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ABSTRACT

Neil Davie, Thesis submitted for the
Nuffield College, Degree of D.Phil. in
University of Oxford. Sociology, Faculty of

Social Studies, Trinity
Term, 1987.

Custom and Conflict in a Wealden Villagq;/Pluckley 1550-1700
.

This thesis aims to determine the relationship between
demographic, socio-economic and cultural change in an early
modern English village. The village of Pluckley in the Weald
of Kent was chosen for the richness of surviving documentation
both at a regional and a parochial 1level. This has enabled
Pluckley’s experience over the 150-year period after 1550 to
be located in the context of regional developments, thus
permitting a fuller appreciation of the significance of such
micro-history to the national life of the period.

Pluckley’s geographical location on the boundary between
scarpland and wealden Kent resulted in a relative shortage of
common, waste and forest suitable for encroachment or
squatting. This spared the village the high 1levels of
immigration found in many woodland-pasture communities, but
considerable indigenous population growth during the
1590s-1620s needed to be accomodated. This required the
sub-division of many existing holdings; a process made
possible by the expansion of textile manufacture in the
region., The result was two-fold: a consolidation in the

position of small husbandmen and craftsmen in the village at



the expense of more substantial landholders; and an increase
in the numerical importance of Pluckley’s poorest strata
~-labourers, cottagers, poor craftsmen and widows.

Two responses to the interlocking demographic and
economic crisis of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries can be observed., One was the emigration of perhaps
ten per cent of Pluckley’s households in the three decades
following the industrial crisis of 1630-1. The other was
revealed in the apparent resentment of some village office-
holders -many of them middling farmers not immune to the
financial pressures of the period- to the increased burden
posed by the expanding population of poor in the village. This
resentment found expression in an attempt to tighten standards
of sexual and marital conduct during the period 1590-1640.

There is no evidence, however, that sustained reforming
activity in the village extended beyond sexual regulation to
other ‘disorders’ associated by contemporaries with popular
culture. Relatively 1low 1levels of poverty in the village
(compared with elsewhere in mid-Kent) may have hindered the
emergence of a powerful Puritan lobby bent on such reforms;
though fissures within Pluckley’s ruling elite as well as
demographic and economic developments may have played their

part in the continuing weakness of the ‘godly’ cause.
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Introduction: The Historical Community Study in Context

The first ‘community’ studies emerged out of research
conducted in small-town America during the decades before the
Second World War. The most notable exponent of this approach
was Lloyd Warner, whose five-volume work on the town of
Newburyport, New England (’‘Yankee City’) modelled itself on
the structural-functionalist anthropology of Malinowski and
Radcliffe-Brown. In the first volume of the Yankee City
series, published in 1941, Warner and his co-author defined
the community as a ‘working whole in which each part had
definite functions which had to be performed or substitutes
acquired, if the whole society were to maintain itself.%
Warner consciously selected for study a relatively self-
contained, stable community which would provide the
opportunity to ‘compare easily the other societies of the
world with one of our own civilization’ by ‘accomodat[ing] our
techniques, developed by the study of primitive society, to
modern groups?

In the early 1930s, Warner made plans to extend his
researches to Europe; choosing thinly-populated County Clare
in southern Ireland as the area best suited to his needs.
Although it was two of his former students who actually
conducted and wrote up the fieldwork, the completed work
(published in 1940 as Family and Community in 1Ireland)

l. W.L. Warner & P.S. Lunt, The Social Life of a Modern
Community (New Haven, Yale Univ. Press, 1941), p.l4. The
following discussion draws heavily on C. Bell & H. Newby,
Community Studies: An Introduction to the Sociology of the
Local Community (London, Allen & Unwin, 1971), ch.4-5.

2. Warner & Lunt, op.cit., p.4.




1
reflected closely Warner’s functionalist preoccupations.

At about the same time, University of Wales 1lecturer
A.D. Rees was also engaged in the fieldwork stage of a
community study based on the model of structural-functionalist
anthropology? Like Arensberg and Kimball, Rees deliberately
sought out an area of well-integrated, relatively isolated
communities for study; but in contrast with the regional
emphasis of the American researchers, he focussed on the
closely-bounded life of a single parish, that of Llanfihangel
yng Ngwynfa in Clwyd, North Wales.

This difference of emphasis was more than simply one of
scale. Arensberg and Kimball described their purpose as ‘not
so much to characterise the communities described as it is to

’

examine the behaviour of the persons living in them.” In other
words, working at the 1level of the community provided a
convenient context in which to <collect and organize data
(getting to grips with social and psychological facts in the

raw’ as they put it), without making the prior assumption that

particular geographical units possessed a coherent internal

structure -or ‘system’ - of inter-relating social
3
institutions in the manner demanded by functionalist theory.

It was precisely such an implicit assumption that
characterised the British school of anthropological community

research that developed out of the work of Rees and a number

1. C.A. Arensberg & S.T. Kimball, Family and Community in
Ireland (Cambridge, Mass., Harvard Univ. Press, 1940).

2. A.D. Rees, Life in a Welsh Countryside (Cardiff, Univ. of
Wales Press, 1950).

3. Arensberg & Kimball, op.cit., p.xxix; idem., Community
and Culture (New York, Harcourt, Brace & World, 1967), p.S8.




1
of other Welsh scholars. Like Rees’s pioneering work on

Llanfihangel, subsequent studies took as their unit of
analysis individual parishes sufficiently isolated to sustain
the functionalist model of the closed system.2

