliged to wash and clip 

the animals and brand them with their own mar ks . The 
I 

s~okesman for the free tenants in thi s dispute were Edmund 

~are senior, the rector, and junior. The rector had the 

right, he clai med , to put 204 sheep into the ~lock in 

respect of the rectorship, Chapel Close, a cap ital messuage 

with some closes , and a second messuage; are junior put in 

only 42 , in respect of t wo parcels of l and of five and one 

acres, and the rest of the freeholders added small er quotas . 

These arrangements 'were no doubt r epresentative, but the 

rector's cullet right was an unusually l a r ge one.(2) 

(1) See Chapt er Five, pp .~60-1. 
(2) P.R.O. 078/75, 1723. 

., 
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A second i nformative dispute conc erning cullet rights 

is that between Sir John and Christopher Heydon and the 

inhabitants of Salthouse and Kelling. (1) Three tenants 

claimed, on behalf of 52 others, that they not only had rights 

of commonage on Salthouse and Kelling Common for the whole 

year, but also were entitled to keep sheep and c attle in both 

several and shack ttme(2)on the arable fields and was tes. (3) 

The number of sheep kept was limited according to each man ' s 

"power" and was c alled a' "coIl et". (4 ) These rights, they said, 

h ad not been questioned until the Heydons impounded the 

tenants' sheep in their"Hoggs Cote", returning them half-

starved four days later; Heydon had nevertheless allowed 

strangers' sheep to go into his flock. Sir John Heydon in 

his reply claimed to have right of foldcourse for at least 

2040 sheep in Salthouse and 960 in Kelling; (5) his les see, 

Christopher Heydon, had therefore lav~lly fed 3000 sheep on 

the 'shack fields between harvest and March 25th, and on the 

(3) 

( 4 ) 

(5) 

P.R.O. St.Ch.3/3/42, temp . dward VI. 
Several time here refers to the summer, when the arable 
land was not laid open to common feeding but when 
individual tenants could use their own unso\vn strips. 
A witness for the complainants stated that the tenants 
were un-stinted in this commonage . 
The s ame witness remembered 8 cullets, varying from 
120 to 240 sheep. 
These numbers are confirmed by witnesses for both 
defendants and complainant s . 
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(1) 

heaths throughout the year. He asserted that the t enants ' 

cullet right was for 240 sheep in Salthouse and 170 in 

Kelling ,( 2) a yearl y payment being made f or each animal . (3 ) 

In recent years, he said , these rights had been surpassed 

by t he sett ing up of a completely new flock by the tenant s , 

and the sheep had accordingly been i mpounded. 

Heydon ' s answer brou ght a denial from the compl ainant s ; 

they made one fUrther all egation - that it was unreasonable 

for such a l arge f lock to be kept in the arable f ields 

since Heydon owned only three acres of land there. I f thi s 

were true, it would suggest tha t Heydon, like many lando~mers , 

was farming his demesne and beco ing direct l y concerned 

al most solely with sheep- farming . (4 ) In a rejoinder, Heydon 

expounded the Norfolk custom concerning cullet ri ghts : 

"By custom of the said county of Norf olk no man have used 

nor ought to shack in any op en or common field or several 

heath with sheep or grea t ca ttle without number . But by. the 

(4) 

His witnesses confirm this. 
A shepherd puts the cullets a t 360 and 120. Henry 
Bawbeney , gent., depos ed for Heydon , divided the Salthouse 
f loc into t wo parts : 1560 were kept on the sheeps pasture 
called the Heath, 1080 or 1200 being the lord ' s sheep and 
the r est cullet of tenants and f orei gners , and 480 on 
t he Eye , part lord' s and part cUllet . 
Henry Bawbeney depo s ed that l~d . was paid for each wether 
and gel ded ("gyld "') ewe , and 2d. f or ea ch ewe with lamb ; 
the shepherd agreed ; John Borne said 2d. for each ewe 
under 360, . and 3d. for each one over that number. 
See Chapt er Five. 
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custom of t he sa i d count y every man t hat have any l and 

lying in any open f ield ( exc ep t s~ch as has liberty of 

f oldcourse and f oldage) ought to s hack theI'e with his ca ttle 

a ccording to the p roportion of hi s l and l ying in the said 

fi eld." (1) He stressed the point t hat cullet sheep were 

of a I'estricted number : "a cullet of sheep , which the sai d 

compl a inant do cla im to have without number , i s to have a 

number of sheep certai n appur tenant to some tenement as a 

hundred or t wo hundred sheep going and feeding after or ~ ith 

t he lords f lock "; it could be termed a cullet right only i f 

the lord had a foldcourse and flock in which the cullet 

sheep were k ep t. ( 2 ) Heydon declared tha t cUllet s were 

usually for not more than 240 sheep in a f lock . Abou t nine 

or ten yeaI'S previously, he continued , many sheep belonging 

to hi s farme r of t he fo l dcourse , together with the cullet 

sheep, had been drovmed "by the r age of the waters " owing 

to the negligence of the farmerts shepherd; it was agreed as 

(1) 

( 2 ) 

Heydont s withesses agI'eed tha t cull et s were limited 
by tenure, and t hat a small number of sheep lcep t by 
themselves were also according to a strict r a te: one 
witness call s such a small f lock an "end" or a "parre". 
His witnesses coni'irrned th.is as "the custom of Norfolk". 
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a r esul t tha t the cullet sheep mi ght be leept as a se~arat e 

(1) 
flock with a shepherd of the tenants ' appointment. Neither 

Sir John nor h i s new farmer agre e that the cullet sheep 

should r emain in a s epara te f lock and they have therefore 

b een ,jus tly i mpounded. In a further rejoinder, the l eading 

compl a inant protested that he had not heard of the "custom 

of Norf olk " concerning cullet, but all t he available 

evi dence conf i rms Heydon ' s expos ition. 

Although t he number of cullet sheep b elonging to the 

rec,tor of Hil borou gh was unusually l a r ge , there are sev er al 

i ns tancesof mi nor fl ocks being kept toget her with the lord' s 

sheep . The f lock of 2100 sheep a t Wes t Vret ham included 

sheep of the shepherd and the cu1let , and a l so 240 ewes as 

the "Trip or Liberty" of Henry Bacon and 60 ewes i n the 

trip of the parson . ( 2) Heydon's testimony tha t cullet right s 

vere never f or an unlliait ed number of sheep may be generally 

upheld , but there were certai nly some exc eptions ; Thomas 

FaI le , f'or instance , o'1med t wo tenements in Ickbur gh in right 

of which he put 52 and 60 sheep i nto the lord's f lock 

----------------------------------
(1 ) John Borne 'was t he farmer who had allowed the tenant s ,to 

keep th~ir sheep separat ely; he said tha t Heydon had 
impounded the sheep several times s ince then and tha t 
each time the tenants had agr eed to pay the usual culle t 
charges ; h e adds that this ',vas cheaper than keep i ng a 
separ ate flock because the tenants paid their shepherd 
2d. per sheep kept as well as other char ges. 

(2) K. C.C. ss., quoted by Saltmarsh and Darby, op.cit.; 
see supr a , p.77. 
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although one of these rights was sai d to be without 'number . (1) I 

As a result of these r estrictions , tenant s ' sheep rareJ y 

f ormed the l ar ger part of a f lock and there are onl y few 
( 2 ) 

ins tances of tenant s owning s epar a t e f loCKS. 

The l a r gest individual quot a of cullet sheep in a ~lock 

waS often tha t of t he shepherd : this was h i s chief perqui s ite 

of office. ( 3) The cullet allowance to shepherds was very 

(3) 

PR.O. Cl/li21/1, 1544-1 553. 
For exampl e , a t Swaffham in 1549- 50, a foldcourse and 
90 acres of l and belonging to Aspal' s manor were gr anted 
aft er the Di ssolution t o the "Use of the Town", 
Blomefield, op .cit ., VI, 203 . A map of the l ands of 
Panworth Hall manor in Ashill in 1581 shows three fold­
courses , one belonging to the i nhabitant s of Ashill , 
Ho1kham ss., maps 5/104. At Runcton, the cullet flock 
had right of shackage in the harves t fields aft er the 
lord ' s f lock had gone over them, quoted by Spratt, 
op .cit., p . 256. The smal l private folds used by t enants 
in earl i er centuri es ( see supr a , ~.{9 ) were not main­
t ained with t he development of the foldcourse system, 
but a few i ndefinite r eferences to such folds have been 
f ound f or the s eventeenth c entury; a t enant of Hil l Hall 
manor in Holkham was sai d to hold, i n 1632 , 15 acres of 
l and with a fold at 2s.6d. per annum , and he al so paid 
5s . 2d. f or the corrmon fe ed of 100 sheep ; Holkham ~ SS e , 

Holkham Deeds , 13/632 , 591, quoted by Sp r a tt, op .cit., 
pp . 256-7. This seems cl early i nconsi s tent with the 
foldcourse arrangement s as described f or Holl~am 
(sup r a , pp . 41-5 ) and may refer to a cullet right in 
the flock and commonage on the heath. It may be noted 
t hat Thomas FaI le ' s cul~et right a t Ickburgh ( sup r a , p . f04 ) 
was referred to as a r1ght of foldcourse and foldage. 
At Sheringham in 1645 , a husbandman had a fold in South 
Field where he kep t 45 sheep for his brother as well as 
his own animals; Norfolk Quarter Sess ions Records, 
quoted by Spratt, op .cit.; thi s may also refer to a 
cullet right. . 
The conditions of employment of shepherds are discussed 
in Chapter Seven. 
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variable, not onl y between employers but also between the 

flocks of one l andlord; Roger ToV'mshend allowed his five 

shepherds 160, 80, 80 , 60 and 60 sheep in 1480- 81, but by 

1485-86 they had cullets of 180, and 80 in the other four 
. 1) 

flocks. ( Shepherds might also pay for additional cullet 
. ( 2) 

sheep above the~r allowance. 

III. 

Foldcourses and flocks were normally appurtenant to 

manors ; in the s~xteenth century at least , mos t manorial 

lords ovmed only a single manor so tha t flock ownerBhip 

was enjoyed by a l a r ge number of individuals. In the later 

sixteenth century, and throughout the seventeenth, many 

l andlords were improving their estates by consolidating 

the manors within individual villages; by adding to their 

hereditary estates by purchase and leasing of manors, the 

more wealthy gentlemen of the county also owned lands· and 

flocks in many different townships. The ownership of manors 

in Norfolk in the decade 1640-50 hasbeen carefully analysed by 

(1) 

(2) 

N.P.L. h S.1475, IF. The usual allowance for shepherd·s 
was 50 to 100 sheep; occasionally it exceeded 200: 
~illiam Howse had 260 a t Congham in 1584 , P.R.O. E134/ 

40 Eliz./Easter 3, and at Heacham in 1693-1703, the 
shepherd had the exceptionally l arge cullet of 480 sheep, 
L'Strange Mss., NR 
Two of Roger Townshend's shepherds had 160 and 60 sheep 
allowed to them in 1480-81, and they each paid 3s.4d. for 
an additional 20; a third shepherd kept 16 sheep in a 
flock other than that which he tended, N.P.L. MS.1475,lF. 
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manors . 

Although manu lords still held only one manor, more than 

fifty per cent. of the manors were owned by a wealthy upper 
'. (3) 

class of 35 men. In these circumst ances, many lords owned 

several flocks and some of them had developed their sheep­

farming on a very large scale; even in the sixteenth century, 

the more wealthy landOivners had possessed flocks in a number 

of manors , and were producing a very considerable quantity 

of wool. The organisation of the sheep-farming of a number 

of these gentlemen will be the subject of Chapter Six, but 

a summary of their flocks here illus trates the importance 

of , this class of flock-masters, and inCidentally gives an 

impression of the avera e size of Norfolk flocks in 

general. 

(1) Op e Cit., Chapter Three. " 

(2) 149 lords held one manor each, 119 of them designated 
as gentlemen; 46 lords held two manors each, 31 
being gentlemen. . 

(3) These 35 men owned nearly 400 manors ; mmst noteworthy 
were the Earl of Arundel and Surrey who was the lord 
of 20 whole townships and about a dozen smaller manors, 
the Paston family owning nearly 30 manors , yndham , 
Coke, Hobart and· Gawdy; most of them were knights, 
and they included also two peers. 
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TABLE 1. 

j 

Date Number Total Smal1- Large- Average 
of sheep es t st size of 

flocks flock flock f locks 

- . 

Townshend 1480 11 8374 125 1447 761 
" 1546 4 3960 720 1320 990 
" 1567 5 5023 437, 1622 1005 
" 1626 3 1747 - - 582 
" 1637 6 4855 540 1 252 809 

Norvvich Cathedral 
Priory 1485 6 4091 431 889 682 

" 1517 12 8636 40 1 378 720 
Fer mor 1522 23 15977 31 1 352 694 
Sou thwell 1551 14 12153 538 1549 868 
mawdy 1666 3 1555 412 648 518 
Corbett 1557 7 5648 464 1448 807 
LeStrange 1693 5 2523 231 774 505 

" 1703 3 1321 220 637 440 

It may be noted t hat some men a t the other end of the 

scale oVnled only part of a s ingle foldcourse ; some manoria l 

lords , like the mmer of Lexham ' s manor in Houghton St . 

Giles,(l) possessed only the moiety of a f oldcourse , and 

leases mi ght be held by t wo men in partnershi p . Thus , 

ti 11iam Lawrance of Badbarham in Cambridgeshire and William 

Adam , a "wollin Drap ''', leased. t wo f oldcourses in Burnham 
. . ( 2) 

7est gate to be held in partnership . 

The Religious Houses of Norfolk had no int ere s t in 

sheep- farming compar abl e with that of the Cistercian abbeys 

(1) C. U.L. ss., •• 2.19 , 1641. 
(2) P. R.C. Requ.2/114/ 46. 
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of Yorkshire , f or ins t ance; but a nUIllb er of them O\m ed 

foldcours es and f locks in right of their manors , and Norwich 

Ca thedra l Priory derived a l a r ge income from its she ep . (1) 

The majority of the abbeys and priories, however, owned only 

a small number of sheep, and they were comparable with the 

many l ay lords possessing one, t wo or thre e flocks. 

ymondham Abbey, for example , had three fo1dcours es in that 

to,vn~ although they were leased out f or many years before the 

Di s solution; ( 2) beneficiari~s had given the Abbey rights of 

pasture and sheep in a number of villages , some lik e South 
. (3) 

motton , Snettisham and Sherneborne being f a r distant from 

ymondham. Shortly before the Dissolution, ho vever , only 

the pasture at Happisburgh p rovided mutton towards the Abbey ' s 

hospit ality. (4 ) Several of the houses in wes t Norfolk 
( 5) 

o\"med a few thausands of sheep each, and in a ddition to 

See Chapter Six, pp . 2'38-253. 
Calendar, Letters and Papers of Henry VIII, 1537, 
p art II, p . 212. 
Blomefield, op.cit., II, 517. 
Supra , p . 109 f . n . 4-
For e xample, Bromehill Priory had 2400 sheep in 1514; 
Rushworth College had 3600 in the same year; the Austin 
Priory at alsingham had sheep distinc t from 1200 o¥med 
by the Prior (1514 ). ~est Acre Priory had something 
under 3600 sheep in 1514, and 60QO in 1520; "The 
Visitations of the Diocese of Norwich, 1492-1532", 
edited by the Rev. A. Jessop, Camden Society, 1888 , 
pp . 86 , 91,103 ,114 ,164 . See also the notes concernin the 
dispo sal of possessions at t h e Dissolution, in V. C. H. 
Norfolk , Vol. II. 
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providing mutton for the lei tchen,. these flo~ks added 

appreciably to their incomes by the wool clip . (1) 

IV. 

The general pattern of sheep ownershi p has already 

become cl ear; in the She.ep-Corn Region of Norf olk , mos t of 

the sheep were in the flocks of the more wealthy farmers -

the manorial and other l andowner s . A gr eat many of the 

smaller men possessed a f ew sheep as a r esult of th~ir common 

and cullet rights, but these ani mal s were outnumb ered by' 

the lord's flock. In the wood-Pas ture Region, the big manoria l 

flocks were al mos t entirely absent: relatively small numbers 

of sheep were owned by a great variety of f armers. 

A more ,detailed examination of sheep ownership i s made 

possible by the evidence of the testamentary inventories. 
( 2 ) 

No inventories have survived prior to the l ast decade of 

the sixteenth century, but thereafter they a re plentiful 

and a r andom sample of 145 inventories for the years 

1589-1596 is p robably well-representa tive of all classes of 

(1) 

(2) 

For example, the prior of Castle Acre contracted to 
supply wool to a London deafer for 10 years, and in one 
year supplied 27Q sto~es for £45 , P.R.O. C1/578/15, 
1515-29. The prior of eybourne contracted to supu1y 
200 stones of wool a t the rate of 60 s tones a year~ 
P.R.O. Cl/192/58, 1485-1500. 
The Norwich probate inventories a re now kept in the 
Bi shop 's Chapel a t the Ca thedral. 
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rural s oc i ety ; the poores t l abourers probabl y di d not make 

will s , even a t the end of the s i xt eent h century , but a few 

very poor peopl e are i ncluded i n thi s sampl e ; a t the other 

ext reme , t he mos t wealthy gentl emen ar e excluded s i nce 

t heir wills wer e usually proved i n the Preroga tive CQurt 

of Canterbu ry . (I ) I n bo t h the Sheep-Corn and the ' ood- Pas t ur e 

Regions , over f i f t y per cent. of t hese i ndi v i dual s had a total 

p ersonal wealth of l ess than £60, but there i s no mar ked 

bulge in t he number s of very poor peopl e ; t hi s i s pa rtly 

to be expl a i ned by t he absence of will s of t hat cla s s , but 

it woul d seem t hat Norf olk had a higher proportion of very 

small farmers t han Leicestershi re a t t h i s period , ( 2 ) and a s 

h i gh a propo r tion as the Fenland di s trict of 

Lincolnshire. ( 3) 

(1) Hoski ns , "f . G., "The Leicest ershire Farmer in the 
Si xt eenth Century", i n " ssays in Lei ces t ershire Hi s tory", 
1950, p .126 . 
Hoski ns , op .cit., p .135. 
Thirsk , Joan , " enland Farmi ng i n t he Si xt eenth Century ", 
University College of Lei ces t er , Occa s i onal Papers in 
Engli sh Local Hi s tory , No. 3 , 1953', p . 43. 
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TABLE 2.. Owners of sheep , 1589-1596. 

Number of Sheep-Corn Wood-Pasture Tota l 
animals Region Region · 

1-5 4 9.5% - - 4 6. 2'fo 
6-10 6 14.3 3 13.6 9 14.1 

11-20 7 16.6 3 13.6 10 15·7 
21-30 4 9.5 6 27.3 10 15.7 
31-40 1 2.4 5 22.6 6 9.4 
41-50 4 9.5 1 4.5 5 7.8 
51-60 . 6 14.3 1 4.5 7 10.9 
61-70 1 2.4 - - 1 1.6 
71-80 2 4.7 - - 2 3.1 
81-90 - - - - - -
91-100 1 2.4 2 9.1 3 4.7 

101-150 1 2.4 - - 1 1.6 
151-200 3 7.1 1 4.5 4 6.2 

. 201-300 - - - - - -
301-400 2 4.7 - - 2 3.1 

Total 42 99.8% 22 99. 7% 64 100.1 ~~ 
Median 30 sheep 28 sheep 28 sheep 
Average 58 sheep 39 sheep 51 sheep 

Some sheep 42 44. 2% 22 44. ($ 64 44.1% 
No sheep 50 52.6% 27 54. 0/0 77 53.1% 

Numbe r not s t a t ed 3 3.2~ 1 2.0% L~ 2.8% 

N. B. 

Total 95 100. 0/0 50 100. ($ 145 100. O'fo 

This is a random sample of inventories (preserved 
at the Bishop's Chapel in Norwich) except that all 
townsmen of Norwich, Great Yarmouth and King's Lynn, 
and all country textile workers (whose inventories 
are analysed in Chapter' 15 ) are excluded. Lost of 
the 145 men were f armers; 7 were trade a~n and 
craf't amen , and 7 were clergymen. 
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In contrast to both those counties, there was a 

high proportion of' wea l thy_ f'a rrne rs Ii with inventorie s of' ovel~ 

~oo, especially in the Sheep-Corn Region. These result in a 

higher average wealth for the Sheep-Corn Region, but the 

median wealth was much the same throughout the county - between 

£58 and £59. (See Appendix Two, Table 1.) 

The evidence of these inventories concerning sheep 

ownership confirms the general pattern already suggested. 

(See Table 2) In the Sheep-Corn Region, a little over 50 per 

cent. of these individuals owned no sheep at all: these 

included men of' all classes, but a majority were the less 

wealthy husbandmen - men who had no cullet right and only a 

small share in the use of the commons. Of those men who 

possessed some sheep, over 75 per cent. had fewer than 60 

animals, and 40 per cent. had lews than 20: a wide variety of 

holders of cullet and common right s. The median number of 

30 sheep is increased to an average of nearly double that 

number by several owners of large f'locks -who most likely 

owned rights of' foldcourse too. Five men and women in this 

Region possessed flocks of over 150 sheep:(1)all were wealthy 

farmers, four owning other animals worth more than their sheep, 

and four owning corn and crops of considerable value. (See Table 
5) 

(1 ) The number of sheep in these five flocks is stated; in a 
sixth case - that of Robert Read of Great Ringstead in the 
Sheep-Corn Region - only the value of the sheep is given, 
and this suggests a flock of about 650 sheep. 
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TABLE: ). Value of sheep, relative to the total values of 
the inventories, 1589-1596. 

Value of sheep 
as percentage Sheep-Corn Wood-Pasture Total 

of Region Region 
total wealth 

1-5 16 36. 4% 11 50. 0'/0- 27 40. 910 
6-10 11 - 25.0 5 22.7 16 24.2 

11-15 6 13.6 4 18.2 10 15.2 
16-20 4 9.1 2 9.1 6 9.1 
21-25 3 6.8 - - 3 4.9 
26-30 - - - - - -
31-35 2 4.5 - - 2 3.0 
36-40 - - - - - -
41-45 - - - , - - -
46-50 1 2.3 - - 1 1.5 
51-70 - - - - - -
71-75 1 2.3 - - 1 1.5 

Total 44 100. 0'/0 22 100. 0'/0 66 100. 0'/0 
Median 8% 6% 6% 
Average 12. 0'/0 6.8% 10.3% 

Some sheep 44 46. ?J/o 22 45.8% 66 45.5% 
No sheep 50 52.6 25 52.1 77 53.1 
Value not stated 1 1.1 1 2.1 2 1.4 
Total 95 1 00. 0'/0 48 100. 0'/0 145 100. 0'/0 

The sample is the same as in Table 2. 
In 2 of the 4 cases in Table 2 in which the number 
of sheep was not speCified, the value of the sheep 
was given. 
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TABLE 4. Details o~ the inventories o~ the ~our roon whose 
sheep represented more than 30% of their total 

wealth, 1589-1596. 
& . 

Sheep Other Crops Debts Rest Total 
Animals 

William Atkinson, 46% 14% 11 % 3% 26% 100% 
Snetti sham , 1595. £35" 

John Daber, 31 % 7% 21 % nil 41% 100f0 
North Creake, 1595. £22 

~illiam Betts, 74% nil nil nil 26% 10010 
Salhouse, 1591. £12 

Robert Payne, 34% 12% 11% 9% 34% 10010 
Croxton, 1591. £51 

~. All ~our villages were in the Sheep-Corn Region. 

TABLE 5. Details o~ the inventories o~ the six people with 
flocks of over 150 sheep, 1589-1596. 

Sheep Other Crops Debts Rest Total 
Animals 

Kathleen Skarlet, 16% 1010 28% 18% 28% 100% 
Harpley, 1 595. £490 

Thomas Skippon, 22% 26% 19%" nil 33% 100% 
Heacham, 1595. £322 

Richard Kynne, 1591, 17% 29'fo 4010 3% 11% 100'f0 
Terrington St. Johns £359 

John Applyard, 15% 25% 9% nil 51% 100% 
Dunston, 1592. £268 

W'illiam Jerves, 20% 25% 32% nil 23% 100% 
Burgh Parva, 1595. £212 

Eupheme Edowe s, 1589 11% 17% 45% nil 27% 100% 
Little Cressingham. £291 

N.B.Five o~ these villages were in the Sheep-Corn 
--- Region; Terrington was in the Fenland. 
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TABLE 6. Details of the inventories of four men whose sheep 
represented less than 6% of their total we~lth, 

1589-1596. 

Sheep Other Crops Debts Rest Total 
Animals 

'" 
Edmund Crowe, 3% 47% 25% nil 25% 100% 
East Ruston, 1592. £16 

~illiam Watson, 3% 41 % 11 % nil 45% 100}& 
Houghton, 1594. £14 

John Gosling, 5% . 29% 12% 6% 48% 10010 
Beddingham, 1595. £436 

~amond Shillinge, 1595,5% 17% 35% 16% 27'/0 100}& 
, Hoveton St. Peter. I £436 

~. Three of these villages were in the Sheep-Corn 
Region; Beddingham was in the Wood-Pasture 
Region. 

In the Wood-Pasture Region, there was an equally high propor­

tion of men with no sheep at all; of those men with some 

sheep, 75% had less than 40 animals, giving a median number 

similar to that in the Sheep-Corn Region. However, since 

there were few large flock owners in this Region, the average 

number of sheep is only 39 compared wi th 58 in the Sheep-Corn 

Region. The one owner of a flock of over 150 sheep was a 

wealthy Fenland farmer. (See Table 5.) 

Two points stand out in comparing these figures with 

those for Leicestershire: the median number of animals for 

those men who had some sheep is the same for NorfoEk in 

1589-1596 as for Leicestershire in 1588, and in both 

LeicesterShire and the Sheep-Corn Region of Norfolk over 70% 
of those men had fewer than 60 sheep; and secondly, rather 
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more men in Norfolk than in Leicestershire owned large flocks, 

although this was probably not so by the beginning of the 

seventeenth century as a result of the increased momentum of 

enclosure and conversion of arable land to pasture in 

Leicestershire.(1) In comparison with the figures for the 

Fenland of Lincolnshire, those for the Sheep-Corn Region of 

Norfolk show a smaller proportion of men with very few sheep, 

giving a slightly higher median for Norfolk, and a higher 

proportion of men with large flocks; much the same thi ng has 

been said in comparing Leicestershire with the Lincolnshire 

Fenland. (2) 

Finally, it may be of interest to compar.e the value 

of these mens' sheep with their t otal means (See Table 3). 

Throughout the county, sheep formed only a small proportion of 

the farmers' total wealth, and this was especially so in the 

Wood-Pasture Region. Even in the Sheep-Corn Region, only four 

men could count more than 30% of their wealth in sheep (See 

Table 4), and none of them was wealthy although one had a 

flock of 100 sheep. As has been seen, the large s t flocks 

were owned by men who were prosperous all-round farmers. Most 

of the men with sheep forming a very small proportion of their 

wealth were poor labourers and husbandmen, of whom Crowe and 

(1) Hoskins, op.cit., pp.174-5. 
(2) Thirsk, op.cit., p.42. 
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Watson were typica l ( See Table 6), owning a handful of 

animals.On the other hand, sheep might provide only a sma11 

proportion of the wealth of prosperous farmers: Shillinge 

had 75 sheep and Gosling 93 (Table 6). 

A similar analysi s of inventories for the period 

1614-1622 shows some of the sixteenth century features in an 

even more exaggerated form. The distribution of the men in 

this sample a ccording to total personal wealth i s very similar 

to that of 1589-1596 ( See Appendi x ~vo, Table 2)~1) By this 

time, however, a higher proportion of wealthy f ar me rs, 'with 

inventories of over £200, was to be found in the Wood-Pasture 
\ 

than in the Sheep-Corn Region, and both median and average 

wealth lagged behind in the lat t er Re gion. 

In sheep ownership, the proportion of men owning no 

sheep at all has increased to the very high figure of 7afo in 

the Sheep-Corn Region, although remaining unchange d in the 

Wood-Pasture Region; moreover, 88% of the men with some sheep 

had fewer than 50, and nearly 60% less than 20 in the former 

Region. As a result, the me dian numbe r of sheep has fallen to 

19-20 in the whole count y, and for the ood-Pasture Re gion 

the average number has fall en too; the average for the Sheep-

t1) Concerning the comparability of values in mnventories 
of the se differed. periods, see Appendix TvIO. 
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Corn Region is substantially increased, however, by the 

presence of one very large flock. ( See Table 7). Three f l ocks 

in this Region exceeded 100 in number, all belonging to 

wealthy farmers; that of John Preman was certainly the largest 

but its size must be estimated from the value given - probably 

a little over 1000 head (See Tables 9 and 10). Reynold, 

with an estate in the depopulated village of Pudding Norton,(1) 

had 885 sheep - 373 of them,however, were kept ~t Wolf'erton 

where Reynold had a lease of 340 acres of coastal marsh and 

other pasture. The one large flock of the Wood-Pasture 

Region again belonged to a Penland farmer. 

The value of sheep as a proportion of the total wealth 

of these farmers has changed in accordance with the changes 

in sheep ownership: by 1614-1622, sheep formed a very small 

propor.tion of an even larger percentage of men than in the 

late sixteenth century, and only three men could count more 

than 2a;& of their wealth in this commodlty.(See Table 8). 

~'o of these three were Freman and Reynold , the wealthiest 

men of the whole sample, and owners of the two largest 

floclts. (See Table 9). Again, men of widely varying means 

are included in the lQwest classes of this analysis. (See 

Table 11). 

(1) See infra, pp. 181- 2.. 
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TABLE 7. Owners of sheep, 1614-1622. 

Numbe r of Sheep-Corn Wood- Pastul"e Total 
animals Region Re gion 

1-5 4 23.5% 1 9.1 % 5 17. 9% 
6-10 2 11.7 3 27·3 5 17.9 

11-20 4 23.5 1 9.1 5 17.9 
21-30 - - 4 36.4 4 14.3 
31-40 2 11.7 - - 2 7.1 

17.6 
I 

41-50 3 - - 3 10.7 
51-60 - - 1 9.1 1 3.6 
61-70 - - - - - -
71-80 - - '- - - -
81-90 - - - - - . -
91-100 - - - - - -

1101-150 1 5.8 - - 1 3.6 
151-200 - - 1 9.1 1 3.6 
201-800 - - - - - -
801-900 1 5.8 - - 1 3.6 

Total 17 99.6% 11 100.1% 28 100. 2% 
Median 19 sheep 21 sheep 19-20 sheep 
Average 87 sheep 34 sheep 66 sheep 

Some sheep 17 24. 0/0 11 34.4% 28 27.5% 
No sheep 49 70 17 53.1 66 64.7 I 

Number not 
. 

stated 4 5.7 4 12. 5 8 7. 8 
Total 70 99. 7% 32 100. Cf/o 102 100. 0/0 

N.B. This is a random sample of inventories (preserved 
at the Bishop's Chapel in Norwich) except that all 
townsmen of Norwich, Great Yarmouth and King's 
Lynn, and all country textile workers (whose 
inventories are analysed in Chapter 15 ) are 
excluded. Most of the 102 men were farmers; 
8 were tradesmen and cr aft smen, and 7 were 
clergymen. 

----
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TABLE 8. Value of sheep, relative to the total value of 
the inventories, 1614-1622. 

Value of sheep 
as percentage Sheep-Corn Wood-Pasture.. Total 

of total wealth Re gion Region 

1-5 11 55% 9 6CY/o 20 57.1% 
6-10 3 15 3 20 6 17.1 

11-15 3 15 2 13.3 5 14.3 
16-20 1 5 - - 1 2.9 
21-25 1 5 1 6.6 2 5.7 
26-30 1 5 - - 1 2.9 

Total 20 100. afo 15 99.9""b 35 1 00. CY/o 

Median 5% 4% 5% 
Average 8.4% 6. ~ 7.4% 

Some sheep 20 28.6% 15 46.9% 35 34.3% 
No sheep 49 70 17 53.1 66 64.7 
Value not 

stated 1 1.4 - - 1 0.9 
Total 70 100. CY/o 32 100. CY/o 102 99.9% 

N.B. The sample is the same as in!Ilable 7. 
In 7 of the 8 cases in Table 7 in which the 
number of sheep was not specified, the 
value of the sheep was given. 
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Thus, the inventories indicate a notable trend between 

1589-1596 and 1614-1622: sheep ownership was becoming 

concentrated in rewer hands. The sample or inventories ror 

1668-1678 shows that this trend wa s continued throughout the 

seventeenth century. With regard to total wealth, the 

proportion o£ wealthier rarmers has again increased, and in 

both median and average wealth the Wood-Pasture Re gion 

continues to outstrip t he Sheep-Corn Re gion. With the latter 

Region awaiting the rarming improvements of the eighteenth 

century, theood-Pasture rarmer h ad the advantage or the 

increasing markets for the valuable products or his mixed 

rarming. ( 1) (See Appendix Two, Table 3). 

The striking £eatures o£ sheep ownership shown in 

the 1614-1622 inventories are reproduced in those or the 

1670' s. The n'WIlber or men 1nIIling no sheep a t a ll. ha's rurther 

increased in both Regions, the proportion reaching 75% in 

the Sheep-Corn Region. or the men who did own some sheep, 

the distribution is essentially the s ame as in the previous 

period: over 70% or these men in the Shee~Corn Region had 

less than 30 sheep, giving a low median number, and there 

were a number of large flock owners, resulting in the very 

high average or 136 sheep. The average has increased, too, 

(1) Cf. sections I and II of Chapter One. 
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TABLE 9. Details of the inventories of the three men whose 
sheep represented more than 20% of their total 
wealth, 1614-1622. 

Sheep Other Crops Debts Rest Total 
Animals 

William Reynold, 29% 24% 22% 8% 17% 100% 
Pudding Norton, 

1617. £1481 
John Freman 23% 24% 21 % 18% 14% 100% 
Caistor, 1617 I £1118 

Isaac Pursill, 21 % 26% 36% 3% 147'0 100% 
Tilney, 1617 £ 279 

N.B. Two of these villages were in the Sheep-Corn 
Region; Tilney was in the Fenland. All three 
flocks were of more than 100 sheep. 

TABLE10. Details of the inventory of the fourth, and final, 
owner of a flock of more than 1 00 sheep, 
1614-1622. 

Sheep Other Crops Debts Rest Total 
Animals 

William Hollye, 15% 16% 42% Nil 27% 100% 
Holme-next-the-Sea, 

1617. . j £217 

~. Holme was in the Sheep-Corn Region. 
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TABLE 11. Details of the inventories of four men whose 

sheep represented le ss than 7% of their total 
wealth , 1614-1622 

Sheep Other Crops Debt s Rest Total 
• Animals 

William Gryeme, 4% 17% 12% Nil 67% 100% 
Gimmingham, 1621. £476 

Cuthbert Norris,D.D. 3% 6% 7% 6 Z'~ 22% 100% 
North Tuddenham, 

I 1621. £708 
J ohn Dixson, senior, 3% 16% Nil Nil 81% 100% 

North Creake, 1617 . £16 
John Washinton, 6% 29% 18% Nil 47% 100% 
Welbourne, 1622. £62 

N.B. Three of these villages were in the Sheep- Corn 
Re gion; North Tuddenham was in the Wood-Pasture 
Region. 

in the Wood-Pa sture Region where sheep ownership is much 

less concentrated at the lower end of the scale than 

previously, but the gap between the averages for the two 

Regions is greater than ever. (See Table 12). Four flocks 

in the Sheep-Corn Region exceeded 200 in number (See 

Tables 14 and 15), all belonging to weal thy farmers; t he 

largest were those of Do,,{ninge - 968 sheep - and Dent -

972. There was one flock of over 200 Sheep in the 

Wood-Pasture Regi on. 
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TABLE 12. Owners of sheep , 1668-1 678. 

Number o:e Sheep-Corn Wood- Pasture Total 
animal s Re gion Re gion 

1-5 6 28.6% 2 11.8% 8 21.1 % 
6-10 1 4.8 2 11.8 3 7.9 

11-20 6 28.6 3 17.6 9 23.7 
21-30 2 9.5 2 11.8 4 10.5 
31-40 - - 1 5.9 1 2.7 
41-50 - - 1 · 5.9 1 2.7 
51-60 1 4.8 2 · 1 11 .8 3 7. 9 
61-70 - - - - - -
71-80 1 4.8 2 11.8 3 7.9 
81-90 - - - - - -
91-100 - - 1 5 .• 9 1 2.7 

101-150 - - - - - -
151-200 - - - - - -
201-300 1 4.8 1 5.9 2 503 
3Q1-40o. 1 4.8 - - 1 2.7 
401-900 - - - - - -
901-1000 2 9.5 - - 2 5.3 

Total 21 100. 2% 17 100. 2% 38 100.4% 
Median 17 shee p 26 sheep 20 sheep 
Average 136 sheep 51 sheep 98 sheep 

Some sheep 21 22.8% 17 35.4% 38 27.1 % 
No sheep 69 75 29 60.4 98 70 
Number not 

stated 2 2.2 2 4.2 4 2.8 
Total 92 100. C1'/o 48 100. aYo 140 99.9% 

This is a random sample of inventories (preserved at the 
Bishop 's Chapel in Norwich) except that all t ownsmen of 
Norwich, Great Yar mouth and Ki ng's Lynn, and all country 
textile wor kers (who se inven torie s are analysed in 
Chapter i5 ) are excluded. Most of the 140 men were 
r a rmers; 19 were tradesmen and crartsmen, and 7 were 
clergymen. 
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TABLE 13. Value of sheep, relative to the total val ues 
of the inventories, 1668-1 678. 

Val ue of shee p 
a s percentage Sheep-Corn Wood-Pasture Total 
of total wealth Region Region 

~1-5 13 61.9% 11 61.1 % 24 61.5% -
f 

6-10 t 4.8 3 16.6 4 10.3 
11-15 - - 2 11.1 2 . 5.1 
16-20 3 14.3 1 5.5 4 10.3 
21-25 - - - - - -
26-30 1 4.8 - - 1 2.6 
31-35 - - - - - -
36-40 1 4.8 - - 1 2.6 
41-45 - - - - - -
46-50 - - 1 5.5 1 2.6 
51-55 1 4.8 - - 1 2.6 
56-60 1 4.8 - - 1 2.6 

Total 21 100. 2% 18 99.8% 39 100. 2'/0 
Median 2% 5% 3% 
Average 12.4% 8% 10.4% 

Some sheep 21 22.8% 18 37.5% 39 27.9% 
No sheep 69 75 29 60.4 98 70 
Value not stated 2 2.2 1 2.1 3 2.1 
Total 

N.B. 

92 100. 0% 48 100. 0% 140 

The sample is the ~e as in Table 12. 
In 1 of the 4 cases in Table 12 in which 
the number of sheep wa s not specified, 
the value of the sheep was given. 

100. 0% 
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TABLE 14. Details of the inventorie s of the f ive men whose 
sheep represent e d 30% or more of their total 
wealth, 1668-1678. 

Sheep Other Crop s Debts Rest Total 
Animals 

Thomas Dent, 30}~ 1a'fi; 31 % 12% 17% 100% 
Hilborough, 1676. £1186 

Robert Downi~e, 38% 12% 21 % 14% 15% 100% 
Weasenham, 1 75. £ 834 

Anthony Fuller, 4O';b 5% Nil 22% 33% 10O';b 
. Mundford, 1678. £63 

Jaroo s GOlding, 5O';b Nil Nil Nil 5crfo 10O';b 
Shipdham, 1 76. £6 

William Goodwin, 59% 18% Nil Nil 23% 10q'k; 
Carbrooke, 1678. £17 

N. B. Four of these villages were in the Sheep-Corn 
Re gion; Shipdham wa s in the Wood-Pasture 
Region. Dent and Downinge had flocks of 
over 200 sheep. 

TABLE 15. Details or the inventories or the three other men 
with rlocks of over 200 sheep, 1668-1678. 

Sheep Other Crops Debts Rest Total 
Animals 

Edward Elliott 12% 4010 14% 1 2% 22% 100% 
Bressingham,1676. £520 

Richard Miles, 16% 1 2'/0 47% Nil 25% 100% 
Wighton, 1677. £745 

Thomas Syers, 17% 17% 36% 17% 13% 10O';b 
North Creake,166~ £417 

N.B. Two or these villages were in the Sheep-Corn 
Region; Bressingham wa s in the Wood-Pasture 
Region. 



128. 

TABLE 16. Details of the inventories of five men whose 
sheep represented 5% or less of their total 
wealth, 1668-1678. 

Sheep Other Crops Debts Rest Total 
Aniillals 

Philip Bedingfield 1% 7% Y/o 8% 81 % 100% 
Ditchingham, 1673 £1765 

William Everett, 2% 21 % 30% 26% 21 % 100}& 
North Elmham ,1677 £277 

Thomas Fi tt, % 90f0 1% 3% 1% 100% 
Walsoken, 1677 £259 

John Dennis, 1% 49% 41 % Nil 9% 10O}b 
Hillington,1677 £47 

Thomas Richards , 2% 15% 5% Nil 78% 1 00% 
Starston, 1676 £39 

N.B. Elmham and Hillington were in the Sheep-Corn 
Region; Starston and Di t chingham in the Wood­
Pasture Region; Walsoken in the Fenland. 

Turning to the value of sheep within the inventories, 

the impression of sheep providing a very small proportion 

of most mens' wealth has been strengthened. (See Table 13). 

There is a small increase in the proportion of farmers 

whose sheep were prominent, but only Downinge, pent and 

Fuller (with about 80 sheep) had substantial numbers. Some 

examples of men of varying means with but little wealth 

invested in sheep are given in Table 16. 

The evidence of the inventories accords well with 

the descriptive account of sheep farming given in previous 

chapters, and earlier in this chapter. .The population of 

the Sheep-Corn Region is clearly divided into three: a small 

number of flOCk-owners with a large number of sheep; a 
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large proportion of men (decreasing from 44% to 22% between 

the late sixteenth and the late seventeenth centuries) owning 

variable but small numbers of sheep; and a very large 

proportion or men (increasing rrom 52% to 75%) owning no 

sheep at all. In the Wood-Pasture Re gion, the first group 

is almost entirely absent. Some interesting changes are 

seen taking pla ce in the Sheep-Corn Region during this 

century, notably the concentration of sheep ,ownership into 

fewer hands - the large f'locks increase in size, and the 

participation or the small sheep owner decreases. Seen in 

the light of agrarian developments, these changes reflect 

the i mprovements of the seventeenth century; the improvement 

of the commons by enclosure into brecks, the enclosure of the 

infields and removal of' common rights of' pasture over the 

arable land, and the consolidation of land in the estates of 

the improving landlords - all these trends adversely affected 

the small man's opportunities for stock keePing.(1) The 

increasing reaction of small landholders against.the restric­

tions of the foldcourse sys tem had had the same result for 

they had decreased their own shackage by enclosure; the 

( 1) See supra, pp. 68 et se'l. 
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adverse effect of this reaction on foldcourses and flocks 

was subordinate to the advantages gained in many areas 

by i mprovement, and on the whole piecemeal enclosure 

contributed to the changes in sheep ownershiP.(1) 

(1) See supra, pp. 59-bB. 



CHAPTER FOUR. 

MARSHJIAND SHEEP FARMI NG. 
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1. 

In any estimate 6f sheep farming in the county, the 

Norfolk Fenland must be considered of secondary importance 

when compared with the up~and districts. The Marshland 

district of Norfolk had, however, an extremely prosperous 

agricultural economy in the Middle Ages, as is amply 

a ttested by the high fourteenth century tax assessments(1) 

and the magnificent mediaeval churches. The true nature of 

the Fenland economy is at last being understood, and the 

concept of an unproductive wasteland prior to the eighteenth 

century is being corrected. It has been shown( 2) that in the 

neighbouring f ens of Lincolnshire, very extensive drainage 

and reclamation of salt marsh and, especi ally, fen had been 

achieved by the end of the thirteenth century, and that the 

sixteenth cent ury economy of the Lincolnshire fens was both 

varied and prosperous. (3) The Norfolk J\ ar shland district 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

The average tax assessment of the Marshland villages of 
Tilney, Walsoken, Wiggenhall, W~ st ~ alton, Terrington 
and Walpole in 1334 was £32.1.2.; the average for the 
remaining villages in Freebridge Hundred - villages in 
the Sheep-Corn Region of: the sixteenth century - , as 
£7.11.4. (to the nearest penny). See Rev. W. Hudson, 
"The Assessment of the Townshipspf the County of Norfolk 
for the King's Tenths and Fifteenths, as settled in 
1334", Norfolk Archaeology, Vol.12, 1895. 
H.E. Hallam, "The New Lands of Elloe" , University College 
of Leicester, Occasional Papers in English Local History, 
Number 6, 1954. -
Joan Thirsk, "Fenland Farming in the Sixteenth Century", 
Number 3 in the same series, 1953. 

1 



must have presented a close parallel in many respects to 

the Lincolnshire wapentalce of' Elloe. 

Ne arly one-sixth of the whole Fenland area - 200 
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square miles out of 1300 - iie s in Norfolk; in the south, 

large areas re~ined a s (prOductive) fen until the eighteenth 

century drainage scheme s f'inally reclai med them a s good 

pasture land, and further north a very extensive common fen 

remained unenclosed until the end of the eighteenth centur y , 

but north again the half-hundred of Freebridge Marshland 

must long have pos sessed extensive r eclaimed f ens and marshes. 

In the absence of any comparable research on the Marshl and 

district, a probable analogy may be suggested to the develop­

ment of reclamat~on in neighbouring El l oe.( 1 ) 

The ancient villages of' Elloe were all si tuated on 

the silt ridge which is continued in Marshland: in this belt 

in Norfolk, running roughly paral le l wi t h the ' coast, were the 

villages of We st Walton, Walpole, Terrington and Tilney. 

From the arable fields - the townlands - on the silt ridge , 

reclamation proceeded in both directions: "The village s of 

Elloe increased their arable, pasture, and meadow by 

recla i ming land from the fen to the south and the sea to the 

north, Chiefly between the Norman Conquest and the end of the 

thirteenth century.tt(2) Landwards, reclamation of the fens .' 

( 1) The following paragraphs are based. on Hallam, OP e cit •• 
(2) Hallam, op.clt., p p .40-41 
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had a.t some points reached to eight miles south of the silt 

ridge by 1241; Hallam estimates that about 50 s quare miles 

.had been reclaimed from the fen in Elloe between about 1170 

and 1240, and several fen hamlets had been established far 

from the parent villages. (1) There seems little doubt that 

similar reclamation in Marshland had achieved the drainage 

of the substantia l area of l and betwe en the silt ridge and 

t4e un-drained commons of the arshland Fen and Smeeth; and 

there are a number of counterparts to the El l oe fen 

hamlets. (2) 

On the seaward Side, the i nhabitants of Elloe had, 

by the late thirteenth century if not earlier, established 

one general sea-bank: the so-called Roman Bank. Assi s ted by 

natural accretion, groups of: landholders had enc,losed var ious 

"newlands" beyond this bank in the twelfth and thirteenth 

centuries. Again, developments in arshland were probably 

very similar: the "Roman Bank", and its continuation north of 

the wi ggenhalls,(3)iS the line of t he common sea bank, 

already established, perhaps, by 1300. 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

For example, Whaplode Drove, Holbeach Drove and 
Gedney Hill. 
St •. John's Highway, Walpole Highway, and West Walton 
Highway are probable examples. . ' 
These banks are mapped and discussed by E. M. Beloe, 
"Freebridge Marshland Hundred and the Making of Lynn" , 
Norfolk Archaeology, Vol.12, 1895. 
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These genera l considerations provide a geographical 

basis for an examination of the sixteenth century economy 

of Marshland, and of the scope of sheep farming there in 

this and the following century. Again, much must be inferred 

by suggesting an analogy to Lincolnshire,(1) with evidence 

from Marshland adduced in support. 

II. 

The arc of villages in Marshland stood on the silt 

ridge, between the former estuary of the River Nene and that 

of the Great Quse - the Lin. (2) The open arable fields were 

situated on the ridge, b~t by the sixteenth century had been 

greatly modified by the aocdition of reclaimed land; the 

latter was progressively embanked from fen and salt marsh, 

and later added to the cultivated fields. By the sixteenth 

century, it is lilcely the t all the ground wi thin the 

thirteenth century common sea bank was well-drained pasture, 

with some of it cultivated; the names of the fields often 

indicate the addition of reclaimed marsh to the arable land~3) 
The I salt marsh outside the sea bank was liable to flooding 

The following section is based on Thirsk, op.cit •• 
The nature of the Lin, and its enclosure are discussed 
in Beloe, op.cit •• 
F'or example, Rednewland Field, New Sibley Field, Pinders 
New Field, Seanewland Field, Newland Feiia and Newfield 
in Terrington St. Clements in 1650, B. M. Harleian 247. 
Others in ~est Walton in 1649, P.R.O. E317/18. 
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by the spring tides, but - continuously raised by natural 

accretion - sections of it were periodically enclosed and 

would eventually be amalgamated with the town lands by the 

building of a new sea bank. Large areas of salt marshes lay 

around the former estuary of the Nene in Walton, Walsoken 

and Walpole - a total of over 2500 acres in 1636; some of 

this marsh had then been enclosed, but beyond it lay the 

unenclosed tlcrabgrOUndell.(1) Further east, Terrington 

possessed large marshlands, both enclosed and unenclosed, 

in 1050;(2) the 330 acre New Marsh was enclosed, but 180 

acres of salt marsh occupied with it lay open to the sea; 

the marshes included Rast Marsh (part arable, part pasture 

and of 505a.) and Ewe Marsh (224a.), the whole extent being 
, 

1289 acres - 1083a. enclosed and 206a. open to the sea. 