From the late 1950s, this theoretical framework and the
essentially static view of rural society it encapsulated came
under attack from a variety of quarters. Vidich and Bensman’s
study of the town of Springdale, in rural upper New York state
took as its ‘central problem’ the relationship between the
community and the large-scale society; and James Littlejohn’s
work on the Scottish border village of Westrigg concluded that
its integration into wider social and economic networks was
“the most significant social process in the recent history of
the parish.'3

Margaret Stacey attacked the problem from a somewhat
different standpoint. She questioned the functionalist tenet
that all social institutions are inter-connected; adding that
there is even less reason to believe this to be the case in
any particular small locality. Stacey made the crucial

observation that ‘Social relations must be seen not only in

combination with each other, but in the two dimensions of time

l. See A.D. Rees & E. Davies (eds.), Welsh Rural Communities
(Cardiff, Univ. of Wales Press, 1960).
2. W.M. Williams, The Sociology of an English Vvillage:
Gosforth (London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1956); R. Franken-
berg, A Village on the Border (London, Cohen & West, 1957);
I. Emmet, A North Wales Parish (London, Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1964).

3. A.J. Vidich & J. Bensman, Small Town in Mass Society:
Class, Power and Religion in a Rural Community, revised edn.
(Princeton, Princeton Univ. Press, 1968), p.317; J. Little-
john, Westrigg: The Sociology of a Cheviot Parish (London,
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963), p.155.
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and space.’

W.M. Williams ~a former student of A.D. Rees- came to
some of these conclusions in studying the Devon parish of
Ashworthy. He pointed out that many earlier community studies
(including his own published work on the parish of Gosforth in
Cumbria) had failed to recognise that the ownership, occupancy
and use of land which formed the basis of social and economic
relationships in rural communities was subject to constant
change -for both economic and demographic reasons. This
initial insight prompted Williams to investigate something of
the historical background to the structure of landholding in
the village, and it was in tracing this shifting pattern that
he discovered that ‘it is often extremely difficult to
separate the social and economic 1life of Ashworthy from that
of the parishes which surround it.'2

Criticisms of this kind formed part of a broader attack
on the theoretical underpinning of rural sociology. The result
has been a notable move away from exploring communities as
objects of study in their own right towards wusing the
community study as a methodology for examining broader social
processes., There 1is a widespread realization among rural
sociologists, Howard Newby has noted, that rural change cannot
be regarded as an exogenous factor impinging on otherwise
static communities:

‘Many of the factors responsible for social change in

l. M. Stacey, ‘The Myth of Community Studies’, Brit.Jnl.
Sociol., XX, 2 (1969), pp.139-40.
2. W.M. Williams, A West Country Village: Ashworthy (London,
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963).




rural society occur from within -in, for example, the

rationalization of agriculture- and there 1is now

recognition of the need to knit together an analysis of
both indigenous and exogenous factors into a more

holistic analysis of community change.’ (1)

Many of the insights generated in this debate were
incorporated into Alan Macfarlane’s ambitious prospectus for
historical community research, published in 1977? Thus he sees
his book as a contribution to the use of the community in the
methodological sense, and ‘makes no assumptions about the
actual existence or absence of "communities of sentiment" or
any other kind of community among the objects of its study’.
Macfarlane recognises though (as did Arensberg and Kimball in
the 1940s) that models are not simply generated out of an
unmediated corpus of facts encountered ‘in the raw’ at the
level of the community. The chosen unit of analysis
necessarily intrudes between fact and model, tending ‘to give
a spurious sense of "community" boundaries which has to be
consciously guarded against.'3

Recent research on geographical mobility in early modern
England has highlighted the potential biases involved in
focussing analysis on a single parish., In the Northamptonshire
parish of Cogenhoe for example, 52% of the population
disappeared and was replaced between 1618 and 1628; while at

Clayworth in Nottinghamshire the turnover in population during

the twelve years from 1676 to 1688 was about 62%. 1If the

e S D G D G EEE D S D TR D SED W GER D T G TED G G GED TS AR Gu) W =, WD WD D S SED ED SN AR WD GMD VD YD TEL GAD SED GED EEE SN G W D S G D S WD =D NP Sy S m—— =

l. H. Newby, ‘Rural Sociology’, Current Sociology, XXVIII, 1
(1980), p.79.
2. A. Macfarlane, Reconstructing Historical Communities
(Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1977).
3. Ibid., pp. 4, 206. On the earlier view, see Bell & Newby,
Community Studies: An Introduction, p.4l.




effects of change due to births and deaths are removed from

both sets of figures, it would appear that over a third of the

inhabitants of both parishes were mobile geographically during

a period of about ten years. There 1is no reason to believe

that rates of population turnover at Clayworth and Cogenhoe
1

were at all exceptional,

Alan Macfarlane is keenly aware that the existence of
such high 1levels of geographical mobility has important
implications for the historian who chooses “the community’ as
his unit of analysis:

‘on the one hand, we are aware that people were highly

mobile and consequently we often obtain only a partial

description of any single life-cycle. People move past
our bathescope window and then disappear into the gloom.

A second feature of this boundedness, connected to high

geographical movement in English communities..., is the

fact that economically, socially, intellectually, and in
every other way these parishes were not isolated.’(2)

Given this apparent fluidity in English parish
boundaries, why look at such small-scale localities at all?
Whatever the evident weaknesses of the community study, it
does provide the historian with a unique opportunity to link
together the widest possible range of archival sources bearing
on the social and economic relationships of a manageable
number of individuals in the past. The detailed inter-linkage
of records which such a methodology affords makes it ‘possible
to build up profiles of specific individuals which are, in
many respects, as full as those which we could construct for

l. P. Laslett, ‘Clayworth and Cogenhoe’, in his Family Life
and 1Illicit Love in Earlier Generations: Essays in Historical
Sociology (Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1977), pp.65-8.
2. Macfarlane, op.cit., p.206.
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living individuals.’

Record linkage of this kind can only be the preliminary
to analysis. The ultimate ‘degree of wusefulness’ of a
particular historical community study will not only depend, as
Alan Macfarlane implies, on the choice of an area for study
with an adequate range of documentary evidence -though this is
of course vitally important? It will also depend on the
selection of meaningful questions to ask of the evidence.

In his discussion of general approaches to the analysis
of communities, Macfarlane draws attention to a number of
criticisms which have commonly been levelled at the conceptual
and methodological assumptions underlying ‘community studies’.
Thus it is argued that many such studies while intrinsically
satisfying in their own terms, 1lack the basic descriptive
information that permits comparisons and therefore
generalizations to be made. Furthermore, it is argued that no
amount of micro-studies of this kind will help us to piece
together the macro-structure of the whole society. Macfarlane
quotes the comment of anthropologist Eric Wolf that ‘we cannot
hope to construct a model of how the larger society operates
by simply adding more community studies.'1

Macfarlane suggests that early modern historians can

overcome these conceptual and methodological deficiencies

partly by choosing for study only those communities of

l. Ibid., p.37.

2. 1Ibid., p.34. On the dangers of conducting community
research with inadequate source material, see K. Wrightson,
‘villages, Villagers and Village Studies’, H.J., XVIII, 3
(1975), p.635. —

3. Macfarlane, op.cit., p.l4.



manageable size yet 1large enough to assemble meaningful
statistics; and which have at least six of the following eight
‘major sources’ for a substantial proportion of the period
under study: parish registers, wills, inventories, manorial or
other surveys, manor court rolls, ecclesiastical court
records, Quarter Sessions Records, and deeds. In addition, he
offers a number of new conceptual tools -drawn from post-war
developments in British anthropology- which aim to replace the
discredited systemic framework of functionalism with ‘a more
flexible and subtle set of analytic categories for the study
of highly mobile societies which are still believed to contain
"communities" of some kind.'2

Macfarlane’s close scrutiny of the nature and uses of
the key sources for the study of pre-industrial communities
performs a valuable service for anyone wrestling with the
problems involved in working with materials of this kind. Yet
his suggested ‘improvements’ to the quality of the data and to
the concepts wused 1in their analysis fails to tackle a number
of the fundamental weaknesses of the community study approach.
Macfarlane treats the inhabitants of his chosen parishes of
Earls Colne (Essex) and Kirby Lonsdale (Cumbria) as a source
for a self-contained body of information on marriage customs,
property, religious observance, law and morality,
superstitions, recognition of status, sexual behaviour,

3
kinship and so on.

D D S S RS NP N W GED GO GAD MUS WD GEE D GAD AN TP SED IR SED SN wMD AP L WA GEE G AmD WS WS IR YD TES D WP WD WS GE) GED AN D SND GND SED GES ND WEL NP GED wES TES G EEE GRb GEF Gub WP GED EEE w=b T

1. Macfarlane, op.cit, p.l4.
2. Ibid., pp.33-6, 16-22,

3. J.D. Marshall, ‘The Study of Local and Regional
"Communities": Some Problems and Possibilities’, North.H.,
XVIII (1981), p.21l0.




If the methodology advocated here were followed to the
letter in a series of historical studies, we might be in a
position to make some general statements about one or more of
these themes. This in itself might be seen as an advance on
the idiosyncracy of earlier community studies. The value of
such generalizations is necessarily 1limited, however, by a
failure to establish the regional and national frameworks in
which local movements and institutions subsist%

The evident geographical mobility of early modern and
indeed medieval England has prompted a number of historians to
argue the case for such a regionalist perspective? Other
considerations point in the same direction. Earlier
community studies, we have noted, have come in for criticism

A

on the grounds of non-comparibility. A failure to assess the

typicality of a particular community in its region not only

makes it much more difficult to identify independent variables
when seeking explanations for particular sociological
patterns; it also makes informed comparison with other
localities virtually impossible.

Similarly, the historical abstraction of Macfarlane’s
method offers 1little opportunity to address the second
criticism of community studies noted above: the apparent
irrelevance of the approach in facilitating an understanding
of how the larger society operates. The kind of ‘holistic’

1. Ibid., pp.210-11.

2. Ibid., passim.; A.R. DeWindt, °‘Redefining the Peasant
Community in Medieval England: The Regional Perspective’,
J.Brit.Studs., XXVvI,2 (1987), 163-207; M. sSpufford, ‘Can We
Count the "Godly" and "Conformable" in the Seventeenth
Century’, J.Ecl.H., XXXVI, 3 (1985), p.428.
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approach to the analysis of rural society called for by Howard
Newby depends on a careful specification of those sociological
pressures and constraints which are found in unique
configuration within the the community under study, and those
which are common to regional or national ‘communities’.
Macfarlane’s conceptual framework leaves him ill-
equipped to carry out such an exercise. As a number of his
critics have pointed out, his emphasis on the family as a

social unit means that:

‘...collective and institutional constraints of a
vertical and horizontal type are not stressed, and are
sometimes ignored; the pressures imposed by a man’s
neighbours or by more powerful individuals scarcely

enter the picture.’(1)

Thus Macfarlane fails to recognise that although not
geographically isolated, the parish did act as a point of
reference and as a source of social relationships both

objectively and subjectively for most of the population of
2
early modern England. In their study of the parish of Terling

in Essex during the period 1525-1700, Keith Wrightson and
David Levine decribe the parish community as ‘a constellation

of institutions’ focussing the social and economic inter-

4

actions of the villagers; a network of ties between kin,
friends, and neighbors... [which] had a special claim on their

loyalties, a special place in their sense of personal
1. Marshall, “The Study of Local and Regional "Communities"’,
p.211; S.D. White & R.T. Vann, °‘The 1Invention of English
Individualism: Alan Macfarlane and the Modernization of
Pre-Modern England’, Soc.H., VIII,3 (1983), p.357; cC.J.
Calhoun, ‘History, Anthropology and the Study of Community:
Some Problems in Macfarlane’s Method’, Soc.H., 1III,3 (1978),
p.371.