Some idea of the varying qualities of pa~ture is given in 

the valuations of these marshes: the enclosed East and Ewe 

Marshes were valued at 12s.9d. per ~cre, 9d. per acre more 

than the unenclosed Little Marsh; and New Marsh, its name 

suggesting recent enclosure and so poorer quality, together 

wi th the adjacent unenclosed marsh was valued at about 

P.R.O. M.R.142. 
B. M. Harleian 247, and B.M. Addit.22,061 
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10s.6d. per acre. When unenclosed, the salt marshes offered 

grazing for sheep, subject to interruption by tide and 

weather. And although the general tendency was for accretion 

by the sea, marsh outside the sea banks WaS occasionally lost 

be erosion: in 1609, certain tenants disputed the levying or 

money for the charges of certain marshes to the manor of 

Terrington on the grounds of loss of marsh to the sea; one 

deponent said that the two marshes in question "ly open aswell 

to the sea as to other marshes ioyning ther unto", another 

declared that "at this day the most part at: the said two 

marshes ar drowned and worne away withe t he seae and little 

worthe .•• thoughe he might have them in severaltie he would 

not give for the same ij s. by the yeare. II These men were 

keeping sheep and cattle on the marsh'es. (1) Bad weather 

imposed increasing strains on the sea banks, and losses of 

sheep were sometimes involved. (2) To maintain the banks, 

charges were levied from t he owners of the marshes: at 

Terrington in 1650, three farmers of large areas of salt 

marsh, pasture and arable land contributed £209.11S.8d.(3) 

(1)P.R.O. E13417 Jas.I/Easter 33. 
(2) John Reppes of Walpole wrote in a letter to Bassingbourne 

Gawdy in 1563, "These fowl (knott)are commonly taken at 
Terrington, where has been such great loss of sheep, 
owing to the last storm breaking their banks, that fowlers 
have no leisure to lay for fowl"; Historical Manuscripts 
CommiSSion, Vol.i1, Gawdy Mss., po5. 

(3) B.M. Addit. 22:,061. Speaking of the Marshland district in 
general, Camden qualified his praise of its fertility: 
"but so subject t o the beating, and overflowing of the 

roaring maine Sea, which very often meaketh, teareth, and 
troubleth it so grievously, t hat hardly it can be holden off 
with chargeable wals and workes", Britannia , 1673 edition 
p.481, qqoted by H. C. Darby, "An Historical Ge.ography of ' 
England before A.lli1800", p.447. See also, P. R.O. Re qu. 
2/39/3, 1588. 
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The poor feed of the unenclosed land, and the good 

quality embanked marShes both supporte d considerable nunmers 

of sheep and saltmarsh was even cla imed to have the advantage 

of preserving the sheep from rot.(1) In the sixteenth century, ' 

part of the marshes in each township were used as corrunons, 

with limited area s of' demesne held in severalty; but in the 

reign of James I, the crown asserted a claim to all coastal 

lan&aband~ned by the sea and they were disposed of by private 

grants. Surve s made in the 1630's and in 1661 show how 

extensive the Norfolk salt marshes were. (2) 

Turning inland from the silt ridge, a l arge area of 

fenland had already been reclaimed by the sixteenth century. 

Work on the line s of Hallam's in l l oe will no doubt revea l 

the several banks of the successive stages of drainage : perhaps 

the final one, against the great common fen, was the . Smeeth 

Bank~3) Drained by communal effort, the fen was probably 

divided and held in severalty by the participants; and although 

some woul~ eventually have been cultivated, this land was 

-
(1) Survey of New Marsh, Terrington, P.R.O. E315/419/57, 

quoted by Spratt, op.cit., D.223. 
(2) Surveys of salt marshes in Norfolk, 7-12 Charles I and 

13 Charles II, P.R.O. E178/5997. Also, a survey of lands 
gained from the sea on the north Norfolk coast and in 
the Yare Valley, 12 and 13 Car.I, E178/5530. 

(3) See Ordnance Survey 1" map, sheet 124. 
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chiefly used a s :pa s t u.r e. The banks had to be maintained 

against flooding from both the undrained fen to the south and 

the rivers Nene and Ouse; the holders of land in Broad Fen 

in Wiggenhall were "Joysted" for bank maintenance, and all 

landholders in the four Wiggenhalls contributed towards the 

banks in that parish "where there cheiffe Scyte or howse is 

scytuate." ( 1 ) Drainage of these fens was greatly increased 

in the early seventeenth centurie s; grants of large tracts 

of Marshland were made to lI undertakers tl ,(2)and the land 

divided into very large tenancies. In the Level of Marshland 

in 1640, nearly 6,000 acres were held by only 71 tenants -

the largest holding was of 2281 acres, and 14 tenants held 

over 100 acres each. (3) 

These drained fens were crossed by droves leading to 

the great common of the Marshland Common and the Marshland 

Smeeth (or Tilney Smeeth). "This town (Tilney) gives name to 

a famous con~aon i called Tilney Smeeth, wheron 30,000, or more. 

large Marshland sheep, and the great cattle of seven towns, 

to which it belongs, are constantly said to feed; about 2 

miles in breadth and (blank) in length, viz. Tilney, Terrington, 

Clenchwarton, Islington, Walpole, W Walton, Wal soken, and 

Emneth ••• ".(4) Droves enabled all of these villages to move 

13
12l P.R.O. E133/1 0/1477, 1601-2. 

S.P.Dom., Cal. 1629, p.558. 
P.R.D. E315/2D1/175-181 , quoted by Spratt, op.cit., 
pp. 209-21 o. 

(4) Blomefield, op.cit., IX, 79. 
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their animals to the common.(1) The Wi ggenalls had separate 

common fens and droves of their own. (2) During the sixteenth 

century, the inhabitants' rights of common may have been 

~ithout stint of number, but restriction became necessary 

later, especially since the increased flow of drainage from 

the uplands inundated part of the common in winter. Animals 

were then moved to the drained fens, and increased attention 

given to fiShing and fowling. In addition to the large 

numbers of animals of the Villagers, there were also flocks 

of sheep on the common belonging to the manors: in 1650, the 

lord of Terrington had commonage for 200 sheep and 30 great 

cattle on the Smeeth, Fen and droves;(3) . the lord of West 

Walton kept 200 sheep and 24 greqt cattle there. (4) 

In the seventeenth century, detailed regulations 

governed the use of the commons, for example "The Laws and 

Customs relateing to Commoning in the Town of . est Walton. ,,(S) 

Here, the lord and the "drivers" benefited from fines imposed 

for infringements of a dozen rules: 

1. No sheep were to be kept "upon our Common Droves 
-

or Lanes" from arch 2Sth to November 1 st. 

1

11 Shown on a map of 1591, Beloe, op.cit., 
2 Beloe, op.cit., p.323. 
3 B. M. Harleian 247; Addit.22,061. 
4 B.M. Harleian 247; P.R.O. E317/18 
S P.R.O. 8.C.12/18/81, 168S. 

pp.320-321. 

1 
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2. No inhabitant ~as to keep more than 200 sheep 

"upon the Common Marsh". 

3. No inhabitant was to lceep ' more than 6 great cattle 

on the "Comon Droves, Lanes and Marshes". 

4. "\ ee order and agree that our Drivers shall drive 

any out Town sheep being pastured and fred upon our Common 

or by driveing 'to Washing and talce of the offenders a t their 

decresion according to the offence". 

5. All cattle on the commons were to be branded. 

6. No sheep were to be kept on the droves and lanes 

"at any time of branding or washing but at the time of Cliping 

then to have xXiiij houres and not longer". 

7. No man was to "sode" any sheep, or to "keep shode" 

on the marsh(1) except before 9 a.m. and after 4 p.m. 

8. Only one man from each house was to be a commoner. 

9. No stoned horses under 14 hands high, or any 

"Mangey Horses, small steers or stirks of Malekind" were to 

be kept on the droves and marshes. 

1 O. All 11 stamps or Bridges over or against any Comon 

Sewer" were to be kept "sufficiently for Water Course". 

11. No inhabitant was to "take any Great Beasts or 

sheep to halfs for any out Inhabitant or Sojourners within 

this Town there to Common them". 

(1) The meaning o f' the word "shode" whi ch pr obabl y applies 
here i s ' t o divide ' or ' to par t ' 
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"Item. Wee all agre~ that our Ancient Order s and 

Customs shall hold and continue according to the Leet holden 

in the Year Anno Dom. 1600." 

The commons of 1est Walton were by this time insufficient for 

unstinted grazing, and especially notable among the regulations 

were the two against grazing by unlawful commoners (4 and 11). 

The maintenance of drainage was also regulated: 24 boarding 

and brick "Tunnels" and bridges were to be kept in repair, 

and "Wee think it reasonable to proportion and divide the 

great quantities of Land in the said Town into twenty six 

parts or beds amounting to so many hundred of Acres two of 

which parts or beds shall Yearly by turns and in course as 

they are hereunder described and sett forth bear the Charge 

& office of Dikereeve there. 1I 

In the later seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, 

much enclosure and reclamation was achieved in the fens south 

of the Marshland com~on,(1) and in the seaward salt marshes. (2) 

In 1796, an Enclosure Act authorised the enclosure, drainage 

and allottment of the Marshland Fen and Smeeth - about 8,000 

acres in all, and two years later another 5,000 acres were to 

be dealt With.(3) The commoners were to be stinted while this 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

Four important drains were cut in the Norfolk Fen1and 
between 1605 and 1653, Mosby, op.cit., p.105. 
1789, Act for enclosure of 1,300 acres of salt marsh in 
Walpole; 1790, Act for enclosure of 868a~ of commonable 
salt marsh in the Terringtons, Mosby, op.cit., p.118. 
Mosby, op.cit., p.119. 
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work was in progress, being allowed 15 sheep and 4 other 

animals each.(1) Young gave the acreage of the Fen and 

Smeeth as 6,343 - all drained - together with 924a. o~ 

drained private marshes; he relates that there were 528 

common rights there;(2)and in Walpole St. Peter and 

Walpole st. Andrew in 1770 he found 11,420 animals, 

including 10,000 sheep.(3) ' On this basis, there may have 

been 60,000 sheep in Marshland in the late eighteenth 

century. Bearing in mind the immense amount of improvement 

that had taken place in the previous 150 years, half that 

number might be a ressonable guess for around 1600. 

III. 

The marshe s of the Fenland are extended along the 

eastern margin of the a sh, ~rom King's Lynn northwards to 

New Hunstanton. Much of these marshes, especially in the 

l arge bulge north of King's Lynn, has been reclaimed since 

the mid-nineteenth century when the new channel of the 

Great Ouse was constructed ~rom Lynn to the sea (1852).(4) 

Only a narrow belt of marsh was available here in the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, but it provided 

valuable complementary pasturage to the upland feeding o~ 

(1) Open to variation at the rate of 5 sheep to 1 cow, 3 
cows to 1 mare or gelding, loc.cit •• 

~ ~
2l Loc. c1 t •• 

Ope ci t., p. 1 21 • 
Mosby, Norfol~, pp.237-238. 

1 



143. 

of the coastal villages; the marshes were constituent parts 

of the foldcourses which included areas of open-fields and 

heaths on the light soils of the Greensand Belt. 

This usage is well illustrated by the flocks of 

the Cobbe family. Geoffrey Cobbe owned the manor of Channons 

in Sandringham with a foldcourse for 600 ewes, another for 

360 ewes belonging to Broke Hall in Dersingham, and the 

foldcourse of Buttlers and Byrons, for 360 wethers, in 

Babingley (The Lodge Course). These flocks fed on the 

arable fields and in the brecks of the "sandes" in 

Sandringham and Dersingham.(1) But in addition, numerous 

enclosed marshes were available for these flocks in 

Babingley, Sandringham and ~olferton. Five marshes in 

Babingley totalled 139 acres, and the wether flock there 

ust have used the 26 acres of tithe weather m'she", if not 

more. In the same year, 1610, ' 275~ acres of marsh were 

surveyed in Wolferton; much of it was probably used by the 

sheep - one parcel of 40 acres is stated to have been 

formerly used by "Le hogge fflocke" but now by Butlers 

North Marsh Flock. This survey included only the lands of 

(1) P.R.O. C78/75 
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the lady of the manor (Domina Marie CObbe),(1) but the book 

of the task of Wolferton, made in 1523, gives a much more 

complete picture of the marshes there. ( 2) It was compiled 

by Geoffrey Cobbe and other tenants. In all, 863 acres of 

marsh are detailed, including the significantly-named 

Southf'lock Marsh (150a. ), Hoggs Marsh (200a.) and the North 

Salt Marsh (250a.). In addition to providing valuable feed 

for the demesne flocks, the marshes offered additional common 

pasture for the inhabitants of these village s: in Gaywood -

the most southerly of them - t he "Comon Salt Marish" was of 

100 . acres. (3) 

IV. 

The villages on the Fenland margin south of King's 

Lynn combined marsh and upland pasture in the same way as 

those further north; only a narrow belt of ma~sh existed on 

the east bank of the Ouse, however, and where these parishes 

included large areas of fen across the river in the Fenland 

proper (as Stow Bardolph did) it is unlikely that this land 

was of much value until improved in the later seventeenth 

century. 

B. M. Stowe 765, 1610. 
Ms. ci t. 
H. L. Bradfer-Lawrence, "Gaywood Dragge, 1486-T' , . 
Norfolk Archaeology, Vol. 24, 1932, p.169. 
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Further south, the extensive eastward promontory of 

the Fenland(1) provided large areas of marshes for the 

villages of the upland border - notably Hilgay, Southery, 

Methwold, Fel twell and Hockwold ; but here a gain, large a rea s 

of these fens were unimproved until the later seventeenth 

century, and even in t he eigh teenth century they suffered 

from their remote si t ua tion away f r om the vi ages. (2) 

Despite the seasonal nature and poor quality of this 

pasture prior to improvement, it was extensively used by. the 

upland villages. As early as 1277,(3)Feltwell included the 

two large pastures of North Fen and South Fen, together with 

othe r several marshes and a common sharled wj. th Methwold, 

Hockwold and Wilton; the manor of Feltwell then had 1000 

sheep, besides t pose of the tenant s . In 1278,(4) Northwold 

manor posse s sed, in addition to upland feed, South Fe n of 

1000 acres and North Fen; these were common to the whole town 

as well as to Methwold. Northwold manor had 600 sheep. 

As well as using large areas of f ,en as commons, the se 

Breckland villages included areas of marsh within their 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

This area has been called the Breck-Fen by Mosby owing 
to the admixture of sands from the upland margins; 
see Map 3. 
Arthur Young said of Methwold Fen: "The r e is a very great 
common fen: but situated at such a distance, that many 
poor people who would use it do not, except for fuel"; 
quoted by Mosby, op.cit., p.119. 
Blomef1eld, Norfolk, II,189. 
Op.cit., II, 211. 



foldcoursesj the composition of Feltwell foldcourse in 

1539-40 has already been noted. (1) The variety of the 
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economy of the se townships i s i n cJ.i ca ted by the po sse s si ons 

of Duntons and the other small manors of Feltwell in 1600: 

633a. of arable land, 200a. of f urze and heath, 100a. of 

meadow, 180a. of pasture, and 3 foldcourses in Feltwell, 

Hockwold and other villages. (2) 

The value of these fens had always been reduced by 

the difficulty of drainage: in the early sixteenth century, 

commissioner s had found the several fen pastures of Methwold 

manor neglected and laid open to the common cattle,(3) and 

in the reign of Charles I, although the Methwold flock fed 

partly on upland pastures and partly in the fens, the 

difficulty of drainage reduced the value of the whole 3500 

. acres to £118. (4) It was not until the second half of the 

seventeenth century that SUbstantial improvements were made 

in the fens of Feltwell. In return for draining the Great 

Level·, the Adventurers were to have a share of the i mproved 

fens of Feltwell; the inhabitants we re then free to 

See supra ,pp. 2.9-30. 
Blomefield, op.cit., II, 191. 
P.R.O. D.L.4377/28, 1523. 
P.R.O. E315/419/58-59, quoted by Spratt, op.cit., 
pp. 225-226. 
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"improve, devi de , or make particon of or otherwise to dispose 

of New ffodder ffeD) and Newclose ffenn, And al l t hat part of 

South f f enn lyeing East of the gre a t dreyne ••• the small parcell 

of Comon lyeing of t he Southside of Stoke Loade onely 

excepted." No common agreement was reached, however, and 4 

men were allotted their share to hold in severalty in 1658; 

setting a side t he Adventurers' share, 20 acres were left to 

each commonable tenant - "with Over plus". (1 ) The seventeenth 

century witnessed the i mprovement in this way of fenland in 

most of these villages : Dunstalle and North Fens in Wormegay, 

f or instance, had been ditched, divided and let out to farm 

by 1635. (2) 

v. 
The marshes a long the north coast of Norfolk were used 

in much the same way as .those along the east coast of the aSh­

as complementary pasture with the open-f ields and heaths of 

the uplands. Although these marshes h ave been continual ly 

built up by accretion, t hey had already a ttained a considerable 

width at some points in the sixteenth century, a s ill ustrated 

by the maps of HOlkham,(~) Sti ffkey(4) and Blakeney. (5) 

1 N.P.L. MS . 9991 , 1 58. 
2 Two maps of 1635, N.P. L. MS·3748 and 3747, 18E2. 
3 See Map Seven above. 
4 An undated sixteenth century map in the posse ssion of 

Captain Anthony Ha~ond of Norwich . 
( ~ ) An eighteenth century copy of a map of 1586 in the possession 

of Col. P. J . Long; reproduced by B. Cozens-Har dy in 
Norfolk Record Society, Vol. VIII (1936), p.17. 
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Little sys tematic protection and reclamation of these marshes 

was carried out before the seventeenth century, and even today 

more than two-thirds of the marshes ofo the North Alluvial 

Plain are salt, subject to inundation at high spring tides.(1) 

In 1634, a special flock of wethers was kept in the Danish 

Camp on the marshes at Holkham, the only part of the marshes 

not covered by the highest tides;(2)during t he severe flooding 

of 1952-3, the whole of the Holkham marshes were inundated 

with the exception of the Camp. 

All along this coast, the villages of the Good sand Region 

extended their foldcourses on to the salt marshes; this 

situation is best illustrated by the arrangements at Holkham, 

already fully described in Chapter Two:(3) half of the 

extensive salt marshes of Holkham lay within Burgh Hall 

foldcourse, and half were common to the inhabitants. Similarly, 

in Holme-next-the-Sea a lease was made of a foldcourse on the 

marshes, commons and arable shackage in the town in 1635; the 

common rights of the inhabitants the re included feed over part 

of the salt marshes. Around the be ginning of the seventeenth 

century, seven common salt marshes and the meals, or sandbanks, 

in Holme measured in all 408 acres and 1~ roods, and in 

addi tion other marshe s were in several ownership. (4) Again, 

Mo sby, 01'. ci t., p. 212. 
Holkham Mss.; Holkham Deeds, 13/639, 1634, quoted by 
Spratt, op.cit., p.225. 
See pp. 41- 5 and Map Seven. 
L'Strange Mss., F Q1, a bundle of papers rel ating to 
Holme mar she s. 



the foldcourse of Salthouse included areas of salt marsh, the 

large flock using Salthouse Eye; t his land was clearly subject 

to inundation since a number o~ sheep ~rom this ~lock were 

drowned as a result of a sixteenth century shepherd's 

negligence. (1) 

A certain amount of )narsh protection had been achieved 

during t he sixteenth century - Sir Nicholas L'Strange, ~or 

1 h d · 1588 tl d k d , . - T 1 ( 2) 't examp 'e, a 1n recen y ye a marsn I n 1'10 me - ou 

f or the most part, the marshes o~ this coast reWB ined of poor 

quality and subject to frequent inundation until t le seventeenth 

century. Several schemes of improvement were begun before 

1650. In 1588, all the salt mar she s in Burnham had been 

granted to the inhabitants as common, but it was believed that 

walling and embanking could improve the marshes f or good 

arable, meadow and pasture, ground; in 1637, Robert Bacon and 

Thomas Coke agreed to drain the land in return for three parts 

o~ it. (3) Marshes in Blakeney were probably reclaimed in the 

mid-seventeenth century, and by 16L~9 Salthouse marshes h ad 

been dyked and d ivided into common and several; at that time, 

the bank built in about 1637 by John van Hasedunck, a Dutch 

engineer, was known as "The Quld Bank". (4) 

(4) 

See supra, p.102 f. n. 2. , and p. 10~. 
L'Strange ss., FQ1. 
Holkham Mss., Burnham Deeds, 5/94, 1637, quoted by 
R. H. Tawney, "The Agrarian Problem in the Sixteenth 
Centuryll, p.245. 
A nineteenth century copy of a map of 1649 in the 
possession of Col. P. J. Long, ex.l1ibi tecl in Norwich 
Ca stle Museum in 1954. 
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VI. 

The substantial area of marshes in Broadland and in the 

valleys openi ng out around Breydon ater is i n large part the 

result of improvement in the last two centuries. Touring the 

Yarmouth Marshes in 1782, Marshall observed that until 20 

years previously this tract had been principally under waterj(1) 

the dr ainage of t he Broadland marshes came within the terms of 

reference of numerous Parliamentar y Enclosure Acts between 

1790 and 1840. (2) De~pite the predominance of swamps and reed 

ronds in the sixteenth and seventeenth centur:hes, some townships 

had considerable acreages of pasture and marsh in the less low­

lying parts of the valleys. (3) 

Some of the Broadland marshes were utilised as parts of 

foldcourses: in 1564, the manor of Earls in East and vest 

Somerton poss,essed a foldcourse, with 40 acres of heath, 40 a. 

of pasture, 40a. of meadow, 40a. of feeding marsh , and 200a. 

of l and in the fields. (4) other marshes no doubt supported 

sheep and cattle without additional feeding except during 

(4) 

MosbYf op.cit. f p.119. 
Ope cit., pp.120, 130. 
See conveyances of estates in Fishley, Blomefield, 
op.cit. XI , 101{ Tunstall (XI, 119); Billockby (XI, 
Hemsby (XI, 167); and Aldeby ~VIII, 2). 
Blomefield f op.cit., XI f 189-190. 

150) ; 



151. 

flooding and the worst of the winter weat her : such was possibly 

the case with the 300 ~wes and 100 wethers feeding in a marsh 

called Foul-Holm in 1440. (1 ) Pieceme a l i mprovement was being 

carried out in the sixteenth century; in 1555, a piece of 

marsh or "Russhy" ground i n East Some rton was dyked by 

Sir John Clere after it had 10 yielded him little profit 

"by Caase it lay opyn and onclosid lt • (2) No doubt some l and­

owners had much improved t heir Broadland marshes during the 

seve~teenth century, before the l a r ge-scale reclamation schemes 

. were adopted: in 1690, Oby Hall in t he Flegg district, with 

land in the Bure valley, had 235 acres of good arable and 

pasture land, and 345 acres of rich feeding marsh and meadows~3) 
During the sixteenth and much a t least of the seventeenth 

centuries, however, the East Norfolk marshes made little 

contribution to the county's sheep pasturage; in the later 

seventeenth century and then especially in the following two 

centuries, this became a highly i mportant beef-fa ttening area. 

(1 ) The inheritance of Thomas Berney in Reedham , op.cit., 
XI, 126. For the feeding of small numbers of sheep and 
cattle on marshes, see NOfiVich Bishop 's Chapel, inventories, 
Lyston 75 (Thrigby, 1595), Lyston 152 (Hardley, 1596), 
Lyston? (Beddingham , 1595), Lyston 200 ( Hoveton St. Pe ter, 
1595), 1647 bundle No. 2:69 ~Tunstall 1647), Johnson 182 
(Caistor, 1617). 
P.R.O. St.Ch.2/22/350 
Blomefield, op.cit., XI, 177 • . 
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I. 

Provided that the necessary co-operation between 

landlord and tenants was maintained, the foldcourse system was 

mutually beneficial. There was, however , a separation of 

interests between the small landowners - the corn growers - and 

their landlords, with their flocks of sheep; encouraged by 

the profitability of wool production, the landlords and their 

lessees were giving increased attention to this aspect of the 

sheep-corn husbandry during the sixteenth century, and this 

specialisation was detrimental to the peasants. It has been 

seen that in order to maintain their foldcourses, landlords 

we re frequently involved in disputes with tenants who refused 

to co-operate in the customary manner; not only were landlords 

able to enforce customary regulations upon the peasants, but 

they were also able to abuse the foldcourse system in order to 

increase their flocks . Indeed, the record of landlord 

OPPDession throughout the sixteenth century does much to 

explain the peasants ' antipathy towards the foldcourse, and 

their greatly increased resistance to its maintenance during 

the seventeenth cen~ury.(1) 
It was largely because of social and a grarian grievances 

that the well-known peasant rising under Ket took place in 

( 1) See Chapter Two, pp. 5~-b8. 
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1549. (1) That the abuse of their common rights in the sheep­

corn husbandry by the flock owners wa s the outstanding griev­

ance of t he peasants is clearly borne out by Ket~ s 27 articles 

of complaint : 13 Riated directly to this agrarian situation. 

He recommended that the lords should not be allowed to pasture 

any animals on the commons, and that no man worth £40 or more 

per annum should keep any sheep or animals except for his own 

subsistence; tha t all copyhold land should be rented on the 

terms that pertained in 1485, and that any special rents 

payable by the lords should not be passed on to the tenants; 

that land bought as freehold Should not be converted into 

copyhold; that the number of dovecotes should be restricted, 

and that rabbit warrens should be fenced in. It will not be 

difficult to show that many of Ket's recommendati ons had 

arisen from genuine grievances, but even in more favour able 

circumstances the demands would have been unacceptable; it 

wa s , as Professor Bindoff has said, "A radical programme , 

indeed, which would have clipped the wings of rural 

capitalism. ,,(2) There is no doubt that the increase of 

sheep-farming, involving many and varied attacks on peasant 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

The events of the rebellion, as well as the situation in ' 
which it aroser are discussed in an Historical Association 
pamphle t, "Ket s Rebellion, 154911

, Profe s sor S. T. 
Bindoff, 1949. 
Op.cit •. 
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p~ivileges, wa s the pri me cause of Ketts Rebellion. (1) The 

rebels were eventually routed near Norwich and Ket was hanged; 

it was merely an interlude in the story of oppression which 

wa s intensified during the second half of the century, and t he 

victory of t he Earl of arwick with his 12,000 men had no 

doubt encouraged the l~ndowners to intensify their policy. 

The memory of this rebellion wa s still with the pea sants 

towards the end of the century(2) and it probably effectively 

deterred them from another attempt to force the gentlemen into 

reforms, but during Elizabeth's reign a petition presented by 

certain poor inhabitants of Norf olk against the gentlemen shows 

in great detail the forms which the oppressions had be en 

taking. The petitioners cannot be a c cu sed or exaggeration -

the evidence in support of their allegations is too abundant -

and in discussing the i ncrease of sheep farming during the 

sixteentn century, it will be convenient to proce ed point by 

point through t he petition.(3) The petition was addressed to 

( 1 ) After arguing the existence of the speep-corn husbandry and 
the oppression of the pea santry to which it gave rise, 
Hammond inexplicably came to the conclusion that "Why the 
rebellion broke out when it did does not emerge any more 
clearly fro the local evidence which has been examined; 
and in the present state of knowledge this can only be put 
down to the political crisis, which is already sufficiently 
famili ar " ; R. J. Hammond, liThe Social and Economic Circum­
stances or Ket' s Rebellion", an unpublished Universi t y of 
London thesis summarised in the Bulletin of Historical 
Research, vols. 12-13, 1934-36. 
See supra, pp. 61-2.. 
P.R.D. E163/16/14, tempus Elizabeth. The pOints are not 
taken in the order in which they occur in the petition; it 
has been attempted to put them in order of re lative 
importance, 'considering t he stress given to them by the 
petitioners and the nature or the, independent evidence. 
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"the Quene owre sou' eyne lady" against "dyu' s & sondry 

gentylmen beyng soosore inflamed & enbraced wt suche 

CouetousneES unlaw~ull desyres of suche thyngs as be not ther 

owen & ffor suche gr udges & malyces as they bere in ther harts 

towards & ayenst u s the seyd pore Comonal ty of yor seyd Countye 

o~ Norff .1l The petitioners claimed that lithe seyd gentylmen 

had not us yor seyd subiects & comonaltye at ther Coroaundemets 

in ther p 'cedyngs ayenst yor moste hon' able gace"; this is 

probably a reference to the Rebellion of the North in 1569, 

when the plot against the Queen wa s led by the Dw{e of 

Norfolk. (1) 

II. 

The petitioners ' most lengthy complaint is against the 

g~ntleroent s misuse ·of the f oldcourse system. They sa i d that 

wtin eu'y Towne & vyllage is most comonly on' ij 
or iij man ' s (manors ) or more & to eu' y man' a 
Shepps Coursse or ffouldcoursse belongyng; 

These sheep cannot be fed wholly on the l ord ' s own grounds but 

are lcept partly on the commons and on the tenants ' lands 

in the tyme of som' (summe r) and mmedyatly assone a s 
harueste is don' ••• a d some tyme befol~e harueste be don' 

The tenants ' great ca ttle could not be fed in the fields 

The Shak ons de~yled & ou ' rOILn.e ons wt sheppe 

(1) See S. T. Bindoff, "Tudor England", 1952, p. 209. 
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The lords' sheep were kept on the shack for over half the 

year, from the end of harvest until March 25th, without any 

recompense being allowed to the tenants. During this period, 

the sheep fed 

aswell upon suche londs as be sowen eyther wt 
whe te mixtelyn Rye pees & otys 

and the petitioners wanted the lords to be punished for this 

ffor t he saffegarde of the Cornes & greynes that 
shalbe sowen yerely 

Furthermore, they wanted the shack period to be limited to 

the three months between November 1st and February 2nd. 

The petitioners recognise here the normal six months' 

duration of the shack period, but they allege that the period 

was sometime s lengthened by the lords. At Fakenham in 1520, 

Henry Fermor was accused by hi s tenants of keeping the sheep 

on the shaclc until May 3rd (1) - nearly a month over the 

customary limit - and at Harthill in Hunworth in 1611 the lord 

anticipated the beginning of the shack period. (2) Moreover, 

the petitioners allege that shackage was taken by the sheep 

even on land that had been sown with winter corn; this was 

one of the complaints of the inhabitants of Alethorpe against 

the lord of the manor : "he breaketh up other mens seuerall 

(1) P.R.O. Star Chamber 2/15/11-13, 1520, quoted by Leadkam, 
I.S., in his analysis of the returns of the Commission 
of Enquiry of 1517; see infra, pp. f8:; et seq. 

(2) ' B. M. Addit .39221, 1611., quoted by Spratt, op.cit., 
pp. 248, 255. 



157. 

grownde for the more freer passage and ease of his sheepe, 

and as it is well .to be proved, even att this tyme doth drive 

over their new sowen winter corne and into their home yards 

and Orchards, eatinge spoylinge and breaking downe their new 

se t t grists and piants ••• 1I (1) The available evidence supports 

the petitioners' assertion that no recompense was allowed to 

the tenants for the misuse of the shack; indeed, in many cases 

the lords' object was clearly to increase their own profit to 

the utmost with no regard for tenants' rights. In the case of 

Alethorpe, it seems likely that the many-sided complaint 

against William Dye points to him as the depopulator of this 

lost village. (2) 

Not only was sheep feed extended by the disregard of 

sown corn, but the lords frequently diminished the shackage 

available to the tenants by enclosing their demesne strips 

in the fields; the lords then enjoyed the sole right of taking 

shackage there, and yet they continued to put an undiminished 

flock on to the remaining stubbles so that the tenants' cattle 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

Norfolk 'ArchE£e,al.ogy, Vol.10, pp.150-151 (1888). At 
Northwold, four men destroyed 20 a. of wheat and rye with 
their flock of 2400 sheep, and threatened the owners of 
open-field strips that if they sowed their summerley with 
winter corn it would be fed over by the sheep; the threat 
was carried out; P.R.O. star Chamber 2/8/158, temp. 
Henry VIII. At Barton Bendish, Sir Thomas Lovell allowed 
his animals to feed on his tenants' corn, P. R.O. Star 
Chamber 2/9/27,28; 2/18/58; 2/27/293; quoted by HammDnd , 
op. cit., pp483-84. 
See infra, p. f79,f.n.2.. 
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had insufficient pasturage. This was t le source of frequent 

disputes, and is me ntioned by the petitioners: they complained 

that, despite enclosing both demesne land and parts of the 

commons, the lords 

wylnot put into the same Shak on' hedde of t her 
Catell the lesse aslong as there is eny kynde of 
ffede ey' for y' gre t Catell or Sheppe . 

As a result, tenants were forced for lack of feed in winter 

time to sell their ca ttle t o t he gentlemen, at the gentlemen's 

price, or to let them starve, 

ffor pasturyng ffother nor strawe, for eny 
money, they ge t non 

This type of grievance is very clearly stated by the 

inhabitants of Alethorpe: "whereas many of' his g1"'owndes lay 

open heretofore, for the ma intenance of his fold course, he 

hath now inclosed the moste ' parte of them and keepeth them 

several to himself all the yeare and yett notwiths tanding doth 

mantayne his f ull number of sheepe as ever he did before ••• " (1 ) 

(1) Norfolk Archaeology, Vol.10, pp.150~151. At Fe lmingham, 
temp. Eliz., witnesses were asked whether the lord 
enclosed lands in the f'ields, deprived tenants of shack 
in the enclosures, and yet kept his usual number of sheep 
there f or the full shack period; there are no depOSitions ; 
P. R. O. E133/10/1599. At Fulmodestone in 1604, the tenant s 
complained that they had been deprived of shack by the 
enclosure of field lands there and in Croxton; Holkham Mss. , 
Fulmodestone Deeds, bundle 6, quoted by R.H. Tawney , 
"Agrarian Problems in the Sixteenth C~l1turytr, p. 413. At 
Salthouse and Kelling , temp. Edw.VI, Christopher Heydon was 
alleged to feed his flock in the fields during shack time 
although he had only three acres of land there; P. R. O. 
Star Chamber3/3/42. See Great Dunham, i nf'ra pp.1bb-172. . . 
See Miles Corbett's sheep f'a rm1ng , Chapter SiX, pp.Z70-9. 
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When demesne land had been enclosed, it should rightfully 

have still been available for t he inhabitants' shackage : 

"One who hath purchased divers parce lls together, in which 

the inhabitants have used to have shacke, and long time since 

have enclo sed it, and notwithstanding allwaye s after harvest 

the inhabitants have had shack there by passing into it by 

bars or ga t es with their cattel l t here, it shall be taken as 

common appendent or appurtennent and the owner cannot exclude 

them of' common there, notwithstanding that he will not common 

wi th them, but hold his owne lands so inclosed. ,,(1) As a 

, corollary to this abuse of' the f'oldcourse, t here may be 

mentioned the straightforward overstocki ng of t he course , 

without any reduction of the shackagej at Harthi ll in Hunworth 

for i ns t ance, it was alleged t hat a larger f loClc was kept 

than the fe ed would support. (2) 

Another aspect of' this kind of ac tivity wa s the 

extension of f oldcourses to ar~ble and other land that did 

not customarily lie within their bounds. At Kilverstone 

in 1592, Thomas right wa s alleged to have put 40 a Cl'es more 

of the"ine fielde" to pasture f or his sheep than he should 

have done . (3) In some cases, landlords we re even establishing 

Quot. • Rye, Materials for the History of the Hundred 
of North Er p ingham, I, p.28 . 
B. M. Addit.39221, quoted by Spratt, op.cit., p. 255. 
P. R. O. E134135 Eliz./Easter 24, 1592. 
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completely new fouldcourses: at Happisburgh, Thoma s Middleton 

had "reised a fouldcourse of: iii c . iiii score and xvi 

sheep (576) withyn the seid maner as well to the grete annoyau~ 
~ 

of the Kings tenant s as to the disinheritaunce of His 

M a j e sty. " (1 ) 

The petitioners protested not only that the lords 

misused t he feed of foldcourses, but also that they kept so 

many sheep of their own that the tenants could have 
, ' 

scantly on' Sheppe goyng in the seyd ffould Course, 
Neyther ffor the lands that they haue in the seyd 
Townes or vyllages, althowe the seyd Sheppe do ffede 
or pa sture t he halffe yere & more upon t he same 
Tenants londs, nor yet for ther money 

This situation was, they said, 

the grett cause of the derth of mutton s beeffes 
velles lambys wolles Clothe o <7: soo conse quen t ly 
of all other thyngs~ 

since the sheep 

ar' in soo fewe !nens hands at this p'sent tyrne The 
Statute made in the (blank) yere of the reignie of 
yor late noble f fa t her de claryng wh at nomb' of 
Sheppe men ought to kepe not wyth stondyng 

The petitioners proceeded to asle t ha t all inhabitants who held 

any meses londe s tents medowes pasturs & ffedyngs 
in ffee syrnple ffeetayle specyall or gen'all eyther 
by dede Copy of Court- rolle Indenture at wyll or 
oy'wyse for terme of vij yeres at the lest 

might be entitled to keep in the lords' flocks 

(1) P.R.O. E315/519/38, 40, quote Hammond, op.cit., PP.41-42. 



for eut y acre that he wyll not tyll & lyeng in the 
somt pasture or cours se .•• vj shep~e ••• wtoute eny 
moner payeng (and f or) eu'y acre ~where the sheep 
feed) in reu' 11 tyroe or in Shakke , on' Sheppe, 
eyther wether Ewe or hogg (without paying any money ) 

These cullet sheep should, the pe ti tioners claim , together 

with th~ir increase of lambs and wool, be 

well & trewly answerd to the own's of the same sheppe 

It has been seen(1) that in some t ownships, at least , 

cullet rights were in fact established, and that they were 

the "custom of the said county of Norfolk".(2) Often, 

however, cullet rights in a flock were limited to the free ­

holders(3) who would probably not have been subscribers to 

this petition; the copyholders either had no . sheep in the 

flock at all, or only a ve ry small number of animals - certain­

ly not as many as the petit ioners are asking for he r e . The 

denial of existing cullet rights was one more aspect of the 

landlords' attempts to i ncrease the size of their flocks . 

Two di sputes over cullet rights have already been ~uoted in 

describing the nature of cullet j (4) a t Taverham, in another 

such dispute, the lord and foldcourse owner was accused of 

t aking cullet sheep from the flock and selling them: one 

~
1 j See supra , Pg.98-106. 
2 . P. R. O. Star hamber 3/ 3/42. 
3 See supra , p . 100. 
4 See supra, pp.99-104-

" 
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complainant had the right to Ieeep 50 sheep in the flock i n 

right of 19 acres which he had lying within the fOldcourse.(1) 

Of t he concentration of large numbers of sheep in t he lords ' 

flocks and t he ownership of only small numbe r s by the tenants 

there is no doubt; this ha s bee n confirmed by the t e stamentary 

inventories(2) and by a summary of t he sheep owned by a 

number of gentlemen. (3) The peti tioners' . allega tions tha t 
, 

this had caused a dearth of animals, wool and cloth waB no 

doubt true as f ar as they themselves were concerned. There 

wa s certa inly justification for the a ssertion that t he sta tute 

. prohibiting the ownership of more than 2400 sheep by one man 

wa s being i gnored; a number of pre sentrnents were made of 

Norfolk gentlemen who had done so, and the informers must have 

been tempted by the flocks of a number of others who appear 

not to have been molested. (4) 

III. 

The second direction in which landlords were increasing 

their numbers of sheep wa s in the over-stocking and enclosure 

(1 ) P .. R.O. C1/1219/16-19, 1544-53 . .A t Iclcburgh, 1544-53, 
the lord was alleged to have depr'i ved a tenant of his 
cullet right and yet to have still fed his flock over 
the tenant's lands; P. R.O. C1/1121/1. 
See supra, pp. HQ -no. 
See supra, p. 108. 
See infra, Chapter Seven, pp. '12.-7. 



of the commons. The peti tioners referred to the commons on 

whi ch ·they kept 

horses mares & other ther Catell ••• whiche ought 
to be noo p 'cell of eny ffoulde coursse 

They wanted the lords not to be allowed to feed their sheep 

on such common grounds between February 2nd and Septembe r 1st. 

These were the months between the periods of winter shackage 

when the flock would normally be feeding for much of the time 

on heathland and common; but the pe titioners wanted an area 

of common reserved for the inhabi t ants during t hese months 

when arable feeding in t he fields was of limited extent. 

They did not object to the f lock feeding on those commons 

during the winter when t he shack fields were available f or 

the tenants' cattle. Later in the pe tition, the compl i nt 

was made that some commons had been entirely denied to the 

inhabitants for l andlords had 

made gret Inclosers not only upon the r owne 
londs but upon the cowens 

Finally, the petitioners asked for the preservation of t heir 

right to t ake whins, fur,ze, bracken, ling and heather from 

the commons. 

Tenants f r e quently complained that t he lords had 

either overstocked commons that were used by them both or 

had fed their flocks on commons that should have been enjoyed 

by t he inhabitants. At Fulmodestone i n 1604, the tenants 

alleged that Roger Salisbury, gent, had taken "the whole 

benefit of theire comons from them, keepinge there his sheepe 
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in grasinge and debarringe them of their libertie there 

which for comon right belongeth unto them. ,,(1) A dispute 

which illustrates several points made by the petitioners 

concerned the use of commons in Kilverstone, in Breckland. (2) 

In 1592 , Thomas Wright - t he lord of two manors there - was 

alleged by his tenants to have infringed their rights on "the 

heath" and "the low grounds"; the tenants claimed to have 

taken furze, br acken and wood from the heath and to have mown 

grass: on "the Lowes" . They had also fed their animals on 

these commons, in the latter case after nowing was completed. (3) 

Vright was stated by one witness to have kept 1680 sheep on 

tle commons , and several years previously had made an 

enclosure there; and he was not entitled to feed cattle and 

sheep on the Lowes between arch 25th and Se. tember 14th. 

A fellow gentleman naturally supported Wright: he stated that 

fri ght could legally plough part of the heath, (4) and tha t 

1680 sheep were normally kept in the two foldcourses 

(1 ) See supra, p. 1?8, f . n.i. At Bale, the inhabitants claimed 
commonage on their own lands , and on the commons and 
wa s tes; the f oldcourse owner was forbidden to surcharge 
the co mnons; P. R. O. C78/75. The Justice of Assize heard 
the compl aint by two tenants tha t t he common at Kettle stone , 
had been overstocked with sheep; Acts of the Privy Council, 
Vol . XV, p. 394- 5, quoted by Tawney , op. cit. , p. 373. 
P. R. O. E134135 Eliz. / Easter 24, 1592. . 
One witness sa id that mowing was carried out afte r fay 3rd. 
At Eccles , the i nhabitants complained t ha t the farmers of 
the demesne had ploughed ce rtain heath grounds which had 
been customarily used for common feed; undated, quoted 
in liThe Stiffkey Papers" , Camden SOCiety, Third Series , 
vol . XXVI , PP. 50-51 . 
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(together with 200 for each of t he t wo shepherds ); the sheep 

fed on the arable fields and on the heath, and in shack time 

or during a period of drought they also used cer taiD of the 

l ow grounds . The balance of t he wi:tmesses ' evidence is in 

favour of the tenants; Wright ' s oppressions here , appar ently 

continued by his son, may have been respons i ble for the 

gradual depopula tion of Kilverstone. (1) The younger 

Thomas right owned 2822 sheep when he died in 1667, 

including 1580 in Kilver stone and fl ocks in near by Croxton 

and Weeting. ( 2) 

At Hingham, Sir Henry Parker attempted to keep his 

tenants' sheep off the common called Staleham when he leased 

his own right of feeding sheep there to certai n rarro2rs. The 

tenants claimed that they should have ucormnon appur tenant" 

on thi s "grete wa ste ground lf f or sheep and great ca ttle in 

right of their freeholds, and that Par ker had no right to 

use it as his IIseveral soil" for his 600 sheep. (3) 

(1 ) In the eighteenth century, Blomefield found no tenants 
belonging to the manors, the whole being purchased in 
and the entire village belonging to Thomas Wright ; 
op.cit., I, 541. 
Bishop ' s Chapel, Norwi ch, testamentary inventories, 
Box 103, un-numbered. 
P.R.O. Star Ghamber 2/27/55 , 2/29/140, quoted by Hammond , 
op.cit., pp.80-81. 
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Many other disputes provide evidence of a similar 

nature. (1) The case of Grea t Dunham is of special interest, 

however, f or here t he rights of lord and tenant s {ere i n 

(1) At Binham, ~artin Hastings of Hindringham surcharged the 
common with II a grete f'lock of shepe"; P. R. O. Augmentation 
Off ice Proceedings 3/78, quote Hammond, op. cit., p. 83. 
At Stradsett (" s troge tt"), temp. Henry VIII, f r eeholders 
alleged tha t 2 gentlemen had surcharged the common with 
1800 sheep, t hus engangering the employment of 12 ploughs 
"for ••• the seid toune standeth only by tillage husbandry, 
and' not pasturyng of sheep", P. R. O s tar Ohambe r 2/18/197, 
2/17/292, quote Hammond, op. cit . , p. 83. 
At Barton Bendish, tenants complained that Sir Thomas 
Lovell surcharged the conmon with sheep and cattle; a nd 
other alleged offe nces; P. R. O. Star Chamber 2/9/27 and 
28, 2/18/58, 2/27/293, quote Hammond, op. cit. , pp. 83-84. 
At Alethorpe, inhabitants alleged , inter alia, that the 
lord had surcharged the common with sheep, excluding 
their c a t t le , had erected f e nce s against their common, 
and had encouraged their c attle to stray in order to 
prosecute them for trespass; quote ''{. A. Day, Norfolk 
Archaeology , Vol . 10, 1888, pp. 150- 151 . 
At Wiveton, t emp. Jas. I, the lord complained that 9 
tenants had driven his flock of sheep from the common; 
P. R.O. St . Ch. 8/17/11 . 
At Stratton Strawless, inhab s. alleged t hat Henry lfartham 
claime'd ownership of the whole common though he had only 
a dole of 10 or 12 acres there; he enclosed part of t he 
heath and f ed 2-300 sheep there clai ming to have a 
f oldcourse; t he i nhabs. fear t he ir case will not be 
justly considered because rrta rtham' s widow was " a woman 
of great wealth and greatl y alyed and freinded in t he 
said Countye ... "; P. R. O. DL1Y1 66 . 
At Swaff ham, in 1526- 7 , the farmer of the Ki ng s 

, ~gl%cOurse kept 1730 sheep whereas f orme r farmers h ad 
. p only 1320 and 960; P. R. O. SC11/930. 
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Footnote (1) p. 166 (cont~nued) 

A~ assingham, c.1 600, the farmer of the manor ploughed 
up the enclosed pastures so that the fl ock depended 
entirely on the commons; Holkham Mss. , r. assingham Deeds 
9/213, quote by Spratt, op.cit., p.253. 
At Vitchingham, in 1588, inhabitants alleged that 
Christopher Layer, an alderman of Norwich "beinge a 
greate riche man & neare neighbor", had bought cer tain 
lands belonging to the Queen and claimed o~nership of 
Witchingham Heath with a foldcourse for 600 sheep; 
they lost their commonage; P. R. O. DL1/144. 
At Felmingham, temp. Eliz., tenants v . owners of manor, 
concerning sheep feed on Stow Heath; P. R. C. E133/10/1599. 
At Stody, in 1611, tenants v. lord, concerning his 
exclusive use of certain land f or sheep feed; B. M. Addit. 
39224, quoted by Spratt , op.cit •. 
At Trimingham, in 1585, tenants of Trimingham and 
Side strand v. two defendants concerning commonage on 
Boxy-eswell; "The Stiffkey Papers", Camden Society, 
Third Series , Vol. XXVI , p.11. 
At Little Barningham , in 1589, disputed commonage on 
Heckham Heath; P. R.0. E134132 Eliz.!Trinity 9. 
At Shouldham Thorpe , inhabitants v. owner of V allington 
manor , concerning rights of commonage; P. R.C. E315/132/82 
and Augmentation Office Proceedings, 36/19. Similar 
cases a t infarthing (P. R.O. A.O. P. 29/100) and 
Saxlingham Thorpe ( 3/76); all quote Hammond , op.cit., 
pp. 84- 85. 
At est Acre , inhabitants v. farmer of demesnes of dissolved 
monastery, concerning commonage on areas claimed by defendant 
as his several grounds; P. R. O. A. O. P. 1/38, 39; qumt. Hammond, 
op.cit., pp.88- 89. 
At Saham Toney , Sir Henry yatt alleged that c.1 00 
inhabitants had burnt the railings of his pinf'old enclOSing 
a small piece of (common? ) ground; P. R. C. St. Ch. 2/34/50, 
quote Hammond, op.cit., p. 89 . 
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Footnote (1) p.1 66 (continued) 

At Attleborough, Eccles and ilby, in 1549, inhabitants 
threw down fences erec ted by lord of Beck Hal l in 
Wilby round part of a common over which they all had 
cornmon r i ghts; quote Bindof f , "Ket tl

, p.3. 
At Morley, c.1548 , i nhabitants v . lessee of manor of 
~orley Hall , concerning sheep pasturage on t he common 

waste ; P .. R. 0. St. Ch. 3/3/46. 
At Keswick , temp. Eliz., concerni ng commonage on 
and enclosure of part of Keswick Common; P. R. O. C2/S26/22. 
At Pentney, in 1564, tenants ' v. Thomas Baker - farmer of 
demesne s in East Walton, concerning commonage on Pentney 
Cornmon; P. R. O. C7B/30 , n.13. 
At Oxwick, in 1589, inhabitants allege t hat Thomas Basham, 
gent, had enclosed one- third of the l and in the town, 
i ncluding part of the commons , denyi ng the tenants their 
shack there; Act s of the Pr ivy Council, Calendar 
1588- 9 , pp. 244- 5. 
See also Chapte r Si x , pp .274-9. 
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dispute at various times between 1500 and 1620. In the 

reign of Henry VIII, the inhabitants had complained tha t 

their rights of common had been infringed upon by successive 

farmers of the manor who had kept 800 i ns tead of 740 sheep 

on Dunham Common; the latest farmer , Sir Thomas Golding , had 

also made some enclosures to deprive the tenants of shack, 

and he had failed to comply with an award in the inhabitants ' 

favour. (1) In this reign, too, the inhabitants had destroyed 

an enclosure made by the farmer for a common pound . (2) Af t er 

further cornplaints ,(3) 18 inhabitants made f r esh allegations 

in 1551 agai nst Golding arid Thomas Winckfield, then lords of. 

Great Dunharn;(4) they assert that 740 sheep fr om ~inckfi eld's 
foldcourse were allowed to use t he 300- acre common only during 

hard weather , and that his ~armer had increased the number to 

800. They alleged, moreover , that Go~ding and Winc~ield 

had enclosed part of the common as well as 100 acres in the 

. open fields where the tenants had rights of shackage: the 

inhabitants' cattle we re kept out of the enclosures but the 

f lock still fed over the r educed shack. Again, the two lords 

~
1l P. R.O. Requ. ~~' 265, quota Hammond , op.ci t ., p. 82. 
2 P. R. O. St.Ch . 2 24/292 , quot . loc. cit .. 
3 P. R.O. Re qu. 2 23/74; 25/76; 102/45; 104/37 
4 P. R. O. Regu. 2/252/20 

• 
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are alleged to have raised a new ~oldcourse ~or 480 sheep 

which t hey ~ed on the common all the year, using none o~ 

their own land f or pasture . A commission had awarded that 

only the original ~lock should be kept and that it should 

comprise only 740 sheep; and t ha t it should ~eed on the 

common for not more than t wo days a ye ar "and that to be in 

tyme o~ snowe and lyinge wether" ; the common shack lands o~ 

Great Dunham were never to be enclosed. 

By 1568, the dispute wa s renewed between 18 tenants 

and the new landlords, Nicholas Mynne and others. (1) The 

~lock was stated to be again misusing the conmon, and a 

total of 300 acres o~ the arable shackage had now be en 

enclosed. The f ormer award was con~irmed, but a further 

confirmat ion was to ~ollow after yet another complaint by 

the inhabitants. ( 2) In the early seventeenth century, the 

foldcourses of Great Dunham were s t ill giving rise to 

disputes. In 1617, an award was made in favour of 

Sir Philip Wodehouse whose ~oldcourse extended ~rom 

neighbouring East Lexham into Great Dunham: he had be?n 

prevented ~rom using the shackage there by enclosures on the 

part of the lord o~ Dunham. ( 3) Also in 1617 , several 

i1j Ms.cit. 
2 P. R.O. Requ.2/159/12. 
3 N. P.L. NRS 12831, 31 E5. 
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Chancery comrrassions had been sent to enquire into the 

bounds of a foldcourse in Great Dunham belonging to the 

mayor of King's Lynn: at such times of the year when the 

sheep were feeding on the shack, several grounds, or c,loses, 

the commons and wastes were not to be used. (1) 

Not until the later seventeenth century did the land-

lords enclose commons with the intention of making real 

improvements, and only then were agreements made by which 

the tenants gave up their right of common to the lord in 

return f or monetary or other compensations. But it was not 

unusual f or an oppressive landlord to make the defence that 

such an agreement did in fact exist, or that his tenants had 

t he right t o enclose their lands just as he had the liberty 

to enclose his. After his enclosure of 12 acres of common 

in Corston, Kimberley and Hardingham, Sir Philip Wodehouse 

alleged that his tenants had agreed to it; if they had, they 

now thought better of it.(2) An example of the second 

situation is prov~ded by a dispute at Ormesby. Sir Edward 

Clere was accused of allowing part of the commons to be 

enclosed, and of enclosing about 100 a cres of "manor and 

ffeld grounds" where the tenant s had right of shackage; but 

it was claimed that the ~enants had agreed to this, and had 

themselves enclosed an equal area of land over which Clere's 

(1) L'Strange ss., ND 21. 
(2) P.R.O. st.Ch.8/S0/1, c.1609. 
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f oldcourse extended; again, there is no verdict to confirm 

one's sympathies. (1) 

Even when a greements were in f act nla.de be tween lords 

and tenants f or their mutual benefit from the enclosure of 

commons, the landlords could not always be trusted. An 

a greement had been reached in 1641, with t he unanimous consent 

of the tenants, f or improvements in the extensive wastes, 

fens and commons of West Dereham. Enclosures had accordingly 

been made by Thomas Deereham, and an allottment of some of 

the grounds made' to Charles r, the owner of the manor . The 

dissatisfied tenants had thrown down the enClosures, and it 

was alleged on their behalf that the "improvements" wsre 

beneficial only to Deereham and not to the genera lity.(2) 

Similarly, the improvement of salt marshes al ong the north 

Norfolk coast was at times carr ied out with disregard for 

tenants' rights of commonage: in 1641, the fishermen and 

inhabitants of Burnham Norton, Burnham Deepdale and Burnham 

Overy petitioned a gains t the enClosure, under colour of a 

patent, of certain salt marshes by William Newe and 

John wan HasdOnke(3) t~ the loss of their common right s 

the stopping up of some of the old havens. (4) 

P.R. C. E134/29 and 30 Eliz./Nl ich. 8, 1596-7. 
P.R. O. E134/1653-41Hilary 7. 
See supra , p.149. 

and 

House of Lords J ournals, Historical Manuscripts Commission, 
Fourth R,eport, p. 111. 
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Since foldcourses often extended into two or more 

townships and a l andlord might have the rig~t to feed his 

flock on the common of a nei ghbouring manor or village, int er-

manorial disputes ov.er commonage were not infrequent . In 

1616, for example , Sir Henry Hobarte - then Chief Justice of 

the Court of Comm6n Pleas - complained against Sir Thomas 

Knyvett of neighbouring Ashwellthorpe for driving 240 sheep 

and 50 or 60 great cattle belonging to Hobarte ' s tenants 

off three commons in WymOndham.( 1) The flocks of two manors 

often shared the commons of a township ; attempts to increase 

the size of the flocks led to a lengthy argument over the use 

of Stone gate Common in Cawston which wa s divided between the 

flocks of the Queen' s manor and ayes manor , and a decree 

was finally made in 1574 clarifying the rights of the 

respective lords and tenants. (2) 

P. R. O. St. Ch. 8/1 61 / 7. 
P. R. O. E13418- 9 Eliz . / Mich. 2, 1565- 66; E133/1/ 108, 1570; 
E159/365/ ~ ich . 506 , 1573· 
There was a similar dispute between Booton and Guton 
Hall manors concerning the use as sheep pasture of 
Br andeston and Booton Heath; P. R. O. C1/1370/6- 9 , 1553- 8. 
A decree was made in a revival of the dispute in 1587 
when the defendant was Christopher Layer, an alderman . 
of Norwich - see supra , p. 1£>7, f . n. 1 ; P. R. o. C78/71, 
No. 23. 
A thir d dispute of this type was be~veen J ohn voodhouse 
of Stanninghall and the farmer of the manor of Horstead; 
flo cks of both manors used Stanninghall Heath; 
P. R. O. C1/835/39 , 1533- 38, and King ' s College , Cambridge 
Mss., N 3- 5 , 1538- 9. 
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IV. 

In some of the counties of the iidlands during the 

f i fteenth and sixteenth centuries, the demand f or an increased 

wool supply had resulted i n the enclosure and conversion of 

open- f ield land to permanent sheep pasture; the almost 

inevitable cOIlBequence was t he depopulation of many villages . 
and the eviction of the displaced t enants. The methods 

employed by Norf o]k landlords to increase their wool production 

were d i ffere nt: the arable feed was mlilsused , and the commons 

were overstocked wi th sheep. The infringement of tenants ' 

rights thus involved were of ten a ccompanied, however, by the 

acquisition of houses, l and-holdings and commons f or consol­

i dation into the landlords' estates. The increased emphasis 

on sheep farming caused the depopulation of villages in 

Norfolk just as it did in the Midlands , but here depopulation 

was essentially a gradual proce ss:. The pe ti tioners to Queen 

Elizabeth made a number of compla int s on this a spect of 

t he l andlords' oppre ssions. 

They alleged that gentlemen had bought up many me ssuages, 

tenements and lands, and in many towns and villages had 

decayed the houses; 

Copyhold s which had been held for 30 or 40 year s or more had 

been withdrawn on the pretext that they were part of the 

demense or 

by reson o~ s ome f~or~etor that t hey wyll alege & 
surmyse ayenst the same pore tenant; 
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And the tenants had been forced to take lands f or greatly 

increased barley rents. Despi te t he payment of customary 

rents, the lords had 

put t her seyd tenants clerely ffrom the seyd 
mesuags londs & ely the ptmysses or specyally 
p'cell of them. 

The petitioners ask t hat copyholders may be allowed to fell 

timber growing on their lands just as freeholders were 

permitted to do, and that they might enjoy their property 

without hindrance by the lords 

~e non paymet of the rentes & the rep'acons of 
the howses only e xcepte upon resonable warnyng 
yeuen to them. 

A final complaint was that the gentlemen had kept increased 

numbers of rabbits and doves to the great loss of corn and 

gras s by the tenants. 

The Queen was beseeched to take action against the 

detestable Couetousnes & selffelove of theys gredy 
& Couetous ptsons 

who had built up large estates, often including late monastic 

property; t he Dissolution had occasioned a great loss of 

hospitality for the petitioners. Many gentlemen had entered 

the trade s of 

coem m'chaunts Gresyers Bochers maulsters 
Brewers Bakers ffys shermen 

depriving the poor people of their livings. The pe tition 

ended with a liberal expression of loyalty to the Queen, and 

was signed by 15 men who declared 



wee were better to seke or lyuyng in Skotlond or 
in some other (place) then to lyue in this penury 
& misery. 
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Evidence mi ght be brought forward to illustrate the 

several points made by t he petitioners in t his expression of 

their poverty; the raising of rents,(1) the denial of rights 

of ownershiP ,( 2) the deprivations of rabbits,(3) the restrictio~ 
on their felling of timber,(4) and the addition of monastic 

pcoperty to gentlemen' s estates. (5) In some cases it is clear 

that villages were impoverished to the extreme point of final 

depopulation by the estate-b~ilding of landlords, and an 

increased interest in sheep farming was usually prominent . 

This situation is well illustrated by the activities of 

Edmund Jermyn, as lord of the ~anor of 8turston i n Breckland. 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(4) 

(5) 

The copyholders of Happisburgh complained that Sir John 
Robsart had raised copyhold f ines f rom 2 to 4 or 6 shillings 
per acre; P. R. O. E315/519/38 ,40, quote Hammond , op. cit. 
pp. 41 - 42. 
For example, at Spi~vorth, P. R. O. C2/l7/15, temp. Eliz . j 
Broomsthorpe, P. R. O. St. Ch. 2/32/98; Costessey, P. R. O. 
Aug. Off. Proc . 11/63 , quot e Hammond , op. cit. ,p. 74; and 
Framlingham, P.R. O. A. 0. P. 19/98, quot e Hammond , op. cit. , 
pp. 78-79. 
For example, at Gimmingham , P. R. O. DL44/295, 1580; 
Castle Rising, P. R. O. E164/46, 1589; Swaffham, P. R. O. 8C11/ 
930, 1526- 7; and at Salthouse, P. R. O. St. Ch. 313/42,Temp. 
Ed. VI . 
For example , at Hindringham in 1546 , P. R. O. C78/3, NO.94; 
and Topcroft , P. R. O. C78/72 , No. 20 , 1588. 
See Chapter SiX, pp. 2.54-5, 2,2-;. 
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The small arable field of Sturston was tathed by the 

sheep of three flOCkS,(1) all belonging to Jermyn and totalling 

1800 to 1900 animals . Two of these ~locks were probably held 

in ri ght of the manor but the third was part of the glebe of 

Sturston vicarage; it was not until the Earl o~ Sussex 

acquired t he living in 1597 that Jermyn 's entry into the glebe 

lands and foldcourse was discovered, and then an enquiry 

revealed that the village had been depopulated by his 

appropriation of tenants' houses and lands. Jermyn was 

alleged(2) to have "wholly subverted" and pulled down all the 

dwelling houses except the vicarage , to have ploughed up 

tenancy boundaries and made ditches across the glebelands, 

and to have converted all the commons in Sturston to his own 

use. Several witnesses - former tenants of ,Sturston -now 

living in nearby villages - remembered(3) that there had been 

up to eight inhabited houses in the v111age when they had 
. 

lived there; Edmonde Glascocke stated that three o~ them had 

been converted by Jermyn into a malting house, brewing house 

and dairy house. These old men also recalled the former 

owner s of the houses, and the details of holdings that had 
( 

belonged to them. They recalled their rights of commonage on 

Sturston Moor whi ch one witness said was now (1597) enclosed, 

2 P. R.O. E123/23, 1597. ~ 
1j See supra, pp. 35-7-

3 P.R.O. E134138-39 Eliz./Mich.9, 1597. 
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and they were able t o describe the bounds of the glebe fold­

course . (1) After these depositions had been heard, a 

commis sion was appointed and their survey pre~ented to the 

court; it mentioned an empty and a wasted tenement, besides 

the vicarage, manor house and churchyard (but not the church). 

In describing the lands in the arable field, t he surveyors 

name 17 former tenants. (2) The judgement was given in favour 

of the Ear l of Sussex,(3) but 'in the following year he was 

forced to make further complaint. (4) The inhabitants of 

sturston would certainly have subscribed to t he petition to 

the Queen. 

There is evidence that other villages were depopulated 

in much the same way as sttwston. At Narford in 1578, 

Richard Beckham - the owner of one of the manors in the village -

was alleged(5) to have infringed upon the rights of the 

Queen's manor there: he had threatened to deprive the Queen ' s 

ten~nts of their copyholds unless all t he offences concerning 

the use of the commons were presented in his own manorial 

court. Witnesses referred t o BeCkham' s interference with 

See supra, pp.3b-? 
P.R.O. E123726, fos. 319d.-322, 1597. 
Ms . cit.; the survey was used in a bill of revivor 
presented by the Earl of Sussex after Jermyn ' s death. 
P. R. O. E207/33/3, 1598. 
P. R. O. E134121-22 Eliz . / Nich. 31 , 1578- 79 . 
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their commonage, and deposed that as a result of his exactions 

there were scarcely enough tenants to make up one jury in the 

Queen' s manorial cour t although t here had formerly been two. 

One witness stated that 14 tenements had been purchased and 

allowed to de cay - 10 of them by Beckham and his father . This 

clearly does not represent the complete depopulation of what 

had been a very large Village,(1 )but it is indicative of the 

oppressions involved. (2) 

The consolidation of tenements and holdings into a 

large demesne estate probably accounted for the gradual 

depopulation of villages like We st Wretham and St anninghall. 

By 1612, West Wretham had been reduced to five peasant holdings, 

besides the freehold and copyhold l and of Henry Bacon who . 

also owned the manorial demesne . During the next 16 years, 

Bacon acquired four of the peasant copyholds , and in 1670 he 

got the fifth . In the eighteenth century, Bacon's successor 

(1 ) 

( 2 ) 

In 1463 there were 8'1 houses in Narford , terrier of lands 
belonging to the Priory of Pentney; Norwi ch Publi c Library , 

8.11 353 · 
Consider also : Alethorpe, whose inhabitants complained 
against the oppressions of illiam Dye, supra , pp. t?b-8. 
Kilverstone, where complaints were made a gainst Thomas 
Wright, supra, pp. fC,4.-5 ; Thorp, land , where Henry 
Fermor I s oppr-e s sions were proved, infra , pp. 2.~6-7. 
and Hargham, where t he rights of the lord on Hargham 
Common were in dispute ' in 1599~ ' and whi ch, with the 
exception of one farmhouse , had been completely purchased 
by the lords by the eigl'Iieenth century (Blomefield", OPe cit. , 
I, 41 5) .(P. R. O. E134/42 and 43 Eliz./Mich.28). 
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nibbled a t the glebe and annexed the town lands: all West 

Vretham was in one large estate . (1) At Stanninghall, Thomas 

Storme had consolidated tenants' property into his estate 

during the fifteenth century, and at his death in 1540, the 

estate extended into three nearby villages and included a 

.foldcourse in Stanninghall itself. (2) 

Finally, the oppressive activities of the Thursby 

family in north-west Norfolk provide an outstanding example of 

the results of increased she~p farming . Thrice mayor of 

King's Lynn , Thomas Thursby was manorial lord and landowner 

in many villages in the heart of the Sheep-Corn Re gion of 

Norfolk . The Returns of the Commission of Enquiry of 1517 

into the enclosure and conversion of arable land to pasture 

showed t hat Thursby had been guilty of this offence, on a 

small scale, in five villages; in addition, the lands of the 

hamlet of Holt had been completely enclosed f or sheep pasture 

and the inhabitants evicted. This type of enclosure was 

in-extensive in Norfolk, and to Thursby fell the honour of 

being the only landowner reported as having effected a 

complete depopulation. (3) I n 1522(4) and 1534(5) suits were 

See Darby and Saltmarsh, op.cit. 
See Millican, P., "A History of Horstead and Stanninghall", 
1937. 
See infra , p . ~85. 
P.R. O. C2jW15/61. 
P. R. O. Star Chamber 2/15/76- 77. 
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brought against Thursby for denial of tena nts' rights, and 

in 1540(1) he was alleged to have deprived the inhabitants 

of their use of r iddleton Common. The men of iddleton 

complained again in 1548,(2) add ing that Thursby had "caused 

many from necessity to g ive up their homes . " His son was 

involved in a dispute in 1587(3) over the 40uses and lands 

in the now- lost village of Bawsey, and in 1616(4) the vicar 

of East Winch accused Thomas ThUrsby junior of having 

enclosed most of the heaths and commons of Gayton, Ashwicken, 

Lesiate, Bawsey and Mintlyn. This ' accusation also held him 

responsible for pulling down houses and evicting tenants in 

four of those places - Bawsey , Lesiate and lintlyn are, in 

fact, lost villages . 

Ge ntlemen such as Jermyn and Thursby built up large 

personal estates at the expense of their tenants; al though 

sheep farming was a pr ominent featu e of their activities, it 

was rarely increased by means of converting arable land to 

pasture, and they maintained a sheep-corn husban~ry in the 

depopulated parishes. The testamentary inventories of gentlemen 

with lost village estates make it quite clear that their wealth 

lay in both sheep and corn. In 1617, William Reynold of 

P. R. O. 
P .. R. O. 
P .. R. O. 
P. R. O. 

st. Ch .. 3/6/13. 
Requ.2/18/114. 
Requ. 2/138/49. 
St. Ch. 8/182/23. 
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Pudding Norton died with a personal estate valued at over 

£ 1400;(1) his animals were valued at £462, including sheep 

worth £240 , and his corn and growing· crops were valued at 

£ 334 - all in thi s depopulated township. At \ olferton, on the 

west Norfolk coast, Reynold had lea oed 340 acres of marsh and 

other pasture from Lady Cobb(2) and he fed there a flock of 

sheep worth over £189. A small labour force must have b en 

retained to work on t hese estates, but the vi llage houses 

were replaced by the ploughmen's, labourers ' and . shepherds' 

chambers in the manor house . (3) 

v. 
The traditional methods of sheep farming in Norfolk 

were such that the enclosure and conversion of arable land to 

pasture was not a prominent feature of landlord activity during 

the sixteenth century; most profit was to be gained by main­

taining both aspects of t he sheep corn husbandry and incre asing 

the size of the deme sne flo cks by excluding tenants from land 

Bishop' s Chapel, Norwich, inventories, Johnson 147. 
See supra , pp. 143-4. 
Also , inventories 0 Robert Read with an estate in 
Choseley (infra, p. 185 ), Bishop's Chapel, Lyston 
121, 1595; William Jerves of Burgh next Melton, 
Lyston 14, 1595 ; Thomas Seafoule of \taterden, Taylor 
88, 1591 ; and Chri stopher Coote of Te sterton, . 
Belowes 107, 1587. . 
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ownership and commonage . It has been seen, however, that 

Thomas Thursby increased his sheep pastures by a certain 

amount of enclosure , and conversion, and many other sheep 

farmers did so on a small sc ale . 1~e known instances of 

extensive enclosures of this type are very few, but small 

acreages were sometimes turned to grass as part of a gentleman' s 

programme of oppression: where peasant holdings were consol-

idated into the demesne estate, conversion to pasture would 

often have been a desirable use of the additiona l land. 

The retu:-rns of t he 1517 Commission of Enq,uiry(1) 

provide the most comprehensive evidence; but the peculiarities 

'of the Norfolk husbandry and forms of landlord oppression are 

evident even here . Not al l the enclosure reported was 

followed by conversion to pasture: of the 10,454 acres 

enclosed,(2)1,485 (or 14. 2% ) remained as arable and imply the 

removal of open-field demesne land into severalty with the 

ext~nction of tenants' rights of shack. In several cases, 

the commissioners explicitly mentioned that shack rights had 

been infringed by the enclosure. (3) Again , a further 277 

acres of the total area enclosed had been under pasture prior, 

to enclosure: here also the deprivation or tenants ' rights was 

(1 ) Printed and discussed in Lead~am, 1. S., "The Inquisition 
of 1517, Inclosures and EVictions", Transactions of the 
Royal Historical SOCiety, New Series, Vols. 6 & 7, 1892 
Dnd 1893. 
The se acreage s are those calculated by Leadkam, OP e ci t •• 
At Little Poringland , Shotesham, Barnham Broome, Saham 
Toney and Ellingham. 
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no doubt involved, and in five c ases the enclosure of commons 

wa s recorded. (1) The remaining 8 , 692 acres enclosed did involve 

the conversion of arable land to pasture , but t his represents 
-

a ve ry small proportion of the area of the county - the whole 

10,454 acres was only 0. 094% of the area for whi ch returns are 

g iven. The majority of t he enclosures were reported from the 

Sheep-Corn Region of the county, the f our most heavily 

affected hundreds being situ~ted there . (2) 

Very many of the enclosures are described as having 

been made for sheeps ' pasture , a lthough in only one instance 

is a foldcourse mentioned. (3) In 34 cases, reference is made 

to the putting down of ploughs as a result of the enclosure: 

in all ten cases from Gallow and Brothercross hundreds t he 
, 

entry is similar to this one for vest Rudham -

Item henricus Russell elargauit suam ouium 
pa sturam in ' e strudham cum xl acri s terre que 
fuerunt in cultura citra tempus dicte ( ) 
commissionis per quod vnum aratrum deletur. 4 

Several other objects of these enclosures are familia r from 

the petition to the Queen: at Snettisham 60 acres were 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

(3) 

e4) 

At Walsingham, Little Massingham, Morningthorpe, 
Ridlington and Crostwick, and Houghton st . Giles. 
They were: Freebr idge Lynn~ with 2 , 395a. enclosed (3.03% 
of the area of the hundreoc); Launditch, with 1,447a . 
(2.41 /0 ); Smi thden, with 1 , 036a. (2.27%); and North 
Greenhoe, with 892a. (2.47% ). 
At Melton Constable the farmer of a f oldcourse added 
40a. of converted arable to his sheeps past~re. 
See supra, p. 2.8 et alia. 
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converted to pasture to enlarge t he r abbit warren; at 

Hunstanton 16 acres were converted to enlarge the park, and 

60 acres of arable went into the park at Bracon Ash. 

The individual enclosures were rarely of any great 

extent,(1) and very few are reminiscent of the sweeping 

changes reported by the commissioners in some of the Midland 

counties. The one total depopulation reported has already 

been mentioned,(2) but the enclosure s reported at Choseley 

strongly. suggests that this village too was depopulated at 

this time; 600 acres there were enclosed (510 for pasture and 

90 f or a park) out of a total parish area of 678 acres , and 

tenants were evicted - Le adkam estimates t ha t 10 houses were 

decayed. Small enclosures were reported a t 14 other now~lost 

villages,(3)but only 16 of the 76 houses reported as decayed 

were in lost Vi~lages(4) and this t ype of enclosure can only 

have been a contribut ory cause of depopulation as part of 

the wider programme of oppression. 

( 1 ) 

. (4) 

The sizes of the enclosures were : over 200a. - 4 enclosures, 
200 to 98a. - 18; 80a. - 18; 80 to 60a. - 23; 60 to 40a.-
32; 40 to 30a. - 33; 30 to 20a. - 28; 20 to 2a . - 30. 
(Lea~am) 
See supra, p . f80. 
The details of any enclosures in lost villages are given 
in Allison, K. J., "The Lost Villages 0'£ Norfolkll

, Nor'£o]k: 
Archaeology, Vol. 31, 1955 • 
In addition, only 2 of the 34 ploughs put down were in 
lost villages , and only 2 lost village chunches were 
reported as decayed. 
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Evidence from other sources confirms t he i mpression 

t ha t enclosure and convers ion of arable land wa s not 

extensive i n Norfolk. A number of interesting informations 
. 

were presented to the Exche ~uer ,and they again come mostly 

from t he north- west of the county. (1) Almost inevitably the 

l a r gest enclosure was at tributed to Thomas Thursby - it 

was said to involve 1 , 000 acres at Ashwicken. (2) 

(1) The l argest enclosures i nvolved we r e at Ashwicken, 
Fordham and Rys ton. The average size of enclosures in 
20 cases f ound in the Memoranda Rolls was just over 
264 acres; most of t he i nformers base their allegations 
on the statute of 1563. 

(2) P. R. O. E159/391/ Mich.361 . 
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At the end of the ·year, after the completion of ' 

shearing and after fre sh s tock had been brought in to prepare 

the f lock for the followi ng season, the shepherd set about 

his final task - the preparation of an account of the year ' s 
. 

activities. No doubt his re- engagement depended to a gre a t 

extent on this document . The more wealthy land-owning 

gentlemen usually appointed a sheep- reeve to supervise the 

shepherds of their various flocks , and it was t his official 

who brought together the shepherds T. accounts ~nd prepare d f rom 

them a comprehensive a ccount for the lord ' s consideration. 

Landlords owni ng only one or a few flocks received the accounts 

directly from the shepherds , and it seems that such men were 

often i n a position to compi le the a ccount s themselves. The 

owner of the flo ck in Antingham in 1640 set out " l\. note wha t 

mony I have l ayd out f or the ffouldcorse ll
; it was a simple 

account of expenditure for the sheep and in taxes , and of the 

money received f rom tenants for cullet sheep and for tathing. (1) 

However, the shepherds ' and sheep- reeves ' accounts of the 

large landowners give a much more detailed picture of flock 

management, a nd t hese documents have survived among family 

collections f ar more :L'requently than those of the mi nor 

manorial owners and f armers . 

Shepherds' accounts vary considerably in their 

detail and presentation, but many of those available provide 

(1) N. P. L. Ms . 6027 e, 16B7. 
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a wealth of information and leave un-ans~ered very few of the 

que stions which one Vlould like to ask about flock management . 

The two mai n que stions are those concerned with the prof'i t to 

be -gained in lambs and wool, and the data are often available 

for the calculation of' both lambing rates and fleece weights. 

In the more detailed account s , a large number of reliable 

price quotations are given. (1) 

The sheep- reeve based his accounts on those of the 

shepherds, bringing the information together under various 

headings. His main concern was the f'inancial aspect of flock 

management, and in some cases t he sheep- reeve gives a complete 

a ccount of t he income and eipendit~e of a gentleman' s sheep-

farming. In the case of Sir Richard Southwell, the various 

manorial bailiffs ' accounts for several ye-ars are also readily 

available, t oge ther with the accounts of his Re ceiver: the 

_profits of his sheep-farming may be examined against the 

background of all the other receipts f rom his property. 

The sheep account s of nine estates are examined 

in this Chapter. Some of the gentlemen concerned were 

engaged in the kind of oppressions described in Chapter Five, 

and any information on t his and other aspects of their sheep 

farming has been assembled here too. The accounts are those 

(1) Wool prices are consi dered in Chapter Seven. 
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the Townshends of East Rainham , 1479-93, 1545-49, 
1565-67, 1626 and 1637. 

Framlingham Gawdy of West Harling, 1650- 66 . 
Henry Fermor of East Barsham, 1521-22. 
Richard Southwell of Wood Rising, 1544-45, 1548-49, 

1550-51 and 1561-62. 
John Corbett of Sprow.ston, 1554- 57. 
Norwich Cathedral Priory, 1470-1536 . 
Sir Roger L' Strange of Hunstanton , 1693-1704. 
the V alpole s of Houghton , 1658-1726 . 
Henry Bedi ngfeld of Oxborough , 1553-1557 
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A number of smaller and less informative acc ounts are also 

used in the concluding section of the Chapter. The chief 

accounts will be considered in an approximate chl'onological 

order, with the exception of the grouping~ of the five sets of 

accounts of the Townshend flock s . 

THE TO NSHENDS OF EAST RAI NHAM. 

The Townshends were one of the most powerful Norfolk 

families in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, not only 

by virtue of their landed estate but also for their particip-

ation in county administration. The earliest member of the 

family in whom we are interested is Sir Roger Townshend 

(d.1493),(~) the eminent lawyer. Admitted as a ~udent there 

(1) This notice of Sir Roger Townshend is based on that in 
the Dictionary of National Biography (D. N. B.), Vol. 57 
(1899 ), 1'1' . 129-130. 
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in 1454 , he became Gove rnor o~ Lincoln ' s Inn i n 1461,1463, 

1465 and 1466, and i n the l a tter year he was appoin t ed a 

comrrdss ioner of t he peace f or Nor~olk. Sir Roger r epresented 

Br amber, Sussex , in Parliament i n 1467 , and CaIne , ilt shi re , 

in 1472. His appointments included tho se of serjeant- at- law 

i n 1477, king ' s serjeant in 1483, justi ce of the common p le a s 

in 1484 , commissioner of array ~or Nor~olk i n 1487 , and 

cownUssioner of the peace f or Sussex , Essex and Hertfordshire 

in 1489 . He was knighted in 1486. Judging by t he arr ay of 

~locks owned before Sir Roge r's death, he must have a cquired 

a substanti al part of the f ami ly estates. In 1469 , he had 

bought the manor of East Be ckham, with l and i n ten nearby 

village s , f rom Sir John Paston, and the manor of Stinton was 

brought t o him by his f irst wi fe ; but t hese recorded 

a cquisitions wer e only a small part of his possessions ~or the 

sheep accounts i ndicate that he must have had othe r manor s , 

lands or rights of f oldcourse in more than 15 other villages. 

Sir Roger was succeeded by the eldest of his six 

sons, also Sir Roger (1477- 1551) . (1) Thrice sheriff for the 

county, Sir Roger represented Norf olk in Parliament in 1529 

and 1541 -42. Prior to t t is , he had been a commis sioner for 

the assessment of a poll tax in 1514 , a master of the Court 

of Re que sts in 1529 a nd a master of the k i ng ' s Council in the 

(1) These details of the younger Sir Roger Townshend are 
from Blomefield , op. cit., VII, 132- 3. 
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same yea r: he had been lcnighted in 1525. His l a ter appoint­

'ments included membership ' o~ county commissions in 1544 and 

1548. The full extent of t he estates is seen f rom Sir Roger's 

will of 1550: there were lordships and lands in East, South 

and ~est Rainham, Helloughton and Barmerj lands in Guist, 

Twy~ord, Wood Norton, Bintree, Broomsthorpe , Bircham Tof t s , 

North Barsham , Sherefo r d , Saham Toney , Stanhoe, Little Riburgh 

and Oxwick; and the r~ctory o~ Barwick. The estate :passed to 

his gr eat-nephew Sir Roger (1543?-1590),(1) who was knighted 

at sea after t aking part in the acti on against t he Armada 

in 1588. 

In 1590, Sir John Townshend (1564-1603)(2) succeeded 

to the estates. He sat in Parliament from 1593 to 1601, and 

was knighted in 1596. Sir John married the daught er and 

co-heir of Sir Na t hanie l Bacon of Stiffkey , and it was probably 

at this point that the manor s o~ Sti~fkey , Langham and or ston 

pas sed into the Townshend's possession. 

Inheriting the accumulated weal th of t he family 

estates in 1603 , Sir J ohn ' s son, Roger (1588-1637),(3) built 

the palatial mansion of Rainham Hal l . He was created a 

baronet in 1617. At Roger's death , the estates comprised 

D. N. B., Vol.57, p.130. 
D. N. B. , Vol. 57 , p. 130; and Blomefield, op. cit., VII, 134-5. 
Blomef ield, op. cit. , VII, 135- 6. 
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25 manors , in addition to lands, tenements and rectories 

~n other townships . 

Accounts of the Townshend f locks are available f or 

various years between 1479 and 1637 during which time t he 

estates ere successively owned by t hese f ive members of 

the family. 

SI R ROG R TOWNSHEND, 1479-1493. 

r. 

The earli est f lock a ccounts cover the years 1479 to 

1493, including a ccounts f or the f irst f our of those years . (1) 

Although presumably origina lly compiled by the shepherds, they 
, 

were brought together by TownShend ' s sheep- reeve, f our men 

occupying this post over the fourteen years. ( 2 ) The sheep­

reeves ' own detailed a ccounts of receipts, expenses and debts 

for each year f ollow the flock accounts. The shepherds" 

accounts begin a t Michaelma s ( November 1st) each year and so 

give details of the midsummer shearing and of the re - stocking 

of the flocks f or the coming year . 

( 1 ) 
( 2) 

N. P.L. MS. 1475, iF . 

1479- 80 and 1480- 81 
1481- 82 and 1482- 83 
1485- 86 
1489- 90 

- JOLL~ Stalworthy. 
- William Howes: 
- John Rouse . 
- John Stampe. 
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The total number of sheep in t he f locks varied fr om 

6 , 000 to 11,000 (See Appendix 3, Table 13), with ewes 

us~ally comprising between one- half and one - third of the 

animals . Of the 12 main flocks, 5 were composed of ewes, 

3 of we thers , 2 of hoggs and 2 of various kinds of sheep. (1) 

At di fferent times, 10 additional small flocks were formed, 

and all 21 flocks are included in the swnmary table . 

Of the ewe flocks , tha t at Lucham was the largest 

and most constant , rarely falling below 1,400 head; the 

increase of lambs was variable~ but in two years exceeded 

The terms for the diffe rent kinds of sheep are these: -
LA BS from birth until weaning (Treatise) or until 

the first sheari ng time ( Best) . They are not 
t hen shorn. ---

HOGGS from then until the second shearing time (both ) . 
Hoggs are e i ther \VETHER HOGGS - i . e . castrated 
males - or GI MMER HOGGS (sometimes THEAVES ) -
i . e . females . 

SHEARLINGS from the second until t he third shearing time -
i ;:a. after they have been shorn once 
( SHEARLING GIMMERS or WETHERS ) . 

EWES females after the third shearing - i . e . after 
they have been shorn twice . 

CRONES old ewes, unfit to bear a ny more lambs. 
WE THERS gelded males. CLEAN f'ETHERS when f ully gelded, 

and RI GGON V THERS when one s tone is left 
(or RI GSEY) . 

RAMS un- gelded males; s ometimes TUFp· S . . They are 
ei ther Hll'1'G TUPP~S or c:r..JOS~~ Ttr.:?PES according to 
the position of t he stones ( Be st) . 

POCKERELLS, POCKS, PUCKS , PO'NTS - poor quali ty lambs , 
unfit to be kept f or f resh stock and fe tching 
very low pr ices compared wi th store lambs. 

HUSTARDS The exact nature of these animals is uncertain. 
T _ey were not fertile heep - either ewes or ram 
and apparently resembled wethers . 

(Data fr om the Treati se on Foldcourses in t he B • • ; and from 
the farming and account books of Henry Best , Surtees Society, 
Vol . 33, edited C. B. Robinson (1857), together with de t ails 
f r om the accounts examined in this Chapter . ) 
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1,000 giving the high rate of 0.76 lambs per ewe . ( See 

Appendix 3 , Table 1). The slightly smaller ewe flock a t 

Wes t Rainham experienced similar change s fr om year to year in 

lamb productivity (See Appendix 3, Table 2), and the aver age 

lambing rates for all the flocks (Tab l es 3, 4 and 5 and the 

Summary Table 13) show that for reasons of management an~or 

weather the year s 1479-80 , 1482- 83 a nd 1489- 90 were particularly 

successful in t his respect. The Sculthorpe account attributes 

the small number of lambs in 1480- 81 to bad weather . 

The most cons t ant wether fl ock was that at Dunton, 

usually about 1,000 strong. The small Creake flock was very 

substantially incfeased in the l ast t wo years of t he a ccounts, 

as was tha t at Bar me r when the we thers were replaced by gimmer s . 

( See Appendix 3, Table~ 6, 7 and 8) . 

The composition of the two mixdd flocJ:cs was highly 

variable but either we thers or ewes predominated in anyone 

year ( See Appendix 3, Tables 9 and 10); the t wo hogg fl ocks 

were reservoirs of young stock , including both wether and ewe 

l ambs and young sheep awaiting drafting into the other flocks 

(See appendix 3, Tables 11 and 12). The 10 smaller flocks were 

of little significance, 7 of t hem appearing in the account s 

for only one ye a r . (1) 

( 1 ) The smaller flocks were at Rougham (all years except 1493 ); 
ileham (1482-3 and 1485-6); Tittleshall Waites (1485- 6); 

{ood Norton (1482-3); Hockwold (1485-6); Ea st Be clcham 
(1489-90 and 1493); Aylsham (1493); Coxford (1493); 
T'o:ftree s (1489- 90); a nd HoI t (1 L~89-90 ) • 

______ ~ __ ~ ______________________________________________ ~_~ _________ --J 
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Most of Townshend ' s yearly increase of lambs were used for 

re- stocking, and the details given for the est Rainham and 

Lucham ewe floCkS, for example , reveal t he continual addition 

of lambs and gimmers to replace old crone ewes ( See Tables 

1 and 2) . The sale of sheep mainly involved crones, no 

longer fit to bear lambs, or pockerells - the lambs unsuitable 

for fresh stock. A notable exception to this was the sale of 

120 un-shorn wethel' S, 1 20 e 'I • and -j ~o J rmbs which fe tched 

£24 from John Lewer of Oxborough i n 1489- 90. There is little 

to suggest that Townshend gave much attention to th fattening 

of sheep for butchers; on several occasions , old sheep were 

sold for mut t on like the 7 crones sent to a Veasenham butcher 

in 1481- 82. However, several sales of wethers fetched good 

prices from butchers, including Rober t ~ annyng of Ki ng ' s Lynn 

and Clement Anger; both bought batche s of over 100 wethers. 

A by- product of the fl ocks were pelts, often 

available in large numbers (See the Tables) . The very high 

numbe r of over 2,000 in 1480- 81 probably reflects the bad 

weather noted in the Sculthorpe account fo r that year . The 

pelts were usually sold in bulk: a l l went to J ohn Grene of 

King ' s Lynn in 1479- 80 f or 14 shillings the 100, a nd in 

1480- 81 they were shared between Grene, John Deynes of 

Hillington (whose pelts - 1 , 844 - included 24 killed by dogs 

and of no value), and John Tynker of Bodham. An agreement 

was then made tha t all' skins f rom deqd or slaughtere d sheep 

between Midsummer 1481 and ~ idsummer 1482 would be sold to 
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Adam Note, glover, of "V yken" for ;20 shillings the 1 00 and 

an extra 1 0 shilling s; he actua lly b ough t 1,706 of the. 1 ,783 

pelts t hat ye ar at 15 shilling s for each 120, and large numbers 

also in three later ye ars . The gre a t ma jority of the sheep 

died before sheari ng thus givi.nS t he glovers a con siderable 

guantity of pelt wool for re- sale . 

II. 

There is little doubt that wool production was the 

main object of Townshend ' s sheep- farming for his sales of 

sheep and lambs were never prominent and were often confined 

to old or weak animals. The weight of the wool clip for each 

of five years is given in the summary table of the flocks 

( See Appendix 3; Table 13) . Two outstanding features are the 

big drop in 1480- 81 and the even bigger rise in 1492- 93; the 

former year was marked by a bad winter(1) and was "an evell 

yere for wull", and in 1492- 93 there were increases in both 

the number of sheep shorn and the fleece weights. The average 

number of flee ces needed to provide a stone of wool during 

those five years was nearly 11; in the bad season it was 

increased to about 14, and in 1492- 93 was reduced to about 9. 

These average flee ce weights for all t he flocks 

(1) See Bupra , p~.~4. 
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conceal marked di ffe r ences between the flocks. Almost 

invariably , ewe fleeces were lighter than . those of wethers, 

from 10 to 18 being needed for a stone of wool against from 

6 to 10 for we thers (See Tables 1 to 8) . In the mixed flocks 

t his difference is clearly seen as the predom~nant type of 

sheep changed (See Table s 9 and 10) . In t he hogg flo cks , 

the fleece weights varied with t he age and t ype of t he sheep; 

t he lamb s were not shorn in their f irst ye ar, but by t he 

f ollowing III idsummer the hoggs were of ten very well- woolled 

(See Tables 11 and 12) . Several figures for fleece wei ghts 

in the 10 small flocks support these conclusions. (1) 

~he a ccounts for f our ye ars give details of the 

contents of the wool house at Ra inham ( See ppendix 3, 

Table 14). There were large amounts of one- and t wo- year old 

wool in the house besides the current clip, the oldest wool 

being sold first each year . For t wo reasons , the new wool 

in the wool house often exceeded the wool shorn in any one 

year : first , small additional amounts were bougnt;(2) and 

second , there was an increa.se in weight - "incr. pond". This 

latter phenomenon is explained by the fact that wool was 

re ceived into the wool house after sh ~aring at t he r ate of 

15 pounds to the stone, but wa s sold at 14 pounds to the stone; 

These details are given after Table 12 in Appendix 3. 
58~ stones were bought in 1L~7 8-79, 18~ stone s in 1479- 80, 
fo r example. ~ ,.., -., 
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it is difficult to imagine what the reason for this was~1) 

A small amount of wool - included in the wool sold in Table 

14 - was sent to the Townshend house4old each year for cloth 

making; 21 stones in 1479- 80, ror example . 

In 1479- 80 , 395t stones of wool were sold (and 21 

used in the household), most of it be i ng either one or two 

years old. J ohn Blaunche of King ' s Lynn ,bought 295t stones 

of it at 2s . 2d. per stone , John Grene of Lynn 60 a t 2s. 2d . , 

and J ohn Thursby of Lynn the other 40 at 2x. Od. per stone . 

In the foll owing year, 210 of the 212 stones sold (9 stones 

were used in t he household) ,ent to Grene and practically all 

of it was old WOOl; the pri ce was again 2s. 2d . . Although 886 

stones of two- year old wool ware accountec in 1481 - 82 , it had 

to be admitted that 58 stone~ of it were missing. But 820 

stones of this old wool were successfully sold ( 8 stones, 

including 3 of black wool, vere used in the household) . In 

1482- 83, all but 6 stones of the old vool were sold , and 

only 7 stones of the new. (2) 

The two sale s in 1.482- 83 are good example s of the 

credit t r nsactions between Townshend and t he middlemen: in 

the deals already mentioned, the full sum involved was never 

See also, infra , pp. e94-5. 
In this year , an additional 5 stone s were sold - wool 
fr om the lady ' s sheep : she had small numb~rs of sheep 
in some of the flo cks . They were accounted for 
separately and are not included in the Tables in 
Appendix 3. 
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settled a t the t i me . In this par ticular year, Calybut and 

Brown of Sporle b011.ght LJ-50 stones a t about 3s. 3d. per s tone. 

The total sum i nvo l ved was £74, of which £ 19 waa to be paid 

at the following Michaelma s, and ' the .rest in annual instal-

ment s of £19 . nother 480 stones we r e b ought by Firmage or 

Bakton in Surfolk for £72 - 3s. per stone; 13s. 4d. was to be 

paid at delivery, £9 a t t he followi ng Fea st of Saint Mar garet, 

£9 on t he f ollowing 4th Apr il, £ 36 on the Tuesday after t he 

following Feast of Saint Christopher, and £18 at Michaelmas 

next . (1 ) 

Similar t erms governed the sale or 480 s tones, a t 

2s . 2d. per stone, to Simon Pygot and Thomas Dyghton of 

King 's Lynn in 1L~77-78 . They paid £1. 8s. in 1478- 79, 

£,14. 16s. in 1479-80 , £13. 13s. 4d. in 1L~80-81. and the remaining 

£2 2. 2s . 8d. in 1481 - 82. 

Although the detailed f lock accounts cover only 

seven years, certain other details or wool sales are given , 

and also figures f or the wool clips of the years 1488- 92 : the 

latter a r e included in Table 13. The clips of 1488- 89 and 

1489- 90 were each sold complete to a Single buyer. Several 

of the miscellaneous sales mentioned were made on favourable 

credit terms t o the buyers. (2) The examples already given 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

These instalments tota l £72. 13. 4 . ; the accountant said 
"480 stones at £72, tha t is £18. 6.8. the 120" - but on 
that reckoning the total would be £73. 6. 8. 
A further example: in 1477-78, Thomas Knight bought 120 
stone s of' wool; he paid £2 in 1479- 80 , £2 in 1480- 81, and 
£10 in 1481 -8~ . 
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make it clear that the deferred payments were often fully 

paid, but on several occasions Townshend was obliged to write 

off sums allowed on credi t to wool middlemen: in 1481-82, for 

example, he discharged his sheep-reeve from accounting for 

£13 owing for wool sold five years previously. (1) Townshend 

sold his wool to a variety of customers; some , like the two 

Sp~rle men and Simon ere of Lucham, were local broggers 

possibly supplying the Norwich worsted weavers: others, like 

FirmagEr; came from further afield and may have been supplying I 

the Suffolk cloth industry; and some were merchants from 

King's Lynn who probably wanted wool for export. Over the 

20-year period for which these accounts give figures, the 

wool prices varied between 2s. and 3s.4d. per stone~2) 

III. 

Townshend's receipts from the feeding of cullet 

sheep in his flocks were small: most of the agisted stock 

belonged to ~he shepherds, local parsons, and occasionally 

the sheep-reeve, and no payment was customar~ly made for 

them. .At Lucham in 1481-82, the flock included 160 sheep 

(1) 

( 2) 

A further example: in 1479-80, William Payn ot: Tymworth 
owed £1.14.8. for wool; it was still owing in 1480-81, 
and the following year it was allowed to the sheep-reeve. 
See Appenciix. 5. 

-
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for the shepherd, 1.0 for the rector and 10 for the sheep-reeve; 

when this shepherd had put in 20 sheep above his customary 

number the previous year, he had made a payment for the 

additional animals. Few tenants' sheep were going in the 

flocks. In 1479-80, 14 ewes at Helloughton were the sole 

cullet sheep in all t he flocks. Only at Toftrees in 1489-90 

were there large numbers of such sheep: one man had 115 hoggs 

going at 1~d. each, another 120 ewes at the same rate and a 

third 16 hoggs at 1d. each~ The occasional cullet sheep in 

three other flocks cost 2d. per head. 

Payments made to Townshend for the tathing of tenants' 

land were, however, numerous. In 1485-86, no tenants' lands 

were tathed at East Rainham, only 18 acres and 3 roods of the 

lord's land; but this was exceptional. At Helloughton in 

1479-80, parcels of land belonging to 14 men were tathed - in 

all, 24a.3r. as against 10a. of the lord's. And at East 

Rainham that year, 7a.3r. were tathed for 4 tenants as well as 

38a. for Townshend. These and other figures indi~ate a very 
< 

small acreage of arable land used as sheep feed in some of the 

foldcourses. In several cases different payments were made for 

winter and summer tathing;(1)1s.4d. and 10d. respectively, or 

1 s. 4d. and 1 s., or 1 s. 8d. and 1s.4d. (2) 

( 1) See supra, p. 53. 

(2) A final small income was derived from the sale of furze. 
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IV. 