2. D. Underdown, Revel, Riot and Rebellion: Popular Politics
and Culture in England 1603-1660 (Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1985), pp.l2-15.
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1
identity.’

In the following five chapters, an attempt will be made
to convey the ‘distinct identity’ of the Kentish parish of
Pluckley during the period from 1550 to 1700. For the reasons
indicated, the demographic, socio-economic and cultural life
of the village will be located within the wider context of
regional, and where appropriate, national developments of the

period.

l. K. Wrightson & D.Levine, Poverty and Piety in an English
Village: Terling 1525-1700 (London, Academic Press, 1979),
pp.74-5.
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Chapter 1. From Many to Few: Population in Pluckley 1560-1700

(i) Historical Demography and the Village Study

‘The technical sophistication of some of the pioneering
work in demographic history published in the 1950s and
1960s,” writes E.A. Wrigley, ‘was not always matched by
willingness to balance the study of the interplay of strictly
demographic variables by an investigation of other related
features of the community under examination.'lsince then the
debate has widened considerably. A critical factor in this has
been the discovery of a distinctive pattern of marriage in
early modern Western Europe, where women spent the first
decade or so of their life after menarche unmarried, and where
illegitimate fertility was much lower than legitimate
fertility.2

Wrigley and Schofield’s reconstruction of England’s
population history over three centuries (1541-1871)
demonstrates that, except for brief periods when death rates
were far above normal, variations in fertility were about
twice as important as3those in mortality in determining rates

of population growth. The primacy given by these authors to

this ‘purely human phenomenon’ has made ‘demographic history

1. E.A. Wrigley, ’The Prospects of Population History’,
J.I.H., XII, 2 (1981), p.207.

2. Ibid.

3. E.A. Wrigley & R.S. Schofield, The Population History of
England and Wales 1541-1871: A Reconstruction (London,
Edward Arnold, 1981); R.S. Schofield, ’Through the Glass
Darkly: The Population History as an Experiment in History’,
J.I.H., XV, 4 (1985), p.587.
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more solidly social history (and by extension economic
1
history)...”’

In the controversial interpretative chapters of their
book, Wrigley and Schofield build on this interlocking of
demographic with social and economic history. Briefly, they
argue that population growth rates acted in response to
long-run economic trends via the real wage. Causation worked
too in the opposite direction: from demégraphic to economic
change. A ‘remarkably close relation’ was found between
changes in population growth rates and those in prices, and
through the latter with real wage rates?

The details of this debate which relate particularly to
the causes of the observed ‘lag’ between the real wage and
fertility series need not concern us here? A number of points,
however, have emerged in this context relevant to our present
purposes. Firstly, the evident two-way causal linkage between
demographic and socio-economic change confirms that
‘population history is necessarily an important part of the
history of any society, whether a local community or a
national entity.'4Secondly, by turning Wrigley’s comment on

its head, it can be argued that an awareness of regional

responses to periods of economic expansion or contraction is

1. D. Gaunt, Contributor to ‘The Population History of England
and Wales 1541-1871: A Review Symposium’, Soc.H., VIII, 2
(1983), p.143.

2. Wrigley & Schofield, op.cit., ch.10-11; Wrigley,
op.cit., pp.216-7; schofield, op.cit., pp.588-9.

3. See Wrigley & Schofield, op.cit., pp.434-5; E. Moodie,
Contributor to ‘The Population History: A Review Symposium’,
p.163.

4. wrigleY' OE.Cit.I p.217.
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an essential preliminary to determining 1linkages between
1
movements in population and those in the economy.

Such a view is lent <credence by the apparent variation
2
behind Wrigley and Schofield’s national aggregate data.

Perhaps, as Michael Anderson argues, improving our indicators

for real-wage levels may add little to our understanding of
long-~run demographic change. He is certainly correct to point

out that to sharpen analysis we need:

[

«...to learn more about the occupational and sectoral
distribution of the 1labour force; about numbers of
apprentices, journeymen, and domestic servants; about
who entered service and how long they stayed
there; and about how many people and what type depended,
on what occasions, on poor relief and charity. How did
all those matters differ by region and change with
developments in agrarian systems and agricultural
techniques and with developments in industrial
production and urban life?’(3)

If such specification of socio-economic structure 1is to
be integrated with demographic analysis, attempts need to be
made to penetrate Wrigley and Schofield’s aggregates to
determine inter- and intra- regional variation; both in the
scale of population growth rates, and the relative contri-
bution of fertility and mortality to that growth. Mary
Dobson’s analysis of over 600 parish registers (together with
surviving nonconformist registers) in Kent, Essex and East
Sussex over the period 1600-1800 shows the potential of this
kind of work. She 1is able to demonstrate variation in

population movements both between different geographical units

l. M. Anderson, ‘Historical Demography after the Population
History of England’, J.I.H., XV (1985), pp.604-7; Moodie,
op.cit., p.1l63.

2. See Anderson, op.cit., p.605.

3. Ibid., p.606.
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in the region, and between groups of villages exhibiting a
range of physical, agrarian, industrial and social-structural
characteristics.