A variety or miscellaneous charges and expenses 

were incurr ed and are recorded in the shepherds' and sheep-

reeves' accounts. 

The hurdles or the folds were in constant need .of 

replacement, the old ones being either sold or burnt. The 

accountants often speak of hurdles stacked in the rields ror 

burning or sent to Townshend's household; some were used at 

shearing ror carrying wool on/ or ror burning under t he pitch­

pan; in one year, the hurdles were lert at the "waschepytt". 

Local crartsmen supplied the new hurdles: Alexander Smyth of 

Great Dunham, and others of Beeston and Riburgh. In 1479-80, 

17 dozen new hurdles were made, and there were payments for 

carrying them to the roldcoursesj and in the same year, 

workmen received 1s.1d. for making a PinfOld.(1) In 1480-81, 

23 dozen were bought, together with the 18awles", (2) at 1s. 

, per dozen. 

Unfortunately, the payments ror shepherds' wages 
i t 

are not given in these accounts, being included, the account~ 

ants say, in the steward's accounts. But various other labour 

services were frequently recordeqj t he driving and carrying or 

sheep, making drags(3) ror them, constructing a bridge and a 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(3) 

A small fold ror use when sheep were gathered together, 
and not, apparently, for use in tathing the fields. 
An iron fixture for holding hurdles Dogether· in 1481-82, 
a IIsawle terril was repaired. 
i.e. systematic searche s over certain areas to collect 
sheep. 
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a watering trough for the use of the sheep,' castrating lambs 

(11d. was paid for the performance of this duty in four flocks 

in 1480-81), and the hunting of foxes at Dunton, Lucham and 

Helloughton in 1480-81. At shearing time, payments were made 

for the gathering togexher of the sheep, carrying them to the 

shearing place, and the shearing itself, and for the winding 

of the WOOI~1) The shearing of the heavier-fleeced wethers 

was separated in the accounts from that of the ewes, hustards, 

gimmers and hoggs. Each ~ear, tar, pitch, grease and redding 

were bought for use at shearing and lambing times; a barrel 

of pitch cost 5s •. 

At the end of the accounts for 1481-82, some 

scribbled instructions to the sheep-reeve are apparently those 
-
of Roger Townshend himself. He ordered that good shepherds 

should be employed and that the Sheep-reeve should beware of 

Maddy;(2)that two flocks shQuld be kept at West Rainham and 

HellOUghton;<"3) that the tathe should be well "approwed"; that 

the old hurdles should be sold or fetched home; that all things 

should be made ready against the account; that every shepherd 

should be even with his account - or make it even; that the 

This was the process of rolling up the fleeces for storage. 
In 1485-86, ·Richard Maddy was shepherd at Lucharn; he then 
owed the sheep-reeve 14s.3d. for tathing receipts and 
5s.9d. for 22 carcases sold from that flock. In 1489-90, 
Maddy was not employed for any flock. 
These two flocks were sometimes combined: See Appendix 3, 
Table 2. 



shepherds should beware o~ greasing on ~oul mornings, of rain 

and strange weather, o~ dogs,(1)and o~ all other things; that 

the riggons should be gelded; and that the house next to the 

slaughter house should be hurdled to receive the skins, and 

a door made between the two houses.(2~1 

v. 
Following his accounts o~ the various receipts and 

expenses, the sheep-reeve attempts to reach ~igures ~or net 

profits over the year and to enumerate the arrears due from 

debtors. Unfortunately, the receipts o~ten ~ail to take 

account of wool sold and even if details of these sales are 

given elsewhere in the accounts, it is impossible to add the 

sum involved to the receipts since all Townshend's sales gave 

lengthy credit. Likewise, all the expenses are not included, 

shepherds' wages, for example, being given in Townshend's 

steward's accounts. However, the figures as they stand do 

give some valuable information, especially as to the indebt­

edness of Townshend's customers (see Appendix 3, Table 15). 

The receipts calculated by the sheep-reeve were 

probably complete with the exception of wool sales: they 

included the sale of stock, tenants' payments for tathing and 

(1) In 1482-83, the skins of 6 lambs killed by dogs were 
not worth selling ; and see supra, p.1~. 

(2) Other instructions concerned other aspects of husandry. 
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cullet rights, the sale of skins, and one or t wo small items; 

and for the first two years wool sales are included as well. 

Shepherds' wages are the main omission from the expenses, 

but in some years other small items were excluded too. The 

sheep-reeve's own stipend of £1 per annum is always included. 

The outstanding feature of these figures is t he 

substantial arrears due from debtors each year; most of 

Townshend's sales of both sheep and wool allowed payment to 
\ 

be made over a period of several years.(1) The great 

reduction in the arrears between 1480-81 and 1481-82 was the 

result of the allowance to the accountant of over £135; some 

allowances were no doubt made for overdue and irretr~able 

debts, and if this were the only explanation Townshend was a 

much-abused creditor, but there is the possibility that some 

of the debts were paid directly to Townshend's receiver so 

that the sheep-reeve was discharged from accounting for the~ 

The accounts are silent on the nature of these allowances. 

Each year, 15 or 20 men are named as deb~ors.(2) 

( 1) See example s supra, pp. 198-9. 
(2) One man, William Kyng, a carpenter of Bilney, made a 

new fence on the north side of the moat at Rainham 
in lieu of his debt of 28s. for 42 crones. 
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SIR ROGER TO NSREND, 1545-1549. 

I. 

The next set of accounts of the Townshend flocks 

fall within the lifetime of the second Sir Roger Townshend: 

they cover the years 1545-1549~1) The internal evidence of 

the accounts shows that they were written by Roger's younger 

son, Thomas, and each year the accounts were said to be "a 

declaration of the profits of all my fathers sheep". If these 

really were all the sheep, there had been l a considerable 

reduction since the 1490's, for in 1545-49 there were only 

six flocks. The term of these flock accounts was again 

begun at Michaelmas. 

The total number of sheep remained constant at a 

little under 4,000 (See ~ppendix 3, Table 21). Only one of 

the flocks was of ewes (another was also a ewe flock but was 

wound up during the first year of the accounts); two were of 

wethers and one of hoggs. A sixth flock waB formed when the 

combined Kipton with Helloughton ewe flock was split in the 

last year of the ' accounts. 

This large ewe flock contained over 1 ,300 sheep, 

producing around 1,000 lambs each year at the constantly high 

rate of about 0.7 lambs per ewe (see Appendix 3, Table 16). 

A remarkable constancy of flock size was maintained in all 

(1) Manuscripts of the British Library of Political and 
Economic Science (London School of Economics), R( S.R.) 
1032. The accounts were briefly considered by Hammond, 
op.cit., pp.62-65. 
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the £locks: the two wether £locks always contained 720 head, 

and that o£ hbggs never varied £rom 1,200 (See Tables 17, 18 

and 19). The Shere£ord wethers were a £resh beginning in 

1545-46, all coming £rom South Creake, and the East Rainham 

£lock was doubled in that year; at the same time, a ewe flock 

at Barmer was completely wound up (see Table 20). The pattern 

of this sheep £arming was the maintenance of two heavy-£leeced 

wether flocks, with a ewe flock to provide lambs for re-stOCking 

and one of hoggs awaiting drafting into· the other flocks. 

It was necessary, however, for Bome young stock to be bought; 

in 1545-46,1,080 hoggs were drafted from South Creake into 

the other £locks and 722 lambs from the ewe flock were sent to 

Creake; but in addition, 1,122 hoggs were bought externally 

and 720 were sold externally. In the three following years, 

most of the fresh wether stock were, in fact, bought externally 

and large numbers of "young sheep" from the hogg flock were 

sold. One can only speculate on the reason for Townshend's 

visits to the markets when it would appear that his flocks 

might have been self-contained. A likely explanation 1s that 

insufficient of the lambs produced by his ewes were, in £act, 

males, and that the "young sheep" frequently sold from South 

Creake were gimmers and ewes for which he had no use once his 

old ewe stock had been replaced. The "young sheep" fetched 

considerably lower prices than the wether hoggs, an indication 

of the increasing pre~erence for wethers and wool production. 
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Even when Townshend bought some and sold other wether hoggs 

in the same year, he almost invariably received higher prices 
, 

than he paid, and it is clear that the hogg flock was a source 

of considerable profit in its own right, and not simply a 

reservoir of lambs for his own f locks as the hogg flocks had 

been in the 1479-93 accounts. (1) 

Apart from those sent to South Creake to be prepared 

for either re-stocking or sale, a large number of the yearly 

increase of lambs was sold as "pucks" (100, 120, 120 and 182 

in the four years); these were the poorest quality lambs -

those termed pockerells in the first set of Townshend sheep 

accounts. (2) The lambs sent to he hogg flock were often 

gelded, and a number of lambs died in the process: some that 

were physically difficult to geld were kept among the wethers, 

a number of "ryxs" and riggons being recorded at Shereford and 

East Rainham.(3) ' Together with the weak pucks, the old crones 

were, ' of course, being disposed of . 

(1) The prices were: 
1545-46 Sold 140 "of the worst" wethers 

Bought 480 hoggs 
1546-47 Sold 960 young sheep 

Bought 531 hoggs 
1547-48 Sold 960 young sheep 

. Bought 510 hoggs at average 
1548-49 Sold 377 young sheep 

120 young wethers 
Bought 660 hoggs . at average 

( 2) . See supra, p. 195. 
(3) See supra , p. 193, f. n.1 . 

@ 2s.3d. 
@ 1 s •. 2d. 
@ 2s.3d. 
@ 1 s.4d. 
@ 2s.3d. 
@ c.1 s. 4~d. 
@ 2s;22Q. 
@ 3s.4d. 
@ c.1 s.1 Od. 
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The very profitable sale of wether hoggs from 

South Creake has already been noted; and the sale of fully­

grown sheep was also on a much larger scale than , in 1479-93. 

In 1545-46, as many as 720 wethers were sold from the hogg 

flock to certain Cambridgeshire men, and even the crones and 

pucks were sent to Newmarket. The complete Barmer flock was 

sold this ye~r to Robert Baxter, but since he bought the 

hurdles and spanish staff as well, he no doubt intended to 

carryon the flock. In 1546-47, 240 fat wethers were bought 

by Thomas Howse, a Norwich butcher, and the 60 crone ewes, 

50 crone wethers,(1)and 120 pucks sold to a Mattishall' man 

were no doubt on their way to the mutton market. (2) In 1547-48, 

the Norwich butcher took only 22 fat riggons, but 240 wethers 

were sold in Cambridgeshire. These sales of fat wethers 

fetched the highest prices of any sheep in these accounts -

4s. and 4s.4d. per head - and it is clear that this was a 

major object of Townshend's sheep farming at this time. (3) 

Pelts were again a source of some small profit, 

fetching 3d. each during these four years. (The number of 

pelts are given in the Tables.) 

------------------------------.----------------------------
( 1 ) 

( 2) 

The term 11 crone ll usually refers to an old ewe; it is 
occasionally used, as here, for an old wether. 
Mattishall and seyeral nearby villages were the homes 
of many middlemen dealing in sheep and wool, often for 
the Norwich market· see infra,~.jb'-4. 
Mutton used in the Townshend kitchen amounted to 92 
wethers and 42 lambs each year. 
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II. 

Only meagre information is given in these accounts 

of the wool clips and sales, but it is clear that wool was now 

a secondary source of income to the sales of animals (See 

appendix 3, Tables 22, 23, 24 and 25). The wool clip averaged 

about 300 stones per annum (see Table 21), and wethers were 

a gain supplying the heavier fleeces; the difference between 

the weights of wether and ewe fleeces was not here as marked 

as in the earlier Townshend accounts, or as marked as in some 

of the accounts later to be conSidered, but the fi gures shown 

in the Tables are not completely reliable since it was 

necessary to estimate the number of sheep actually shorn. (1) 

It is possible that the production of fat wethers for the 

butcher was prejudiCial to the weight of the fleeces, which 

·compare unfavourably with those of the wethers of 1479-93. 

The hogg flock, mainly composed of wether hoggs, shows figures 

for fleece weights intermediate between those of ewes and 

wethers. 

The whole wool clip was sold each year, with the 

exception of 20 stones delivered to the lady of the house for 

the making of shepherds' and servants' liveries. No mention 

is made of the buyers, but the prices are given: 3s.4d. per 

stone in the first three years and 6s.8d. in 1.548-49. 

(1) The estimated numbers are, however, probably very near 
the truth in most cases; see Appendix 3, Table 16, note 1. 
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III. 

Notably absent ~rom the receipts are payments ~or 

cullet sheep and ~or tathing: Thomas could say that II the sheep ' 

be all now my fathers" with no tenants' sheep in the flocks, 

and o~ the tathing payments, "None answered ~or it is in his 

own hands". 

There are, however, a few entries: 240 cullet sheep 

at East Rainham in 1545-46, paying 2d. each, and 21s. paid 

~or tathe at Barmer . in that year. 

IV. 

The usual miscellaneous items of expenditure are 

included in the accounts. 

Hurdles were always carefully accounted for, and 

new ones were bought each year; the old ones were used for 

carrying wool at shearing, burnt under the pitch-pan, or sold 

to the shepherd for firewood at 2d. the dozen. A spanish 

staff was recorded with the hurdles in each flock, no mention 

ever being made of their replacement: presumably this was 

the traditional shepherd's crook.(1) New hurdles bought were: 

(1) Few other references to the s panish staff have been 
found; see infra, p. l5~ . Also, Norwich Bishop's 
Chapel, inventories, Wickham 6, Lyston 41. 
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1545-46 20 dozens at 1 s. 2d. the dozen. 
1546-47 4 " II 1 s. 2d. " II 

1547-48 16 II II 1 s. 2d. " " 
1548-49 19 " II 1 s. 2d. " " 
A number of interesting gi f ts of sheep were made. 

Each year, the shepherd of the ewe flock was given 2 lambs as 

a reward for marking t he lambs, and 2 others were given for 

licence to wash the sheep at Coxford. Several gifts of sheep 

were made to poor people, and one sheep was given to the 

ploughman. 

'IDle shepherds' wages were an important item of 

expenditure. In 1545-46 they totalled £8.10.0. , including 

10s. paid to the sheep-reeve. 

Rainham - £2.10.0. ~nd the joysment of 80 sheep, 
Helloughton with Kipton - £2.13.4. and 180 sheep, 
Barmer (for one quarter of the year) 13s.4d. . 
South Creake - £1.13.4. and 80 sheep, together with 

the profits of tathing. 

In the three following years, shepherds' wages totalled 

£10.10.0., being individually as in 1545-46 except that 

Shereford replaced Barrner: 

Shereford - £2.13.4. and the joysment of 80 sheep. 

A small item comprised purchases of tar, pitch, 

redding, grease and Oil, with the tar the most important: 

1545-46 
1546-47 
1547-48 
1548-49 

3 barrels 
4 " 5 It 

4 II 

of tar bought, 
"" " 
" II " II " 

" 

each 4s., and 
"4s. " 
II 6s. Sd. It 
"8s. It 

1 was used 
3 were " 
3i- II " 

5 " II 

Payments for driving and washing sheep, and the 

rent of pasture need no comment. 
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v. 
Following the flock accounts, Thomas Townshend 

compiled an account of the receipts due and the payments to be 

made (see Appendix 3, Tables 22 to 25). His estimated profits 

rose from about £99 in 1545-46 to about £143 in 1548-49. Both 

receipts and expenses are complete, and it should be noted 

that the latter included a large sum for he rent of the 

foldcourses. 

In none of these four years, however, was the whole 

of this profit actually received, as Thomas ahows in his bill 

of receipts and payments· in 1545-46 there was, in fact, a 

deficit to be received of over £54, but in the remaining years 

the bulk of the profits were received and paid in to Sir Roger 

Townahend (See Tables 22 to 25). One or two of the items 

appearing in the account but not in the bill call for some 

comment: first, the receipt of nearly £24 for animals used in 

the kitchen was clearly in the nature of a valuation and was 

never included in the bill of money actually received, but on 

the other hand, the bill always included the sum of £12.11.8. 

which was paid to the lady of the Townshend hous~hold in 

recompense for a further batch of sheep to be killed for the 

kitchen; second, the rent of the foldcourses was again a 

valuation, since they were all Townshend's own property, and 

it is consequently included in the account but not in the bill. 
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VI. 

The 1517 COmmiSSioners(1)enQUired into the 

enclosure and conversion of arable land to pasture that had 

taken place between 1488 and 1517. The activities of both the 

first and second Sir Roger Townshend would have come to the 

commissioners' notice, and they did in fact report several 

offences by this family. "Magi ster Tounesend" had taken to 

farm the whole manor of Bayfield, and had converted 60 

acres there from arable to pasture; Ro~r Townshend converted 

180 acres to sheep pasture at Stanhoe in two separate 

enclosures. (2) 

These reports suggest that the Townshends used . 

illegal methods of increasing their sheep pasture on a small 

scale only, and their name is conspicuous by its absence from 

the list of landlo~ds complained against for those oppressions 

more characteristic of the Norfolk situation. 

(1) See supra, pp. 18;-6. 

(2) Leadham, op.cit., VII, pp.164, 169~ 
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SIR ROGER TOWNSHEND 1 

I. 

The sheep accounts of 1565-67(1) describe the flocks 

included in the estate of the third Sir Roger Townshend. The 

accountant was Luce Skippon, the sheep-reeve, who made his 

reckoning at Christmas each year in contrast to the usual 

Michaelma s. 

Since 1545-49 there had been little change in the 

number of flocks: there were now five, the newcomer being that 

at Normansborough. (2) The total number of sheep varied from 

3,800 to 5,000 during the two years (see Appendix 3, Tables 

26 and 27); it is impossible to say e xactly how many of the 

Sheep were ewes for there seem to have been various t~s of 

animals in each flOCk. The increase of lambs suggests, however, 

tha t in three flocks in 1565-66 and two in 1566-67 ewes 

predominated. In view of this uncertainty, the figures for 

lambing rates must be considered unreliable: they are based on 

the supposition that the flocks concerned were composed so lew 

of ewes, and only in the case of the Barmer flock is the rate 

,comparable with those in the earlier Townshend sheep accounts. 

This rate at Barmer was about 0.7 lambs per ewe. The two 

largest flocks each exceeded 1 ,000 head - that at Kipton, 

(1)N. P. L. MS. 1598,0 1D4. 
(2) This foldcourse was situated in the south of 

East Rainham parish. 

-" 
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composed largely of ewes and that a t South Creake a mixed 

flock. 

During these two years, there was apparently no 

attempt to sell large numbers of prime sheep or hoggs as there 

had been in 1545-49. The receip ts for stock sold were now 

only about one-third of those at the earlier period, and 

concerned mainly crones, pocks and ri gsies. Thus, the increase 

of lambs was for the most part used to re-stock the flocks. 

No doubt many of the poor quality sheep sold were taken by 

butchers though none is specifically named as a buyer. A 

Mattishall man, Richard Baldwyn, was again among the buyers; 

he bought wool too, and was one of a large group of broggers 

from that neighbourhood. (1) 

Pel ts again provided a small profit. In 1566-67, 

the skins of sheep that had died in the wool f etched 4id. each, 

and those of sheep dying after shearing only 1d. each; the 

numbers of pelts are given in Tables 26 and 27. 

II. 

The incompleteness of the data in these accounts 

unfortunately extends to wool production. The size of the 

clip is not given, but in 1566-67 a very high proportion of the 

previous December's sheep were shorn - over 4,300 out of over 

4,500 (see Table 27). Skippon's record of certain sales of 
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wool is equally indefinite, but it suggests that the clips in 

the two years were about 400, and about 500 stones. (1) The 

customers were all from the attishall district - ;/illiam 

Patrick, Richard Baldwyn and r r. Crosswold. (2) 

III. 

Neither payments for tathing nor for cullet sheep 

were of any great importance. At least two of the foldcourses 

included land belonging to tenants, but only very small acreages 

were involved. And in 1566-67, an estimated 261 cullet sheep 

were going in three of the flocks at the cost of 4d. per 

sheep. (3) 

IV. 

Among the mdscellaneous expenses accounted by the 

sheep-reeve, shepherds' wage s are prominent. A total of 

£ 22.16. B. was paid to the five shepherds in 1.565-66, and in 

the following year four of ~hem received £14.5.0. 

( 1 ) The details of the wool sales of 1565-66 are not perfectly 
intelligible, but it seems that 403 stones were sold at 
6s.Bd. per stone, and 15 stones at the same price; the 
total receipts were £139.6.8 •. In 1566-67, £171 was . 
received for wool, and assuming that the price was again 
6s.Bd., this gives the amount of wool as 513 stones. 
See Appendix 4. 
For some of the cullet sheep, the payment is stated to be 
4d. per head; it is assumed to have been 4d. for the 
others too, and the total receipts then give the number 
of sheep as 261. 

------------------------------------------------------------~------~~ 



218. 

Kipton (the whole year) £6.0.0. (including arrears) 
Robinhoods" £4. o. o. 
Barme r" £3. o. o. 
Normansborough (nine months)£,1. 5. o. 

The shepherds of the five flocks were allowed 160, 100, 100, 

80 and 60 sheep going in the flocks by custom, with no payment 

made for them. They also received certain gifts of lambs on 

the completion of marking the animals. 

Other details concern hurdles and the marking and 

annointing materials. In 1565-66, 20 dozen hurdles were 

bought at 2s. the dozen, and in 1566-67, a similar number. In 

the former year, a barrel of grease bought at "Lynne Marte" 

cost 13s.4d., two others cost 23s., and a further two - together 

wi th a barrel of pitch - 35s. ; and 5s. was expended on redding. 

In 1566-67, eight barrels of grea se were bought at prices 

varying from 9s.8d. to 10s.6d. each. 

v. 
Skippon's sheep-reeve's accounts appear to include 

all items of receipts with the exception of wool sales; the 

profits from wool sales are, however, given and may be added 

to the accounts. This done, a net profit of over £110 was 

made in 1565-66, and of over £185 in 1566-67. These figures 

do not, however, make any allowance for the rent of the five 

foldcourses which the accountant did not include among his 

expenses. The foldcourses were, in fact, part of the Townshend 
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estates and no rent was actually paid for them, but an allowance 

of a.t least £50 must be made(1) if the figures for the net 

profits are to have any meaning. 

The sheep-reeve reached his totals by strange 

arithmetic, and they have been corrected in Tables 28 and 29; 

more puzzling still are the means by which Ski ppon arrived at 

a clear gain of £283.16.10. in 1566-67. Having (incorrectly) 

found that there was a profit of £5.10.2., he then states yhat 

receipts exceeded allowance s by £209.1.6.; with the addition 

of the value of lambs born and set for stock and of sheep 

used in the kitchen, this becomes £283.16.10.. It is i mpossible 

to ascertain how Skippon reached the figure of £209 odd: even 

with wool salew included - and he does not include them - the 

profit was only £185.6.2 •• Either ,certain items are not 

detailed although included in the reckoning , or this is a 

further example of Skippon's strange arithmetic'. 

(1) Cf. the rents of t he Southwell foldcourses for 
the same period, infra, p.2bb. 
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ROGER TO fflSHEND, 1626. 

I. 

The sheep accounts o~ 1626(1) desa1be ~locks in t wo 

o~ the 25 mano~s o~ which the ~o~th Si~ Roge~ Townshend 

died possessed in 1637: Morston and Stif~key, on the north 

Nor~olk coast. These townships we~e some distance ~rom most 

o~ the Townshend estates, and it seems that a separate sheep­

reeve was responsible ~or the three ~locks here. There are no 

separate ~lock accounts after the usual pattern, and the details 

o~ John Walker's sheep-reeve~s accounts do not enable figures 

~or the size and productivity o~ the flocks to be calculated, 

so that the interest o~ these accounts lies ~inly in the 

charges and receipts that are ~ully described. The foldcourses 

were "Netherhalle" and "the Lyza~de" grounds in Sti~f'key,and 

a third in Morston. 

An arrangement aiming at sel~gsuf'~iciency is 

suggested by the composition o~ the ~locks - wethers at Morston, 

hoggs at Netherhall and ewes at the Lizard. There was an 

increase of 540 lambs at the Lizard, and a further 50 were 

bought, and out of this total of 596, as many as 413 were sent 

to stock the othe~ ~locks; 400 of ' these store lambs went into 

the hogg flock, en route for Morston. Of the remaining lambs, 

30 were delivered to the kitchen at Stiffkey and 4 were given 

(1) N. P. L. MS.1572, 105. 
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to the shepherds as a reward at marking time; but of more 

significance, 100 were sent to Mr. Synckler, the sheep-reeve 

at Rainham, who sold them at "Cowlidge" - Cowlinge in i~'::. (1 ) 

Other sales of sheep involved 44 lambs, 30 crone ewes and 

141 wethers· 120 of the wethers were sold at ~ymondham and 

were probably ultimately intended for the nearby No~vich 

butchers. 

~e pelts of 53 dead and 208 slaughtered sheep 

( II slaughte" skins) were sold, 166 cOming from the we thers at 

Morston. Since no other sales of wethers are mentioned, these 

slaughtered animals must have included the 141 sold at 

Wymondharo: this re-inforces the suggestion that they were 

intended for the mutton market. There is an interesting 

variation in the pelt prices depending on whether the animals 

were in the wool or not: 

Wether skins - before clipping 
Ewe skin s " " 
Wether skins - after clipping 
Ewe skins " II 

II. 

@ 1 s.4d. and is. 8d. 
@ 10d. 
@ 6d. 
@ 5d. 

In 1626, the shearers dealt with 1 ,747 sheep from 

the three flocks giving a clip of about 195 stones. The fleece 

weights for the different flocks cannot be separated, but 

considering that 1 ,147 of the sheep were ewes and hoggs and 

(1) This was one of the sheep fairs to which many Norfolk 
sheep were sent; see infra, p.'50 

" 
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only 600 wethers, the average rate o~ very nearly 9 ~leeces 

to the stone represents an improvement on the sixteenth century 

fi gures for the Townshend f lock s. 

Walker accounts fqr the wool clips o~ both 1625 and 

1626. I n t he former year, he recorded 166 stones 8 pounds of 

wool and 10 stones o~ locks (excluding tithes), all of which 

was sold during 1.626. The sale s were unusual since none of 

the wool went to middlemen. The wethers' wool was sold to 

77 persons, many of them wives of local men (liTo Spellers 

wiefll
, for example), who took only one or two stones each: 

76t stones ~etched £47.17.6. at an average price o~ 12s.6d. 

per stone. Si mil arly, 88 people bought the ewes' and hoggsh 

wool - 90t stones for £51.14.3., that is 11s.5d. per stone. 

This is the first time in the Townshend sheep accounts that 

wethers have been stated to give not only heavier fleeces but 

better quality wool as well. The locks were sold to 10 persons 

at 4s.2d. per stone. After £11.12.6. had been respi~ed , the 

total wool receipts were £90.3.3. and just over half of this 

had been paid by the end of the account. 

In 1626, Wa lker accounted for 162 stones and 11 pounds 

of wool and 13 stones of locks (excluding tithes), 1t stones of 

which were delivered to the recbr of Morston ~or wethers sold 

before shearing. None of this wool was sold during 1626. 

Preserved with the sheep accounts are 10 slips of 

paper, receipts for money paid over to Martin May who was 

presumably Townshend's rece iver. Five o~ them concern sale $ 
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of wool, one of November 1625 (£30), three of March, July and 

August 1626 (£15.6.8., £20 and £6), and one un-dated (13s.). 

Some of these no doubt refer to the sales during 1626 of the 

1,625 clip. 

III. 

These accounts contain no information concerning 

either cullet rights or the tathing of tenants' land. 

IV. 

The charges incurred at shearing time give a fuller 

impression than in the previous accounts of the labour involved. 

In all three flocks, 1,747 sheep were dealt with. The men who 

performed the preliminary task of washing the animals were paid 

at the rate of is. per 100 sheep; others received is. for 

"throwinge the sheepe into ye pitte" to the washers, and a 

further 10s. was disbursed for two days' work by five "draggers" 

who must have either rounded up the sheep from the pastures(1) 

or dragged them to the shearers. The clippers themselves were 

paid 3s. per 100 for ewes and hoggs, and 3s.4d. per too wethers. 

From the shearers the fleeces passed to six "wynders" who 

received 8s. for two days' work, and another man or boy was 

given 8d. for gathering up the locks for the sarne period. A 

further is. rewarded those who carried the wool away. The 

clippers were not only paid but also fed by Townshend: four 

(1) See supra, p. Z02., f. n. 3. 
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cheeses cost him 9s.4d. 

other payments concern labour provided other than 

at the shearing: men responsible ' ~or greasing 52e hoggs 

received 1s.6d. per score, and 1s.6d. was paid for the driving 

o~ lambs to Rudham, where ~ownshend had other floCkS.(1) A 

further 1s.6d. rewarded the efforts of the sheep-reeve and 

shepherd Wiggin when they went "A swuminge" - presumably to 

rescue sheep from the sea or the marshes. ~e wages of the 

shepherds were the same in each case - £4; two o~ them were 

given 4s. and the third 8s. for their livery. One of the 

shepherds, no doubt at the Lizard ground, needed help at lambing 

time and 10s. was paid for the assistance of Edmund Broughton. 

Again, such commodities as tar are accounted for, 

and £2 was spent on 10 dozen hurdles provided by William Hille 

of Riburgh who carried them to Sti~fkey. Two stones of pitch 

cost 4s., one barrel of tar 18s., and 24 pints of oil 6s.; 

theBe were all ~or use at clipping. And 17 pounds of redding 

for marking cost about 4s.3d. 

v. 
The sheep-reeve's account shows a net profit of 

over £190 for the year, £170 o~ which had been paid in to the 

lord's receiver by December 18th, 1626 when the account was 

closed. (see Appendix 3, Table 30). But, as in 1665 and 1566, 

(1) See appendix 3, Table 31. 
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the sheep-reeve did not include the rent of the foldcourses in 

his expenses, and an allowance for this must be deducted from 

the profi t s. 

SIR ROGER '.ID rnSHEND, 1 637. 

I. 

The sheep accounts of 1637(1) were drawn up after 

the death. that year of Sir Roge~ Townshend; they concern seven 

flocks in townships in the neighbourhood of East Rainham 

itself, and were presented by the sheep-reeve , William Stanhowe, 

gent. These were not Townshend's only flocks at this time, 

but , separate ac'counts were made for the group of flocks at 

Morston and stiffkey.(2) As with the accounts for 1626, no 

separate shepherds' accounts are included here: these are 

simply the summary reckonings of the sheep-reeve and no 

definite details are given of the size and compOSition of the 

various flocks. Stanhowe does, however, give the numbers of 

sheep in the flocks when they were sold at the end of the year, 

and from these figures it is possible to calculate approximate 

figures for both ewes and the sheep shorn; the resultant lambing 

rates and fleece weights are not, therefore, absolutely reliable 

(1) N.P.L. MB.1481 , 1F 
(2) See supra, pp. 220-5. 
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but the likely errors are very small.(1) Made immediately after 

Sir Roger's death, these accounts were in the nature of a 

post-mortem stock-taking before the foldcourses were leased 

out to farmers; the sheep were quite possibly sold to the new 

lessees. One exception to this was the flock at East Rainham: 

no reference is made to any winding-up here, so perhaps the 

home flock was maintained, but there is little data of any 

kind in the accounts relating to this flock. 

Setting aside the East Rainham floCk, the total 

number of sheep must have been around 5,500 at the beginning 

of the year (see Appendix 3, Table 31). Two of the flocks 

each exceeded 1,000 head and the great majority of the sheep 

were ewes; of the seven flocks, five were composed of ewes, 

one - the smallest - of wethers, and that at East Rainham was 

probably of mixed constitution. (2) 

Although this was an abnormal year in that the flocks 

were to be wound up, the renew of lambs from this preponderance 

of ewes must always have been in excess of the requirements for 

fresh stock, and the sale of lambs must have been a major 

consideration in the management of the flocks. The increase 

of lambs this year was over 3,000 and despite a low figure for 

the large Kipton flock, the ra$ of lambs per ewe for all flocks 

See Appendix 3, Table 31. 
Only a small increase of lambs is recorded for the 
East Rainham flock suggesting that ewes were not predom­
inant; 12 wethers, 4 rams and 4 rigsies were sold thence. 

1 

-
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was over 0.6; in three flocks it was over 0.7. Of this 

increase, only 257 lambs are explicitly stated to have been 

in the flocks at the end of the year, and most of the rest were 

sold at two well-known fairs - that at nearby KLpton and the 

distant Cowllnga Fair in .Suff'olik.(1,247 and 90fj. respectively). 

Smaller lots of lambs were sold locally, together with 

numbers of ewes, and also 80 "doozie" sheep.(1) 

Figures for the profit arising from the sale of 

pelts are incomplete since the skins of sheep dying after 

shearing and of slaughtered sheep are not included in the 

account. The numbers of pelts from sheep which died in the 

wool are included in Table 31, and they fetched over £ 11 

(-see Table 32). 

II~ 

The sheep-reeve's i~ormation concerning the wool 

clip is again incomplete but it has been possible to estimate 

the number of sheep shorn f airly accurately (.see Table 31). 

ven the size of the clip is uncertain since the shepherds' 

share has been deducted by the sheep-reeve; no allowance has 

been made for this, but the amount of wool involved was most 

likely very small. About 460 stones were shorn from the 

seven flocks, the ewes providing fleece s at the usual rate of 

10 to 13 per stone. Surprisingly, the wethers at Easthall 

(1) Sick sheep; see infra, p.328. 
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were apparently lighter in fleece than any of the ewes, about 

14 fleeces making up ·a stone of wool. A price of 10s.6d. per 

stone is Quoted for the wool, but. it was "yet undeliu'ed". 

III. 

Cullet sheep and tathing(1) arrangements again make 

no appearance in the accounts. 

IV. 

Various labour charges are included among the 

expenses of the flocks this year. The shepherds' wages 

totalled over £31, giving an average of about £4.10.0. if all 

seven shepherds were included, and a further £3.3.0. was paid 

for the shepherds' covenants. Among other payments for labour 

was 4s. to two men for fetching 62 wethers from Rudham in 

the "snowe time", feeding them with hay at East Rainham and 

driving them b ack "when the snowe was gone". The expense s of 

the shearing are not elaborated by rates of payment, and few 

of the other miscellaneous expenses shown in Table 32 need any 

explanation. No prices are given for such items as pitch 

and redding, but the 29~ dozen hurdles cost 4s.8d. per dozen. 

(1) "Tathe this yeare bycause it is lett wth the 
brecke" - nil 
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v. 
stanhowe's sheep-reeve's account of receipts and 

expenses is for the most part complete, but a few items are 

missing. The profits arising from the sale of the flocks at 

the end of the year do not appear among the receipts because 

Townshend's executors received the money direct from the 

buyers, but this abnormal item is in any case best excluded 

from the reckoning. This abnormality is, however, probably 

reflected in the high number of lambs sold this year Since, , 

although it has been suggested that a surplus of lambs was 

probably always available,(1) there were nevertheless no lambs 

in several of the flocks at the winding-up and the accountant 

could say that none had been "Laid upon the aforesaid grounds 

this yeare bycause theY 'ar all lett". Any tendency for the 

receipts to be above the average is partly offset by the absence 

from the accounts of the sales of many of the sheep-skins. 

More important is the exclusion of the payments for wool sold: 

the accountant records that this money had not yet been 

received, but he gives the price and it is clear that the total 

receipts were over £250. 

The expenses may have been slightly below those 

normally incurred' as a re suI t of the winding-up, but they 

include all the usual items. The total is substantially 

(1) See supra, p. 22.0. 

-
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increased by the inclusion of the Town Charges for three 

years which amounted to over ,£85; these were presumably some 

form of taxes and. might be expected to be more naturally 

within the scope of the receiverts account - they cannot be 

regarded as a normal expense of Townshendts sheep farming. 

For these reasons, the net profits shown by the 

accounts may not be truly representative of the normal annual 

gain; they amount, nevertheless, to about £380 and this could 

have been increased to about £620 by the inclusion of the 

wool sales. Not all of the receipts were paid in this year 

for a note records that only on 18th October, 1638 had the 

final debts been received by Robert Chevelye, the receiver, 

and Townshendts two executors. Once again it is necessary 

to make the proviso that the rent or valuation of the 

foldcourses was not included among the expenses and that some 

allowance for this must be made. 



- --~.----

HENRY FERMOR OF EAST BAR SHAM • 

I. 

The Fermor family(1) owned extensive property in 

north-west Norfolk, centred on the village of East Barsham 

where William Fermor built the i mpressive Tudor mansion of 
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Eas t Barsham Hall; parts of the Hall are still standing and 

owned by the Na tional Trust. Much of the estate had been 

buil t up by Henry Fermor who was High Sheriff of Norfol,k in 

1532, and a knight. By his will made in that year, 1532, 

Henry conveyed the estate to his son William who was himself 

a knight and High Sheriff in 1540. Among the gifts included 

in William's will in 1557 was 10 shillings "to the pore mens 

boxe, of every town, where I have a flock of shepe going". 

By 1521, Henry already had 24 flocks in 22 villages, and the 

accounts of those flocks for t~e year 1521-22 are available.(2) 

Henry's interest in those villages varied from a 

manor to a small acreage of land or a righ t of foldcourse. A 

large part of the estate came into his possession in 1519 when 

he acquired most of the manors and lands of Roger Wode, and in 

1520 another of Wode's beneficiaries released her right to 

Fermor. At this time, Henry was lord of manors in East Barsham, 

and Thorpland, and here he presumably possessed the rights of 

foldcourse appurtenant to the manors. Not until later than 

(1) The following details of the family are from Bmomefield, 
op.cit., VII, 55-57, unless otherwise stated. 

(2) N.P.L. MS.1583, 1D4. 
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1521 did manors in Toftrees, Fakenham, Tatterford, Hempton, 

Tattersett, Sculthorpe and Newton-by-Castle Acre come into the 

family's possession: in these places the flocks of 1521 were 

held in right of lands there, or by the possession of the 

foldcourses themselves. William was granted Pinkeney~ manor 

in Tattersett in 1549, but in 1515 Henry had leased 78 acres 

of land and ·a foldcourse there from the Prior of Coxford. In 

1545, William received the manor of Hempton Priory in Toftrees, 

but in 1504 Henry already had an interest there , r eceiving an 

~nnuity of 20 shillings from the manor. At ¥aterden, Henry's 

foothold may perhaps be traced to 1515 when he was one of the 

executors of the will of the late lord of the manor, Thomas 

Sefoule. Henry was farmer to the Prior of Coxford of a 

foldcourse in Tittleshall, gaining the use of 60 acres lying 

in Peak Hall · and New Hall pa stures, with the appurtenant rights 

of common and shack, in 1515. The 1521 accounts indicate 

that Fermor was using Waite's foldcourse in Tittleshall; 

William Waite, as lord of Caley's manor, released certain 

pasture to Henry and William Fermor in 1533, and in 1549 and 

1551 this foldcourse was again stocked with Fermor's sheep.(1) 

Sir illiam Fermor made additions to the e state after 

the Dissolution of Hempton Priory; in addition to the manor in 

Toftrees (above), he and his wife were granted in 1546 the 

priory Site, the manor and the appropriated rectory. In 1536 , 

(1) For the flock in 1549 and 1551, Holkham Mss., Tittleshall 
Books 19. See also, the description of the Tittleshall 
foldcourses, supra, pp.37-9. 
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the suppression commissioners had found 125 sheep and 40 lambs 

among the Priory's stoCk.(1) 

The shepherds' accounts of Henry Fermor's flocks for 

the year 1521-22 were gathered together by his sheep-reeve, 

John Dalymonde, and give a full picture of his flocks 

immediately after his acquisition of Roger Wode's estate. 

This was probably the first year in which Fermor's sheep 

farming had attained such a large scale. 

II. 

Each account was ~repared by t he shepherd, with the 

help of the Sheep-reeve, for the year ending on 2nd arch, 

1522. A~though the more usual date of November 1st had the 

great advantage of following both shearing and the re-stocking 

of the flock, March 2nd was a convenient date for Fermor to 

be given the critical information concerning the increase of 

lambs. No information is given in these accounts about 

shearing or the wool clip, so that the chief interest lies in 

the size of the flocks and the lamb productivity of the ewe 

flocks. Of the 24 flocks, 12 were composed entirely of ewes 

and 6 of wethers; the remaining 6 were of mixed composition. 

Fermor would seem to have been fair game for any informer 

interested in the Statute limiting the number of sheep to be 

owned by one man to 2,400; in March 1522, he owned 15,977, 

(1) V.C.H. Norfo1k, Vol.II, p.383. 
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showing an increase of 409 over the year. (see Appendix 3, 

Table 33). Two new flocks had been established during the 

year, the stock coming from his other flocks, and one had 

been wound up. 

As was usually the case with these large scale sheep 

farmers, Fermor's flocks were practically self-suppo~, the 

fresh stock needed for replacement being largely supplied by 

his own increase of lambs. A total of 5,670 lambs were born 

in the 12 ewe .flocks, giving an average 'of 0.6 lambs for each 

of the 9,449 e1l.e s; the lowe st average in a single flock was 

0.35, and the highest 0.79 lambs per ewe. Both lambs and 

adult sheep were constantly being transferred to maintain the 

flocks. 

After the needs of his own flocks had been met, 

Fermor was able to sell a large surplus of lambs either locally 

or at more distant fairs. From the Newton flock, for example, 

80 pockerells(1) and 548 store lambs were sold to Richard 

Skynner and Robert Maddy. (2) Small numbers of adult sheep -

both crones and younger animals - were sold locally, but most 

were sent to fairs. A total of 281 sheep from several flocks 

were sent to Newmarket this year. 

No details are given in the accounts of what will 

have been a very considerable wool clip • . An indication of the 

See supra, p.19; f. n. i. 
Richard Skynner, Robert Maddy and John Maddy ap~ar as 
buyers of sheep from 13 of the flocks - in all, 2,787 
animals. 
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bulk sales of wool made by the Fermors is provided by the 

allegation of an informer in 1557 that William Fermor had sold 

400 stones, at 6s.8d. a stone, contrary to the regulations 

governing wool marketing.(1) Apart from sales of sheep and 

wool a small profit was made from skins and mutton. The 

dead sheep in all the flocks totalled 491, the value of the 

skins being increased by the fact that many of the animals 

died before shearing. The sale of mutton was an insignificant 

object of Fermor' s farming , only one such transaction being 

recorded: 12 ewes were sold from Newton to a butcher of nearby 

Castle Acre. Numerous small batches of sheep were sent for 

use in Fermor's kitchen. 

Finally, a small profit was made from the indUsion 

of cullet sheep in the flocks, and from the tathing of tenants' 

land. Tenants paid 2d. for each of 166 sheep in the Fakenham 

flock, and for 30 at Tatterford, but only ide each for 88 

cullet sheep at Shernborne. Payments for tathing are recorded 

in 8 of the accounts, usually being 1s. per acre but in two 

case s 1 s. 4d. 

It may be noted that in two cases the efficiency of 

the shepherds might have been questioned. At Bayfield, 77 

sheep were missing at shearing time, and the shepherd at 

Tittlesnall Waites was searching for as many as 158. 

------------------------------------------------------
(1) P.R.O. E159/337/Mich.105. See pp.4'3.'. 
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III. 

Most of Fermor's flocks ware legitimately maintained 

in right of his manors and lands, but in the previous year, 

1520, a suit had been presented in the court of Star Chamber(1) 

by the tenants of the lordship of Fakenham alleging that 

certain of the flocks were fed to the deprivation of his 

tenants' rights. The allegations were, moreover, confirmed. 

The tenants complained that at Thorpland, where 

Fermor owned Thorpland Hall manor,(~)he had bought and 

enclosed certai,n lands including a foldcourse for 300 sheep, 

stopped up a common w~, and allowed the houses to decay; the 

jury found these complaints to be justified. The court action 

seems to have had little effect for in 1521 the accounts show 

that Fermor brought 482 sheep into the foldcourse to set up 

a new flock. Thorpland is now a lost village, and Henry Fermor 

may have been the depopulator. ·(3) 

A second complaint was that Fermor had erected a 

foldcourse for 1,000 ewes in Thorpland and Fakenham, and had 

used 100 acres of the shack and common of Fakenham for the last 

14 years, exceeding the length of the customary shack period. (4) 

The jury found that the se sheep were kept on "the heth" of 

(1 ) P.R.O. star Chamber 2/15/11-13, quoted by Leadlam, 
op.cit., VII, pp.181-183. 
Blomefield, op.cit., VII, 98. , 
For similar acti'ti ty by landlords, see supra, pp.174-181. 
See supra, p.156. 
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Fakenham to the detriment of the tenants, that a common was 

kept enclosed and a common way stopped up. In 1521-22, Fermor 

had 1,312 ewes in the Fakenham flock. 

A further allegation was that Fermor kept a flock of 

800 sheep in the fields of Sculthorpe although he had only 5 

acres of his own land there. The jury confirmed his use of 

shack there, and also that he impounded tenants' sheep to 

enforce their payment of 4d. per shee p for pasturage. In 

1521-22, the Sculthorpe flock did indeed consist of 830 sheep; 

and the second complaint may well refer to the payment for 

cullet sheep in the Fakenham flock. 

Finally, the jury found justified the assertion that 

Fermor allowed the decay of houses in the lordship. 

Only three years earlier, the Commdssion of Enquiry 

of 1517(1) had reported several offences by Fermor in enclosing 

and converting arable land to pasture. At Sculthorpe, he was 

found to have enlarged his sheep pasture with 80 acres that 

had been in cultivation since 1488; a plough had been put down 

8 .S a result. (2) It may be indicative of the oPPosition to 

Fermor's sheep farmi~ in Fakenham and Sculthorpe that these 

were two of the three flocks to be substantially reduced 

during the year 1521-22. Four other enclosures by Fermor were 

reported by the Commissioners: they involved the convers:Lbn·' to 

(1) See supra, pp.183-5. 
(2) Lead\am, op.cit., VII, 217. 
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sheeps pasture of 40 acres at Wi ghton, 100 acres at Erpingham, 

20 acres at Hindringham and 40 acres at Tittle shall. ( 1 ) 

Er pingham, Wighton and Hindringham do not appe ar in the flock 

accounts, but Fermor had three flocks in Titlleshall. 

NORWICH CATHEDRAL PRIORY. 

I. 

~he sixteen Nortolk manors and estates of Norwich 

Cathedral Priory (there were ~ few others in Suffolk) were 

widely scattered in the county with a cluster aroUnd the City~2) 

This distribution ensured that sheep-farming wa s practiced on 

some of them, and one or two were in the heart of the Shee -

Corn Region far distant from Norwich. The thirteenth and 

fourteenth century records of the Priory indicate the importance 

of sheep rearing and wool production on such manors as 

Sedgeford and Taverham. By the mid-fifteenth century, most 

of the priory's manorial demesnes had been farmed out, but many 

of the flocks were retained; a notable absentee, however, was 

the flock at Taverham. In the case of Fring, the foldcourse 

of a lay manor was leased to the Priory for a short period and 

Leadlam, op.cit., VII, pp.183, 188,181,174. 
The Priory estates are described fully in H.W. Saunders, 
"An Introduction to the Obedientiary and Manor Rolls of' 
Norwich Cathedral Priory", 1930. 
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made a substantial addition to t he wool clip of the flocks. 

Preserved among the e state records of the Priory are 

a large number of sheep accounts covering the period 1470 to 

1536.(1) Some of these are individual flock accounts following 

the pattern of the shepherds' a-ccounts of lay. estates; others 

are brief lists of the flocks, the number of sheep in each and 

the type of sheep only being given. There are none of the 

normal sheep-reeve type of accounts, but a number do give 

some details of income and expendittre. 

Very little data concerning wool is included in these 

accounts, but figures for the annual sale of wool have been 

found in the accounts of the Master of the Cellar. This was one 

of the most important monastic office s ; the obedientiar's . 
duties included the supervision of fifteen manors, including 

all those engaged in sheep farming, and his account polls for 

the period 1450 to 1536 have been examined. In addition to 

details of the wool clip and prices, these rolls include 

details of receipts and expenses of ' the kind normally found in 

sheep-reeves' accounts, and , an impression can be formed of the 

profits accrumng from the Priory's flocks. 

(1) In the Cathedral Muniment Room. Saunders draws attention 
to ~he sheep accounts but gives only a few details from 
them; he gives figures for sheep in the flocks in 1515 
but they are incorrect - he did not realise that the 
accountant was using the long hundred (p.36). Saunders 
mentions one account, for 1533, which was not to be 
found- among the sheep ac~ounts (pe36). 
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The rolls of 'one other obedientiar are of some value: 

among the items accounted for by the Cellarer are sales and 

purchases of sheep. This is another source of prices. 

II. 

Most of the monastery sheep in any year were 

accounted for by five or six large and constantly maintained 

flocks, with small numbers in several others. The flocks at 

Lathes,(1) Eton, Newton, Sedgeford and Hindringham appear in 

the accounts throughout the period, and five others make less 

frequent but important appearances. (2) The names oftNenty-five 

other flocks also occur but none was maintained for long and 

in many cases the Priory sheep seem to be cullet in a lay 

owner's flock. In the chief flocks, most of the sheep belonged 

to the Priory; but some - never more than 500 altogether -

belonged to the Prior himself,(3) and a few others to the 

farmers of the manors. (4) At Lumnours,(5) the foldcourse itself 

~a s leased to Richard Yuttes in 1499 for £4 after appearing in 

(4) 

(5) 

This flock belonged to Monks Grange, the Priory property 
outside the city walls to the north of Norwich. 
See Appendix 3, Table 34. 
In 1490-91, for example, the Prior had 315 sheep in 
the flocks: 115 at Sedgeford, 37 at Eton, 54 at Lathes, 
35 at Hindringham and 74 at Newton. 
In 1499-1500, for example, there were 238 such sheep: 
60 at Hindringham, 60 at Sedgeford, 60 at Hemsby and 
58 at Newton. 
In Sprowstou; see inf'ra,r· 2.70. 
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the Priory accounts for 13 years. 

At the beginning of the sixteenth century, three 

. large flocks were run by the Priory for the first time - those 

at Gnatingdon(1) and the two at Thorpe. The former wa s an 

important wool-producing manor for the Priory in earlier 

centuries and must have been leased out until 1504. Some of 

the sheep at Thorpe belonged to the Cellarer and were being 

fattened for the kitchen at nearby Norwich. (2) The small · 

numbers of sheep belonging to the Prior, the farmers and the · 

Cellarer are all · included in Table 34. For five years the 

foldcourse at Fring was leased from Sir Robert L'Strange, a s 

recorded in the Camera Prioris Roll of 1501-1502. 

Although the details of the flocks are not always 

complete in the accounts, it is clear that t he total number of 

sheep increased from about 2,500 to about 8,500 over the 

period 1470 to 1520 (see Table 34). The type of Sheep in the 

flocks remained constant for long periods ~lthOUgh only in the 

case of the SHe flock a t La the s was: it the same throughout the 

accounts. Of the other chief flocks, that at Eton comprised 

ewes for many years, was change d to wethers in 1500-1501, and 

reverted to ewes in 1515. At Newton, the wether flock wa s 

stocked with ewes after 1509-1510. At Sedgef ord the sheep 

were wethers until 1493-1494, ewes uptil 1509-1510, and then 

young stock. Hindringham was always a lamb flock and was 

(1) In Sedgeford: a village now lost. 
(2) See infra, p . 2.44 and Appendix 3, Table 36. 
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apparently the reservoir of lambs that has been seen in other 

groups of fIOCkS:(1) lambs were received from the ewe flocks 

each year, and young sheep distributed to the others. At 

Lumnours, the flock WBS changed from ewes to wethers before it 

was leased, that at Gnatingdon was always a ewe flock, and at 

Thorpe there was a flock of each type until both were of 

wethers a~ter 1515. 

Ewes always exceeded wethers in these flocks. The 

sheep population of 1516-1517 was typical: ewes 3,987, wethers 

2,788, lambs 1,687, hustards 82, riggons 64 and hoggs 28. 

As with the lay accounts, there were often small 

numbers of sheep missing for which the shepherds were forced 

to pay; at Eton in 1495-1496, for example, 10 ewes "fuerunt 

in bosco dm ibm" and one was lost "in fossatu casltr. nor. q. 

Ric. Brasier vice' er nor. seist & vendidi t'" the moat of 

Norwich Castle also ensnared 10 sheep from Lumnours.(2) 

III. 

In many of the accounts it is impossible to ascertain 

t he productivity of the ewe flocks in terms of lambs per ewe, 

(1) See supra, pp. 194,207, at alia. 
(2) It was illegal for anybody to keep sheep in the 

Castle ditch or on Castle Meadow, NCMR AB2/158d., 
1535-36. 
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but this has been d one in some cases for nine years 

between 1483 and 1509 . In some of these accounts , the 

number of ewe s giving bil' th to the incre a se of l ambs is 

given, and it was always only slightly le ss t han that 

of ewe's in the flock at the beginning of t he year . There 

had been few deaths of ewes and the fact t ha t the r ate 

of lambs per ewe never reached 1.0 'was cl early due to 

s t erility. This t he accounts state explicitly, relating 

for instance tha t since only 100 lambs . were born from 

200 ewes , then 100 ewes were sterile . 

The average rate f or 21 flocks over the 

pe riod 1483 to 1509 was 0. 52 l ambs per ewe . In five 

cases it exceeded 0. 8, but in three flocks in 1495-1496 

it descended to 0.3. 

Host of the increase of l ambs were kept f or 

re-stocking, and of those sold some were called "draughts": 

these a r e the pucks and pockerells of other a ccounts,(1) 

(1) See supra, p .1 93 £'.n. 1 



fetching lower prices than other lambs. Marking lambs were 

sometimes given to the shepherds. Either the shepherds' 

ineff iciency or t he peculiarity of the animals caused some 

lambs to be wrongly identified ("male nominabantur" ) a s to 

their sex. 

A number of the sales of sheep ~re explicitly 

stated as having been to butchers: they were all of sheep -

mostly wethers - from the flocks at Eton and Newton, near 

Norwich, and the customers were city butchers. In 1504-1505, 

Robert Bronn (a Norwich butcher) bought 122 wethers from 

Newton for £8.10.0.,240 from Eton for £16 and another 62 

from Eton for £3.2.0.. other Norwich butchers mentioned were 

William Grene, Thomas Deye and Thomas Leek. 

The Priory kitchen w~s in part supplied from the 

Priory's own flocks, but the Cellarer's accounts include many 

references to external purchases of sheep, and one to the 

buying of sheep from a Priory flock (see Table 36). In 

addition to the animals bought for current consumption, others 

were kept and fattened in the flocks at Eton and Thorpe, and 

in several accounts the Cellarer includes charge s for the hire 

of pasture in villages near the city. Having slaughtered his 

sheep, t he Cellarer sold pelts(1) and wool to city men, and . 
record s the cost of having the animals washed and shorn. 

One other interesting item appears in the Cellarer's 

accounts: while 15 manors were apportioned to the [aster of the 

(1) There were also sales of pelts from the flocks - see 
Appendix 3, Table 35. 
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Cellar, that at Great Cressingham in Breckland was accounted 

for by the Cellarer. From 1488 to 1508 he records a profit 

of £15 from this manor, but makes no mention of sheep, the 

foldcourse presumably bei"ng leased out. In 1508, t he manor 

itself was leased to Sir Robert Southwell f or £13.13.4. and 

for a term of 10 years; 1526 was the second of a 32-year 

lease to Christopher Jenney a t the same rent. 

IV. 

The Master of the Cellar 's a ccounts must be relied 

upon for most of the avail able dat a concerning wool ; he records 

receipts for wool sold but a lthough there is nothing to suggest 

tha t this was not the whole of the year's clip i n any one case, 

there is nevertheless no certainty about this except when 

additional data is available for three years. Thus, the clips 

of t he individual f locks are known for 1494 and 1502, and the 

totals tally with the wool r ecorded as sold in t he aster of 

the Cell ar's account; and in 1519, tha t obedientiar explicitly 

states that the 609 stones of wool sold was the clip of all 

the flocks that year with the previous year's clip from 

Hindringham. 

For the two years 1494 and 1502, detailed accounts 

make it possible to calculate the fleece weights (see Appendix 

3, Tables 37 and 38). T,he. total clip s were of about 500 

stones; in 1494 the most pl'ominent wool producer was the l ar ge 

mixed flock at Sedgeford, and in 1502 Sedgeford was surpassed 

only by the nearby Fring, leased to the Priory a t this time. 
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Fleece weights show the usual variations between difrerent 

kinds of sheep but there is not the consistency here that is 

found in most other accounts: wether fleeces are sometimes 

the heaviest - f rom 10 to 13 making up a stone of wool - but 

at Eton in 1502, for a reason not apparent in the accounts, 

24 wether fleeces were needed for each stone; ewe fleeces 

were generally lighter - from 10 to 15 providing a stone - but 

the best weights in any flocks during these two years were 

achieved by the 'ewes at the leased Fring - about 7 to the stone. 

Apart from these two years, average fleece weights for the 

flocks ~sa whole can be found for the six years whose sheep 

accounts and Camera Prioris rolls have both survived· the 

figures are 14 fleece s to the stone in 1491, 11 in 1493, 12 

in 1494, 16 in 1496, 12 in 1502 and 13 in 1510. It is here 

assumed that the wool sold was, in fact, the whole of the 

current year's clip. 

There is little indication in the Camera Prioris 

rolls of 'the marketing of the Priory's wool. Some must have 

been sold in the city, but the only record is a small debt 

for wool from a butcher, Thomas Deye. On the eye of the 

Dissolution in 1535-36, all 263 stones were sold to the well 

known clothier, Thomas Spring of Lavenham ("Magro Spryng de 

Laueham in Com. Suff. ,,), and one wonders how often the Priory 

ignored the local worsted industry in disposing of its wool. 



247. 

v. 
Unusually large numbers of cullet sheep were included 

in some of the Priory floCks, even exceedin 700 for two 

years at Sedgef ord. (1) When the numbers were so large, one 

or two men usually supplied the bulk of t he sheep: at 

Sedgeford, one man put~69 of the 729 cullet sheep in 1487-88 , 

and another 360 out of 708 in 1489-90- and at Cley in 1487-88" 

325 of the 349 cullet animals belonged to only three men -

with 80, 100 and 145 respectively. 

Among the cullet sheep were those customarily f ed, 

without charge , for the shepherds- they varied from 20 (at 

Catton in 1495-96) to 120 (at Sedge f ord in 1489-90). At 

Lathes in 1495-96, the shepherd had a customary 50 sheep and 

paid 2d. each for another 15. Customary allowances of cullet 

were sometimes made also to the farmer of the manor and to 

the stockman (llstaurarius"). 

Payments made for cullet sheep varied from flock to 

flock and with different kinds of sheep. Usually these sheep 

were in the flock for the whole year, but occasionally the 

period wa s three or six months and the charges were reduced. 

In the Thorpe flocks in 1504-05, 1d. per head was paid for 

60 sheep kept in the flock for six months, td. for 96 for 

(1) For example: at Eton, 360 in 1475-76 and 380 in 1483-84j 
at Sedgeford, 480 in 1483-84, 729 in 1487-88 and 708 
in 1489-90; at Cley, 349 in 1487-88. 
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six months, and 1d. for 120 for the whole year. The payment 

for lambs was usually smaller - i de as compared with 1d. for 

sheep at Eton in 1477-78. Charges were often 1d. or 2d. for 

a year's cullet, and occasionally higher - 1id. for six 

months at Fring in 1499-1500 and 2i d. for a year at Eton in 

1508-09. 

Payments for tathing are frequently recorded , but in 

some cases bathing was carried out as a customary allowance 

without payment, usually for the farmer of the manor and also 

for the shepherd. (1) Where payment was made , it was usually 

1s. or 2s. per acre and as in other accounts t here were 

different charges for tathing at different seasons. At 

Sedgeford in 1496-97, ten acres tathed before autumn were 

rated at 1s. each and fifteen acres during the winter at 

1s.4d.. The highest charge of 2s • . per acre seems to have 

been for a special privilege: it was paid for 5a.3r. at 

. Catton in 1495-96 which had been tathed twice ("duplicit. 

compostat.") Some of the soil in Catton may well have been 

in need of additional manuring: when the manor and foldcourses 

were farmed out, the Priory received a rent of £2.13.4. but in 

1519 it dropped to £2 on account of the soil's infertility 

~& non ·plus ob sterelitatem terr. ill. II). 

(1 ) Examples of allowances to the farmer: at Eton, 20a. in 
1477-78 and 30a. in 1484-85; at Lathes, 15a. - and 1a. for 
the shepherd - 1n 1483-84; at Sedgeford, 46a.3r. in 1508-
09; at Newton, 80a. in 1508-09; and at Lathes 15a. were 
cons1stent~y tathed for the master of St. Magda~ene's 
Hospital in lieu of 20s. rent for the farm of pasture 
for the flock. 
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VI. 

Although there was - in 1508-09 at l east - a super- ' 

visor of the monastery sheep , he seems to have made no account 

of the type presented by the. lay lord's sheep-reeve. The 

manors were apportioned to the Master of the Cellar, and all 

receipts and expenses connected with the sheep were included 

in his accounts - the Camera Prioris rolls (see Appendix 3, 

Table 35). Receipts were f 9r the sale of sheep, wool . and 

skins, and it is clear t ha t wool was the chief source of 

profit in most years. Profits f rom sheep sold increase in 

the 1500's, approachi ng and even surpassing those from WOOl, 

perhap s r efl ecting the increasing demand for mutton from the 

City of Norwich. A variety of items appear among the 

expenses. 

Some interesting points are raised by the remuneration 

of the shepherds. In some years only t hree shepherds' wage s 

are recorded: some of the othe rs were possibly, as at Newton 

in 1477-78, paid by the farmers of the manors. In other 

accounts, the wages of six or eight shepherds and of the 

stockman ( ll staurariustt ) are mentioned, and they we re usually 

paid in quarter- or haif-yearly instalments. (1) The 

\I staurariustt , or in earlier accounts the " estaurator" , was 

presumably in the nature of a sheep-reeve or curator of all 

animals on the manors; both he and the shepherds were given 

( 1 ) For exampl~, at Thorpe , 23s.4d. for half-year in 1504-05· 
at Lathes, the same; at Eton, 13s.~d. for quarter-year in 
1504-05; and at Hindringham, 46s.8d. for the whole year 
in 1504-95. 

---------------------------------------------~ 
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an extra allowance for their livery ("liberatura"). 

Shepherds' wages were usually from £1 to £3 per annum. (1) 

ot'ten, the shepherds were provided with corn ("me tte corn" , 

"me tecorn"), presumably for sheep feed during the winter, or 

perhaps for their own use.(2) In some cases, the flock 

accounts are followed by a reckoning made between the Master 

of the Cellar and the shepherd: the payments due from the 

shepherd are noted, followed by the allowanceg due to him; 

for example, 

Sedgeford. Reckoning between the M. of the C. and the 
shepherd, 28th November, 1509. 

The shepherd seeks for his stipend for three 
terms to the 1st November, 1508 

He seeks for his livery 
He ' seeks for 600 balls of redding bought 

(1'J? Dc de Redyng balle Sll) 
He seeks for oil bought 

Total sought 
Less tathe and cullet payments due from him 
Less an allowance for his rent 

So remains 
Paid. 

£2. 5. o. 
5. o. 
1. 6. 
1. 2. 

2.1 2. 8. 
2. 6. 

12. 5. 
1.17. 9. 

Other labour charges involved the driving of sheep 

from flock to flock, the castration of lambs, washing and 

shearing the sheep(3) (including food for these men in 1452-53) 

(1) For example: in 1509-10,4 shepherds got £2.13.4. and 3 
got £3 each. The stockman and 8 shepherds had a total of 
£ 2 for their liveries. 

(2) For example: in 1452- 53, 3 shepherds received 7 quarters 
of barley each; in 1453-54 some rye was included, and in 
1508-09 some meslin. 

(3) Costs in 1477-78 we r e : 
for 278 sheep, 1 s. 9d. for shearing , 1 s . 2d. for washing 
and 2d. for winding; at Eton, 2s.4d. and 1s.2d. for 
shearing and washing ; at Lathes, 5s.2d. and 2s. 2d. ~ and 
at Newton, 3s., is.4d. and id. 
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wool winding (If In wyndyng & t wynll), carryi ng wool f rom the 

flocks to Norwich (most of these entries concern Sedgeford 

whence the wool had to be capried the greatest distance), and 

marking the sheep (" signanc' m grege sIt ) . 

The usual materials used appear in t he 'laster of the 

Cellar's accounts: tar,(1) PitCh,(2) redding (3) butter 

(" in butiro"), oil, wax ("pro cep o", "sepum" ), grease (" gre sse") , 
carriage of the goods was added to the price a barrel of 

pitch costing 5s. at King's Lynn, for example, cost another 

Bd. for its carriage to Fring. (4) Another expense was for 

the manufacture and carriage of hurdles. (5) Some idea of the 

miscellaneous items of expenditure in a . foldcourse is given 

by a reckoning made between the 1 ast er of the Cellar and 

Richaro. Crysp: 

(1) Costs of tar varied with the size of the barrels: in 
1533-34, two barrels "maioris circuli" at 7s.2d. each. 
Other prices: 6s.Bd. and 10s. in 1452-53, 6s. in 1462-63, 
5s.Bd. in 146B-69, and 4s.5d. in 150B-09. In 1493-94, 
a "lest" of tar cost ,£2. 

(2) ' prices: 10s. per barrel in 1~52-53, 6s.8d. in 1468-69, 
5s. in 1492-93, IBnd 4s.8d. in 1493-94. 

(3) Often bought in balls - at Fring in 1501-02, 1,600 
"Redyng balles" cost 4s.4d. 

(4) Also, in 1508-09 tar bought at Little Valsingh~ cost 
4s.5d. and its carriage to Hindringham 1d. 

(5) For example: a dozen cost 1s.6d. in 1462-63 and 1468-69, 
1s.2d. in 1473-74 and 1501-02, and 1s.8d. in 1477-7B 
when five dozen bought at Norwich cost 4d. to be 
carried to Eton. 



Sedgeford, 1504-05. 
2 dozen hurdles against the clipping 
For t wo men "to stoppe the Clowse ayenst 

the wa. s shyng" 
For gelding lambs 
1 barrel of pitch 
1 barrel of tar 
Carriage of the barrels f rom King's Lynn 
1000 balls of redding ("a rnJ." ) 
i stone of "roope yarne to stoon wt the wulle" 
8 dozen hurdles to West anor 
2 gallons of oil for Sedgeford and Gnatingdon 

flocks 
1 II Spanyssh staff" 

Total 
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3s. 4d. 

6 
4 

4 . 0 
4 0 

8 
4 0 

5 
9 4 

2 4 
1 7 

1.10. 6. 

For many years, rents for the hire of foldcourses, 

land and pasture are included among t he expenses. The two 

foldcourses in Thorpe, for e xample" were l eased to t he Priory 

for £7 per annum and for 20 years by t he Bishop of Norwich in 

1504, and another was leased from the master of agdalene 

College. Other lessors were content to receive the benefit 

of the Priory sheep: at Poswick in 1453-54, nothing was paid 

for the use of certain lRnd by t he flock "q. compostur 

satisfeci t p. firma". 

Legitimate methods of increasi ng pasturage were not 

always sufficient, it seems; the Pr ior of Norwich was reported 

by the 1517 COmmiSS10ners(1) to have converted ar able land to 

pasture in Martham, Hindringham, Thorpe and Postwick , and at 

the last named a plough was put down a s a result. 

(1) See supra, pp.183-5. 
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VII. 

At t he Dissolution the Priory estates were, of course, 

broken up and sold or le ased; a number of the foldcoursex may 

be traced in lay ownership later in the sixteenth century. 

Martin Hastings owned Hindringham manor and 

foldcourse in 1541-42 when he was having difficulty with 

his tenants over an extension of the foldcourse. Interrog­

atories put to witnesses in this dispute mention the 

customary feeding of the sheep by the former Priory 

shePherd.(1) 

The two foldcourses in Thorpe had been leased 

to the Priory by the Bishop of Norwich. They passed 

from Bishop Nicke to Bishop Rugge, and then, at the 

Dissolution, to the king: Edward VI then conveyed them 

to Thomas Paston and he to Edward Paston. Paston found 

himself defending his ownership of the foldcourses 

against Leonard Spencer who based his claim on a lease 

from Bishop N1cke.(2) 

P.R.D. D.L.3/39· see supra, p.3~ 
P. R. o. c2/p6/6; see infra, pp. 275 et se9: 
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SIR RI CHARD SOUTHW~=.;L~O,;.;;;.F ____ 0"",-0;;..;;D~R=I~S=IN;;.;.;G;;.",,-...;.1 .6544=--..;:;4Wl:.5 , 
1548-49, 1250- 61-62. 

I. 

The Southwell family(1) was amon the l ar gest estate 

owners in Norfolk - several of its me~bers were prominent in 

local government and occupied administrative off ices in London. 

Richard Southwell, the grandfather of t he man whose sheep 

accounts we :, 'shall ,be conSidering , had been l!ischeator of Norfolk 

and Suffolk in 1459-60 and Marshall of t he Exche quer in 

14~4-65 ; ' and in the latter year he had a grant of 20 marks re r 

annum on the alnage of Suff olk. His grandson, Sir Richard 

Southwell (1504-1564),(2) compl e t ed his wardship with 

Sir Thoma s Wyndham in 1525. In 1534-35 he was Sheriff of 

Norfolk, and in the following years vra s active in the proceed­

ings against the monasteries, making grea t profits out of t he 

surrenders. Sir Richard became Receiver to the Court of 

Augmentations in 1538 , and Member of Parliament for Norfolk in 

1539- he was one of the Privy Councillors, and was knighted in 

1542. He attended Privy Council mee tings regularly throughout 

Edward VI's reign but lost his sea t on the accession of 

Elizabeth. Sir Richard's f irst Wife, ThomaSine, was the daughter 

of Sir Robert Darcy of Danbury in Essex; his two illegitimate 

sons by his second wife, Mary, occupied the Southwell households 

(1) The following details are taken from Blomefield , op.cit., 
X, 274-8, unless otherwise stated. 

(2) D.N. B., volume 53 (1898), pp.292-3. 
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a t Horsham St. Faiths ( Richard) and Morton (Thomas). 

Sir Richard's younger brother, Robert (d.1559 ),(1) 

also held important posts in London; he wa s Ma ster of t he 

Rolls , a ste r of Re que sts i n 1541, a nd Chancellor of the court 

of Augmentations in 1542. He had previously been Solicitor 

of tha t Court in 1537 , doing much surveying on its behalf, and 

wa s knighted in the same year. Like his brother, Robert 

profited greatly f rom his business about the suppression of 

the mona steries. 

By the ' account of Ambrose Jermyn in 1545-46, Sir 

Rihhard wa s lord of manors in 22 Norf olk Villages,( 2) and 

owned other l and outside the county. All but f ive of the 

Southwe l l flocks were going in right of these lordship s· of 

those five, two were in manors w~ich later came into the 

family's possession, and the remaining three were possibly 

ac quired a s a r e sult of Southwell's activity in the suppression 

of Ca stle Acre, Walsingham and Shouldham Priories. Definite 

acquisi tions at this time were the Priory of St. F'ai ths at 

Horsham, with its demesnes and the manors of Horsham and 

Loc. ci t •• 
Wood Rising, Cranworth, Letton (Butlers manor), Whinburgh, 
lestfield, Scoulton, Carbrooke, Saham Toney, Little 

Cressingham, Tottington (Campsey and Mortimer.s manors), 
Threxton, Morton, West Rudham, Kipton, Bircham Tofts, 
Great Bircham, Burnham (Lexham's manor), Geyton, 
Brancastor, Burnham Thorpe (Wymondham's manor), 
Horsham St. Faiths, and Walsoken. 
Blomefield, loc.cit •. 
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West Rudham, and (in association with Sir Richard Gresham) the 

House , manor and rectory of the Preceptory at Carbrooke whose 

property included a foldcourse for 200 sheep. (1) 

Accounts of Southwell 's flocks are available f or 

the 'years 1544-45,(2) 1548-49,(3) 1550-51(4) and 1561-62. (5) 

The first set is composed of detailed flock-by-flock accounts, 

together with those of the, sheep-reeve . The 1548-49 accounts 

include no separate flock accounts but only the reckonings of 

the sheep-reeve. Floc k accounts are included in both the 

remaining sets of accounts, foll owed in those of 1561-62 by 

the sheep-reeve's accounts . A final account(6 ) is un-dated 

and only limited use will be made of it. The documents of 

1544-45 and 1561-62 are to be found in books comprising the 

accounts of all of Southwell's manorial offi cers: those of 

the bailiffS, shepherds, sheep-reeve and receiver. Thus there 

is a record of receipts and expenses of the whole Southwell 

estates, and it is possible to set the profits of the sheep 

against the background of Sir Ri chard Southwell's total income 

from his landed property • 

. 1 V.C.H. Norfolk, Vol.II, pp. 348, 424-5. 
'2 B •• Stowe 775. 
3 N. P.L. N.R.S. 11310, 26B3. 
4 N.P.L. N.R.S. 12396, 2701. 
5 B. M. Stowe 775. 
6 N.P.L. N. R.S. 12948 27F2. 
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II. 

In 1544-45, the ' Southwell flocks numbered 14 and the 

foldcourses were situated in 11 villages; three other flocks 

were leased out this year and ~vo more were leased after the 

beginning of the period of these accounts. The number of 

flocks was reduced to 11 in 1548-49, but no doubt some were 

farmed out for a number of the missing ones re-appear in the 

accounts of 1550-51 when there were again 14. And by 1561-62 

the number had increased to 18. In accordance with these 

changes, the total number of Sheep varied from nearly ten to 

nearly eighteen thousands (see Appendix 3, Tables 39 to 42). 

The type of sheep in the different flocks showed little change 

over these 17 years, but there was an over-all decrea se in the 

proportion of ewes to wethers. 

Of the 14 flocks in 1.544-45, seven were composed of 

ewes and contained roughly half of the total number of sheep. 

Three other flocks were of wethers, and this type also 

predominated in the two mixed flocks. Finally, there were 

two hogg flocks comprised mainly of ewe hoggs to be used for 

re-stocking; one of these was at Shouldham, but the foldcourse 

was leased out at the end of this year and does not appear 

in the later accounts (see Table 39). 

~he form of the 1548-49 accounts precludes any 

definite identification of the type of sheep in the flocks· 

however, the six flocks pr oducing large numbers of lambs were 

presumably ewe flocks, four were probably of wethers, and the 

other - at alsingham - was now the hog flock and comprised 
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lambs drawn from the ewe flocks (see Table 40). 

In 1550-51, ewes were again stocked in seven of the 

14 flocks but they amounted to rather more than half of the 

total number of sheep - nearly 755"0 at the beginning of the 

year • . Four were wether flocks, one was mixed, and that at 

Walsingham was again composed of young animals. This concen­

tration on ewes resulted in an increase of over 5,000 lambs 

which mus t have been considerably in excess of the needs for 

re-stocking. There was no change in the flocks during the 

year but the total number of sheep increased substantially 

(see Table 41). 

By 1560-61 there had been a shift in the high 

proportion of ewes in the flocks: even allowing for the ewes 

in the mixed flocks, whose exact composition is urucnown, less 

than 50% of the total number of sheep were ewes. There were 

f ive ewe flocks, six of wethers, three mixed in t ype, two of 

hustards and two of hoggs. The decrease in the number of 

ewes was relative to that of other types, but there was no 

absolute decline and more lambs were produced than in 1550-51. 

III. 

The predominance of ewes in Sir Richard Southwell 's 

flocks meant that his annual increase of lambs was a very large 

one: the increase was achieved not only by sheer weight of 

numbers of ewes but as the result of some high rates of l ambs 

per ewe • . In 1544-45, for example, the low lambing rates of the 

handful of ewes in one mixed flock and of the ewe flock at 
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Tottington reduced the average rate for all flocks no more 

than to 0.67: the big increases of lambs in four other flocks 

were at the high rates of between 0.65 and 0.80. These 

Southwell flocks well illustrate a point that will be borne 

out by a number of the sheep accounts under consideration: 

the best lambing rates were achieved in the l argest ewe flocks, 

the poorest in the small - and especially t he mixe d - flocks. 

The most productive Southwell flocks were the l arge scale, 

specialised ventures (see Table 39). 

No l ambing r ates can be deduced from the scanty 

data of the 1548-49 accounts, but the numbers of lambs sold 

show that the most productive flocks of 1544-45 were again 

predominant (see Table 40). The increase of lambs rose from 

4,400 in 1544-45 to 5,200 in 1551-52, and the r a te of lambs 

per ewe was up to an average for all flocks of 0.73; only the 

ewes going in the Tottington wether flock, and the small ewe 

flock at Horsham fell below this, and four flocks reached to 

around the 0.8 mark (see Table 41). In the 1561-62 accounts 

it is not possible to determine the number of ewes in the 

mixed flocks and so no average lambing rate can be given. But 

in the large ewe flocks the rates were high, ranging from 

0.6 to 0.8 (see Table 42). 

The profitable sale of good quality lambs was not the 

object, at least not the result, of this large-scale lamb 

producti0n. A high proportion of .the lambs were retained as 

fresh stock for the flocks, and of those sold most were the 

low-priced pOults.(1) Of the 3,365 lambs recorded as 'sold' 

(1) See supra, 1p.19:5,£.n.L 
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in 1548- 49, 2,495 went to other Southwell fl ocks f or re-stock­

ing : 1 ,099 were sent to the lamb f lock a t alsingham to be 

he ld until needed elsewhere~ 865 from one Tottington flock to 

another , and 531 - all poults - to t he home flock a t Wood 

Rising. Th~ l a t ter were presumably destined for the kitchen 

and f or .butchers. In 1561-62, 2,945 l amb s (over hal f t he 

increase) were set f or stock in the flocks and provided the 

entire needs in this respect; a fur ther 2,281 - mostly poult s -

were sold, and 48 went to the Southwell kitchen. 

The pattern of l amb disposal in 1550-51 was t ypical 

of that in any of these four years ; many of the l ambs were 

sold , most of the se being powts or poults, and the rest were 

set for stock, or held for f uture re quirements in the 

Walsingham l amb lIreservoir". Take, for example, the fate of 

the 970 l ambs born and surviving at Bircham Tofts: 96 went to 

the rector in tithes, 5 were given to shepherds and 17 diedj 

469 were sold ; 120 remained to stock the Tofts flock, 27 

we re drafted into another flock, and 240 joined the l ambs a t 

Wal singham. In the latter flock, store lambs were gathered 

from the ewe f locks, and were sent out whenever fresh ani mals 

were ~eeded· it wa s a flock which was necessarily subject to 

great f luctuat ions in size. Peter Graie, the sh~phe rd at 

alsingham , began t he year 1550-51 with only 31 sheep remaining 

fr om his previous account; of t his year's increase he received 

465 f emale lambs, 440 ' castrated (wether) lambs , and 137 

uncastrated male l ambs . The mortality following weaning was 

high, 450 dying before shearing and the remaining 610 ( 13 were 
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missing) were surprisingly subjected to shearing " this was an 

unusual procedure with lambs, which must have endangered their 

survival, and only highly profitable wool sale9 could have 

justified the snatching of the mere 25 stones. Having been 

clipped , 511 ewe and wether hoggs were sent out for stocking, 

but the total complement of the alsingham flock was 

increased to 1,053 by th~ end of Graie's account by the receipt 

of more lambs from t he ewe flocks. 

The sa le of full grown sheep l ar gely concerned old 

or inferior stoCk, and Southwell appears to have sought little 

profit from the sa le of prime animals. The out-going animals 

were powt l ambs, crone ewes and some old wethers ; most of them 

must have gone to butchers, but few high quality fat wethers 

or hoggs were spe cially r a ised for this marke~. In 1561-62, 

however, there a re indica tions that sale s of sheep were more 

i mportant, but there is no s~cific reference to the mutton 

market. Over two-thirds of the wethers sold tha t year were 

for use in the Southwell households, by William Page, butcher 

at V ood Risin and by Anthony Southwell at Horsham St. Faiths. 

Above thms number there were sales of 360 wethers and 618 

ewes fetching high enough prices for them not to have been 

crone sheep. 

The volume of pelts available for sale is shown in 

the Tables (39 to 42). Prices increased f rom 2td, each in 

1544-45 to .6d. each in 1548-49 and 1550-51, but fell to 3~d. 

in 1561-62· in 1550-51, 11 2 lamb skins f e tched 8d. per dozen. 

In only one case is the customer i dentified - in 1561-62 all 

747 pelts were bought by J ohn ff oreste, glover. 
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IV. 

The ne glect of the market f or prime sheep (at least 

in the earlier of the se accounts) and the shearing of l amb s 

have suggested tha t wool production may have bee n the Chief 

concern of Southwell's sheep farming. The accounts make it 

clear tha t wool clip s were l ar ge and f leece s were hea vy ; and 

the receipts f or wool sold figure pr orn~nently in the sheep­

reeve's accounts. 

There were notable vari a tions in wool productivity 

between these four years. In 1544-45, over 11,000 sheep were 

shorn to give a clip of ne arly 1 ,200 stones a nd the aver age 

fleece weight was ve ry high - only about 9 fleeces provided 

a stone of wool. Diffe rence s in fleece we i ghts be t ween ewes 

and wethers conform to the usual pattern but the most striking 

fe a ture this year was t he small range of this vari a tion. By 

1548- 49, the wei ght of ewe fleeces was no longer compar able 

with tha t of wether fleeces and t he avera e number of fleeces 

needed for a stone of wool had risen to 13' the total clip 

had f allen to a little ove r 700 stones. 

In 1550-51, the clippers dealt with a number of 

sheep very close to that of 1544-45, but the sheep yielded 

about 400 stones of wool less and the average number of 

fleeces perstone wa s as many as 14. The very high proportion 

of ewes this year was l a r gely responsible for this, but even 

the wether fleeces were lighter and only the wethers at 

Great Bircham lived up to the reputation of their kind. The 

lambs at Val singham, clipped within a f ew months of birth, 
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yielded only one stone from every 24 "fleeces". 

Over 14,000 sheep were shorn in 1561-62 giving the 

largesf clip of' t hese accounts - over 1,500 stones - and 

involving a return to t he high avera ge f l eece we i ght of 1544-

l 

45. A higher proportion of' the sheep t h is year were wethers, 

but even the ewe fleeces showed a mar ked improvement i n we i ght. 

Such vari ations a s these within a short period of' years can 

be a t t ributable only to the ef'fect of weather conditions on 

the quality of pastures. 

It appears that the whole of the clip was sold each 

year. The sheep-reeve's account of 1544-45 shows tha t 1,196 

stones had been sold the previous year , and in 1544-45 itself' 

most of the clip of 1,190 stones wa s sold to John Warner of 

Dedham in Essex; the price varied from 3s.2d. to 4s. per stone. 

For some unspecified rea son the wool of the t wo Burnham 

flocks - both leased out - was said to have been worth 9s. 

per stone in 1544-45. The 1548-49 clip of 721 stones was 

sold in toto to John Warner again, and in the year of the 

un-dated account another Dedham man, John Web, took over 

650 stones; the remainder of the latter year's clip wa s 

bought by John Savage. The prices for thesetwo years 
. 

were 7s.4d. and 6s.8d. per s tone respectively. In 1561-62, 

the whole clip of over 1,500 stones was sold to Willi~ 

Patricke, a Norfolk wool brogger, for 6s.8d. pe r 
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stone·. ( 1 ) The sale of wool to, Essex men may reflect the 

Southwell family connections with that county for Sir 'Richardts 

first wife had come from Danbury. 

v. 
Gullet sheep were a relatively unimportant source 

of ,income in the Southwell flocks. Re ceipts totalled only 

£3.11.0. in 1544-45, and in 1548-49 only one of the 11 flocks 

included any culle t sheep at all (John Elwyn paid 4d. each 

for 120 sheep at Wessenham North Hall) . In 1550-51, 12 of 

the flocks were without any tenants t shee p , but f our men put 

9~ into the flock at Tottington South Ground (40,30, 12 and 

10 at 4d. pe r head) and f our tenants kept 362 in the 

Spi~vorth flock (240, 64, 40 and 20 at 4d. per head). There 

were no receipts for cullet shee~ in any of the flocks in 

1561-62. 

Payments for tathing were more numerous, most of 

the foldcourse s including some land of the tenants. These 

~ayments are of interest f or the distinction between summer 

<.1) An information was presented to the Exche quer concerning 
the sale of Southwell t s wool this year as it wa s 
illegally sold outside Norfolk (see infra, pp.4;3-5. ) 
The informer named the offenders as William Patrick and 
John ¥atts of :attishall and Richard Cooke of Little 
Barningharo; he alleged that they had bought 600 stones 
of wool from Sir Richard Southwell at 5s.4d. per stone, 
and sold it to three Colchester clothiers and others. 
Th~ wool broggers denied it but judgement was given 
against them. (P.R.O. E159/345/Trin.61) 
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of the foldcourses the payments were 18. per acre t athed in 

the summer a nd 1s.4d. per acre in the winter· in t wo of the 

Tottington foldcourses the rates were 6d. and 1s. 

~¥o other small receipts were for heath or broom 

(uJampnoru or "Jumpnor II) sold and for t he rent of certain 

lands. The broom was gathered on a number of the foldcourses 

and sold by the cart-load (" carre ct.") or the horse'-load 

("e qua l! )· in 1561-62, a cart-load fetched 4d. The lands 

rented out we re not extensive: "new close" at easenham, 

"the shepe close" at Bircham Tofts, a close situated next to 

the foldcourse at Tottington Lod e Ground in 1548-49; and 

"Litill shepe closseu and "great shepes closse" at Veasenham· 

a close at Tottington, 19 acres in the foldcourse at 

Spixworth in 1550-51. 

Finally rents were received f or leased f oldcourses 

and flocks. In 1544-45 the t wo Burnham ewe flocks were 

leased out after the beginning of the ye ar, both for £,3.6.8. 

per 100 sheep giving a total rent of £62.10.0. The r ent of 

three foldcourses leased out this year will have appeared in 

the bailiff's accounts. In 1548-49 the Burnham flocks were 

again in the hands of farmers, a nd a t the same rents, but were 

in Southwell t s own possession in both 1550-51 and 1561-62. 

Among the expenses were, of cour se, rents paid for foldc ourses 

in farm from other men· in 1561-62, for instance, 140 sheep 

fr om Brancaster Marsh were delive.red to Sir Christopher Heydon 

for the farm of the foldcourse at Threxton. 
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In the accounts of 1544-45, 1548- 49 and 1561-62, 

two i mportant items of expenditure were concerned with the 

use and mis- use of the foldcourses . The first wax the rent 

for the' foldcourses and in most cases was made to the bailiff 

of the manor concerned. In each of t he first two years this 

payment exceeded £100 and although it was excluded f rom the 

sheep- reeve ', s account in 1561 - 62, the bailiffs t accounts for 

that year show that it amounted to nearly £28 2. The second 

item was the recompense paid f or dama e done by the sheep 

to tenants t land lying in the f oldcourses; there is no 

indication of such payments in any of t he other sheep accounts 

under consnera tion in this Chapter. The most likely 

explanation of the damage is tre destruction of growing corn 

on open- field parcels which were not liable to use as sheep 

feed in those particular years, and ne gligence by the shepherds I 
may be i mplied. In 1548-49, the total payment was of nearly 

£ 20, the amount in individual f oldcourses varying from 8s.8d. 

at Ringland to £5. 3.0~ at easenham. (1) 

Shepherdst wages were the next expense dealt with 

by the sheep-reeve. ages varied, presumably with the size 

of the flocks : in 1548-49, two Shepherds received £4 each, 

( 1 ) Southwell does not appear to have increased his pastures 
by the conversion of arable l and on any consi erable 
scale: the 1517 commissioners reported only one 
effence by him - the conversion to sheep pasture of 
80 acres at ¥easenham. 
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three got £3. 6. 8., one £3, f our £2.1 3. 4 . and the eleventh 

£2 . 6. 8. (1) Each man re ceived an additional 5s. f or his 

livery (1IIiberatur"), and the tota l wage bill was £36 .1 5. 0. 

The stipend of the sheep- reeve involved another £5. Shepherdst 

wages had increased considerably by 1561-62 when 18 men 

received a t otal of £62.7.4., and the sheep-reeve received 

£20 ("ffeods. cum Regards. ") . 

A numb~r of other l abour services were included 

among the e xpenses : washing and shearing , draggi ng the pastures 

and - in 1548- 49 - repairing the wool house at Rudham. 

The usual purchases of hurdles and of materials f or 

use at clipping are recorded in these accounts. In 1548- 49 , 

39 dozen hurdles were bought at 1 s. L~d . per dozen, and by 

1561 - 62 the price had increa sed to 2s. 6t d. for each of 85 

dozens . Tar , pitch and redding were b ought f or use at the 

clipping and a further expense was necessary in some flocks 

f or grease . In 1548-49, t he pri ce of a barrel of tar was 

usually 8s. (sometimes 6s.4d., 6s. 8d. or 7s.)· and pitch was 

bought at 1s. 2d. or 1 s . 4d. per stone · redding cost 3s. per 

" cercino" . By 1561-62, tar was costing 10s. 5d. pe r barrel, 

pitch 9s. 4d. per barrel and redding about 1s.4t d. per "Lood". 

In a final section, the Sheep-reeve lists t he arrears 

due at the end of the account, and two items are of some 

(1) The shepherds of the two Burnham f locks were provided 
and paid by the farmers . 
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intere st in the a ccount of 1548- 49. He records that 60 

wethers were de livered to the lord's steward, 1'lilliam 

Bromefilde, "whereof he affirmeth xxi x spent in t he household 

and the r e st to be t aken by the rebells" ; thi s wa s the year 

of Ket ' s rebellion. A second item shows t hat J ohn Varner of 

Dedham in Essex , who had bought the whole of t his year 's wool 

clip , had not yet delivered any of this payment· Warner wa s 

a lso in arrears for his purchases of wool at the end of the 

1544-45 account. 

VII. 

For t hree of the f our years of these sheep accounts 

it is possible to compile a reck oning of the sheep-r~eve's 

receipts and e xpenses (see Appendix 3, Tabl e s 43, 45" and 46) ; 

no sheep-reeve's account is available for 1550-51. Of uni que 

i mportance, however, are the books of accounts of 1544-45 and 

1561-62 of which the sheep accounts form a part; they include 

the accounts of all Southwell's bailiffs, and f inally those of 

his receivers (see Tables 44 and 47). The i mportance of the 

flocks in the total va lue of his estates .emphasises Southwell's 

interest in sheep farming. 

The final profit achieved by the sheep-reeve in 

1544-45 amounted to £372. 9. 6. and, after allowances of just 

over £44 had been made, the sum of £328.8.10. was due to the 

receiver. Par t of this sum was due from the sheep-reeve 

himself and part from the buyer of Southwell's wool t h is 

year - John Warner of Dedham. In the receiver's account s, the 
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pr of its of the sheep take second place onl y eo Southwell's 

i nherited l ands and po s sessions: t he value of t hese - largely 

in rents f or leased manors and lands - exceeded £540. Setti ng 

aside the substantial arrear s fr om the previous year, f oreign 

receipts take a poor third pl ace with ab out £180. The pro~its 

of t he sheep thus comprised ne arly 25% of the gro ss receipts 

this year, and with mo s t o~ his demesnes farmed out they 

represent Southwell 's only direct exploitation o~ his estates. 

In 1548-49 , the sheep~reeve's profit was of much t he 

same proportion as tha t o~ 1544-45: £379. 9.1. O~ this, over 

£325 was paid in to the re ce iver, l eaving arrears of about 

£54 still owing. 

~he sheep-reeve ' s profits of 1561 - 62 were very much 

l ar ger . His account s ·show a surplus of £769.15.6-l: and the 

receiver re corded the sum of £760. 0.11 * as t he profits of the 

sheep: there is no apparent explana tion of this discrepancy. 

Again, the sheep were second only to Southwell 's hereditaments 

in the receiver's accounts , and as in 1544-45, they provided 

nearly 25% of the gross receipts. But the prof it of 1561 - 62 

is not strictly compar able with those of 1544-45 and 1548-49 

Since, as we have seen, t he rent of ~~e foldcourses was 

included among the expenses in t he t\"/o earlie r years but not 

in the later year. The bailiffs' accounts of 1561 - 62, however, 

show tha t the rents amounted to ne arly £282. They are thus 

included, under hereditaments, i n t he receiver's account but 

must be deducted from the sheep-reeve's profit i f t hat item is 

to appear realisticall y. 
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JOHN CORBE TT OF SPROvSTON, 155g-15~. 

I. 

Alth ough his sheep farmi ng wa s not on a sca le 

compar able with that o~ the men previously considered , 

J ohn Corbett(1) was t ypical of the landowners with hal f - a ­

dozen ~locks and about 5,000 sheep . The Corbett estates , 

w~e situated ne ar the city of No~vich, several of t he manors 

bei ng i n villages bordering on t he grea t wa ste o~ ousehold 

Heat h; not only did Mousehold provide l egitimate pa sture f or 

his foldcourses, but ~t tempted John's son, Miles, to increase 

his sheep feed at the expe nse o~ t he commoners ' rights. 

Accounts of John Corbett's flocks have survived from 

the years 1554 to 1557,(2) during the l a st decade of his life; 

John - a lawyer - made his will in 1558 and was succeeded by 

Sir .iles Corbett (d.1609). Two of the seve~ f oldcourses were 

in Sprowstonj one of these had been , granted to John in 1540, 

having previously belonged ' to the See of No~vich: it was 

probably Lumnours course which has already been seen in the 

sheep accounts of Norwich Cathedral Priory. (3) The other flock 

here was ca lled Sprowston "alias Rakkey" foldcourse, and was 

probably situated towards the neighbouring village of 

Rackheath where Sir Miles Corbett received a gr ant of l ands 

and pastures in 1605. Clo se by was awdelyn foldcourse, the 

The details in this section are f rom Blomefield, 
op.cit., X, 459-60. 
N.P.L. N.R.S. 11313, 26B3. 
See supra, p. 21tO ~ Stlq. 
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name suggesting identity with Lathes course which was leased 

by the Priory from the master of Magdalen Hospital. (1) The 

Salhouse foldcourse was demised to John Corbett by Thomas 

Duke of Norfolk in 1554, and tha t at V oodbastwick was 

presumably held in ri ght of his manor t here ; Earlham course 

may have been involved in a sett lement made upon Corbett's 

daughter and her husband in 1551. 

The shepherds' accounts are not accompanied by tho se 

, of the sheep-reeve, but the l a tter off icer - Robert Newman -

helped the shepherds in making tallies of the sheep in the 

flocks. 

II. 

The total number of sheep in the seven flocks was 

between 5,000 and 5,500 during these three years' two of the 

flocks exceeded 1 ,000 head, one of them comprising the 

exceptionally l ar ge number of 2,400 sheep in 1554-55.(2) The 

not unusual negligence of the shepherd resulted in the loss 

of 20 sheep f rom Spr owston in 1556-57, (3) but there was also 

a frequent and surprising excess of sheep f ound by the tallies 

See supra, p . 240 et.. SEN. 
This was at Lumnours, a flock which had never contained 
so many sheep while in the possession of Norwich 
Cathedral Priory; see Appendix 3, Table 34. 
Losses of this kind were numerous, and other sheep were 
worried or killed by dogs; the proximity of Norwich may 
provide the explanation. 
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of the shepherds and sheep-reeve above the number actually 

accounted for. The excess reached 126 in 1556-57' either the 

shephe rd,s were incompe.tent accountants, or t he expansive 

Mousehold enabled ewes to lamb without being discovered by 

the shepherds. 

Corbett's flocks were self-contained' two ewe flocks 

provided lambs to replenish both themselves and the three of 

wethers, and the young stock were held in reserve at Langley 

or in the hogg flock at Salhouse (see Appendix 3, ~ Table 48). 

In 1556-57, the ewes of both flocks produced 864 lambs, and 

all but 48 were sent to Corbett's other flocks. The rate of 

lambs per ewe was very high at arlham - 0.82 - but in the 

much l ar ger [awdelyn flock it wa s a s low as 0.32. 

III. 

ith practically all his lambs set for store in his 

O in flocks, the sale of lambs was certainly a minor ob ject 

of Corbett's sheep farming. These f locks were on the doorstep 

of Norwich and city butchers bought many fat muttons from the 

wether f locks: in 1554-55 , Hubberd and Grene took 154 from ' 

Lumnours, and others were sold to one Willesy of Great Yarmouth. 

in 1555-56, 120 wethers from Lumnours went to lIhubberd the 

Bocher" ; and in 1556-57, two butchers - ~orsley and House -

bought 90 in all . And several lots of sheep sold to the Bishop 

of Norwich were no doubt intended for the kitchen. Other 

animals were taken for sa le at Gissing Fair, but t he numbers 

involved were very small. The extent to which wool production 
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rivalled the provision of mut ton f or the Norwich market as 

the ch ief concern of Corbett's sheep f ar ming cannot be tested: 

no details concerning the wo ol clip are given in the accounts . 

The Skins of dead and slaughtered sheep were 

probably sold to Norwich glovers, but again the accounts are 

silent . In these three years, 548, 232 and 198 sheep died, 

and a further 65, 90 and 91 were used in the Corbett 

household. 

IV. 

~ith no sheep- reeve ' s accounts available, little can 

be said about the expense s of the fl oOkS ; bUt account s made 

by Newman as bailiff of the Sprowston manor include a few items 

of this kind. In 1556, he recorded the payment of 4s . 10d. 

for the wa shing of 2,640 sheep prior to shearing: this may 

represent the number of sheep shorn in the three flocks 

nearby - Mawdelyn, Sprowston and Lumnours . In 1554- 55, 

Newman accounted for £1 . 2. 2. paid f or various carriages 

and sheep washing. 

v. 
The Corbett sheep did not escape the notice of 

informers eager to share the fines imposable on owners of 

more than 2,400 sheep; (1) Sir 11es was t wice informed against 

( 1) See infra, p. '12-7-



274. 

within ei ght ye ars . In 1586, John Leeke, a Lond on mercer and 

John Chambers, a London f ishmonger, alleged that Corbett had 

5 , 000 sheep in his possession. (1) This was deni ed and upon 

the fa ilure -of t he inf ormers t o ive their evidence in court 

t h e case wa s dismissed: per haps Corbett had made i t worth their 

whi l e to keep silent for the allegation was probably corre c t . 