If a relationship is to be posited between demographic
and socio-economic change in the wvillage, it 1is wvital to
assess population movements at the local level in the light of
those taking place over a wider field. Only in this way can
the specific factors which determine the demographic regime of
a village be distinguished. 1In her characterization of the
changing distribution of population in Cambridgeshire
1525-1664, Margaret Spufford shows how the fen-edge and chalk-
ridge areas -the emptiest parts of the county in 1524-5-
evidenced the steepest rise in population in the period to
1664. The villages of the western clay plateau, in contrast,
more thickly settled than the fens in the 1520°s, actually
shrunk in size in the following 140 years. Spufford’s
well-known discussion of three villages -one in each of these
regions- benefits greatly from being placed in this broader
demographic context?

Such an emphasis <can have additional benefits. Alan
Macfarlane rightly stresses the importance of restricting
historical community research to those parishes where six or
eight ‘major sources’ can be exploited? However, even if a
full set of records survive for a number of potential

1. M.J. Dobson, Populat1on, Disease and Mortality in South-
East England 1600-1800° (Oxford Univ. Ph-b. thesis 1982).

2. M. Spufford, Contrasting Communities: English Villagers in
the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (Cambridge, Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1974), pp.l10-28.

3. Macfarlane, Reconstructing Historical Communities, p.35.
See above p.S8.
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parishes, the depth and range of coverage will vary. The
strengths and weaknesses of each source need to be assessed in
the light of the specific problems to be examined.

The result of such a selection procedure might be to
choose a parish whose Anglican register does not meet the

standards -in terms of continuity and frequency of vital
1
events- preferred by historical demographers. Much valuable

work has been done, however, on parishes whose registers do

2
not meet these criteria, or only 3just do. By comparing the

demographic profile of such a village with what one might
expect to find by an analysis of its immediate region, and of
other villages possessing similar geographical or
socio-economic characteristics, an assessment can be made of

the results yielded by the suspect register.

1. See E.A., Wrigley (ed.), An Introduction to Historical
Demography (London, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1966), ch.3-4.

2. See for example Wrightson & Levine, Poverty and Piety,
ch.3: Terling increased in population from about 330-580
between 1524/5 & 1671. Alan Macfarlane (op.cit., pp.34-5)
suggests 800 as a lower limit below which it is "difficult to
assemble meaningful statistics’. D.E.C. Eversley (in
“Exploition of Anglican Parish Registers by Aggregative
Analysis’, in Wrigley (ed.), op.cit., p.54) adopts the less
exacting minimum of 500, below which statistics should be
studied with caution. One of Spufford’s villages -Orwell-
never rose much above half that figure in the period
1524-1670s (Spufford, Contrasting Communities, p.23).
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(ii) Demographic Change in Kent 1500-1681

Date Enumerated section Co, estimate of Equivalent pop.
of population enumerated group (to nearest 1000)

1557 Households*
8,652 22,605 107,000

1603 Communicants
71,765 82,018 136,000

1640 Communicants
44,733 82,804 159,000

1676 Adults
90,839 103,442 172,000

* Canterbury diocese only
Note: for an explanation of these calculations, see Appendix I

Table 1., Estimates of Population in Kent 1557-1676

(Sources: Bod.L. Ms. Tanner 240, ff.29-38; A. Whiteman (ed.),
The Compton Census of 1676: A Critical Edition (London,
oxford Univ. Press, 1986), Table D/3, p.ci; M.J. Dobson,
‘Population, Disease and Mortality in South-East England 1600-
1800° (oxford Univ. D.Phil. thesis 1982), Table 5.3, p.56).

Between the beginning of the sixteenth century and the

last quarter of the seventeenth, Kent may have doubled its
1
population from about 85,000 to 170,000. Peter Clark’s

estimate for 1500 is necessarily a back-projection from later

figures since the Lay Subsidy Returns of 1524-5 and 1543-5 for
2

Kent are seriously defective. It is not until the 1550°s and
1. P, Clark, English Provincial Society from the Reformation
to the Revolution: Religion, Politics and Society in Kent
1500-1640 (Hassocks, Harvester Press, 1977), p.6.

2. J. Sheaill, °‘The Distribution of Taxable Population and
Wealth in England during the Sixteenth Century’, Trans.Inst.
Brit.Geog., LV (1972); repr. in J. Patten (ed.), Pre-
Industrial England: Geographical Essays (Folkestone, Dawson,
1979), 55-69.
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‘60°s that we have precise -though not always reliable-
estimates of diocesan or county populations,

Comparing Clark’s estimates with our tentative findings
for 1557 -the most satisfactory census of the periodl- an
overall population increase of rather less than 25% |is
suggested over the period 1500-1557. The national rate of
growth is thought to have been about 30%, but the comparison
is not particularly instructive since recent research has
demonstrated the variety of regional responses to the
demographic pressures of the sixteenth century. The
population of Leicestershire, for example, increased by as
much as 89% (1524-1603), while that of Norfolk and Suffolk
grew by only 24% in the same period?

The figures for Kent point to an increase of over 50% in
the hundred years to 1603, It 1is impossible to test the
accuracy of this figure; but the fact that Kentish census
figures indicate an overal growth rate of about 25% between
1557 and 1603 makes it probable that the county’s population
expanded at a much faster rate than that of East Anglia to the
north. Population density in Kent in the 1540°s was rather
lower than in Norfolk and Suffolk, yet well above that of
sparcely-populated Leicestershire. Perhaps this suggests that
population growth in Kent fell somewhere between these two
extremes: in the realm of 40-60%. This would give a population

1. See Appendix I.

2. R.M. sSmith, ‘Population and its Geography in England 1500-
1730°, in R.A. Dodgson & R.A. Butlin (eds.), An Historical
Geography of England and Wales (London, Academic Press,
1978), pp.227-8
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1
total for the Kent of 1500 of about 80-90,000.
The figures for 1557 may obscure in part the extent of
population growth in Kent before that date. The census was
taken in the middle of a four-year influenza epidemic:

‘probably one of the worst, if not the worst demographic
crisis the county had to face in the whole period 1500-1640.%
Feeding on the deterioration in living conditions resulting
from a series of poor harvests and perhaps a slump in cloth
production, the epidemic pushed burials in places to two or
three times their normal 1levels, with the worst fatalities
apparently falling in 1558?