The second informat ion wa s presented by a Norwich grocer, _ 

Edward Dennye, who asserted tha t Corbett had 7, 200 sheep a t 

Spr owston, Woodbastwick, Sa l h ouse, "Hi cham" and other pl a ces 

in Norfolk. (2) Dennye demanded t he f orfe iture of 3s. 4d. f or 

ea ch of the excessive 4, 800 sheep - a total of n800 - but 

Corbett denied t he offence and there is no verdict available . 

Both J ohn and Miles Corbett were guilty of increasing 

their sheep pasturage py illegal means. An entry in the 

r e turns of t he 1517 commiss ione r s(3 )concerni ng ' ~ oodbastwick 
most likely refers to J ohn Corbett, although he surname is 

mis si ng f rom the report: Corbett may well have used his local 

i nfluence to h ave his name wi theld. 

lIItem J ohannes (blank) miles t ene t ad firmam de 
magistro Curson manerium suum in Bastwyke quod 
posuit ad pasturam ouium & quod fuit in cultura 
citra t empus commisionis predicte pe r quod 
vnum aratrum deletur. 1I 

P.R. O. E159/393! Mich.254. 
P. R. 0 . E159/409/Mich . '280d. 
See supra, pp. 18;-5. 
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Nearly SO years l a t er , Voodbas~li~k was again the scene of the 

deprival of tenants ' rights when Sir [iles Corbett was 

attempting to extend the limits of his foldcourses on 

Mousehold Heath. 

At the present day, 1 ousehold is small in extent -

a mere 180 acres - and lies entirely wi thin t he boundary of 

the city of Norwich, but in 1600 the heath extended nearly 

seven miles beyond the city and its perimeter was over 22 miles 

lOng.(1) Important rights of commonage were enjoyed by the 

inhabitants of 16 villages, 12 of which bordered immediately 

upon the heath and in which l ay several of the Corbett demesnes. 

r ousehold was shared by the animal s of the commoners and by 

the f locks belonging to both Corbett and Sir Edward Paston, and 

in the l a st two de cades of the sixteenth century the se two 

gentlemen were concerned in a leng thy dixpute witll their tenants 

over the extent of their rights of pasturage on the beath. 

Corbett was lord of t wo manors in Voodbas t wick and a third in 

Sprowston; Paston of manors in Blofield and Thorpe. 

The first record of the dispute is t he suit begun in 

1585 agains t Corbett and Paston by the innabitants of South 

alsham;(2) t hey were apparently acting on behalf of all the 

commoners whose ri ghts hid been infringed. The Queen, as owner 

of the heath, ordered on 29th June , 1587 that a commission 

Details given on the map of 1588-89. 
P. R. O. E13Lv'28 and 29 Eliz. /}l ich. 31 . 
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should make a full report, and in t he meanwhile tha t no lords 

should enjoy anY, " newe inclosaures norushement or i mprovement 

made of , in or upon the sayd wast or heath of free Mushold 

nor any warren of conyes there maynteyned or contynued whi ch 

had their be ynyng within the sayd .tyme of twenty yeres last 

past ••• II ; the corrunoners were to continue in their use of the 

heath, but f our enclosures made by the lords were t o be thrown 

open "by opening convenyent gappes and bre ches of the seid 

inclosures for free passage . ,,(1) 

Following the i ssue of the commission, a map of 

Mousehold was prepared together with a verbal descr i p tion by 

the four men responsible. (2) Though carefully describing 

t he rights of commonage and the various doles held in severalty, 

the commissioners ref rained from distinguishing on the map 

the limits of towns and foldcourse,s up on the heath in order 

not to prejudi ce any man's interest while the dispute was in 

progress. 

itnesses fr om several of the bordering villages 

were called to confirm their customary privile es and the 

exactions of Corbett and paston.( 3) There was a general 

agreement among them that the Queen was reputed owne r of the 

heath, and tha t her bailiff made drifts, impounded cattle and 

(1) P.R. O. E123/12/258d. 
(2) The map - P. R.O. MR. 52; the certifi cate 

E178/7153, 1588-89. 
(3) P.R.O. E1 78/7153, 1588-89. 

P. R. O. 
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appropriated waifs and strays; they agreed that all borderers 

upon ousehold enjoyed commona e for gre a t cattle at all times 

of the year, were accustomed to dig earth for brick- making , 

and to take flags, ling and brakes. Besides infringi ng upon 

these rights of t he immediate borderers, Corbett and Paston 

had deprived South Yalsham and North Burlingham of the driftways 

by which they re ached the heath. Several witnesses mruce it 

clear tha t the commoners' cattle were being ousted by the 

demesne floCk's; in defence of the inhabitants of Blof ield it 

was al leged tha t they had always kept sheep and cattle on the 

geath, and that when in the pas t a flock of 500 sheep had been 

fed there the inhabitants had driven t he sheep off and no such 

at tempt had been made since - until Corbet t and Paston began 

their present exactions. A similar defence was made on behalf 

of the inhabitants of voodbastwick , and included some illumin­

ating evidence by John onforth, a husbandman of Horsford. He 

recalled t hat before J ohn Corbett had been lord of the two 

manors in '{oodbastwick, the flock had fed on l ar ge areas of 

open demesne l ands as well as upon the heath: it was, in othe r 

words, a foldcourse of the usual cons ti tution. But with John 

and then Miles Corbett as lords much of the demesne l ands had 

been enclosed, and t he sheep were accordi ngl y fed to a far 

gre a ter extent on Mousehold . r.lore over , Monforth remembered 

that in the past the inhabitants of loodba stwick had kept 

cu11ets of sheep on tha t part of Mousehold where the f lock was 

going, but the Corbetts had reduced these rights. Another 

husbandman confirmed these assertions, addi ng that Corbett!s 
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shepherd had driven the tenants' sheep off t he heath and that 

Corbett had erected a r abbit warren there. 

On behalf of Corbett and Paston, other witnesses 

Claimed(1) that several parcels of Mousehold l ay within the 

five manors of which they were lords· both gentlemen said that 

they had two foldcourses extending on to the heath, and tha t a 

number of several doles there belonged to the manors and 

provided them with annual rents. Not , only the commoners' but 

the Queen's ri ghts were thus being questioned by the two 

gentlemen, and in 1590 depositions were taken on her behalf. (2) 

The concensus of opinion among the witnesses was that Corbett 

had indeed maintained and leased to his tenants a number of 

doles, and tha t he had usur:ped the Queen's right of making drift 

and impounding tenants' stray cattle. 

Sir Miles Corbett was again disputing right s of 

sheep pasturage with men of South Walsham in 1600-1601. (3) He 

compl ained against Robert Browne and Henry itchell for 

attempting to deprive him of shack rights i n part of the arable 

field of South Walsham where he had been feeding 300 sheep . 

The verdict wa s that Corbett should have p os session of t he feed 

unless the defendants could bring a successful action at common 

law. 

P.R.O. E178/7153, 1588- 89. 
P.R.O. E133/7/942, 1590. 
P.R.O. E123/28/64d. 
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In buildi ng up their pa stures and ~locks, t he 

Corbetts had expe rienced opposition ~rom tenants and other 

lords long before t he period of t hese ~lock accounts and much 

longer befor e the Household dispute . Be t ween 1529 and 1538 , 

J ohn Corbett t he younger wa s compl a i ni ng agains t Sir J ohn J er rny 

about t he de priva l o~ shackage in Sprowston. (1) Corbe tt appear s 

not to have been lord of the manor t here a t this time: he 

e xpl ained t ha t he owned a messuage with 98 acre s of' l and and 

pa sture, and had l ea sed to his t e nant s ~ive mes suages and 340 

acres . Both he and these tenants enjoyed shackage in the open 

~ields for their shee p and ca ttle, but now he aIle ed t ha t 

Jerrny had enclosed numerous parcels of the field s involving 

163 acre s in all, a nd had raised a new f oldcourse ~or 600 sheep 

on field l and that had not previously been subject to sheep 

f eed. Corn and r a ss had be en destroyed and Corbett and his 

tenants ' had been deprived of t heir own right s . Corbett himself 

may not have owned a foldcourse in Sprowston at this time , 

and was certainly granted one course there in 1540. (?) During 

the same period, 1529 t o 1538, Corbett may have had a flock 

going in either Sp inYorth or Crostwick f or he 'twi ce commenced 

ac tions against John V rydok of CrostVliclc f or allowing his dog 

to kill some of Corbett ' s sheep; Corbett was sa i d to be 

"Of Spixworthll
• ( 3) 

P. R. O. 01/756/46. 
See supra, p.270. 
P. R. D. C1/91 7/46- 49; C1/922/59 . 
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HENRY ~DINGFELD OF OXBOROUGHi-1553-1 557. 

I 

Oxborough, with t he Bedingfeld ' s i mpress ive hall , is 

situated at the north- vestern extre. ity of the Norfolk 

Breckland in what was as typical sheep-corn country as any 

in the county. Sir Thomas TUdenham' s estate s in and around 

Oxborough were inherited in t he fif teent h centt~y by his 

sister argare t, widow of Edmund Bedingfeld of Bedingfi eld 

in Suffolk. 'J.1he Bedi feld estates were l arge l y in t he 

southern county: at her death in 147~· , Margaret was in 

possession of 14 manors and other property in Suffolk, 1 in 

Cambri dgeshire and 8 in Norfolk - Oxborough , Se chi the , 

Sparham Hall, Shingham, Caldecote, Foulden, Tyes and Aldenham 

in Weston. (1) Other manors had been added before Henry 

Bedi ngfeld (1509? -1 583) succeeded to t he estates in 1553. 

Sir Henry sat in Parliament a s a kni ght of t he Shire 

in 1553 , 1554 and 1557. On the death of Ed rard VI, he was 

one of' the very first to acknowledge liary as queen and was 

rewarded with a place in the Privy Council in 1553. From 

1553 to 1555, he Wb S responsible for guarding Princess 

Elizabeth in the To"er of London, and after her accession he 

failed to reach Parl i ament again though forgiven for hi s 

rigorous jailershiP. (2) 

Blomefield , op. cit. 
D. N. B., Vol . 4 (1885), pp.11 3- 5. 
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~hen t he est a te s were i nherited by Sir Henry Bedi ngfeld 

they i ncluded eight f oldcour ses i n Norf olk: i n all cases, 

t hey were pr,e su.rnably held i n right of manorial lordshi ps . 

Margaret Bedi ngfeld had i nherited t wo of the manor s - Oxborougl': 

and Shingham; Henr y is known to have held a manor in Ickburgh 

i n 1541 ; Caldecote had come to the family in or soon after 

1461 ; and i n Cley, they gai ned 'Ie s t Hal l manor in 1541 - 2, 

East Hall i n t wo parts in 1482- 3 and 1541 - 2, and LangnTade 

i n 151 9- 20. (1) The conveyance of est Hall included three 

rights of f oldcour se , and t hey - together with one belonging 

, to Eas t Hall - were probabl y the courses in Cleydescribed 

in t he sheep account s; the f i elds of Lan~vade were part of 

Caldecote foldcourse . 

Something of the exact nature of the f oldcourses is 

r evealed by an evaluat ion of t he pa sture t hat t hey provided, 

given in t he sheep accounts. Each included an area of heath 

or common in addition to tha t of open- field ar abl e : . 

Shi ngham , 52a. 3r . of ar able , the common hea t h and "Ie loyfe l d" . 

Caldecote, 529a . 2r . of a r ab l e , and the COITl.'11on ("Shor tebrusshe" ) 

Cley , esthall, 100a . 3~r . of ar abl e , and the common heath 
and several pasture ( ti le Bronde"). 

Cley , Saundereve s cum Bokenhams, 38a . 2r . of ar able , and t he 
common heath . 

(1) Blomefield , op. cit. 
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Cley, E.asthall, 116a. 3r . of arable, and t he common heath . 

Cley , Hogling, 1 23a.1r. of ar abl e , and the common heath 
( "hogl i ng" ) . 

(No de t a ils are given of t he Ickburgh and Oxborough foldcourses 

The accounts of the Bedi ngfe l d floCks(1) cover three 

years - 1553-4, 1555-6 and 1556-7. They consist of shepherds t 

accounts for the eight flocks, together with t he summar y 

accounts of t he sheep- reeve . 
II. 

In all three years , Bedi ngfe ld had be t ween 5, 000 and 

5 ,500 sheep going in the eight flocks (see Appendix Three , 

Tables 48a, 48b and 48c) . The constitution of t hese flocks 

was a familiar one: three ewe flocks provided lambs f or 

re- stocking , as well as some f or sale, a hogg flock held the 

store l ambs until t hey were needed in t he other flocks, and 

four wether f locks produced both saleabl e mutton and the 

heaviest fleeces . The ewes numbered a little over 2,400 each 

year, and there were about 700 lambs in theOxborough flock . . . 
The increase of lambs from the large ewe flocks 

amounted to between 1 ,400 and 1 , 800 , rising over t he three 

years with a rising r ate of l ambs per ewe : at their most 

productive, in 1556-7, the ewew provided near~y 0. 8 l ambu 

per head . A mos t interesting , unique feature of these accounts 

is the division of the lambs into good store animals and 

weak "pov/ke S" : -

(1) The account book is among the Bedi~;,fe ld <,Iss., still 
preserved a t Oxborough Hal l. 



1553-4 
store pOVlks 

Ickburgh 281 358 
Caldecote 265 165 
Cley, Westha ll 216 166 

1555-6 
store powks 

290 422 
300 191 
243 231 

283. 

1556-1 
store powks 

270 478 
440 150 
309 170 

What was it about t he ewes or t he pastures at Ickburgh whi ch 

produced such l ar ge numbe'rs of' weak lambs? For the l a tter 

t wo years t he accountant distinguished t he sexes of' t he 

store l ambs : -

Ickburgh 
Caldecote 
Cley , e sthall 

1555- 6 
mal e f'emal e 

180 
180 
180 

110 
120 

63 

1226- 7 
mal e f'emale 

180 
227 
181 

90 
213 
128 

Of' t he weak lambs it i s sufficient to say that all ~ere sold 

i n each of these year s , and t hat t he..,r fet ched only 1s. 8d. per 

head a s compared wi th 2s. for store lambs. 

Apart fr om a small number kept as hoggs i n t he ewe 

flocks , the s tore l ambs were sent to t he Oxborough hogg flock -

or occasionally delivered dire ct to other f loc (s i n need of 

fresh stock. Onl y i n 1556-7 wa s a small number of l ambs , 

surpl us to Bedi ngfe l d ' s requirements, available for sale : 

al l 182 disposed of' were female l ambs . The management of the 

hogg f lock was simply concerned wi t h receiving lambs from 

the ewe flo cks during the summer , and dispa tching one- shear 

ewes and 'we ther s to t he other fl ock s a year l ater. 

The ewe flo cks rere cle a r ly not regar ded as a source 

of great profit from the sale of l ambs , although t he powks 

made a not inconsider abl e contr i bution to Bedingfeld ' s ' 

rece i pts. Unsuitabl e f or s toclcin urpose s, t he weak l ambs 
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may have been destined for t he butcher; but t he accounts 

explain only tha t some were sold a t Cow~mge and Kenninghall 

Fairs and that others were bought by a Huntingdonshire man. 

The production of mutton , however , wa s a prime ob ject of t he 

Oxborough sheep- farmi ng : fat wethers , together with crone 

ewes , were sold in l a r ge numbers and at good, prices (see 

Appendix Three, Tables 48d, 48e and 481') . In 1553-4, 360 

wethers were driven to Reach and Newmarket Fairs, and 400 

crones went to Cow11nge a nd Kenninghall; in 1555-6, 600 wethers 

were sold at Reach and Newmar ket to men of Bedfordshire , 

Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire and 198 crone s went ma i nly 

to a Godmanchester man; in 1556- 7, the sales were of 370 

wethers and 249 ewes . Apparently to , fac i l itate his use of 

the fai rs, Bedingfeld had pasture both i n Suffolk and at 

Reach and in 1553- 4 a number of we thers were sent to be kept 

there . The loca tion of the market s and the provenance of the 

customers sugge sts that some at le as t of these sheep may have 

been de stined for the London mutton mar ket , but t he accountant 

offers no confirma tion. 

The sale of pelts made a s all contribution to t he 

receipts (see Tables 48d, 48e and 48f); t he prices were about 

3d. pe r pelt in 1553-4, 6d. in 1555-6 and 4~d . (with a 

further 3s . 4~. on the whole deal ) in 1556-7. Details of the 

death s in 1556- 7 show that January, Barch and May were the 

dangerous months; in t he same year, the abnormally hi gh 

morta lity resulted from the de a t h of nearly half of t he hogg s 

at Oxborough. 
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IIl: 

1001 rivalled mutton as t he majo concern of 

Bedingfe l d ' s sheep- fa r ming ( see Tables 48d , 48e and 48f) . 

The annual clip of about 400 stones ( see Tables 48a , 48b and 

48c) was dependent upon some high aver age fleece we i ghts: as 

usua l , ewe were lighte r t han w'ether flee ces , but t he overall 

avera ges were as hi gh as 12, 10 and 11 fleeces per st one in 

the three year s . These f i gures confirm, t oo, t he vari abili ty 

in the wei ght of hogg f l ee ces. 

The year ' s wool had not been sold by the end of 

1556-7, but in t he t wo earlier years the clip wa s sold i n 

toto ; like Sir Ri char d Sout hwell, Bedi ngfeld did not always 

make use of t he wool-brogge r ' s services , ( 1 ) fo r his wool was 

sold directly to t he clothiers Richa rd and Robert Bar ker of 

Stoke- by- Nayl and in Suffolk . It i s uncertain which party 

would , in such cases , ~ responsi b l e f or t he c arri age of the 

WOOl , but it is sugges tive that in 1556-7 t he miscellaneous 

expenses should include 3s. towards the sheep"'reeve ' s jonrney 

t o Nayland about his master ' s business . (2) The price of 

Bedi ngfeld ' s wool ro se f rom 3s. 8d. pe r stone i n 1553- 4 to 7s . 

i n 1555- 6 and 1556-7. ( 3 ) 

See infra , l?p . .,62. et seq. 
At the beginning of thi s year , arrears of £28 were OY/ i ng 
fr om Richar d Bar ker f or wool sold to h i m: t h is may 
po ssibly acco nt f or t he sheep- r eeve ' s journey to Nayl and . 
Although t he year ' s clip r emained unsold in 155 -7, an 
odd 2i stones were sold (again to Barker ) and the price 
was 7s. per s tone . 
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IV 

Bedingfeld ' s flocks incl uded only very small numbers 

of other men' s sheep and they t athed only small acrea es of 

other men' s l ands. The sole cullet payment in t hese t hree 

ye ars was of 3s. 6d. f or 14 sheep i n one of the flocks in 

1553- 4. There were, ho ¥ever , cus tomary allowances f or the 

shepherds and t he sheep-ree ve to kee animal s in the flocks : 

in 1556- 7, for instance, t hey had 120 and 20 sheep r e spectively 

in seven flocks , and 60 -and 20 in t he eighth; and t he farmer 

of t he manor had 80 sheep going in t he Shi ngham flock . In 

1553- 4 , t he p arson of Ickburgh made no payment f or 90 sheep 

i n tha t f lock since they were fed in right of his l ands. 

In three of t he foldcourses in 1553- 4 the land t athed 

was entirely Bedingfeld ' s orn; in four others 59 acres were 

t a thed for tenantx, but in no ca se was there more than 18 acres 

in one cour se . In 1555-6 , 68 acres were t at hed in seven 

f oldcourses, and in 1556- 7, 83 acres in the same seven. The 

farmer of Shingham manor was allowed the benefit of the t a the 

there i n both years. - The payment taken by Bedi ngfeld was 

usually is. pe r acre tathed, but in 1556- 7 - although most of 

t he winter tathing was at that r a te - several acres were 

tathed in winter for 8d . and several in summer for 6d. 

The one remaining r eceipt acc ounted f or comes under 

t he heading of Roreign Receipts . In 1553-4, it amounted to 

£ 26.10. 0. and was said to have been paid to the accountant 

by Bedi ngfel d and his wife; Lady Katherine similarly provided 

most of the £80. 7. 3. in the following year and most of t he 
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£14. 19. 5. in 1556- 7 . The se payments must 1: e ree;ar ~ (~. as 

providing a working stock for 7dward GrYl1lston, tIe sheep­

reeve, and as comi ng from a source external to Bedi ngfeld ' s 

sheep-farmi ng. 

v. 
Among the normal items of expendi ture, shepherds ' 

wages formed the most sUbst ant i a l item. There was little 

variat ion in t he individual wages during t hese three years , 

though all eight are given for t he f irst year only; five of 

t he shepherds received £3. o. 0. , one £3. 5. 0. , one £3. 6. 8. and 

one £4. 0. 0 .. Each yas allowed 5s. for his livery. The sizes 

of the flocks do not eA~lain the different r a tes of payment. 

The sheep- r ee ve himself received a stipend of ~2 . 13 . 4. and 

other labour charges were for washing and shearing the sheep, 

cast ... at ing the lambs (a task with ·{hich one man was occupied 

for three days in 1553- 4) and greaSing them, and driving 

sheep; most of these items appear in the a ccounts as 

"various necessary expenses" . 

The usual materials for treating sheep appear here -

tar (9s . or 8s. 4d . per cask), pitch, redding (by t he horseload) 

and oil. Hurdles were bou ht at 1s. 4d. , 1s. , 1s. 11d. or 2s. 

the dozen, and there was a s panish Staff for the use of each 

shepherd. Some of these materials were bought from King ' s 

Lynn, perhaps by water for in 1553- 4 the t ar was carried not 

to Oxborough but to Oxborough Hithe . 

The i ncrease of l ambs in the ewe flocks was normally 
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sufficient, it seems, to meet Bedi ngfe l d ' s needs for fresh 

stock; but in 1555-6 he found it ne cessar y to buy 480 wethers 

from Thoma s Tyndall, kni ght, f or ~120 . The explanation may 

lie in the very large number of wethers sold t hat year , and 

the flocl{s vrere replenished with sheep bought at loyer pri ces 

than his own fetched a t t he fairs . 

Finally , a lthough the sheep-reeve di d not include the 

rent of the foldcourses among h i s expenses , t he value of the 

pastures was in fact detailed in 1553-4. This amounted to 

£26 . 11.1t and a similar sum mus t be allowed for to r each a 

realistic figure for the net profits of the se cond and third 

years of the account s . The prof'i ts I'ose from over £150 in 

1553- 4 to about £375 in 1555- 6 t he grea t increase being due 

to the large number of sheep sold and to the almost doubled 

price of wool . The t hird year ' s profit was only a little 

short of £200 despite t he fact that the \'1001 remained unsold 

in the wool-house at the end of the year . 
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~SSINGOOURNE AND FRAMLINGHAM GAWDY OF lEST HARLING , 
1 91 and 1622-1666. 

I. 
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Bas singbourne Gawdy(1) inhe rited t he family esta t es 

when his father died in 1569, and he became Sheriff of Norfolk 

in 1573, 1593 and 1601. His manors were in t he villages of 

West Harling , iddle Harling , Harling Thorpe, Scarning and 

Gasthorpe" and his wife · b rought him t he seven manors of t he 

Framli ngham estates in Suffolk. Ihen she d ied, Bassi ngbourne 

wa s left a s her father's sole heir. 

These lordships expl a in the location of three of the 

flocks po ssess:ed by Gawdy in 1591 - West Harling, Gasthorpe 

and Crowshall in Suffolk. Three others were located in 

Bridgeham; Gawdy had bought a sha re of the lease of a manor 

there before it was farmed to him in 1594 'for 30 years by 

Queen Elizabeth, and in 1609 James I granted the manor to 

Framlingham Gawdy. A further two and possibly t hree flocks 

were in Brettenham· Bassingbourne had bough t Lady Knevett ' s 

right in a manor there, and it was held by the Gawdys until 

Framlingham sold it to Thomas Wri ght of Kilverstone(2) in 1606. 

The f inal f lock was in est alton where Bassingbourne had a 

slight interest in Lovell's manor through his marr i age . 

Sir Bassingbourne's eldest son, Framlingham (1589-

1654)(3) succeeded to t he estates in 1606. He wa s Sheriff of 

Unle ss '. Iotherwise stated, t he following de tails are taken 
from Blomefie l d , op.cit., I , 305-6. 
See supra ,pp.164-5. 
De t a ils from D. N. B. Vol.21 ' (1 890), p.79. 
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Norfolk in 1627, later be came deputy-l~eutenant for the county, 

and sat as ~ ember of Parliament f or Thetford in 1620- 21 , 

1623- 24 , 1625-26, 1640 and throughout the Long Parliament. 

His successor was Charles Gawdy. 

' Brief a ccounts of the flocks of Sir Bassingbourne 

Gawdy were f ound among the manuscripts of the Gawdy Collection 

by the Historical Manuscripts Commission in 1885; the account 

is dated 5th October, 1591 and the printed details are here 

relied upon. (1) ore informative are accounts of 1635 to 1666 

when the sheep were in the owner ship of Framlingham and Thomas 

Gawdy. (2) 

II. 

The details of Bassi ngbourne' s sheep are scanty and 

of only incidental intere st. At t he end of 1591, he had 4,498 

sheep (670 more than at the end of the previous year's account)· 

of these, 569 were in Suffolk, 498 in the Fenland village of 

west ~alton, and the remainder in the flocks around Harling. 

In only four cases is mention made of the type of sheep in the 

flocks: three were of ewes and one of wethers. 

A few of the printed family letters give some 

information about the sheep. Gawdy apparently experienced the 

theft of wool from hi s sheep, for in 1579 he was told that the 

(1) Reports of the Historical Manuscripts Commdssion, 
Vol.i1 (1885), pp.35-36. 

(2) B.M. Addit. 36,990. 
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"woolpullers" had been caught . Another letter inf ormed h i m 

that the buyer of some of his l ambs would not accept the 

animals before Lammas, (1 ) and this seems to indicate t he length 

of time for which lambs needed to be kept before they were 

ready and acceptable f or sale. Gawdy may have produced 

considerable numbers of lambs for sale for in 1590 an informer 

alleged that J ohn atts senior of [attishall had bought 1,000 

lambs from "Barsabon Gawdy" and others at Islington in 

tiddle sex. ( 2) 

If nothing else, these details do indica te that the 

Gawdy family ' s interest in sheep farming extended far back from 

the period for which more de tailed sheep accounts are available . 

III. 

The accounts of Framlingham Gawdy ' s shee cover a 

13-year period in some detail, with a few fi gures for the 

p revious five years . They were compiled by neither shepherds 

nor sheep-reeve but consist of a series of rou hly wri t ten 

note s by one of Gawdy ' s sons. The se note s do, however, 

provide useful details of three flocks in the Harlings, 

and they record t he establishment of two new flocks at 

H. M. C. Vol. 11, p.12 
P. R. O. E159/400/Hil.89 . See infra, .355, i.n. 1. 
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West ~retham. (1) In Table 49 (Appe ndix 3), only the Harling 

~locks are conside red, and although the accounts trea t with 

t he fl ocks separ a tely they are taken to e ther ~or t he purposes 

of this Table. 

The f locks at e st Harling , Mi ddle Harling and Harling 

Thorpe (2) were all comprised of ewes, with a total complement 

of 1,500 to 1,600 sheep between 1650 and 1666. A large 

increase of lambs - around 1 ,000 each year - was produced at 

a uniformly high rate of l ambs per ewe: about 0. 8 for the 12 

years 1655-1 666 . A l a r ge number o~ the lambs were sold each 

year, t hese being , one supposes, the po ', ts and the male l ambs 

( 1) The se account s were used by Spratt , Ope ci t., pp.261-272. 
He t abul a tes an analysis of the f locks ~or the period 
1654-1661 only. part ~rom several incorrect transcriptions 
of ~igures fr om the manuscript, t wo critici sms may be made 
of his trea tment: he estimat ed t he number of ewes which 
provided the i ncrease o~ l ambs each y ar by takin t he 
number of ewes and rams at the end of the previous year ' s 
account and subtracting 50 to a llow f or the rams; this is 

-a very liberal allowance ~or other records show that often 
only 1 ram, and at the most 3 or 4, were res_onsible for 
tupping a ~lock o~ ewes, and an allowance has been made for 
3 rams i n Table 49 . This does not, ho ever, ef~ect any 
substantial alterations o~ Spratt ' s ~i gures ~or the ewes' 
productivity. Secondly, Spratt uses the sheep remaining 
at the end of the year as t he number of sheep shorn in the 
~ollowing year; but about three-'quarters of the deaths in 
a ~lock occurred during the intervening winter, and 
allowance has been made for this in calculati t he 
figures for Table 49. 

( 2) The three ~locks are usually identified by the shepherds ' 
names only. 
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not wanted for s tock for Gawdy had no wether flocks . At the 

same time , the old crone ewes were removed from the flocks 

and sold - between 100 and 150 each year which wer e replaced 

by about 200 gimmer hoggs from Gawdy ' s own increase . This 

process of weeding-out and re-stocking and the s ale of surplus 

lambs constituted the whole management of the flocks, for 

very few other sheep were sold and the only animals sent t o 

butchers were the old or barren ewes . (1) Of the lambs sold, 

some at least were intedded for re-stocki other flocks: in 

1665, 229 wether hoggs were sold, probably for this purpose, 

and a further indication of the occasional sale of store 

hoggs is pr ovided by a le:bter written in 1669 by Thomas Morris 

of I pswich to Charles Gawdy. Charles was asked if he could 

furnish 100 good wether hoggs for Sir Robert Brooke of Nacton 

in Suffol k, and he endorsed the letter wi th the de tails of 

52 lambs which he was presumably prepared to offer - 14 at 

2s. 10d. each, 30 at 2s. 9d. and 8 at 2s. 5d. ,(2) 

In 1664, Gawdy set two new flocks at 'dest Wretham, one 

o~ hoggs and the other of ewes. The latter contained over 

,1,000 sheep in the years 1664 to 1666 and added considerably 

to the annual increase of lambs· the hogg flock absorbed part 

of that increa se , some of the l ambs eventually being sold: 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

Only once is a butcher actually 
one barren ewe, one "Ri x Lamb" . 
the sale of three Ifbar age" ewes 

H. M. C. Vol . ii, p. 206. 

mentioned: he bought 
Other notes refer to 

- i s this barren? 
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229 in 1665, f or example . None of the s tock neede d to set 

up the new fl ocks wa s provided by t he Harling ewes . 
~ 

10St of t he l ambs sold were sent to loca l sheep fairs . 

In 1654 , f or ins t ance , 1 24 l ambs went to Kenninghall Fair, 

182 to Fransham , 374 to Gissing and 167 to Harleston; in 

addi tion, 65 crone s were sent to the fair a t Harle ston, am a 

Banham man who bought 25 crones was to pay f or them a 

fortnigh t after Buckenham Fair. The only other fa ir named 

in othe r years was that at Thetford. Gawdy ' s expenses al ways 

i ncluded charges incurred at t he fairs . 

IV. 

Gawdy ' s chief objects i n his f lock management wer e the 

production of l ambs and of wool. The annual wool clip is 

given in t he a ccounts, but it has been necess.ary to estimate 

the number of sheep shorn. Fl ee ce weights conform to the 

expected fi gures for ewes, var ying f rom 11 to 19 fleece s per 

stone, and were highest in' those year s when the lambi ng rate 

was at its highest too ; t his seems to confirm the suggest ion 

t hat productivity over relatively short periods varied with 

weather and pasturage conditions (see Table 49) . In . 1665 and 

1666, the wool production of the t wo new flocks at ~retham 

was 70 and 66 stone s respective l y , but the dat a do not enable 

t he weight of fleeces to be established. 

A ~eculiarity of these accounts recalls the practice 

in Sir Roger Townshend ' s f locks in 1479-93 of taking t he wool 

into the wool house at 15 pounds to t he stone , and of se lling 
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it at 14 to the $one . In 1658, Gawdy sold 107 stones to 

Mr . Smith - but the year ' s clip had been only 99~ stones 

(less tithes ) and t he Vl OO.l was said to have "Encreased in ye 

we i ght since ye sheari ng" by 7~ stone·s . In 1659, 91 stones 

were sold to Ge orge Dewyn, and the i ncrease was 6~ stones; 

i n 1660, Ley Smith bought 97 stones , t he increase be i ng 4 stones 

There were ~vo ye ars ' clips i n t he wool house in 1662 totalling 

256i stones, but John Porter bought 274 stone s - an i nc rease 

of 17i . 

Clearly , Gawdy did not a l ways sell t he wool during 

the year when it was qlipped, and when the sale di d t ake p l ace 

t he same year t her e was an i nterval or several months berore 

the wool broggers made the ir purchases . On 25th March, 1655, 

Robert Foister wr ote fr om Harling to William Gawdy report1llg 
, 

t hat the wool chapmen had railed in payi ng; he was presumably 

r eferring to the sales made of 1654 wool. On March 27th 

F oister wrote that he expe cted the woolmen soon, and in the 

r ollowi ng ye ar it was again arch bef ore he could report tha t 

he had sold the wool. (1) 

v. 
The br ief nature or these a ccounts precludes any 

information concerning t athi ng or agistment; there is simply a 

note stating that i n 1635 t he r locks at ·{est Harling and 

(1) H. r . c . Vol. 11, pp.1 82 , 184. 
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, 

Harling Thorpe included in each case 40 sheep f or the parson 

and 20 for the sheep- reeve. Si milarly , no i nforma tion is 

given about Gawdy' s expenses beyond the mention of char ges 

at the fa irs, and an entry of £2.1 9.0. as the costs of washi ng 

and clippi ng in 1654. In one of t he Gawdy l e tters is 

Charles Gawdy ' s account of wage s pa i d a t the sheep shearing; 

the payments have not been printed but the l abourers were 

divided into washers, clippers, t he thrower into t he wash- pot, 

the carriers, the wo ol gatherers, t he branders and the 

winde rs.(1) 

THE WALPOLES OF HOUGHTON 

I. 

A long se ries of sheep accounts describe the flocks 

of Robert 'Valpole (1 650-1700) and his son, Sir Robert, first 

Earl of Oxford (1 676-1745), the famous statesman.(2) Robert 

the father had been ~ember of Parliament for Ca stle Rising 

in 1689 , 1695 and 1698 and also Deputy Lieutenant for Norfolk. 

~hen his son succeeded to the estates t hey were considerably 

diminished f rom their extent in the reign of Elizabeth: in 

1700 t hey comprised nine manors in Norfolk and one in Suffolk, 

as well as other lands, with a total rent-roll of £2 ,169 per 

annum. Sir Robert sat in Parliament f or Ca stle Rising in 

H. B.C. Vol.11, p.189. 
De tails from D. N. B. Vol.59 (1899), pp. 178-207 
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1700 and 1701, and from 1702 until the end of his .career in 

the House, of Commons he was ember for King ' s Lynn. Sir 

Robert's income is said to have come f ro three sources : 

first , the sale of South Sea stock' second , off icia l sources; 

and third , his landed estate . Tpe rent-roll of the estate 

is comput ed to have risen f rom about £2 , 000 pe r annum when he 

succeeded to it, to £5 ,000 to £8 ,000 in 1740. 

The sheep accounts record flocks in five village s' 

in Houghton, Harpley, Gre a t Bircham and Bircham Newt on these 

flocks were no doubt going in ri ght of 'lalpole ' s manors t here, 

and in Bircham Tofts he may have possessed no more than the 

right 'of f oldcourse . (1) Like so many documents of the later 

seventeenth century , these accounts are brief and disorder l y 

compared with the de t ailed reckoning s of ~he sixteenth century 

documents. But although many of the f i gures are uncer tain, 

and much information is completely absent, a number of valuable 

details may be rescue d from the untidy jottings of which much 

of the account book is comprised.(2) Figures f or l ambing 

rates and fleece weights, for example, enable comparison witp 

earlier data . 

The first pages of the a ccount book deal wi t h three 

fl ocks dur ing the period 1658-1 667. They are identified by 

their shepherds' names, and their location is not clear ; it 

(1) Blomefie ld, op.cit. ,VII, 108; VIII, 456; X,293, 290,286-7 

( 2 ) Cholmondeley (Houghton) mss., account book No.13 
(Deposited in Cambridge University Li brary f or ten 
years from 1951). 
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is very likely t ha t Houghton itself was one of them (see 

Appendix 3, Table 50). The smallest of the thr ee fl ocks 

contained 700 t o 800 shee p , and in t he l argest, t he number 

r eached 1 , 000 in two years; the tota l number was between 

2 , 500 and 3 , 000 in most years. 

All t hree were ewe flocks and were producing con si der­

able numbers of lambs - over 1,500 e ach ye~r. The data are 

not sufficient f or any definite conclusion to be reached 

concerning the objects of ' this l amb production, but it is 

cle ar t ha t many were retained for re- s tocki ng while others 

we re sent to sheep iairs : Cowlinge ( "Coolidge" ~ "Colegtt , 

lIColengll , lI Ce leg") and Ki p ton ("Cepen", "Copgenll , lI Coppen", 

"Ceppen") Fairs are mentioned. The ewes ' productivi t y was . 

h i ghly variable: only in one f lqck d i d it re ach 0.8 lambs 

per ewe and in t his short ten y ar per iod it sometimes fell 

to 0.5 and even 0.3. Some correla tion may be seen be tween 

the variations i n the different f locks, and it would appear 

also that good l amb years were also good wool years (see 

Table 50). 

Wool clips someti mes rea ched 200 stones f or the three 

f locks, with the better y~ars showing only 9 to 11 of these 

ewe fleeces making up a s tone , and the poorer 15 to 17 - in 

one case 24. No details are ~va ilable concerning the sale of 

the wool, but it was often l ai d up in wool houses a t 

Siderston~ a nd Houghton. 
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III. 

Between 1670 and 1726, Wal pole wa s running seven f locks 

though not all continuously. That at Houghton was ma inta ined 

throughout the period with a complement of about 800 sheep; 

hither t o ewes , the sheep were wethers i n the 1720' s . 

Another ever- present flock was probably that at Harpley though 

the number s show a variation between 200 and 400; aga in a 

change from ewes to wethers took place , this time in 1692. 

The wether flock a t Great Bircham (New Clo se ) was unchanged 

throughout, increasi ng from about 400 to a cons t ant 700 to 

800 from 1682 onwards. Another wether f lock of 500 to 700 

head was often going a t Bircham Tofts, and 500 to 600 wethers 

at Bircham Newton occur less f re quently in the account s . 

Finally , two additional flocks a t Grea t Bircham occupied 

Leggs and Bilaughs foldcourses; both were usually of wethers , 

occasionally of ewes and together often exceeded 1 , 000 head. 

Very roughly, it may be said that Wa l pole ' s sheep sometimes 

numbered more than 4 , 000. 

The predominant sheep were wethers, but for the ewe 

flocks the accounts give certain limited details indicating 

lambing rates.(1) At Houghton, 400 to 700 lambs were produced 

annually (see Appendix 3 , Table 51) . The r ate of l ambs per ewe 

was inconstant but often around 0.7 or 0. 8: in 1679 and 1680 

(1) In two cases the number of rams in the ewe flocks are 
s t ated: at Houghton in 1685, 839 ewes and 3 rams; at 
Leggs in 1696, 512 and 2. 
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a r a te of 0.9 was achieved - the highest recorded i n any of 

the sheep accounts so far considered. The decade 1693 to 

1703 well illustrates the annual variability of l amb production ' 

and t he few figures available for the Harpley and Bircham 

ewes are of similar proportions (0.5 to 0.8). Sales of 

lambs(1)- and' a few purchases of wether hoggs - were made at 

Kipton ("Kipping" ), Swaffham, Norwich and Cowl4.ng'e Fairs. 

Only meagre information concerning the wool clips is 

to be found in these accounts but it seems clear that t he 

wei ght of fleeces was showing a r eal improvement on the 

figures for the sixteenth and earlier seventeenth centuries. 

At Houghton (see Table 51), ewes several times provided 

fleeces at only 8 or 9 to the ffione of wool, and one or t wo 

remarks by the accountant confirm the reality of these 

calcula tions: at Houghton i n 1689, he said that "ews woole 

above 11 stone ye hundred" had been shorn. In the wether 

flocks, several clips gave wool at only 6 or 7 fleeces per 

stone, and the accountant again gives confirmation: "woole 

with y~ tith of both flockes (at Great Bircham) abt 20 stone 

ye CII; and IIweathers woole this year in ye 3 flocks (at 

Grea t Bircham) 17 stone ye hundred one with another" . Fuller 

information for 1674 shows the variations well:-

(1) Including some of the poor quality lambs: at Houghton 
in 1685, the increase of 692 lambs iricluded 3 
"puckrel18" • 



Old Shaw's flock, wethers 
Si derstone, hoggs 
Houghton, Hoggs 
Hawl ' s flock,- ewes 
Aoniment's flock, ewes 
Hensby's flock , ewes 

IV. 
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8.56 fleeces per stone 
11.25 
20.0 
11.71 
14.55 
13.87 

Among the minor points of interest in the se accounts 

are descriptions of the ear marks by which t he sheep were 

identified. The usual method of marking was by applying 

redding to the fIe ece, marking e'i ther a di s t inc ti ve part of 

the body or using some symbol: the three flocks at Sturston 

provide the best example, having redding on t heir backs , ne cks 

and flanks respectively. (1) 

In the Walpole flocks, distinctive marks were made on 

the animals ' ears; in 1681, for example, they were: 

At Houghton, "A Razor on ye near e ar: & A hollow crop 
of the offer ear". 

At Great Bircham, II A hollow crop & A halfe penny of the 
near ear & A plaine crop of the offer ear". 

At Bircham Newton, '''halle taken of the off ear above & 
plaine Cropp On the near ear" . 

And in another flock, the marking was as at Houghton with the 

ears reversed. (2) 

See supra, p. ;6. 
Sheep at Tittleshall , 1555, distinguished by "earemarke'j 
"yearemarkell

; Holkham MSs. , Ti ttleshall Books 19. 
Also mentioned in the Treatise on Foldcourses, B. M. 
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v. 

Finally , the shepherds ' wages are worthy of notice, 

making more liberal allowances than those of the earlier account 

In 1681, the wages of five shepherds were : 

At Bircham Newton, £3. 0. 0. 
2 a cres in a breck, ploughed for him. 
his fireing carried. 
the feed of a close . 
60 ewes and 60 we t hers going in the flock 

his ewes being put in a fortnight after 
May Day. 

2 flee ces for his bell wethers fleece . 

At Hought on , £6 . 0. 0. 
3 acres in a breck. 
4 mar king lambs. 
1 stone of wool for his bell wethers 

·flee ce . 
160 sheep in the flock. 

? At Great Bircham (1 ) , £7. 10. 0. 
3 acres in a breck 
140 sheep in the f l ock 
4 marking lambs 
4 flee ces. 

At Great Bircham E2), £8. 0. 0. 

? At Great Bir cham 

100 sheep in the flock , his ewes to be 
kept apart till May 14th. 

6 bell wether fleeces . 
12 combs of rye and 10 of oats . 

( 3) , £8 . o. o. 
40 ewes and 40 wethers 
6 fleeces . 
11 combs of rye and 10 

in the fl ock. 

of oats. 

Another shepherd was to have 2 fleece s only "if he doe swell" . 
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SIR ROGER L' STRANGE OF HUNSTANTON , 1693-1704. 

I. . 
A family of ardent royalists in the seventeenth 

century , the L' Stranges(1) were lords of the manor in a number 

of villages around Hunstanton in the north- west of Norfolk o 

Sir Hamon L' Strange (d. 1654) had been Sheriff f or Norfolk in 

1609, Member of Parliament for the county in 1630, and the 

royalist governor of King ' s Lynn in 1643; his esta tes passed to 

his sons Hamon (1605- 1660) and Sir Roger (1616-1704) . 

The sheep acc ounts covering the years 1693-1704(2) 

describe flocks in six villages, in each of which L' Strange 

owned one or t wo manors: Great Ringstead, Heacham , Sedgeford, 

Holme , Fring and the now lost village of Barrett Ringstead . 

II. 

. Three flocks - two in Great Ri ngstead and one in 

Barrett Ringstead - were maintained throughout the period of 

the accounts; those at Heacham and Sedgeford were going from 

1693 to 1696; and in a second flock at Sedge ford and in that 

at Holme, L ' Strange had cullet sheep only. While the five 

flocks were maintained, the total number of sheep reached 2 , 000 

or 2,500 , but from 1696 to 1703 the three flocks totalled only 

1 , 000 to 1,500 head (see Appendix 3, Table 52) . Of the ·three 

(1) Details from D. N. B. Vol . 33 (1893), pp.1 15- 118. 
(2) L' Strange ss., N.R. 
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ever- present flocks, those a t Grea t Ri 'ste ad were of we thers, 

and that a t Barrett Ringstead of ewe s; both t he flocks 

disbanded in 1696 were composed of ewes. 

At first 1,500 to 1,900, and l a t er 600 to 700 lambs 

were produced annually. Productivity was highest in the first 

four years, al though 1695-96 was a poor year i n all t hr ee ewe 

flocks , owing to t he high r a tes of l ambs per ave at Sedgef ord 

and Heacham - r a tes of 0. 8 each year . After t hese flocks were 

wound up , only ' the ewes at Barrett Ringstead rema ined, and 

t here the rate was constantly between 0. 6 and 0.7 l ambs per ewe . 

Roughly e qua l numbers of the new lambs were sold and 

ke p t to re- stock t he flocks . His own increa se rarely provided 

the whole of L' Strange ' s needs for fresh stock, both ewe and 

wether hoggs regularly being bought : most of these purchases 

were made at the sheep fairs - Thetford , Dunham , Swaffham. 

any of the lambs sold were t aken to the fairs - Cowlt~e, 

Foulsham, Kipton, Fransham. L' Strange had no hogg flocks in 

which to keep lambs until they were needed to be set in the 

other flocks, and this partly expl ai ns why so many l ambs were 

sold and at the same time so many hoggs bought . The weak and 

the "Fowl Lambs ll were sent t o the park at Hunstanton or into 

oloses, together with any ewes weakened at l ambing time and any 

ram lambs to be kept f or tupping the ewes in future years. It 

is olear from these accounts that from one t o ten r ams were 

going with and serving the ewes of each flock, and the ratio 
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appears to have been about 100 or 150 ewes to a ram.-~1) 

In addition to the lambs, l a r ge numbers of we thel;'s 

were sold from the Great Ringstead flocks and this seems to 

have been t he chief purpose of L' Strange ' s sheep farming, with 

wool production subordinate . However , these a ccounts are all 

too brief and give no financial details. 

III. 

In very few cases are the wool clips of the flocks 

sta ted (See Table 53), but these scanty details suggest a 

consider able improvement in fleece weights. Be t ween 10 and 12 

ewe fleeces were providing one stone of wool, and there is 
. 

nothing surprising about those figures; but of five figures for 

wether fleeces, three were around 6 or 7 to the stone, and 

one as low a s 4. 3 . 

There is no information ava ilable concerning the sale 

of L'Strange's wool, but one other point is of interest: for 

1693, the accountant separates the clip s of the ewe flocks at 

Barrett Ringstead and Heacham into long and short wool . At 

Ringstead, 25 stones were of long wool and 26 of short; at 

Heacham , 38 were long and 30 short. This is ample indication 

that different kinds of wool were often to be found within 

flocks and even within fleeces. 

( 1) See infra., p. :;20. 
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IV. 

Finally , the shepherds ' wages may be noted; they are 

very similar t o those paid to ValPole t s shepherds:(1) 

Ri ngstead North Flock, ' '- 3.6. 8. 
3 acres in each br eck i n tilth 
100 sheep i n the f lock 
2 stones of wool f or bell wethers flee ces 
the use of a clo see 

Ringstead South Flock , £3. 6. 8. 
3 acres in each breck in tilth 
100 sheep in t he flock 
3 s tonesof wool 
the use of a close . 

Barrett Ringstead Flock , £3. 6. 8. 

Heacham Flock, 

2 a cres in each breck i n tilth 
100 sheep in the flock 

£8. o. o. 
5 combs of rye and 5 of barley in lieu 

of land in the brecks 
a 3- acre close of pasture in lieu of 2 

cows going in t he .yards 
400 sheep in the f lock 
2 flee ces 
a llowance of three weeks t boa rd and wages 

for a boy a t l ambing time. 

Sedgeford South Flock , £3 . 6. 8. 
6 combs of rye and 5 of barley in lieu 

of 2 acres in each breck 
1 00 sheep i n the floclc 
1 cow summering and wintering 
1 mar king l amb 
1 fleece 

(1) See supra, ~p. 302. 
I 

'. • I ~\.: 
'1· -, - ~ 
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NORFOLK SHEEP FARMING: 
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I. 