Of the growth in Kent’s population between 1500 and
1676, over half was probably completed by 1603, and over
three-quarters by 1640. 1In the period 1626-46, all parts of
Kent (with the conspicuous exception of marshland and coastal
regions) show positive ‘natural growth rates’ (baptisms -
burials <+ baptisms X 100) and ‘burial / baptism ratios’
burials per 100 baptisms) of 1less than 100 (Table 2). There
is no reason to believe, as C.W. Chalklin has argued that
‘after 1600 population growth was almost entirely in the
towns’, though rural-urban migration within the county, and

migration to the town from outside it meant that wurban

parishes absorbed a disproportionate share of early

l. It seems unlikely, therefore, that Kent experienced the 52%
growth rate (1569-1603) argued for on the basis of the 1569
returns by M. Zell, ‘Population and Family Structure in the
Sixteenth Century Weald’, A.C., C (1984), pp. 233,237. See
the discussion of the census in Appendix I.

2. Clark, English Provincial Society, p.103.

3. Ibid.
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Region Average natural growth  Average burial to
levels 1626-46 baptism ratios 1626-46

West North Downs O to +25 61 to 80
Central North Downs 0O to +25 61 to 80
East North Downs +25 to +50 below 60
Down Weald O to +25 61 to 80
Low Weald 0 to +25 81 to 100
High Weald 0 to +25 81 to 100
Isle of Thanet +25 to +50 below 60
Stour Valley 0 to +25 81 to 100
Sandstone Ridge 0O to +25 61 to 80
London Environs 0 to +25 81 to 100
South East Coast 0 to =25 over 120
Northern Marshlands -25 to -50 over 120
Romney Marsh =25 to =50 over 120
Marsh-Weald 0O to -25 81 to 100
Isle of Sheppey -25 to -50 over 120
Thames 0 to =25 over 120

Table 2. Average Natural Growth Levels and Burial/Baptism Ratios by

Region in Kent, 1626-1646 (Source: M.J. Dobson, 'Population, Disease

and Mortality in South-East England 1600-1800', Oxford Univ. D.Phil

thesis 1982, Fig. 5.9, p.77; Fig. 6.1, p.119).
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1
seventeenth century expansion.

The evidence from the population estimates indicates
that during the periods 1603-40 and 1640-76 Kent experienced
growth rates of about 20% and 8% respectively; increasing the
population in all from about 130-170,000. According to Peter
Clark, after 1603 Kentish population enjoyed ‘a brief period
of renewed expansion’ as a consequence of early Jacobean
prosperity and as a reaction to the high mortality rates of
the 1590s. By the 1620s, however, this demographic surge had
probably run out of momentum, and in any case was finally
“snuffed out’ by the plague epidemic of the 16308?

The population estimates may overstress the strength of
early seventeenth century population growth. It seems unlikely
that demographic expansion in the 1603-40 period (c.20%) came
close to rivalling that of 1557-1603 (c.25%). Regional studies
of other parts of England all point to a substantially
decreased rate of growth in the period after 1603, such as 11%
in Norfolk and Suffolk (1603-70), a similar figure for
Hertfordshire, and only a 5% rise in Leicestershire. As R.M.
Smith points out, however, these figures may conceal a more
complicated demographic process, with substantial increases to
the 1630s, and absolute decline thereafter?

Whatever the timing of the slow-down in population

growth in Kent, the change in the county’s demographic regime

1. C.W. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent: A Social and
Economic History (London, Longmans, 1965), p.30. :

2. Clark, op.cit., p.224.

3. Smith, ’"Population and its Geography’, pp.227-8.
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Region Average natural growth  Average burial to
levels 1661-81 baptism ratios 1661-81
West North Downs O to +25 81 to 100
Central North Downs O to +25 101 to 120
East North Downs +25 to 450 61 to 80
Down Weald O to +25 81 to 100
Low Weald 0 to =25 101 to 120
High Weald -25 to =50 101 to 120
Isle of Thanet 0 to +25 81 to 100
Stour Valley 0O to +25 81 to 100
Sandstone Ridge 0 to +25 81 to 100
London Environs 0 to -25 101 to 120
South East Coast O to +25 101 to 120
Northern Marshlands -25 to -50 over 120
Romney Marsh -50 to -100 over 120
Marsh-Weald -50 to -100 over 120
Isle of Sheppey -25 to =50 101 to 120
Thames 0 to -25 over 120

Table 3. Average Natural Growth Levels and Burial/Baptism Ratios by

Region in Kent, 1661-1681 (Source: M.J. Dobson, 'Population, Disease

and Mortality', Fig. 5.10, p.77; Fig. 6.3, p.122).
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in the period 1661-81 compared with 1626-46 can be seen from
Table 3 (above, page 22).