The customary regulations of the sheep-cOrn 

husbandry imposed strict limitations on a township's sheep 

population and controlled the numbers kept by peasant and 

landlord alike. The small tenant sheep owners never 

achieved any incre~se in the numbers allowed by their stints 

on the commons or by their cullet rights in the lords' flocks; 

indeed, there is much evidence that they were lOSing ground 

to the flock-owners,(1) and being illegally deprived of their 

pasturage in many villages. (2) OWners and farmers of 

foldcourses, on the other hand, were encouraged to increase 

their flocks not only by those factors which caused large-scale 

conversion of arable land to sheep pasture in other parts of 

England, b~t also by the ready methods of evading the 

restrictions of the peculiar Norfo~ husbandry. The general 

factors played their part, though a small part, in Norfolk: 

the smaller labour force needed for sheep-farming in an era 

of declining population in the fourteenth and fifteenth 

centuries, and the comparative profitability of growing wool 

rather than corn with the increasing and assured demand ~m 

the cloth export industry. (3) But these factors operated 

most effectively 1n those counties where they co-inc1ded with 

~
1l See supra, Chapter Three. 
2 See supra, Chapter Five. 
3 For the comparative price incentive see Appendix Five. 
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a possible change towards the optimum use of the land - where 

land that was equally or better suited to pasture could be 

converted from tillage, and where the mediaeval husbandry had 

precluded large~ scale sheep-farming. This situation did not 

exist in the Sheep-Corn Region of Norfolk: given sheep-dunging, 

the light soils were excellent for corn growing (especially 

for barley) but rarely supported good pasture, having a , 

natural cover of heathland that provided only rough grazing. 

Moreover, the Sheep-corn husbandry enabled a profitable dual 

use of these soils in which sheep had long been necessarily 

complementary to tillage.(1) 

While ~arge-scale, permanent conversion of arable 

land to pasture was neither possible nor desirable in Norfolk, 

other methods of increasing sheep numbers were readily 

availace. An easy divorce was possible between a landlord's 

shee~farming and his tenants' corn-growing. By the sixteenth 

century, many manorial lords were leaSing out their demesnes 

and taking little direct interest in corn production, but at 

the same time retaining their foldcourses and flocks. The 

'fBmptation to increase their sheep numbers and to ignore the 

rights of tenants over whose open-field land the flocks fed 

was not resisted, and the mass of evidence for such oppreSSion 

is incontrove~ble. The Norfolk husbandry was so beset with 

customary regulations that steps to increase sheep numbers 

could rarely be taken legally. (2) 

(1) See supra, Chapter One; and Chapter Five, Section V. 
(2) See supra, Chapter Five. 
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The establiahment of new foldcourses was seldom 

possible: the arable and heath lands of a township were usually 

fully occupied by the ~oldcourses of several manors, and if 

this were not so the tenants cherished the customary right of 

feeding their animals there.(1) When landlords did attempt 

to set up new foldcourses, they infringed the rights of either 

peasants or rival flock-owners. (2) Similarly, there were 

customary limits to the numbers of sheep that could be kept 

in individual flocks: the feed of foldcourses was o~ a defined 

area and for a defined number o~ animals. The flock often did 

not reach that limit, especially in the fifteenth century, 

and there was here a sa~ety margin for the landlord before 

his tenants could arraign him;(3) no doubt much of the 

year-to-year variability in the size of flocks described in 

the sheep accounts may be explained in this way. (4) Yet 

considerable numbers of landlords and foldcourse farmers 

ignored the regulations in every conceivable way, increasing 

(4) 

See supra, Chapter Two, Sections I and II. 
See supra, pp • • 59-1bO. 
The flocks might be in excess of the limit after lambing 
but were then reduced by the end of the year. A foldcourse 
in We st Rudham wa s for 600 sheep; in 1547-8 it was 
carrying 584 ewes but 160 of them had lambs by their 
sides. P.R.O. L.R. z/255/50-59. 
The foldcourse at Frin~ was for 1200 sheep or more: 
P.R.O. C~518/41 (1588). During five years when it was 
stocked by Norwich Cathedral Priory, the numbers varied 
from 1023 to 1405. See Appendix 3, Table 34. 



the numbers of their Sheep, extending their pastures, 

lengthening the periods when feed might be taken and 

excluding the participation of their tenants.(1) 
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The sheep accounts discussed in Chapter Six are not 

well suited to illustrate these increases: other evidence 

suggests that few of the men concerned were guilty of abusing 

the regulations on a large scale.(2) Neither the 1517 

commissioners nor complainants to the Central Courts in 

London had much cause to indict the Townshend family, and in 

a comparison of their flocks over a long period (see Table 17) 

the most striking feature is the insignificant year-to-year 

variation in numbers. The only notable increases were in the 

South Creake and Barmer flocks in the late 1480's. The flocks 

of Norwich Cathedral Priory show the same normal variation, 

and again an increase in several of them around 1490; and a 

small but general increase may be discerned from 1505 to 1520 

(see Appendix 3, Table 34). ~he 1517 enquiry shows that the 

prior waB not always scrupulous in achieving these increases. (3. 

In the case of the Southwell flocks, there is no striking 

increase in numbers between 1544 and 1562 (see Table 18). 

See supra, Chapter Five. 
More informative in this connection would be the accounts 
of Thomas Thursby (supra, pp.180-1), Sir Christopher 
Heydon (supra,pp.101-4 ) or some of the other prominent 
oppressive landlords. 
See supra, p. 252.· 
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k family less kindly disposed towards their tenants' rights 

was that of the Gorbetts, and it is interesting to note that 

two of his foldcourses carried more sheep in the mid-sixteenth 

century than they had done when in the ownership of the 

Cathedral priOry.(1) 

A tentative conclusion would be to suggest an 

increased popUlarity for sheep-farming in the 1480's and 

1490's,(2) and this corresponds with a period of active 

conversion of arable land to pasture in other parts of the 

country. The decline of the Norfolk worsted industry had not 

then entered upon its most serious phase and a considerable 

demand for Norfolk wool was provided by the Essex and Suffolk 

cloth lndustries.(3) With the manufacture of the new draperies 

in Norfolk in the late sixteenth century, the local demand for 

wool and mutton was greatly increased and it was at this time 

that Miles Corbett was attempting to increase the size of his 

flocks near Norwich. (4) 

During the seventeenth century, the re-organisation 

of land-use and the introduction of new crop rotations were 

(1 ) Lathes Lumnours 
N.C.F. Corbett N.C.P. Corbett 

1494 856 sheep 1554 797 sheep 1494 781 sheep 1554 2400 shp 
1495 788 1555 1443 1495 860 1555 1167 
1496 775 1556 1338 1496 8~1 1556 1192 
Both sheep and wool prices in Norfolk were favourable 
during this period. See Appendix Five. 
See infra, pp. m-2, 4lr~ E!t se<i' 
See supra, pp. 274-8. 
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threatening the traditional methods of sheep farming, and in 

their efforts to maintain the foldcourse system many landowners 

were forced to reduce the numbers of sheep in their flocks. 

The agricultural improvements effected in the later seven­

teenth century, and greatly increased in the eighteenth, laid 

great stress on tillage and on rotational methods of retaining 

soil fertility; sheep were less essential in the new husbandry 

and small flocks producing high quality mutton were replacing 

the large wool-producing flocks 'of the sixtee'nth centUl'Y. (1 ) 

The Walpole sheep accounts to some extent indicate this 

decrease in sheep numbers (see Appendix 3, Tables 50 and 51), 

but one would like to see Coke's accounts and a longer series 

of those of the L'Strange flocks. 

In addition to the customary restrictions of the 

sheep-corn husbandry, two statuteswere aimed at limiting the 

facti vi ty of the sixteenth century sheep farmer. In 1534, 

"An Acte conc'nyng Fermes &: Shepe,,(2) forbade any ind~vidual 
to keep more than 2400 sheep, except under certain 

conditions,(3) and ordered a fine of 3s.4d. for each animal 

Ul 
See supra, Chapter Two, section VI. 
statute 25 Henry VIII, c.13. 
They were i) that lambs under one year old were to be 

excluded, 
ii) that more than 2400 might be kept for private 

consumption, . 
iii) that temporal persons might keep any number 

of sheep if they were fed on inherited lands; 
but if 2400 or more were fed on such lands, 
then no others might be kept on ren~ed lands, 

and 1v) that spiritual persons might keep their ' 
customary numbers of Sheep. 



1479 1480 1481 1482 1485 1489 1545 1546 1547 1548 1565 

Lucham 1447 1449 1431 1376 1488 1448 

rtle at Rainham 964 841 1015 989 1534 972 
Helloughton 683 664 nil nil nil 898 ' W',. a 960 - - -
Helloughton-
with-Kipton 1320 1320 1320 1560 
Kipton 600 1456b 

Sculthorpe 637 680 664 nil nil nil . ( . 
Dunton 1088 1086 1106 786 1000 1131 
South Creake 125 120 114 112 130 1258 1200 1200 1200 1200 1046 
Barmer 240 236 251 138 nil 888 840 899 
East Rainham 767 622 693 611 690 782 720 720 720 720 666 
Ti ttle shall 308 nil 168 723 805 747 
stibberd 1018 841 792 810 815 866 

Fulmode 8 tone 1098 836 nil 

Shereford I 720 720 720 720 
-- - -----

a = In 1545-7 a total is given for Helloughton and Kipton combined 
(see next line) 

b = The Kipton total for 1565-6 and 1637 probably includes Helloughton. 
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1544 1548 1550 1551 1561 1562 

Tottlngton Calcrosse 979 860 26 896 925 974 
Tottlngton South Ground 717 850 419 812 613 681 i 
Tottlngton Lodge Ground 1148 1180 1106 1138 844 954 tr:l 

H 

West Rudham 1175 920 956 926 1030 1026 
Threxton . 1346 910 1110 

~ 
~ 
trJ 

Blrcham Tofts 1649 1330 1287 1292 1309 1386 
!Z .. 

Great Bircham 711 720 643 704 729 776 
Burnham Ewes 1572 1333 1292 1386 1450 , \ 
Burnham Hoggs 

1 842 651 612 715 755 
Walsingham 1217 850 31 1053 1095 nil 
We a senham 1217 9506 1438 1549 1659 1766 
Shouldham I 1178 

~ 
~ 
Q ...... p;: 

\J1CJ) 

f~ ...... 
Morton 828 660 243 538 889 724 , ., 

Ringland 894 720 256 630 720 684 

\J1CJ) 
O'\H 
N!U • • 
~ 
H 

a = Together with 400 at Weasenham North Hall. ~ 
CJ) 
0 c:: 
1-3 

~ 
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above that number. Although individual flocks sometimes 

exceeded 2400,(1) the act more particularly endangered those 

Norfolk sheep-masters wi th a number of fl?Cks and sheep 

considerably in excess of that number. Another provision of 

this act concerned the peculiar husbandry of this county: 

foldcourse owners in Norfolk and Suffolk were to be obliged to 

allow tenants whose land was situated in the courses to feed 

their own animals on their own strips, and to put cullet sheep 

into the flocks. Many Norfolk peasants who had been deprived 

of shackage or cullet rights might have quoted the 1534 act 

in their defence. 

Some of the Norfolk gentlemen, Wh06 e sheep certainly 

exceeded 2400 in number, do not appear to have been troubled 

by the informers who sought half the fine imposable by 

reporting upon offenders; but informers probably reaped even 

greater profits by allowing themselves to be bought off, and 

the informations against Norfolk sheep-farmers do not fully 

reflect the abuse of this statute.(2) It should be remembered 

in suCh cases as those of TownShend and Southwell, however, 

that their sheep were kept on inherited estates and so fell 

outside the scope of this regQlation: the act was really aimed 

See Appendix 3, Table 48 for example. 
The Memoranda Rolls (K.R.) of the Court of Exche~~er 
have been exhaus$ively searched for informations against 
Norfolk men based on this and other statutes. 
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at those upstart sheep-masters who, consequent upon the 

conversion of arable land to pasture in many counties, were 

setting up new flocks - often on rented pastures. Seven 

Norfolk farmers were informed against:-

Name of farmer 

Henry Castyll 

John Wormeley 
Miles Corbett 
Miles Corbett 

Robert Styleman 

Willi'am Parke 

Robert Sack 

Alleged number 
of sheep 
4,800 

4,800 
6,000 
7,200 

7,200 

6,000 

Location of flocks 

Egmere, Barwick, 11j 
Witton 1552-3 

Mundford, etc. 1590 2 
Hounslow (Middlesex)1586 3 
Sprowston, WoodbaBt-

wick, Salhouse" (4) 
Hi cham, etc. 1594 

Field Dalling, Bale, 
Cley, Holt, 
Blakeney, Weston, 
Sharrington, Kelling, 
Weybourne, Saxlingham, 
Thornage, Lethering- () 
sett, Baconsthorpe 1593 5 

Runcton Holme, 
Waterden, Burnham ~ ~ 
Stathe, Tottenhill 1594 6

7 Norfolk 1612 

In most cases the offence was denied and no judgement is 

given but ~iles Corbett's charge was dismissed in 1586 when 

the informers (a mercer and a fishmonger of London) failed to 

appear in court: no doubt he had made it worth their while to 

stay away. Most ironically, Wormeley was sent for trial at the 

1 P.R.O. E159/331/Michaelmas 123. 
2 E159/407/Michaelmas 287. 
3 E159/393/Michaelmas 254. 
4 E159/409/Michaelmas 28Od. 
5 E159/407/Michaelmas 255d. 
6 E159/409/Trinity 97d. 
7 E159!443!Hilary 142. 
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Norfolk Assizes where the twice-offending Corbett was to hear 

the case. It is possible that Wormeley was convicted of his 

offence for three years later he was reported to have sold 

2,000 lambs and 1,000 sheep at westminster(1)and may well have 

been reducing his stock as a result of his conviction. 

Whether styleman was found guilty or not, he apparently took 

no such steps to reduce his flocks for at his death in 1610 

he had 2,140 ewes and hoggs, 625 wethers and 920 lambs 

(3,685 in all) at Field Dalling, Kelling , Salthouse, Holt, 

Thornage and Burnham. (2) 

The second statute, passed in 1555-6,(3) was intended 

to ensure that large-scale sheep-farming did not lead to the 

neglect of dairy-farming. For every 60 sheep that he owned, 

a sheep farmer was ordered to keep one milch cow, and for 

every 120 sheep, one calf.(4) Five informations were laid 

against Norfolk men for not complying with these 

instructions:-(5) 

(1) E159/407/Michaelmas 313· The offence was not his but that 
of several Norfolk men who bought and re-sold the animals 
without keeping them for an intermediate five weeks. 
See infi'a ,pp. :;,,-8 . 

. (2) Bishopts Chapel, Norwich, inventories, Daniels 194. 
Styleman also had 40 stones of wool and 60 Sheepskins. 
Sheep contributed £1087.6.8., corn and crops £448.15.0. 
and other animals £191.10. O. to hjs total inventory of 
t2626. 17.4. 

(43) Statute 2 and 3 Philip and kary, c.3. 
( ) Also, one cow was to be kept for every 10 oxe n , nd one 

calf for every two milch cows. 
(5) See supra , p.7 f .n.1. 



Name of farmer Alleged number Location 
of sheep 

John Wormeley 16,800 
William Adam (Saffron 
Walden~ Essex, 
draper) 16,BOO 

Thomas Lovell 16, BOO 

Au~stine Whall 
(No:rwich grocer) 

and John Pettus 
(Norwich merchant) 

Thomas Bromewell 
4BO 

1,9BO 

Mundford 

Norf:olk 
Harling (Norf:olk) and 

Redgrave (Suffolk ) 

Markshall 
Lyng, etc. 

31B 

1594 (1 ) 

1594( 2) 

1 59L~ ( 3) 

1594(~) 
1597( ) 

Little comment on these allegations is needed; but it may be 

noted that in the first three cases the nwnbers of sheep 

quoted are clearly exaggerations and that John Wormeley seems 

to have been unable to escape f:rom the informers' attentions, 

having been accused of keeping too many sheep f:our years 

earlier. 

II. 

Throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, 

the number of: l ambs and the amount of: wool that a Norfolk sheep 

farmer might produ~e depended almost solely upon the number of 

P.R.O. E159/409/Trinity 181d. 
E159!409!Trini ty 183r. 
E159!409!Trini ty 1 83d. 
E159!409!Michae1mas 280. 
E~59/4141Easter 72. 

---------~---
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animals in his flocks: in neither respect did the productivity 

of the sheep increase significantly. 

The lambing rate never reached one lamb per ewe; at 

the present day,(1)of course, every ewe is expected to bear a 

lamb and twins bring the rate up to 1.5 lambs per ewe in many 

areas of arable-sheep farming. (2) Three factors are now 

reckoned as having the main influence on ewes' fertility: 

1j The individuality of the ·ewe, 
2 the breed, and 
3 feed and management. 

But the first two are concerned with whether a ewe produces 

one lamb or two: in Norfolk in the sixteenth and seventeenth 

centuries the issue was one or none at all and the all-

important factor then was feed and management. Present-day 

productivity is the result of a degree of knowledge and care , 
far advanced from that of the sixteenth and seventeenth 

centuries: pastures are now sCientifically improved and 

controlled; ewes are built up by careful feeding in preparation 

for breeding; a low ratio of rams to ewes ensures that the 

. former are not over-taxed; and careful supervision ensures 

that all the ewes are tupped - and at the height of their heat; 

breeds of rams and ewes are carefully selected; and at lambing 

time every effort is made to avoid mortality. 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

All present-day data are taken from Fraser, "Sheep 
Farming" ( 1937). 
On the Holt-Cromer Ridge (Norfolk) in the 1930's 1.25 80 
1.5 lambs per ewe were produced in a Black Welsh ewe flock; 
Mosby, op.clt., p.202 (see also pp. 221 and 229) 
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To select only one aspect of the rudimentary 

management of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the 

ratio of rams to ewes was extremely high. Today, a mature ram 

is not allowed to go with more t han L~O ewes in any one day( 1) 

and all the ewes are ensured of service whenever they are ready 

for it. Even in the seventeenth century in some 'par ts of 

Engl and, only 30-50 ewes were allowed to each ramj(2) but in 

Norfolk one ram was turned into a flock of 100 or 200 ewes, 

and even the largest flocks were served by two or three rams.(3) 

The in-fertility of four ewes out of ten is not surprising. (4) 

Lambing rates varied from flock to flook and from 

owner to owner and much must have depended on the chancy 

nature of tupping. Some attempt seems to have been made in a 

number of cases to increase the lambs dropped in the large, 

specialised ewe flocks. (5) Year-to-year variations in the 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(4) 

For present-day Norfolk practice in this respect see 
Mosby, op.cit. pp.221 and 229. 
"The Farming and Account Books of Henry Best" (East Riding 
of Yorkshire) edited C.B. Robinson, Surtees SOCiety, 
Volume 33 (1857), p.4. 
Townshend sheep, 1480: a flock of 840 ewes contained 1 ram. 
Tittleshall in the sixteenth century: 360 ewes, 1 ram. 
L'Strange sheep, 1519: 6 rams bought "were putt to ye 
Flocke of Frynge", a flock of about 1000 sheep; 
ArchaeOl ogia, Volume 25 (1834), p.420. 
L'Strange sheep, 1693-1704: 1-10 rams in each flock at 
1 00-1 50 ewe s pe I' ram. 
Gawdy sheep, 1664: 3 rams sent for a new flock of 1100 ewes. 
Walpole sheep, 1685: one flock of 839 ewes contained 3 rams I 

" ", 1696: one flock - 512 ewes and 2 rams. 
For explicit statements regarding sterility see supra,p.243. 
Large numbers of lambs were also weak and useless for store 
puDposes; see supra, p.193,£.n.1, et alia. 
See supra, ~p. 259. 
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same flocks no doubt depended on the influence of weather 

conditions on feed and there is some explicit evidence that 

bad winters brought the lambing rate down quite sharply.(1) 

The rate was usually between 0.6 and 0.8 lambs per ewe 

throughout these two centuries, though some improvement may 

be discerned towards 1700 when 0.9 was occasionally reached. (2) 

The improvement of commons and the introduction of root crops 

were probably beginning to take effect, but no change was as 

yet being made in the breed of sheep: the Norfolk breed 

had its advantages but they did not lie in this direction. (3) 

The Norfolk breed reigned unchallenged in this 

county throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and 

it produced very lightweight fl eeces - about one to two pounds 

each. This compares badly with most present-day breedsin 

Britain, only same of the upland sheep being so 

See supra, 1p. i94· 
See Appendix Three. Also Graph One below; the graph 
is intended to show the general level of lambing 
rates. The apparent trends are not reliable owing 
to great variations between the flocks of different 
owners. 
Marshall wrote that even in the eighteenth century 
Norfolk ewes in general brought only one lamb each; 
Rural Economy, Volume II, p.149. 
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light-woolled.(1) There was a constant differentiation 

between the types of sheep in Norfolk flocks: almost invariably 

wethers produced the heaviest fleeces - from seven to ten 

making up a stone of wool; ten to fifteen ewe fleeces were 

needed to make up that weight. (2) These weights were inferior 

to those of other English breeds of the period: Hampshire and 

Sussex fleeces weighed from two to three pounds (five to 

seven per stone),. Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Worcester­

shire "fleeces, four to seven pounds (two to three-and-a-half 

per stone),(3) Berkshire fleeces, about three pounds (five 

per stone),(4) and E~st Riding of Yorkshire fleeces, two to 

three pounds (five to seven per stone).(5) Wethers' wool was, 

moreover, of better quality than ewes,.(6) 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(5) 

(6) 

Some upland breeds - 2 to 7 lbs. per fleece , 
The Down breeds - 4 to 6, 
Romney Marsh - 8 to 9, 
Leicester - 11 to 12 , 
Lincoln - 13 to 14, 
Dartmoor 14. (All greasy fleeces) 
From Haigh H. and Newton B.A., "The Wools of Britain" 
(1952), pp. 64-67. 
See Appendix Three. Also Graph Two below; the graph is 
intended to show the general level of fleece weights and 
the different weights of ewe and wether fleeces. The 
apparent trends are not reliable owing to great variations 
between the flocks of different owners. 
Notestein, Relf and Simpson, "Commons Debates, 1621" 
(1935), Vol. VII, p.499; notes made by Sir Julius Caesar. 
Five wether and six ewe fleeces made up one stone of WOOl; 
"Robert Loder's Farm Accounts, 1610-1620", edited 
G.E. Fussell, Camden SOCiety, Third Series, Vol.53 
(1936), pp. xxii, xxviii. 
Average fleeces weighed six to the stone, very good ones 
five, and bad seven; Robinson (ed.) , op.cit., p.24. 
Mascall, L., "On Cattell" (1587), p.217. Also supra, p.222.. 
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Soil and ~eeding are the most important i~luences 

in determining fleece weights and wool types and it has been 

said that she ep moved, ~or instance, from Suf~olk to Yorkshire 

today would show a change in wool characteristics within a 

few months. (1) In those counties where conversion o~ arable 

land to pasture in the ~1fteenth and sixteenth centuries 

provided improved grassland feeding for the sheep, the 

predominantly short and fine mediaeval wool was gradually 

replaced by a longer, coarser type.(2) It was reckoned that 

the fleeces grew heavier, too, with such changes: in the 

~ourteenth century, ten sheep ~ed on arable stubbles and on 

commons would produce a stone of wool, but in 1547 it was 

stated that improved pastures had reduced this to seven-and-a­

hal~ fleeces per stone. (3) Little improvement o~ pasture by 

the conversbn of arable land took place in Norfolk, but it is 

noticeable that the sheep o~ the Fenland pastures produced 

heavier fleeces; and these sheep seem to have retained that 

Haigh and Newton, op.cit., p.5. 
For an elaboration o~ this change and an estimation 
of its effects on the English cloth industry, see 
Bowden, P., "The Internal Wool Trade in England during 

the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries", un-published 
Ph.D. thesiS, University of Leeds (1952). 
Tawney and Power, op.cit., Vol.i, p.180. 
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characteristic at least for a time after being moved on to 

upland pastures. At Congham in the 1590's, six animals 

provided one stone of wool "for they were marsh shepe & well 

wolled". (1) 

Some increase in the weight of Norfolk fleeces might 

have been expected as a result of the seventeenth century 

improvement in husbandry, and indeed some increase does seem 

to have taken place; but the persistence of the Norfolk breed 

of sheep precluded any striking change. The year-to-year 

variations throughout these centuries were, like those in 

lambing rates, the result of the effect of weather changes 

on quality of pasture s . (2) 

The Norfolk breed was prevalent, throughout Upland 

Norfolk and may even have been the common stock of the 

Marshland district(3) though the pastures there will have 

modified its fleece. In Norfolk conditions, the breed had 

important advantages: the sheep were agile and mobile, able 

to make full use of extensive, poor quality heath pasture and 

P. R. 0. E134140 Elizabeth/Easter 3. Also see infra, pp. 325-6 , 
F'or example, in 1480-81, 2,000 sheep died in the 
Townshend flocks and the small number of lambs was 
attributed by the accountant to the bad weather; and it 
was "an evell yere for wull", with the normal 10 fleeces 
per stone increased to 14; infra, pp. 
A Tilney man had 8 "norff. wether sherlings"; Norwich, 
Bishop's Chapel, inventories, Johnson 163. 
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of large areas of open-field shackage; and they were also very 

well suited to penning and folding, so essential in the 

sheep-corn husbandry.(1) The breed was, moreover, sufficiently 

well-liked in some quarters for Norfolk Eheep to be sent to 

stock pastures in other counties. (2) It was ,able to hold its 

own to some eoctent against the increasing use of other breeds 

in Norfolk in the eighteenth century, especially since its 

mutton was of high quality. (3) Kent criticised the growing 

preference for Leicesters, for though he thought they might be 

profitable "in Marshland hundred, in parks, and in small rich 

enclosures in the vicinity of towns", he believed that no 

sheep could answer penning as well as the Norfolks.(4) 

Marshall was in agreement, and, incidentally, he described the 

Norfolk sheep as having a long and slender carcass, long 

bl~ck and mottled legs, a similarly coloured face, and a very 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(4) 

"They may be bred, and will thrive, upon heath and barren 
sheepwalks, where nine tenths of the breeds in the kingdom 
would starve: they stand the fold perfectly well: fat 
freely at two years old: bear the . drift, remarkably well, 
to Smithfield, or other distant markets; and the superior 
flavor of the Norfolk mutton is universally acknowledged"; 
Marshall, "Rural Economy", I, p.365. 
John Dobbs, a Northamptonsh1re yeoman, bought 500 ewes and 
500 lambs "of the beste sorte of Norff breede ••• to store 
& occupie his ••• grownds" from Ralph Waller of Gayton, 
Norfolk; P.R.O. Requ.41198/32 (1557). 
The improved husbandry of the eighteenth century, with the 
use of turnips, rendered Norfolks "respectable and 
profitable in their return, and in as high estimation at 
Smithfield as any sheep whatever for no better mutton can 
be put upon a table; and though they produce but little 
wool, it is of good quality"; Kent, "On Norfolk Sheep", 
in Annals of Agriculture, Volume 22 (1793), p.30. 
Loc. Oi t .. 
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ahort and fine fleece. (1) But they were challenged by 

Arthur Young who thought the breed contemptible(2) and wanted 

a new one introduced into the county. (3) Thomas William Coke 

in fact followed Bakewell's advice to get rid of the Norfolks · 

and greatly influenced other landowners by introducing the 

South Down breed; and he raised some merinos at Holkham.(4) 

The day of the Norfolks lvas over. 

A general assessment of the profitability of sheep­

farming must include some reference to the diseases which were 

likely to hit a farmer's flocks. The great mediaeval disease 

of murrain is never mentioned in sixteenth and seventeenth 

century documents, though it had certainly been severe in 

Norfolk at earlier periods. (5) One of the most important 

scourges was rot: marshes were dangerous on this account and 

it was believed that sheep kept on them should be given salt.(6) 

(1 ) 

(6) 

"Rural Economy", I, pp.362, 364-7. Marshall described two 
varieties of the Norfolk breed: (1) the larger, 15-25 lbs. 
per quarter, and the common stock, and (2) the smaller, 
10-15 lbs. per quarter, and ch!efly kept on the Breckland 
heaths ("heath sheep") j with finer wool than the l arger 
variety; op.cit., ~p.3b4-5. 
Farmer's Tour, II (1771), p.161. 
General view of the Agriculture of Norfolk, preface. 
Riches , N., "The Agricultural Revolution dm Norfolk" (1937) 
At Sedgeford in 1279, 991 sheep and ~ambs died - 619 of them 
from murrain; Saunders, H. W., History Teachers' M'scellany 
Vol.I (1922), p.32. At Heacham, murrain was more or less 
severe for 63 years after 1347; Harrod, H., Archaeologia, 
Vol.41, Part I (1866), pp.1-14. 
Mascall, op.cit., p.213. 
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Coastal marshes naturally possessed this antidote,(1)but 

shepherds bewvared of inland marshes and wet commons~ (2) rot 

would have been a costly disease among sheep kept mainly for 

wool production for one sign of its presence was loose wool. 

In the Norfolk Sheep accounts, the only other disease 

frequently mentioned was not explicitly named: the Sheep were 

said to be IIdoseyll, or to have "labouring headsll .(3) But many 

other diseases might occur and much depended on the care and 

good fortune of the Bhepherd whose remedies were often 

hazardous and based more on country lore than sound . 

reasoning. (4) 

III. 

The sheep-reeves' accounts of the larger sheep 

farmers make it possible to estimate the profits whiCh were 

gained from keeping large numbers of sheep and such estimates 

have been made and discussed in Chapter Six. (5) A reliable 

comparison of these total profits cannot be made, however, 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

(5) 

The salt of New Marsh, Terrington was thought to preserve 
the shee~ there from rot; P.R.O. E134115 Jas.r/Easter 12 
(1617-18) • 
The shepherd at Hargham kept the sheep off the common 
at times during the summer on this account; P.R.O. B1341 
42-43 Elizabetb/Michaelmas 28 (1599). For details of 
the danger of ~ot, see Mascall, op.cit., pp.339-40; 
Fitzherbert, "The Book of Husbandry" of 1534, edited 
W.W. Skeat in English Dialect Society (1882), pp.5Q-52. 
See supra, 'IP. 2.2.7. 
Scabs, tever, choler, "the leate", lice and maggots, 
blindness, foot-worm, pocks, "The blode", "The wode euyll" 
(Mascall, Fitzherbert) 
See supra, pp. Z04·5,2/3,2.18-9,224-5) 229-,O)2.65-',2e>e. 
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since few of the sheep-reeves' accounts are complete: in 

most cases it is necessary to allow for the omission of one 

or more receipts or expenses. A more reliable guide to the 

increasing profitability of sheep farming is that provided 

by the sheep and wool prices contained, above all, in the 

sheep accounts; these prices will be fully considered in 

Appendix Five. Despite the incompleteness of the sheep-reeves' 

reckonings, it is poSSible, making allowances for omissions 

where necessary, to calculate answers to a number of questions 

suggested by the earlier sections of this chapter: what was 

the annual profit to be gained per sheep?, what was the margin 

between the profits from ewes and wethers?, and what advantage 

was there in keeping large flocks rather than small? 

Sir Richard Townshend's accounts of 1480-81 provide 

these answers with a minimum of allowances for the accountant's 

omissions. He did not take account of the rent or value of 

the foldcourses and this has been done using figures for rents 

paid for certain of the Norwich Cathedral Priory foldcourses 

at this time: thus, the rent amounts to about ~d. per sheep 

in theTownshend flocks. The advantage of a large flock over 

a small is clearly borne out by Townshend's net profits: he 

gained about 3~d. per ewe in the large Lucham flock but only 

about ~d. in the small flock at Sculthorpe. The value of lambs 

more than offset the heavier fleeces of the wethers, and the 

profits from the latter were about 2~d. in the large flock 

at Dunton and about 1~d. in the small South Creake flock. 
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The relative profitability of the different kinds 

of stock remained much the same in Townshend's flocks in the 

mid-sixteenth century~ In 1547-48, his net profits were about 

7d. per ewe and 3d. per wether - both in large flocks. The 

profit made on wethers varied a great de al, · of course, , 
according to the extent of different farmers' dealing in the 

mutton market; in 1553-54, Bedingfeld made a profit of 7d. per 

ewe in a large flock - the same figure as that achieved by 

Townshend six years earlier - but a flock of wethers which 

provided 130 fat animals for the fairs brought a profit of 

10d. per sheep. With the increasing emphasis on the fattening 

of we thers for the mutton market during the seventeenth century 

the margin, between the profits from ewes and wethers is 

likely to have been consistently in favour of the latter. 

One final consideration: how did the rate of turn-ove~ 

affect this question of the relative profitability of ewes 

and wethers? Ewes began to decline,and were sold as crones, 

after five or six years of lamb and fleece production.(1) A 

ewe in Bedingfeld'B flocks, for example, might have given birth 

to five lambs, produced five pounds of wool, and then been 

sold for mutton - giving total receipts of nearly 6s.. On the 

same basis, a wether would have given total receipt s of some 

3s.4d.j but wethers kept for fattening were probably · sold 

(1) Robinson (ed.), op.cit., p.2. 
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within two or three years of birth and the fat sheep, 

togeth~r with two fleeces, would have fetched about 4 s. in 

that time. The rate of turn-over in wether flocks was 

greater still in the later seventeenth century when the use 

of root crops for winter feeding enabled a hogg to be 

fattene d and sold within its first year. 

The figures for Townanend's net profits in 1547-48 

show how several farmers in Norfolk would have been taxed 

had the act of 1549 been enforced in this county.(1) It 

was proposed that ewe s and wethers kept on enclosed pastures 
, . 

~or most of the year should be chargeable at the rate of 

3d. and 2d. each, respectively, and that all sheep kept on 

commons or unenclosed arable land should be chargeable at 

1td. each. Norfolk Sheep must have come into the latter 

category so that perhaps a quarter of the annual profits on 

ewes and, until fattening for mutton became important, as 

much as half of those on wethers would have been payable 

in tax. 

(1 ) statute 2 and 3 Edward VI, c.36. No returns for Norfolk 
have survived and indeed none may have -been made. 
Beresford, M. W., liThe Poll Tax and Census of Sheep, 1549", 
Agricultural History ReView, Volumes 1 and 2 (1953 and 
1954) • 
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IV. 

A constant and important charge upon the sheep 

farmer was that for labour; a,t critical . times during the year, 
• 1 

additional workers were required for a variety of jobs but 

most ~portant, of course, was the traditionally small labour 

force of the shepherd and his dog. (1) ShePherds were usually 

hired annually, often at Michaelmas when most of the sheep 

accounts were begun;(2) their wages, ' which were sometimes paid 

biennially or quarterly, were very variable between the 
\ 

different estates and varied with the size of flocks within 

one estate. (3) An increase in average wages may be traced 

during these centurie s but, though more numerous data are 

needed for definite conclusions, it does not seem to have kept 

pace with the sixteenth century price rise. (4) In most cases, 

a small additional payment was made for shePherds' liveries;(5) 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

"The vnderstanding of these Shepherds dogs is very great, 
(especially in England) for the Shepherds wil there leaue 
their dogs alone with the flocks, and they are taught by 
custome, to keepe the sheep within the compasse of their 
pasture, and discern betwixt grasse and corn, for when they 
see the sheep fall vpon the corne, they run and driuethem 
away from tha t forbidden fruit of their own accord ••• "; 
Topsell, E., "The Historie of Fovre-Footed Beaste s" ( 1607) 
pp.158-160. (I am indebted to Captain Anthony Hsmond for' 
allowing me to see his copy of this boOk). 
In 1588, two Holkham shepherds were hired at Midsummer, and 
in 1589 one on 24th June; Holkham Mss., Tittleshall Books 
No.19. Agreements were binding for the whole year: a 
shepherd at Newton-next-Castle Acre was outlawed in 1456 
for leavi~ his employment before the term expired; 
P.R.O. 047/70/8/299. 
See supra, Chapter Six. 
See Graph Three. The figure above and that below the 
general trend represent a Single wage and are probably 
a-typical; the other figures represent averages of up to 
40 wages. The .data used are from the sheep accounts (see 
Chapter Six); Norfolk Archaeology Vol.XIX (Walpole sheep)­
Archaeologia, Vol. 25 (L'Strange sheep); Norfolk Antiquarian 

(continued overleaf) 
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(5) 

(4) - continued 
1 iscellany , Vol.III (De Grey sheep) ; ' and documents 
in Captain Hamond' s possession, (D ' Oylt y sheep). 
See supra , Chapter Six. 



Townshen1had the clothes themselves made in his 

household.(1) 
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GRAPH THREE : AVERAGE DECENNIAL SHEPHERDS' WAGES , 1501-1700. 

150 

+ 

100 

/J 

0 
Q Q 0 , ..!. I 

, -0 !S 
~ r- ~ ~ 

. 
~ ~ 

• 

(1) See supra, p. 198. 
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The chief non-monetary allowance to shepherds was 

for the going of their sheep, without payment, in the lords' 

fIOCkS;(1) others included gifts of lambs(2) and fleeces,(3) 

the benefit of receipts from tathing,(4) provision of corn,(5) 

and the chance of buying old hurdles cheaply for firewood. (6) 

Details of such customary allowances have been given in 

Chapter Six. (7) The shepherd's house was sometimes provided 

rent-free,(8) together with small acreages of field or 

enclosed ground for such cultivation as full-time shepherding 

permitted. (9) 

There was, of course, great variation in the wealth 

and possessions of shepherds. In 1592, Gregory Barney 'of 

Burnham Deepdale died with goods worth only a little over £16; 

(1
2

) See supra, Chapters Three (Section II) and Six. 
( ) One or two lambs were given to the shepherd as a reward 

for marking the year's increase ("Markyn", "Le markinge", 
"marken" lambs); supra, Chapter Six. 

(3) A "bell wethers fleece" was often given to the shepherd; 
supra, Chapter Six. Since the weight of a fleece was 
uncertain, one stone of wool was sometimes given instead; 
see Norf olk Antiquarian Miscellany, Volume III, p. 95, 
for example. 

1

41 See supra, p. 212.. 
5 See supra, Chapter Six. 
6 See supra, p.2.U. 
7 See supra, pp. 212. J 218.Z2.4, 2.46,250,2.67,2.86-7,302..306. 
8 In 1588, for example ', one Holkham shepherd was provided 

with a house rent-free, another hired his for 13s.4d.; 
Holkham MSs., Tittleehall Books, No.19. 

(9) See infra, inventories of shepherds. 
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he had no sheep, but two horses, two sows, one pig, one cow 

and some fowls; and his cultivations was represented by a 

plough, cart and some harvested corn.(1) In the same year, 

William Nutt of Mundford had posse ssions valued at nearly 

£47; his 140 Sheep must have been fed with his master's 

flock, and his other stock comprised eight swine, two cows, 

one mare, one foal and some poultry; he took a greater 

interest in husbandry than Barney had done, having two acres 

of rye i~ the field, ten combs of rye and ten stones of hemp, 

and a p~ough, three pairs of harrows and a cart. (2) Two 

comparati vely weal thy late seve.nteenth century shepherds were 

George Head of Heacham and Robert Wiseman of Cranwich. 

Head lived in an e~ght-roomed house and his inventory, drawn 

up in 1673, totalled nearly £82; he had 42 sheep and eleven 

lambs "in the flocke", eight other animals and some poultry; 

he had used "2 paire of clippers she ere stl, six stone s of wool 

remained unsold at his death, and corn worth ®21.10.0. lay in 

the barn; the prisers found £23 in ready money, and 45 

shillings were owing - but a 32nd part of a ship was 

considered a It de sparet debt". (3) Wi seman died in 1678 worth 

~
1l Norwich, Bishop's Chapel, inventories, Skete 153. 
2 Ibid., Skete 139. 
3 Ibid., Frary 32. 
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nearly £56; his animals included 20 sheep and 53 couples of 

ewe s and lambs; wheat, rye and barley were growi ng in the 

r ields, and hemp had been partly harvested. (1) 

Shepherds were 'a sheep farmer's only permanent 

employees unless his flocks were sufficiently numerous to 

warrant supervision by a sheep-reeve. This officer received 

a substantial stipend and enjoyed several of the privileges 

accorded to shepherds.(2) Occasional labour was needed for 

driving sheep from place t 'o place, greasing hoggs,(3) 

assisting the shepherd at lambing times, in FebrUary,(4) 

giding lambs, and so on.(5) Shearing time, however, brought 

a short period of great activity at the end of June and 

the beginning of July; sheep were washed(6) and clipped,(7) 

Ibid., Sussum 31. 
See supra, Ghapter Six. 
Greasers were paid acco~ding to the number of animals 
treated: in 1600, n'Oyley paid them 9s. for every 120 
poggs, and 6 quarts of oil used on 392 hoggs cost 3s.; 
Ms. in Captain Hamond's possession. On the Yorkshire Wold 
Henry Best paid his greasers 1d. ~r lamb and they treated 
6 or 7 animals per day; Robinson {ed.), op.cit. p.69. 
Ewes were usually tupped at Michaelmas and were with lamb 
for 20 weeks; Robinson (ed.), op.cit., pp.3-4. 
For miscellaneous labour costs, see Chapter Six. 
" ••• the whic1le shall be to the owner great profyte in the 
sale of his woll, and also to the clothe-maker"; 
Fitzherbert, op.cit., p.SO. On the Yorkshire Wolds, 
Best paid his washers 3d. for each score of sheep they 
dealt with 6 score per day; Robinson (ed.), op.cit. p.18. 
Best' 8 sheep we;re shorn two or three days after washing 
unless the wool had not risen sufficiently by then. He 
paid his clippers 4d. for each score of sheep; an average 
man dealt with 60-70 per day, a good man 80-90; 
Robinson Ced.), op.cit., p.21. Exrunples of the rates of 
payment in Norfolk are provided by an assessment of wages 
made by the Justices of the Peace in 1610. Paid by the 
day, a male clipper was to receive 7d. with, and 1s.2d. 
wi thout meat and drink, and a female clipper 6d. and 1 s. 
Paid "by the greate", 1 00 wethers were to be shorn far 1 s. 
with and 2s. without meat and drink, 100 hoggs or ewes for 
1Od. and 1s.8d.; English Historical Review Vol. 13 
(1898), pp.522-527. ' 
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the wool prepared for sale or storage,(1) and the shorn 

animals annointed to pre~ent infection, an~ marked. (2) 

Details of the labour involved at the clipping have been 

given in Chapter Six,(3) but three further illustrations of 

the charges involved may be added here. 

On 29th June, 1520, L'Strange disbursed 3s.4d. 

to eight men for washing his sheep at Fring, and drink for 

them cost him a further 8d.. Three other men received 8d. 

"for castyng inne ye shepe to ye wayshers". Four days later, 

21 clippers were paid 9s.4d. and 1s.2d. went to seven men 

who had wound the wool and smeared the shorn Sh~.(4) In 

1600, Edward D'Oyl.y apparently had his sheep at Wells 

washed and shorn on the same day - the 30th of June. The 

draggers of the sheep received 2s.6d., the washers 10s., 

the clippers 24s., the lock gatherers 1Od., the wool winders 

4s.; two pecks of wheat, three cheeses and beer devoured by 

them involved another 9S.3d •• (5) Finally, at William de Grey' 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

The fleeces were "wound": "let the wol be well folden or 
wounden with a woll-wynder, that can good skyll therof, 
the whiche shal do moche good in the sale of the same"; 
Fitzherbert, op.cit., p.50. When sold, the owner had the 
wool weighed: D'Oylty did so in February, 1600; Ms. in 
Captain Hrunond's possession. 
Annointing and washing in salt water prevented scabbiness; 
Mascall, op.cit., p.218. For marking, either pitch, tar 
and redding were applied, or the ears were cut and 
notched; Fitzherbert, op.cit., p.50; and . supra, p.301. 
See supra, pp. 2.°3)22.3-4,2.70-2.,267,2.73,287,2.96. 
Archaeologia, Volume 25 (1834), 437-438. 
Ms. in Captain Hamond's possession. 
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shearing at Merton in 1677, washers were paid 1s.6d. each, 

clippers 2s. for each hundred sheep shorn, wool winders 

1s.6d. each, a sheep brander 1s.6d., and the draggers and 

other helpers 1s.6d. at the most according to their age.(1) 

v. 
The wool supply from the Norfolk flocks was the 

chief source of profit arising from the early need, and 

ever-present need, to provide dunging for the light soils 

of the county. Until the fifteenth century at least, the 

bulk of Norfolk's wool went to the local worsted industry 

for which it was peculiarly suited; then, as that industry 

declined during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, some 

of the Norfolk supply was drawn to the coarse broadcloth 

indus try of Suffolk and Essex. The introduction of the new 

draperies restored the. :local demand but Norfolk wool was no 

longer sufficient in quantity for the Norwich industry and 

better quali~ wool was needed too. The wool supply will 

be examined in detail as an aspect of the worsted indu stry 

(Part Two), but it is necessary to consider here to wha t 

extent the production of mutton rivalled tha t of wool as an 

object of commercial sheep-farming in Norfolk during the 

sixteenth and s~genteenth centuries. 

(1) Norfolk Antiquarian Miscellany, Volume III (1887), p.94. 
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There was always, of course, a small demand for 

mutton from local butchers, and it was met by small and 

large sheep farmers alike with old crones, pock lambs and 

°a few prime animals. (1) Of more importance was the larger 

urban market for which sheep weeded out of the flocks were 

insufficient, and wether flocks not only gave the be st wool 

clips but provided fat wethers, hoggs and some ryxes for 

this growing market. The demand was probably small during 

the fifteenth century and the first half of the sixteenth: 

Norwich, though one of England's largest cities, had a 

population of only about 5,000(2) and could be supplied by the 

flocks in nearby districts; in the west of the county, 

King's Lynn - with perhaps 4,000 inhabitants(3) - could be 

easily supplied fro~no great distance; and London was only 

beginning to spread its net as far afield as Norfolk. 

The big sheep farmers of west Norfolk were little 

concerned with mutton production at this time if Townshend 

and Fermor were typical representatives. Townshend made 

several substantial sales of wethers to King's Lynn butchers, 

(1 ) Supra, Ghapter Six. From the flocks around Tittleshall 
and Holkham, numerous small sales were made to village 
butchers; Holkham Mss., Tittleshall Books No.19. 
Infra, p.4,b. Great Yarmouth added to the demand in 
east Norfolk. 
There were 3,217 payers of the poll tax in Lynn in 1377 
and it was the eighth great town in England on this 
basis. (I am indebted to r. M. W. Beresford for this 
information) • 

) 
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but for the most part he despatched old and weak animals 

and gave most attention to wool production. (1) Fermor 

likewise sent a number of sheep to the fairs in 1521, and 

those sold at Newmarket may have been de-stined for Cambridge 

or. even London butchers; but again the impression gained 

from the accounts is that this was the subsidiary of Fermor's 

objectives. (2) The flocks of Norwich Cathedral Priory 

provide good examples of the supply of mutton to Norwich. 