Dobson’s presentation of data does not permit precise
comparison of the Kentish figures from the two periods 1626-46
and 1661-81, but her examination of 112 parish registers in
Kent, Essex and East Sussex suggests that between 1601-40 and
the two periods 1641-80 and 1681-1720, the number of baptisms
fell by 15% and 4% respectively. Even if we assume that in the
last period 20% of baptisms went unrecorded due to
nonconformity (a high estimate), an overall decline is still
clear.1

Results at the parish 1level from a larger sample (632)
which includes nonconformist registers suggests a similar drop
of 18% in the annual number of baptisms in the three counties
between 1626-46 and 1661-81. Burials, on the other hand,
began to outstrip baptisms from the fourth or fifth decade of
the seventeenth century; and by 1661-81, the mean burial/
baptism ratio (across 637 parishes in the three counties) was
almost 19% higher than its 1626-46 level (107 compared with
90).2

The change between the two periods can be seen from the
Kent data (Tables 2-3): the number of regions with burial/
baptism ratios of over 100 rose from 5 (of 16) to 10. However,
one has only to compare the demographic fortunes of the

marshland regions (Thames, Sheppey, Northern Marshlands,

Marsh-Weald and Romney Marsh) with those of inland north and

. Dobson, ‘Population, Disease and Mortality’, pp.73-5.
2. Ibid.
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east Kent (West, Central and East Downs, Down Weald, Thanet
and Stour Valley) and upland mid-Kent (Sandstone Ridge) to see
that the process of population change in the county was not a
uniform one. In turning to the immediate demographic
enviroment in which Pluckley was situated, these variations

may be examined in more detail.

(iii) Pluckley in its Demographic Context: Population Density

in Mid-Kent 1563-1663

I

By the 1540s, Kent was among the most heavily-populated
counties in England, lying at the south-eastern edge of a knot
of dense settlement fanning out from London into the East
Midlands and East Anglia% This region was not only
densely-settled, but wealthy. Of the nine wealthiest counties
of England in 1515 (measured in pounds per 1000 acres), six of
them clustered around London: Kent, Surrey, Middlesex,
Hertfordshire, Essex and Suffolk. Comparing the pattern of
wealth distribution in 1515 with that almost 200 years
earlier, R.S. Schofield noted:

‘The configuration of the richest counties in 1515 would

seem to suggest that by the sixteenth century the

greatest lay wealth may have been associated with other

commodities [than wheat], such as wool and cloth,’(2)

The correlation between areas of cloth production and

densely-populated pastoralism was already evident in mid-Kent

1. Sheail, “The pistribution of Taxable Population’, p.62.
2. R.S. Schofield, ‘The Geographical Distribution of Wealth in
England 1334-1649°, Ec.H.R., XVIII, 3 (1965), p.507.
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by the 1520°s and 1540°s, a period of rapid expansion in the
industry -cloth exports virtually trebled in volume between
1500 and 1550% Table 4 (below) indicates this concentration
of population in the parishes of Cranbrook, Goudhurst,
Benenden, Biddenden, Hawkhurst and Headcorn in 1563. These
parishes had between them a population of over 5000 at this
date (rather greater than that of Kent’s largest urban centre

—-Canterbury) and a population density varying from about 20 to

just over 30 households per 1000 acres:

Parish Households Equivalent Population
Population Density
Benenden 200 950 29.88
Biddenden 160 760 22.25
Cranbrook 300 1425 28.92
Goudhurst 200 950 20,41
Hawkhurst 200 950 30.80
Headcorn 110 523 21.78

Table 4. Population and Population Density in the Cranbrook
Region 1563 (Source: B.L. Ms. Harl. 594, ff.63-84).

As Joan Thirsk has noted, cloth production was an
integral part of the pastoral economy of the Kentish Weald. In
this as in other cloth-producing regions, the combination of
an agrarian regime based on the rearing and fattening of
cattle with a number of geographical and social factors

encouraging large populations of small farmers and cottagers,

2
provided the context for the development of rural manufacture.

The significance of this interlocking of industrial angd

l. P. Bowden, The Wool Trade in Tudor and Stuart England
(London, Macmillan, 1961), p.43.

2. J. Thirsk, “Industries in the Countryside’, in F.J. Fisher
(ed.), Essays in the Economic and Social History of Tudor and

Stgart England (Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1961),
p.88.
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agricultural sectors was recognised in a Lords bill of 1593:

4

... within the parish of Cranbrooke... and within eight
miles of the same parish... the trade of making and
dyeing cloth has, for a 1long time employed the poor
people within 20 miles of Cranbrooke, and the greatest
number of inhabitants thereabouts have 1lived there
upon. ‘(1)

A memorial presented to Lord Cobham in 1575 estimated that if
the wealden <c¢loth industry were to decline, half its
inhabitants would be without subsistence. ‘Decay the
clothing’, it concluded starkly, ‘and the people decay'?

Although the region around Cranbrook contained the
strongest concentration of «cloth production in the Weald, it
was not confined to those half dozen or so parishes. In 1565
and 1566, a list of clothiers paying fines in connection with
the cloth trade in London included representatives from
Pluckley, together with Egerton (to its north-west) and
Smarden (to its south-west)? Figure 1 would seem to indicate a
high concentration of population in this group of villages,
running along the scarp of the Sandstone Ridge, and in the
region to the south-east of Ashford where D.C. Coleman has
also found evidence of cloth-working?

Broadly speaking, the population of mid-Kent in 1563
was concentrated in its western half; west, that 1is, of

Pluckley. 1In this region, most villages averaged between 16

and 20 households per thousand acres; while to the east

l. Quoted in Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.ll7.

2. Quoted in R. Furley, A History of the Weald of Kent
(Ashford, 1874), ii. 481-2.
3. The Victoria History of the County of Kent, ed. W. Page
(London, Inst. of Hist. Research), iii. 405,

4. D.C. Coleman, °‘The Economy of Kent Under the Later Stuarts’
(London Univ. Ph.D,., thesis 1951), p.149.
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averages of 11-15 or below were more common. The cloth
industry was one reason for this distributioni another was the
fertility of the soils. This second aspect will be discussed
at some length in the next chapter, but it can be noted at
this point that moving eastwards from Pluckley along the
Sandstone Ridge, and northwards to the Downs, the land becomes
less fertile for farming; the soils stony and hard to work.
This region to the east of Ashford -the least populated in
mid-Kent- was probably still heavily wooded in the
mid-sixteenth century?