Those Priory flocks distant from the city were largely wool 

producers, but Norwich butchers bought considerable numbers 

of Sheep from those near the City.(3) 

By the mid-sixteenth century, however, sales of 

fat Sheep were beginning to figure more prominently among 

the profits of the large-scale sheep farmers. Corbett, 

farming within sight of the city wallS, naturally sent many 

wethers into Norwich in the 1550·s;(4) and Townshend at this 

time was selling large numbers of both hoggs and wethers, 

many of them going to Newmarket and Caml?ridgeshire and 

others to Norwich. (5) . On the other hand, Southwell in this 

period was more interested in the wool market.(6) The best 

1 Supra ,pp. 195-0. 
2 Supra, p. Z34· 
3 Supra, p. 2.44-. Also P.R.O. C1/425/47 (1515-1529). 
4 S upr a ,W. Z. 72· '3. 
5 Supra,pp. Z07-9. 
6 . supra,pp. 2.61-2.. 
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example of production for butchers is provided by Bedingfeld: 

again in the 1550's, he was sending many wethers, as well 

as crone ewes, on the drift to Newmarket, Reach and Cowlinge, 

and the sale of muttons to men of the home counties suggests 

that Bedingfeld was getting into the London market. (1) 

The smaller sheep farmers, with one or two flocks, sometimes 

sold fat sheep, too,(2) but they could not well afford the 

long drive to distant markets and no doubt looked for most 

profit from the wool brogger coming to their doors. , Evidence 

of the growing mutton market is provided by regulations for 

the prices of sheep and for ma~ntaining their supply. In 

1549, the price of wethers had been fixed at 4s. to 4s.4d. 

though butchers might charge a living wage above this; 

county Justices of the Peace were instructed to su~rvise 

the supply, and in years of shortage everybody having 500 

or more sheep were to be obliged to send 5 per 100 to 

market. (3) 'Three years later, another proclamation fixed 

prices of sheep at 2s. to 5s.,(4) and the country J.ustices 

continually tried .to fix the prices of this as well as other 

commodities. C5) 

Supra ,pp. 28;-4· 
In 1535-6, 80 wethers were sent from Burgh Hall, Holkham, 
to Walsingham and to "howse the butcher"; Holkham Mss. , 
Holkham Deeds, 9/255. House was a Norwich butcher; 
supra, p.2.72. 
Steele, R., "A Bibliography of Royal Proclamations of the 
Tudor and stuart Sovereigns", Vol.I (1910), p.37. 
Ope ci t., p.43. 
In 1552, tor example, they priced be st mut ton at 1 s.jd. 
per quarter, and second quality at 1s. at the most; 
C.B. 6/173. 
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In the later sixteenth century, the marked growth 

of the city of Norwich(1) gave an added incentive to Norfolk 

sheep farmers and constant attention was given to regul ations 

aimed at the malpractices of farmers and butchers. (2) Both 

country and city butchers contributed to the sUPPly,(3)those 

of the cfty numbering up to 30 in the 1570 t s,(4) and some 

idea of the numbers of sheep involved may be gained from the 

fact that in 1562 the tallow from the carcasses of 100 to 

150 sheep was brought into Norwich market weeklY.(S) By this 

( 5) 

. 
Infra,l?P.603-8. 
Ewes might not be bro~~ht to the city when in lamb 
(C.B.2/169; 13/747; 141227d.; A.B. 6/337) or if they had 
died at lambing time (C.B. 5/309)· rotten sheep were 
similarly prohibited (C.B. 8/62-3j; old sheep were, not 
to be dressed to resemble lambs (A.B. ' 3/197); carcasses 
were not to be "stuffed blowen or Sette vppe by eny male 
engyne or disceyte" to make them seem bigger (A.B.2/175dj 
C.B.5/462); and all carcases were ' subject to detailed 
orders for dressing ( A.B.3/197, 6/11). An act of 1549-50 
had forbidden butchers to buy and then re-sell sheep 
(and other animals) alive; Statute 3 and 4 Edward VI,c.19. 
In 1574, country butchers were allowed to use slaughter 
houses in the city; A. B. 3/220. 
In 1576, 26 ci ty butchers were bound not to kill or dress 
meat for sale until the last week of lent, and 61 inn­
keepers and tiplers were not to allow flesh to be eaten 
in their houses; C.B.10/82-3. In 1587, the numbers were 
~2 butchers and 71 inn-keppers, vintners and tiplers; 
C.B.11/707. City butchers varied greatly in the scale of 
their business; in 1619, John Abell was worth only about 
£47 at his death, while in 1589, Richard Fassett had a 
total inventory of nearly £259 - with 90 lambs, 80 wethers 
and 20 sheep worth over £85; Norwich, Bishop's Gha~l, 
inventories, Mason 115, Crickmer 30. A country butcher, 
John Oowper of Hingham, was worth over £533 in 1617 - he 
had sheep valued at over £65 and other animals at over 
£205; inventories, Johnson 119. 
C. B. 8/4d. etc .. 
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time, too, the London octopus was certainly reaching out as 

far as Norfolk for its food sUPPlies(1)and the drift of sheep 

andcattle to the metropolis was assuming fair proportions. (2) 

Even in the second half of the century, the large 

Sleep farmers took a varying interest in the mutton market: 

Southwell found it profitable in 1561(3) but Townshend 

gained little from it in 1565-7. (4) No doubt the supply of 

mutton varied a great deal from year to year so that accounts 

for longer periods are needed to assess accurately the 

importance of this market. Thus, fat sheep were important 

to Townshend in 1626(5) but not in 1637. (6) The growth of 

this demand probably increased the participation 1n the 

trade of the smaller sheep farmers.(7) 

Although Gawdy gained his profit from the sale of 
(8) 

lambs, not fat sheep (and indeed kept no wether flocks at all) 

(1 ) 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

( 8) 

See Fisher, tiThe Developzoont of the London Food 
Market, 1540-1640", Economic Hi story Review, Volume 5 ,No.2 
(1935) pp. 46~64. 
Infra, pp. '54-8. 
Supra, p. Z61. 
Supra, p. 2.16. 
Supra, p. 22.1. 
Supra, p. 2.2.7· 
The OBIlers of Burgh Hall in Holkham were, by 1634, 
rUIUling a separate wether flock in the Danish "borough": 
180 animals "fi t for the Butcher ll were fed there; 
Holkham Mss., Holkham Deeds, 13/639, quoted by Spratt, 
OPe cit., p.225. 
Supra, p. 29'. 
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the production of mutton became increasingly importan~ 

during the seventeenth century and the new Norfolk husbandry 

emphasised the fattening aspect of sheep farming.(1) This 

was the chief interest that L'strange(2) and Walpole took in 

their flocks; around 1700, Walpole was concentra ting on 

buying hoggs in the autumn, wintering them on turnips, and 

selling the fat wethers in 'the spring in Cambridge or to 

butchers of King's Lynn and Norwich. (3) It was probably not 

until the demand for mutton had increased to its seyenteenth 

century size that another method of production made its 

appearance. Nichola s Hamond of South Wootton is a 

particularly good example of the man who was not a big 

landowner and who did not maintain flocks of sheep for the 

whole of the year: his business was the fattening of sheep 

and cattle on good quality marsh pasture, some on his own 

account and some for re-sale to other men before the animals 

eventually reached the market. (4) 

(4) 

Supra, p.72.. 
Supra, p. ;05. 
See Plwnb, J.H., "Sir Robert Walpole and Norfolk 
Husbandryll, Economic History Review, Second Series, 
Volume V, Number 1 (1952), pp. 86-89. 
This summary of Hamond' s business is taken from a 
detailed account book covering the period 1663 to 1685 
now in the possession of Captain Hemond of Norwich. In 
addition to his primary business of fattening beef and 
mutton, Hemond increased his profits by money-lending, 
providing agricultural materials, acting as a rentier 
and following several minor si de-lines. 
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For these purposes, Hamond hired marshes(1) in 

five villages around King's Lynn and much expenditure was 

necessary to maintain banks against the sea. He bought 

large numbers of cattle at fairs in and beyond Norfolk, 

re-selling some after a short period but finishing most of 

them off to be sold at considerable profit. (2) Hemond's 

sheep exceeded his cattle in numbers though they involved 

a smaller capital turn-over; in the year ending at Michaelmas 

1668, his stock included 160 Norfolk wethers, 52 ewes and 

20 sheep; in the following year there were 530 sheep in all, 

and in 1670-1,430. The chief customers for Hamond's fat 

sheep were butchers of King's Lynn and Norwich, William 

Raynesby being the most prominent of those in the city. Fat 

wethers were often sold at prices 50 per cent. greater than 

those at which he had bought them, and even allowing for 

his expenses the net profi ts were considerable: in 1667-8, 

for instance, over £237 was saved by fattening sheep and 

cattle and, deducting charges of over £177, the net p~ofit 

was about £60. And further small profits were received for 

wool shorn from the stock, most of which went to King 's Lynn 

merchants. 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

His rents amounted to £110 in the year ending at ' Micnael­
mas 1668. 
From 16th June, 1663 to 16th June, 1664, 150 cattle were 
bought for £501- at the end of the ye~r, 46 had been sold 
for over £275 and the remaining 104 were valued at £460 -
a gain of £2.29. In the following year the gain was over 
£215, and in 1666-7, over £325. In 1668-9, the gain was 
only about £165 and, deducting charges, Hamond made a 
net loss of nearly £40. 
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Woolskins and pelts were merely incidental by­

products of wool and mutton production, but the country 

glovers collected large numbers of fells and made a minor 

though not insignificant contribution to the wool sUPPly.(1) 

Though obliged by the act of 1562-3(2) to tan their pelts 

after plucking the wool from them, Norfolk glovers were 

frequently content to sell the wool to broggers and the 

untanned pelts to larger dealers in the city. (3) Norwich 

butchers added to the glovers' supplies of skins(4) and the 

marketing of both pelts and fell wool in the city was strictly 

(1 ) 

(4) 

Supra, Chapter Six. See the inventories of city and 
country glovers; a Carbrooke glover in 1615, for example, 
had £48-worth of wool skins and wool - over a quarter of 
his total inventory (Norwich, Bishop's Chapel, inventories 
Eldred 40); and in 1630, an Elsing glover's £80-worth of 
wool skins and wool comprised nearly a third of his 
inventory (Box 373, number 265) (also, Peck 99, Palmer 
208, Mason 188, Daniels 83, Eldred 152, Johnson 107A, 
Frary 46, Wickham 63, Cobb 21, Abell 88, Box 153 No.160). 
A Great Yarmouth draper contracted to buy all the wool 
subsidiary to a Beccles glover's trade for one year; 
P.R.O. C1/121/7 (1485-1500). 
Statute 5 Elizabeth, c.22. 
Offendars against this act were sometimes accused by 
informers of dealing in 100's and even 1 ,000's of pelts; 
several country glovers were alleged to have sold their 
pelts untanned to Norwich men; P.R.O. E159/357/Trinity 
164r & d., 165; 408/H11ary 73d.; 409/Trinity 130; 
809/Michaelmas 234d.~ 235r & d., 236d.; 811/M1chaelmas 
29Or.& d. (1567-1595). 
See C.B. 5/32 (1541-2), C.B. 18th February, 1568, quoted 
in H. and T., op.cit., II, 183; A~B. ~73-4 (1512), 
234d. (1553). 
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controlled. (1) Export of pelts from Norfolk was prohibited(2) 

but by the early seventeenth century, Norfolk sheep sold 

for the London mutton market were doubtless contributing to 

the export of pelts for which a patent had been granted. (3) 

To reach a conclusion concerning the importance of 

mutton production, it seems clear that this became ' an 

increasingly prominent aspect of sheep farming in Norfolk ~s 

a result of both the growing markets for mutton and the 

declining position of Norfolk sheep in the worsted industry's 

wool supply. In the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, 

wool was still unrivalled as the chief marketable product of 

Norfolk sheep farmers. Mutton became increasingly profitable . 
in the late sixteenth and throughout the seventeenth 

centuries(4) while the Norwich industry was gradually turning 

to the finer wools of other counties; and by the eighteenth 

century, mutton was probably the large sheep farmers1 main 

concern. 

(1) 

(4) 

As footnote 4 on previous page and also A.B. 2/169d. 
(1540); C.B. 3/197 (1540). Detailed orders were contained 
in the book of the Company of ~lovers, tawlers and 

r
Ointmakers; A.B. 5/118d-12Od t1593), 135 t1594), 158d. 
1596). A prominent Norwich glover, Titus Norris 
A.B. 3/177,1579), found wool-dealing a profitable side­

line: he was disenfranchised for complicity in the 
illegal dealings of his son who was fined £20 for refuSing 
to take up his freedom; A.~ 5/134, 14Od. (1594). 
statute 5 Elizabeth, c.22. 
Details of this export are contained in a dispute over 
the patent; see P.R.O. E178/4105 (1609-11). 
For the relative prices of wool and wethers see 
Appendix Five. 
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VI. 

An essential preliminary to the marketing of sheep 

and wool was the unpopular payment of tithes; whether the 

sheep farmer paid in kind or whether he compounded with the 

incumbent for a money payment~(1) this was a substantial 

deduction from his profits. The payment of a fixed rent in 

lieu of tithes allowed the farmer to increase his production 

without allowing an additional benefit to the clerk, and it 

was probably this consideration which prompted a new 

incumbent at South Creake to demand lambs and wool instead 

of the rent received by his predecessor. (2) This wa s only 

one of the ways in which efforts were made to avoid the 

payment of tithes. With flocks of sheep feeding in different 

parishes, as they frequently did, it was possible to deny 

the right to tithes claimed by at least one of the clerks 

concerned; the vicar of Terrington~ in one such dispute, 

claimed that Thomas Gybbons, gent., had refused to pay tithe 

wool for his flock, and Gybbons' reply was that the sheep 

were fed for part of the year - and were shorn - in 

neighbouring Walpole. (3) Soon after, the same vicar was 

(1 ) See, for example, supra, pp. Z22 ,2.00. The shepherd am 
the owners of cullet sheep in a flock at Congham 
compounded for their tithes and made money payments; 
P.R.O. E134140 Elizabeth/Easter 3. A foldcourse owner 
might pay a tithe rent for the whole flock: L'Strange, 
for example, paid £15 for the tithe of Holme foldcourse 
in 1522; ArChaeOlogia( Vol.2? (1834), p.476. 
P.R.C. 01/1368/14-17 1553-8). 
P.R.C. c1/984162-3 (1538-44). A fre quent cause of dispute 
was doubt as to which church or chapel should receive 
the benefit of the tithes in question; there are many 
examples in "Norwich Consistory Court Depositions, 
1499-1 51 2 and 151 8-1 530", Norfolk Re cord Socie ty, Vol. 10 
(1938) • 
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f'orced to claim the non-payment of' ti the s by a number of' his, 

parishioners, and among other demands he sought financial 

compensation for lambs and sheep sold in their wOol.(1) 

Both wool 'and lambs were regarded as small tithes~2) 
and the payment of tithes - in kind or in money - was 

usually based on the year's increase and the year's clip: 

in most of the sheep accounts examined in Chapter Six, the 

tithes had already been despatched before the accountant's 

reckonings begin, and in the case of wool the tithes were 

removed even before the fleeces reached the wool-house. (3) 

The most d~tailed evidence available concerning tithes is 

provided by the account book of the benefice of F1itcham in 

1567: lambs, wool and money were paid by the- owners of two 

flocks, including the cu1let animals in them, and amounted 

in all to 22 lambs, 1s.10d. for odd lambs, and 17 stones and 

4 pounds of wool. (4) 

(1?) P.R.O. C1/1118/40 (1544-53). 
( ) See Rye, "North Erpingham", I, p.60 (Gimmi~ham, 1281). 

Also P.R.O. C1/775/22- 8 (Gunthorpe, 1533-38). At Diss 
in 1610, i-d. was paid for each lamb under the number of 
7, if there were 7 then one lamb was given and the vicar 
paid 1id. to the owner for the missing 3, if there were 
8 then one was given and 1d. returned, 9 then one was 
gi Yen and i-d. returned, and if 10 then simply one lamb 
wa s given;and each tenth pound of wool was given to the 
incumbent; Blomefield, op.cit., I, 19-20. 

(3) In ' none of the accounts is t here a description of the 
methods of selecting the tithe lambs and wool to compare 
wi th tha t given in Be st 's farming book; Robinson (ed.), 
op.cit., pp.24-25. 

(4) N.P.L. Flitcham Mss., Bundle 8/358. 
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Apart from purely local dealing, many sales of . 

sheep took place at markets and fairs without the a ssi stan~e 

of middlemen. Norfolk fairs(1)often sufficed, but for distant 

sales it was usual for Sheep to be sent to fairs outside the 

county(2)rather than for customers to come to Norfolk. And 

at the fairs, middlemen and informers mingled with men looking 

for stock. Sheep farmers incurred charges and toll payments 

both at the fairs(3)and on the roads to and from them; to 

reach the Suffolk, Essex and Cambridgeshire fairs, for 

example, sheep had to be taken across the Little Ouse -

probably at Thetford or Brandon - where 4d. per score was 

paid for animals crossing the bridges in the reign of 

Henry VIII. (4) 

(1 ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

Simple exchanges of sheep sometimes sUfficed,(5) 

Among them Gissing, Thetford, Kenninghall, Kipt on 
F oulsham, Fransham ,and HarlQston. 
Among them Newmarket and Cowlinge (Suffolk), Reach 
(Cambridgeshire) and Thaxsted (Essex). 
Supra, p. 294. • In 1600, Edward D'Oyley paid 1 s. in 
tolls when buying lambs at Foulsham f air; Ms. in 
Captain Hamond's possession. 
Blomefield, OPe ci t. , II. , '6. 
In 1587, a Gayton man arranged to let Thomas Cobb of 
East Walton have 34 second-shear sheep in exchange for 
18 ewes and 12 lambs, the 34 to be delivered at the 
following Lammas and the 18 and 12 at the following 
Candlemas; P. R.O. Requ.41238/33. 
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but with rew exceptions sales of sheep were made with credit 

allowed to one of the parties. When Thomas Jekeler contracte 

to buy 200 ewes rrom Great Massingham, he paid only 6s.8d. 

in cash and gave two bills of obligation ror £14 each. (1) 

The absence or written evidence rendered such deals 

precarious,(2)for the executors often refused to honour the 

debts arter a buyer had died and creditors frequently 

attempted to secure double payment or debts. Debtors were 

in many cases obliged to provide security for the payment of 

their debts, and again the lack of written evidence 

endangered the buyer: creditors sought the payment of the 

full bond on the pretence that the debt had not been 

satisfi"ed. (3) Richard Dey went so far as to ~llow his landS' 

to be mortgaged for £37 as surety for the payment of 

£18.13.4. when he bought some sheep; his creditor found some 

pretence under which to refuse payment and entered into the 

lands instead. (4) 

( 4) 

P.R.O. 01/530/48 (1515-29). 
Richard Gryme could not prove that Nicholas Whale owed 
him 40s. for 24 sheep, P.R.O. 01/314/10 (1500-15); or 
John Fisher that his n~esake owed him £10 for corn and 
sheep , 01/134/27 (1485-1500). 
Richard Barker bought 500 ewes from John Woodhouse ror 
£80, giving a bond or £100 as surety; Barker cla~ed 
that this had been paid, but Woodhouse sued ror the £100; 
P.R.O. 01/946/4 (1538-44). 
P.R.O. 01/980/27 (1538-44). 
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Where these small deals were not made at fairs 

but at the seller's home, provision was sometimes made for 

the buyer to pay for the sheepst pasturage between the 

making of the contract and the delivery date. Thomas 

Jekeler, for instance, paid 26s.8d. for the feeding of 200 

sheep that he bought at Great Massingham. This practice 

occasioned further uncertainty for in- this particular case 

the creditors refused to honour the bargain and witheld the 

26s.8d. as well as the instalments already paid and the 

obligations. (1) In other cases, sales were made in order 

that the buyer might fatten the sheep on his pastures and 

both parties shared the profits. (2) 

It was normal for sheep to be sold by the long 

hundred, just as that measure was invariably used in the 

sheep accounts; but despite the use of the long hundred in 

statute 25 Henry VIII, C.13,(3) it seems that t his may not 

have been universal throughout England. When the owner of 

a flock of over 1,000 sheep at west Barsham (Norfolk) died, 

his brother, John Doddington of Corfe Castle (Dorset), sold 

P.R.O. C1/530/48 (1515-29). 
John Miller sold 80 sheep, 55 lambs and 21 bullocks 
to Richard Foster to be fattened, and theywere to Share 
the profits; when Foster died intestate, his executors 
refused to pay Miller; P.R.O. C1/1030/52-55 (1538-44). 
Supra, p. ;12 . 
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the sheep to Thomas Athowe who had a foldcour~e a t 

Grimston (Norfolk). Doddington expected to deliver the 

sheep at five score to the hundred but Athowe pressed him 

to make up the "full Norfolk thousand" at six score to the 

hundred. (1) In Dorset, at least, the long hundred was 

presumably not used: . 

So much for the dealing carried out by sheep 

f armers themselves, with or without recourse to ·:. the fairs; 

but for the smaller farmers the expense and delay of 

visiting the fairs - even those in Norfolk - were too great 

and there wa s an ideal opportunity for the intervention of 

the middleman. Little is known about these men in Norfolk 

apart from the data associated with "An Acte againste 

Regratours Forestallers and Engrossers", passed in 1551-2; (2) 

but fortunately the informers who found Norfolk such a happy 

hunting ground for wool broggers, as a result of the act 

passed only five years earlier, ( 3 ) were kept almost as busy 

by the illegal sheep and cattle dealer s. The act decreed 

that anybody who bought and re-sold live animals must keep 

them for an intermediate five weeks on his or their "owne 

Houses grounde f'erme grounde, or els in suche grounds where 

2 Statute 5 Edward VI, c.14. ~
1~ P.R.C. Requ.~3~73. 

3 Statute 1 Edward VI, c.6. See infra, pp.4'3-~. 
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he or they have the herbage or comon of Pasture by graunte 

or p'scripcon ••• "; a penalty of double the valueof the 

animals made inf'ringement unprofitable. The busine ss of 

buying and re-selling animals at considerable and unjust 

profit was clearly too easy: no useful function could 

possibly be performed by men who intercepted animals on the 

way to market or bought them from farmers nearby and re-sold 

them either on the spot or at a very short distance. Not 

that this legislation was intended to hamper the beneficial 

work of anyone "knowen for a comen Drover or Drovers" who 

moved animals great distances and were truly indispensable; 

drovers were now to be licenced by three Justices of the 

Peace in their county of origin and were then free to buy 

cattle wherever they had been accustomed to do so and to sell 

them at reasonable prices in common fairs and markets at 

least 40 miles away "so that the same Cattall be not bought 

by way of forstalling". 

The great majority of offences concerning Norfolk 

men were alleged to have taken place at Westminster -

presumably at 8Ini thfield market. Very large numbers of 

animals were reaching London from surrounding counties and 

Norfolk men amongst others ware buying and immediately 

re-selling them there(1) and at another important market -

(1) For example, supra, p.317 ; many of the informations to 
be found in the Exche quer Memoranda Rolls concern cattle, 
or cattle and sheep. 
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Islington in Middlesex. Although some of t hose animals had 

been sent from Norfolk,(1)the majority came f rom elsewhere 

and of more interest here are the activities discovered 

within the county of Norfolk. In many cases, the middlemen 

were saving farmers the expense and trouble of t aking lambs 

and crones to local marke ts themselves: in 1564, for 

instance, Thomas Porter of Ellingham was reported to have 

bought 500 lambs and 140 crone s from Humphrey Beaupre and 

others at ells in the north of the county and to have sold 

them at Kenninghall in south Norfolk. (2) No service at all 

was performed by the men who bought and re-sold sheep in 

the same Norfolk Village,(3) but others put themselves to 

the trouble of driving the animals to Smithfield;(4) a 

further variant was to buy Norfolk sheep that had already 

made part of the journey to London and to take them the 

rest of the way. (5) 

The Norfolk middleman whose aetivi ties were most 

frequently called into question was John Thory, a draper of 

(1 ) For example, in 1590 John Watts of Ma ttishall (better 
known as a wool brogger - infra( p.363) bought 1,000 
lambs from Bassingbourne Gawdy see supra, ~p. 2.91 ) 
and others at Islington; P. R.O. E159/400/Hilary 89. A 
number of middlemen were informed upon as both wool and 
sheep dealers, including Thomas, John and Roger Watts, 
Richard BaldWin, Edward Hall, Peter Gage, Thomas Elvey 
(all of MattishallO and Thomas Hall (of ~attishall Burgh). 
E159!350!Hilary 46. 
E159/421/MlchaelmaS 95 (West Walton, 1600), for example. 
E159/369/Michaelmas 182 (Beckham to Westminster, 1574), 
for example. 
For example, 1n 1577 Thomas Watts of Mattishall bought 
1,000 l~mbs from Mr. Baxster of stanway, Norfolk 
(stanhoe?), at Royston in,~ertfordshire and re-sold them 
at Islington; E159/374/Easter 4~. 
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Burnham Market in north Norfolk. He took part in the bUYing 

and selling of 5,000 sheep and 5,000 lrunbs at We stminster 

in 1590,(1) 4,000 lambs there in 1591,(2) and 2,000 lambs 

and 1,000 sheep there in 1593;(3) three years l a ter he was 

alleged to have dealt with 200 wethers and 1,000 lambs, 

again in London,(U) and in 1597 he and Roger atts or 

Tuddenham profiteered with 500 sheep and 500 lambs there.(S) 

Edward Body's information against Thory prompted an 

interrogatory about his doings in 1594,(~)and another in 

1595. (?) The second was put. to John Younge of Great 

BirCham:(~)he agreed that Thory had bought sheep at Barsham . 
and within three weeks sold them at various rairs: and he 

further accused him of being a commo~ buyer and seller of 

corn. (9) 

A similar interrogatory(1Q) revealed that Edward 

Monnforde, of Radwinter in Essex, was dealing in Norfolk. 

A husbandman and a labourer of DOCking believed that he had 

1 E159/401/Michaelmas 181. 
2 E159/403/Michaelmas 117. 
3 E159/407/Michaelmas 345. 
4 E159/409/Trinity 97· 
5 E159/415/Michaelmas 171d., 172. 
6 P.R.O. E178/126. 
7 P.R.O. E133/10/1598. 
8 Yo~e himself dealt in sheep at We stminster in 1590; 

E159/401/Michaelmas 407. 
(9) P.R.O. E133/8/1213. 
(10) P.R.O. E133/8/1152. -
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bought sheep ~rom Calibut Walpole, or his sheep-reeve, at 

Syderstone, ~rom Roger Carter o~ Docking, and ~rom other 

Norfolk men. Some of the animals, they said, had been 

driven to Monnforde's home but the rest were sent - within 

five weeks - to Cowlinge ~air; neither witness was sure 

how far that was ~rom Syderstone, but one o~ them had heard 

37 miles - just below the critical limit that would have 

brought Thory within the statutory exemption for drovers. 

It was .in ~act about 50 miles. 

Another foreigner d.ealing in Norfolk was John 

Knight, a miller o~ Wortham in Su~~olk. In answer to an 

interrogatory in 1594,(1) a Diss witness alleged that 

Knight had bought lambs at Diss and South Acre, selling most 

of them within five weeks. Some of the lambs had been 

bought from the witness himself and he wa s clearly interested 

in the case: the interrogatory suggested that he had sought 

to influence the course of justice by meeting the infommer 

concerned (again Edward Body) at Gissing fair, and "praide 

hini to be glbod to the saide John Knight". London informers 

clearly travelled widely in search of prey, but the 

£70.16.8. which would have been his half share of the fine 

in this case would have much more than offset Body's 

travelling expenses. 

(1) P. R. O. E133/8/1164 
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A little can be discovered o~ the pro~its made by 

these middlemen, if the informers are to be trusted. For 

driving sheep the 22 miles (as the crow ~lies) from Hunstanton 

to Fransham (Nor~olk) in 1563, one man gained 2d. on each 

lamb and sheep.(1) In the ~ollowing year, the 36-mile 

drive ~rom Wells to Kenninghall (Nor~olk) brought a pro~it 

o~ 4d. on each lamb and crone.(2) In 1564, too , a pro~it o~ 
6d. was made on each 100 lambs driven ~rom Norfolk to 

Cowlinge (Suf~Olk).(3) A more· substantial gain was of 6d. 

for each wether bought and re-sold at the same Norfolk 

village in 1572, (4) and for lambs bought at Royston 

(Hert~ordshire) and re-sold at Islington in 1577 the profit 

was nearly 4id. each.(5) Profits o~ up to 15 per cent. were 

considerable, especially in view of the large numbers of 

animals involved and the frequency of a man's dealings. 

!~I 
E159/347/Easter 61. 
E159/350!Hilary 46. 
E159/350!Hilary 46. 
E159!365!Michaelmas 408. 
E159/3741Easter 42. 
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VII. 

For the majority of sheep farmers the carriage of 

their wool to Norwich or to the country wool markets would 

have been costly and time-consuming; and the journey to the 

wool producing districts was equally impracticable for the 

worsted weavers, most of whom were poor craftsmen working on 

a small scale and needing only small amounts of wool at a 

time.(1) Middlemen were essential to the trade and a great 

variety of men, many with other means of livlihood, were 

attracted to take part in it.(2) The regulation of the wool 

broggers' activities and the demand of the worsted industry 

for their services are considered in later chapters dealing 

with the industry, but some attention will be given here to 

the composition of the class of middlemen working in this 

county and to the methods they adopted. 

Bowden distinguished three broad classes of wool 

middlemen working in England in the period 1500-1560: the 

large local 'dealers or "woolmen" who might at the same time 

be graziers or general merchants in other products, the 

merchants of London and the larger prOvincial towns for whom 

In:t'ra, p.45}. 
The identity of the giiddlemen engaged in the English 
internal wool trade is fully considered in Bowden, P.~., 
"The Internal Wool Trade in England in the Sixteenth and 
Seventeenth Centuriestl

, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, 
University of Leeds, (1952), pp.114-133. 
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wool was but one aspect of their trade, and the smaller wool 

broggers who sometimes combined this business with agriculture 

or industry. The woo~en were ~ost solely to be found in 

the fine wool producing areas and were chiefly concerned 

wi th supplying the export roorchants; with the declining export 

of wool they were losing their importance by the mid 

sixtee.nth century and eventually disappeared as a group, but 

there is, in any case, no evidence of their activities in 

Norfolk whose coarse woo! never interested the Staplers. (1) 

Some representatives of the sevond group did participate in 

the Norfolk trade, among them merchants of Norwich who 

supplied the worsted industry(2) and merchants of King's Lynn 

who engaged in "the il~egal export of wool or transported it 

to other counties.(3) 

By far the most important middlemen in this county, 

however, were the broggers; the unsuitability of Norfolk wool 

Inf'ra, p.454, 
Though not until after the introduction of the new 
draperies; see below. 
A number of King's Lynn merchants were inf'ormed against 
for offences against the act of 1547 regulating the 
marketing of Norfolk WOOl; infra, ~p.456. 
For examples, see P.R.O. E159/350/Hilary 138; 
348/Trinity 168; Michaelmas 367, 1563-4. William Style, 
a Lynn merchant, sent his apprentice into the country 
on horseback to fetch WOOl; P.R.O. 01/75/22 (1461-1485). 
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for the Staple export trade or for the fine broadcloth industr~ 

and the predominance of the small manufacturer in the worsted 

industry gave these broggers an unrivalled pre-eminence. 

Whenever national legislation threatened to deprive the 

worsted weavers of the broggers' services, it was recognised 

that in the Norfolk conditions these middlemen were essential; 

but their activities were always limited to dealing in Norfolk 

wool only. (1 ) 

Although Norfolk wool had been sufficient in both 

quantity and quality for the old worsted industry, supplies 

from outside the county were needed by the expanding manufac­

ture of the new draperies and then Norwich Stuffs in the late 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The broggers were 

excluded from this new wool trade which was, in the first 

instance, in the hands of four Norwich aldermen and was later 

controlled by various ci ty merchants. The smaller middlemen 

continued to supply Norfolk wool to the worsted weavers. (2) 

In England, generally, Bowden saw the entry of three new 

classes of middlemen into the wool trade after 1560: the 

Staplers who had lost their export trade and were turning to 

the supply of the home cloth industry, merchants and 

manufacturers engaged - or previously engaged - in the leather 

(1) Infra, pp. 453-'-
( 2) Intra, pp. 55' et 5Q'J,-
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industry, and the "brogging clothiersll who re-sold the wool 

they bought. The first and t h ird of these groups do not 

seem to have entered into the Norfolk trade, and although 

glovers of other counties contributed to the supply of wool 

to Norwich, the sale of wool continued to be merely 

incidental to the proper trade of most Norfolk glovers. (1) 

At least one family of Norwich glovers did, however, contribute 

to the group of merchants who controlled the supply of 

Midlands wool to the city in the early seventeenth century. (2) 

The trade in non-Norfolk wool, and the merchants 

who participated in it, will be dealt with in the relevant 

sections of Part Two; but as far as the marketing of wool by 

Norfolk farmers is concerned, attention must be focus sed on 

the brogger. 

A great variety of m1~dlemen dealt in Norfolk wool: 

some appear to have gained their sole livlihood from the 

trade, others were part-time broggers otherwise engaged in a 

(1 ) 

( 2.) 

In a few cases, Norfolk glovers did deal in WOOl; 
in 1564, William Wynne of Li tcham bought wool at 
Burnham and re-sold it at Bury St. Edmunds (Suffolk); 
P.R.O. E159/351/Michaelmas 195d.. In 1578, a Hempton 
glover bought wool at Westminster; E159/379/Michaelmas 82. 
Infra, p.347. 



wide range o~ occupations,(1)and some were merchants dealing 

in numerous goods in addition to wool. The most illustrative 

gallery of middlemen is that provided by i~ormations alleging 

breaches o~ the act of 1547;(2) some eighty men fell prey to 

informers between 1558 and 1619.(3) Many of these middlemen 

appear only once or twice in such informations, and no 

evidence of their work is to be found from other sources. 

But of much more interest is the group of wool broggers who 

dealt continually with Norfolk farmers, both legally and 

illegally: their names are not limited to the Memoranda Rolls 

but frequently occur in the Norwich Court Books and elsewher&4) 

and if they were not full-time wool broggers then at least 

this was the business to which they devoted most of their time. 

Among these well known broggers, the majority 

lived in a group of villages in central Norfolk near East 

Dereham, and especially in Mattishall and Mattishall Burgh. 

The va tts family was perhaps the most prominent of all. The 

reason for this concentration seems to be the simple one of 

geographical location: these villages lay between the 

Sheep-Corn Region of west Norfolk and the worsted weaving 

(1 ) 

(4) 

Among these occupations were:- carrier, yeoman, hosier, 
merchant, merchant tailor, glover, fishmonger, draper. 
(P.R. O. E159). 
Infra, pp.453-;, 
Found by a thorough search of the Memoranda Rolls (K.R.) 
of the Court of Exchequer. 
See Appendix Four. 
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district of East Norfolk, with its centre at Norwich. From 

Mattishall, Watts and his associates travelled throughout the 

wool producing region collecting 'suPPlies;(1) some of t hem 

had wool-houses in the west of the county as well as in their 

home villages(2)where they were well-placed to visit the 

Norwich market(3) - or to engage in illegal wool-running 

over the Suffolk border. (4) 

Deppite the notorious profitability of wool­

brogging, it was fraught with dif ficulties. No doubt it made 

some men ; it did not make Henry James of Briston who died in 

1618 with household goods worth only £2.16.2.,(5) and it had 

been precarious for Frantis Aylemer of Buxton who had little 

at his death in 1,601 apart from hopeful and desperate debts 

amoun~ing to £60. (6) others certainly fared better. 

Edward Shepheard of Hempstead must have pursued an average 

trade before his neighbours valued his possessions at about 

(1 ) 

(2) 

In 1558, Thomas Butts of Great Riburgh sold wool to 
Edward Wa tts; B. M. Addi t. 39221. In 1520, L'Strange of 
Hunstanton sold wool to Yorke "ye woolman of Tudnham 
(Tuddenham)"; Archaeologia, Vol.25 (1839), p.488. 
See alEo, Chapter Six, pp. 263-4,2.17. 
William Watts died in 1647 wi th £34-worth of wO CllI in his 
wool-house at Mattishall,and lithe woole lying at Guyton 
thorpe" accounted :for another £43; Norwich, Bishop's Chapel 
inventories, number 149 in buhdle 3 in a box of inventories 
of this date. 
Some, like Firmin Neve of Mattishall, had warehouses in 
the city; C.B. 10/538 (1580). 
I nlf'r a , p. 454. 
Nowich, BiShop's Chapel, inventories, stamfer 231. 
Ibid., Snowden 2. 



£63 in 1621; but the debts which credit dealing involved 

accounted for over £23 of that sum.(1) Two men who had 

prospered on the trade were Richard Rayner of Hevingham and 

William Watts, a member of the wool-brogging family of 

Ma ttishall: Rayner's inventory totalled £203,(2) and Watts's 

£456.(3) At his death, Watts had wool worth £77 in his 

wool-house s and £ 200 in ready money, but animals, corn and 

husbandry i mplements show that he maintained a certain interest 

in agriculture. 

The difficulties confronting t he wool mi ddleman 

cannot be bet ter described than by a full quotation from the 

letter written by Edward Newgate of Norwich to Si r Thoma s 

Tr e sham in 1599.(4) Though Newgate may h ave been guilty of 

some exaggeration in this plea to one of his creditors, the 

difficulties which he had encountered were in principle t hose 

which any bragger might have met. He wrote:-

(4) 

Ibid. , Wickham 51. 
Inventories, Myles 292 (1593). 
Ibid., number 149 in bundle 3 in a ' box of inventories 
dated 1647. 
H. M.C., V~rious Collections, Volume III (1904), 
pp. 96-97~ 
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"And by your worships f avour I would make it known unto 
you:- first for my trade of buying of wool, be cau se the 
statute of the land is against it, it hath cost me for 
licences since my occupying began a t the least 2001., 
besides I have lost by Dutchmen decayed and gone away 
beyond t he sea more than 1001. , be sides I have pa id 501. 
a year for interest money, these be grievous cros ses for 
~ poor chapman as I was, having nothing to live by but my 
travail and l abour of my hands, and also being well known 
my beginning to be small, for I never had 301. of r eady 
money of any friend I had in all my life. And come to 
l a ter time, I bought two ye ars past on Mr. Tirrell' s wool, 
dwelling about Stonye Stratfor, he having two ye ars wool 
being much of it both tarry and rotten which I knew not 
until I had bought it. I wa s forced to put off ninety tod 
of the same wool tha t would not serve for Norwyche unto 
Peter Alen of Owndell by name, to sell it into Suffolk, to 
whom I was constrained to lose iijs. in every tod of tha t 
it cost me or else ~he could not have sold it; now this 
l a st year I bought Mr. Tiringames wool being two ye ars wool 
at 23s.4d. the tod, besides it cost me twenty mark for the 
carraige to Norwyche. I was forced to sell all ' tha t wool 
for xvjs. the tod, some at Norwyche and some to send to 
Berye in Suffolk and both for xvjs. the tod, besides all 
this, of late time having wool coming out of Buckinghamshire 
by cart my sacks were ripped by t he way by the carriers and 
sto~e out as much wool as came to xxxiijl. of money and the 
sacks cunningly sewed up again. Also of l ate time having 
wool comdng by cart to Peterborowe, the water men through 
their negligence cast me a load of wool into the river a t 
Peterborowe bridge, whereby the wool being spoiled I lost 
I know not what. " 

Newgate said he was willing to divide his goods and two or 

three tenements that he had between Tresham and his other 

creditors. Newgate had previously bought and sold wool at 

Norwich(1) and 'at westminster(2) besides bringing wool to the 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

In 1591 it was alleged tha t Newgate bought 40,000 lbs. 
of fleece wool in st. Andrew's parish and re-sold it 
there; P.R.O. E159/403/Trinity 56. 

In 1590, he was informed upon for buying and selling 
1,500 tods of fleece wool at 'Westminster; E159/401/ . 
Michaelmas 504. And in 1592 for dealing with 500 tods 
there; E159/404/H11ary 124. 
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city from Norfolk and elsewhere. ~he licences mentioned in 

his letter were needed to enable him to deal in non-Norfolk 

wool and Newgate appears to have been one of the group of 

Norwich men controlling the supply of such wool for the 

Norwich industry. Only a year before his plea to Tresham, 

Newgate had been in the company of four prominent Norwich 
an 

middlemen-merchants in complaining againstAalien wool comber 

for infringing the city's wool marketing regulations. (1) 

The procedure adopted in dealings between wool 

growers and middlemen varied a great deal with the scale of 

both part~es' activities.(2) Norfolk middlemen travelling 

in the county prob§bly made many on-the-spot transactions 

wi th farrre r s, though there is Ii ttle evidence for the nature 

of their deals and the sheep accounts do not help; but 

advance contracts for wool, whiCh Bowden found to be equally 

common elsewhere in England, were used in this county, too. 

It is difficult to assess the importance of contract dealing 

in Norfolk for known cases are few: it was probably popular 

with the numerous small and medium growers, but men like 

Townshend could afford to hang on to their wool until prices 

c. B. 13/232, see infra, p.563. 
The purchase and sale of wool in England are fully 
described in Bowden, thesis cit., pp.134-187. A full 
account is not attempted here, and the following pages 
describe wool dealing with reterence to Norfolk evidence 
alone and attempt to isolate any peculiarities there 
may have been in the Norfolk middleman's methods. 
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suited them. For their part, the middlemen may not have 

regarded long-term contracts favourably: when dealing with 

the poor weavers and spinsters of the ~eclining worsted 

industry in the sixteenth century, they could never have been 

quite sure of their market, though their other customers - the 

Suffolk clothiers - provided a more reliable demand. Moreover, 

since they lived so near the Norfolk wool growing region, 

these middlemen could be sure of their supplies without the 

aid of long-term contracts for several years' wool, and it 

would not be surprising if they made most use of the second 

kind of contract - that for a single delivery - and entered 

into agreements with farmers only a short time before 

Shearing.(1) 

Contracts for a regular supply of wool over a 

period of years were of two chief kinds. In the first, wool 

was to be provided at the current market price, and in the 

second either the total price or the price per stone was 

fixed. An example of the second va~iety was the . contract made 

between a London dealer, Henry Pattmer, and the priors of 

Ca stle Acre; all the priory's wool for a period of ten years 

was involved, and the price was always to be 3s.4d. per 

stone. (2) A variant on this arrangement was that between 

(1
2

) For a probable example of this, see supra, pp. Z.Z1.8. 
( ) P.R.O. 0'1/578/15 (1515-1529) • 

.. 



369 

RiChard Holden, gent., of the Middle Temple, and Fr ancis 

Ba sterd of Norfolk: 80 stones of wool were to be deliver ed 

annually for ten years and the price wa s to be 7s. per s tone 

in the first year and 5s.4d. thereafter.(1) In a third c ase, 

the tota l price wa s fixed; Thomas Wynde of South Wootton 

agreed in 1581 to sell all hi s wool to Roger Sedgewicke of 

St. rYeS for three or four years until the suppl y r eached the 
( 2) value of £119.7.0. 

Wha tever their conditions, the fulf ilment of 

long-term contracts was endangered by r apid ri ses in wool 

prices, when the grower would feel enti t led to more t han the 

agreed price, or by rapid decreases in price s, when the buyer 

would wish to be relea sed from his contract. Furthermore, 

once they had secured a contract, farmers could e asily 

practise deceits in preparing their wool - if not so easily 

get aW2Y with them. wynde had agreed to supply his wool 

"well and also marchauntably dressed and trymmed Upp" and he 

kept his word for the first year; but thereafter he delivered 

it wi th "great abus & deceiptll 80 that Sedgewicke had to 

re-sell it to his great loss. Basterd, too, tried to deceive 

the dealer who alleged that the wool had been very coarse, 

badly wa shed and mixed with flock and other rubbish: no 

P.R.O. 01/1229/62-64 (1544-1553). 
P.R.O. Requ.~12Z132. The contract between the prior of 
Weybourne and Richard Odde of Thorpe Market also involved 
a fixed total payment: 200 stones of wool were to be 
provided at 60 stones annually, together with certain 
malt and barley am Odde was to pay £78 in ail; 
P.R.O. C1/19a/58 (1485-1500). 
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merchant would buy it from him. Non-delivery or the supply 

of poor quality wool were especially feared by t hose 

middlemen who made arrangements for the sale of the wool 

before they actually received it from the grower. William 

Feke and William Mathewe, two wool chapmen of Edgefield, 

contracted in 1544 to buy all the wool grown by Robert 

Longwade of ThDDpe Market for seven years at 3s.4d. per stone; 

but after Longwade's death, his widow (admitting that the 

price of wool had risen) alleged that the agreed price had 

been 3s.1Od. per stone and, moreover, refused to supply the 

final instalment of wool under the pretence that the contract 

had became void on her husband's death. The broggers had 

already sold the undelivered wool.(1) 

Credit was involved in most transactions for the 

sale of WOOl; sometimes direct loans were made, repayable 

with interest, but more usually book credit was allowed. 

Creditors and debtors were to be found at all stages in the 

supply of wool and the manufacture of cloth, but it is 

probably true to say that in wool dealing, credit was most 

frequently granted by the seller to the buyer. There was, 

however, great variation between the attitudes to credit 

dealing of the different caasses of wool growers. Small 

farmers needed regular supplies of caSh for the payment of 

(1) P.R.O. C1/112~8-9 (1544-1553). 
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rents and they naturally favoured immediate sales of wool for 

ready money' sometimes their needs prompted than to seek part 

of the payment in advance, with the rest due at delivery of 

the wool. The larger tenant farmers, who were represented 

by the many foldcourse lessees in Norfolk, were better able 

to give credit to the ~ddlemen; and the large-scale sheep 

farmers were able to Choose their methods of sale unhindered 

by the pressure or cre ditors - they could delay sale until 

market conditions were most favourable and they gave 

extensive credit to the wool broggers. One need look no 

further than the sheep accounts of Sir Roger Townshend ror 

confirmation of this. (1) On the ·strength of their indebtedne s 

to the wool gro~§rB, broggers could afford to place 

themsElves in the position of creditors in their dealings with 

the cloth manufacturers; but it is likely the Norfolk broggers 

rarely took credit from the small weavers and spinsters of 

the worsted industry who bought wool in such small quantities. 

The contracts already quoted provide adequate 

examples of the giving of credit. (2) Herry Pattmer, for 

instance, bought 270 stones or wool worth £45 from Castle Acre 

in one year, but paid only £20 on delivery of the wool: the 

(1) Supra,J2P." 198·1.00. 
(2) Also, see supra, pp.198-2OO. 
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r e st was to be rendered in instalments. Holden also paid 

his debt in instalments. Especially in the case of dealings 

with middlemen from distant counties,(1) creditors often 

demanded security from their debtors to safeguard them from 

non-payment and wool buyers provided bonds which almost 

al ways exceeded the debt. Sedgewicke contracted to buy wool 

from Wynde to the value of £119.7.0. but he gave a bond for 

£ 200. (2) In cases of even greater uncertainty, creditors 

might re quire such bonds to be underwritten by one or more 

sureties, and the surety might cover his own risks by taking 

a counter-bond from the debtor. Sureties were often wealthy 

men who could be relied upon to make payment if the debtor 

defaulted: thus, a North Walsham mercer was surety for 

John Bartylmewe when he bought wool from John Dalton. (3) 

These, then, were the methods of procedure and 

the uncertainties of the wool middleman's business. What 

profits did he make from it? There is little evidence 

available for either the average profits or the amount of wool 

(1) Hesitancy in dealing with such middlemen was certainly 
, justified: Anthony oteway a nd James Keene of Compstocke 

in Devon bought £100-worth of wool in Norfolk - but they 
gave the names of Joanes and Payne in their obligations 
to avoid payment; Acts of the Privy Council, Calendar, 
1588-89, p.151. 

(2) Similar bonds were given by clothiers to wool broggers; 
John Bredstreete and Edward London of Suffolk gave two 
bonds - one of £50 for the payment of £30, another of 
£40 for £20 - to Thomas Cooke, a Norfolk wool chapman; 
P.R.O. ReJu.4125/59. 

(3) P.R.O. C1 751/30 (1529-1538). 
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dealt in annually by Nerfo.lk middlemen. Several co.ntempo.rary 

seurces suggested to. Bo.wden(1) that 1s. per sto.ne was the 

average pro.fit margin en Wo.o.l So.ld at 11s. - 12s. per sto.ne, 

and that this represented abo.ut 10 per cent. o.f the to.tal 

Co.st ef wool and transPo.rt. But these calculatio.ns referred 

to. the substantial dealers - the Staplers, and the ene so.urce 

o.f No.rfelk evidence cencerned ano.ther large-scale middleman -

Simen Bewde.(2) A fellew Nerthampten glover declared that 

when Thema s Adkins seld Wo.o.I to. Bewde, the latter always made 

a prefit ef 2s. per ted (1s. per stene?; if he ceuld net sell 

it a t this prefit, he either returned it to. Adkins er decrease 

his p~ent to. Adkins to. allew fer such prefit. The prefits 

ef the small Nerfelk middleman were no. deubt extreme:J.y 

variable, but the enly evidence available is that previded 

by infermers(3)- and their allegations must always be t r eated 

warily: they were liable to. be given half of the fine imposed 

and since that fine depended en the value ef the effender's 

transactiens, they may eften have inflated the figures • 

. 
Thesis cit., pp.185-187. 
Inf'ra,pp. 5~bet seq. 
That is, infermatiens laid against offenders against 
the act of 1547; see supra, p. ;b?, infra, pp.45'.5. 
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N~vertheless, in only seven of the known informations did 

the informer pretend to know both the buying and selling 

price s of his victim; in these seven cases(1) the average 

profit was a ' little over 10d. per stone on wool sold at an 

average price of just over 6s.6d. per stone, or a little over 

~6 per cent. of the cost of the wool. The transport costs 

in these cases are not known but the highest rates of profit 

(20 per cent. and 40 per cent.) would probably have been 

considerably reduced by the cost of transport from Norfolk to 

westminster; in four of the seven cases the wool was carried 

only as f~ as Suffolk. As regards the amount of wool dealt 

with annually by these middlemen, it is impossible to give 

even approximate figures. 

The wool had been sold and weighed by the grower, 

packed and carried away by the middleman,(2)perhaps roughly 

sorted by him, and sold to the weavers, combers and spinsters 

of the Norfolk worsted industry, to the clothiers of Suffolk, 

or to customers in Loddon. The nature of the demand for 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

P.R.O. E159/348/Trinity 144, Michaelmas 436 (1563); 
350/Hilary 143 (1564); 351/ Michaelmas 171, 195d. (1564); 
357/Michaelrnas 230 (1567); 358/Hilary 109 (1568). 
The grower rarely performed these duties~ Edward 
Shepheard had "Three packinge Clothes &: packing lines"; 
Richard Rayner had two "rod sadles", two "paCke sadIes wt 
brid~es &: packe clothes" and three horses, one mare and 
four colts; Francis Aylemer h~d pack cloths. NorWich, 
Bisbop~s Chapel, inventories, Wickham 51, Myles 292, 
Snowden 2. 
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Norfolk woo~, the varying supply needed within Norfolk, 

and the consequent regulations of the middlemen's trade can 

be understood only by full reference to the development of 

the worsted industry during these ~IO centuries. That 

development will be considered in Part TWo where the supply 

of raw material may be examined in the light of the 

fundamental changes which the Norfolk worsted industry 

underwent between 1500 and 1700. 