In the first half of the seventeenth century, the High
Wealden villages around Cranbrook and the 1lands of the
Sandstone Ridge running south-east from Maidstone continued to
be more densely settled than the Wealden Vales and the
Downlands to the east of Ashford? In part, this pattern of
population settlement was a consequence of its redistribution
within the county. The deforestation of parts of the Weald and
perhaps the Downs too, together with depopulation in Romney
Marsh and Sheppey bear the hallmarks of intensifying farming
practices. These processes along with the contraction of the
wealden iron industry probably contributed to that ‘new

4
phenomenon of sixteenth century Kent’, subsistence migration.

l. See also the evidence assembled from parish register data
in M. Zell, ’‘Population and Family Structure’, p.235.

2. A. Everitt, ‘The Making of the Agrarian Landscape of Kent’,
A.C., XCII (1976), p.7.

3. Dobson, ‘Population, Disease and Mortality’, Fig. 5.2,
p.59.

4. P. Clark, ‘The Migrant in Kentish Towns 1580-1640’, in
idem. & P. Slack (eds.), Crisis and Order in English Towns
1500-1700 (London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1972), p.142.
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Itinerant men and women, often desperately poor, would tramp
to the squalid suburbs of towns like Maidstone and Canterbury,
or to parishes where industrial by-employment or plentiful
commons and wastes enabled them to scratch out a living. The
economic pressures which forced migrants onto the roads were
not confined to Kent however; perhaps a majority had left
villages and towns outside the county, some had come from
distant Lancashire and Yorkshire%

Depopulation induced by agrarian change was not the
only factor behind the dwindling size of communities in
marshland and coastal Kent in the early seventeenth century.
These parts of the county were notoriously unhealthy; this is
reflected in the negative natural growth 1levels and high
burial / baptism ratios found in Romney Marsh, Sheppey and the
Northern and Thames-side Marshes throughout the 1626-81
period.2

Mary Dobson has argued that the contrast between
population growth in regions like these and those displaying
high natural increase 1levels and low burial / baptism ratios
was offset by short-distance migration from communities with a
considerable excess of baptisms (like that part of Kent north
and east of the Downs summit) to those where baptisms were in
deficit. In this way many marshland parishes may have been
saved from extinction?

Despite such processes, the population of north and
east Kent probably increased substantially betwen 1563 and

D D —— T S AT S D EED WD I WY SN GHD wa D SND GG GED D WU W GMD GED b GED G GMD EED EED EED Ep S D D GMD U TEP GED GE EED L GEL SED G L WE ) EEE GED SN GED b S GEp WD WED SED G =D =P

l. Ibid., Table 5, p.l127.
2. See Dobson, op.cit., ch.8.
3. Ibid., p.84.
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1626-46: in part because of a beneficial demographic regime;

also because the increasing pace of economic 1life may have
1
attracted new families to its villages and towns. By 1626-46,

the population density of the region immediately to the west

of Canterbury (measured in baptisms per square mile) equalled
2
that of the Sandstone Ridge and High Weald to the south.

I
Using Coleman’s data from the 1663 Hearth Tax Returns,

it is possible to examine changes in population density in
3
mid-Kent in the century after 1563. However, with the

exception of parishes or groups of parishes Coleman designated

‘urban’, the data are presented in the form of hundredal
4

aggregates. For this reason our mapping of mid-Kent’s
population density in 1663 (Fig.2) necessarily 1lacks the
precision of the earlier representation.

An additional hazard involved in comparing the figures
for 1563 and 1663 is that unilinear patterns of population
growth or decline over the century cannot be assumed. The
high mortality and low fertility levels of the crisis-ridden
1590°s, although stopping short of demographic disaster,

‘probably dealt a shrewd blow at the demographic upsurge in
5
late sixteenth century Kent.’ And in the period 1640-70, of

216 parishes in seven Kentish regions, a mean of 70% in each
l. See B.M. Short, ‘The South East: Kent, Surrey and Sussex’,
in J. Thirsk (ed.), The Agrarian History of England and Wales
V: 1640-1750 (Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1985-6),
p.l42.

2. Dobson, op.cit., Fig. 5.2, p.59.

3. Coleman, 'The Economy of Kent’, Appendix I.

4. Coleman (ibid., p.393) based his classification on J.
Adams, Index Villaris (1690).

5. Clark, English Provincial Society, p.244.
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1

declined absolutely in population,

Nowhere is this more of a problem than when considering
the High Weald: the cloth-dominated region of Cranbrook,
Goudhurst and Tenterden. The wealden cloth industry was
probably stagnating or in decline from the later Commonwealth
or Restoration onwards; and, Coleman writes, ‘there is little
doubt that much distress existed among the cloth workers of
Kent and elsewhere at this time.% Without a thriving cloth
industry, a vital link in the chain of subsistence was removed
in many wealden communities, and the only option for large
numbers of clothworkers and their families was emigration. The
fact of this exodus is well-known; less apparent is the scale
on which it took place.

The rector of Biddenden wrote in 1673 that the parish
was ‘not so populous now as formerly when the clothing trade
there flourished’. Emigration from the region had begun as
early as 1616 when the reverberations of the Cockayne Project
brought a sharp depression to the industry. 2,000
cloth-workers may have 1left for the Palatinate at this time:
and smaller numbers left for the Continent during the slump of
the 1630s. Emigration continued throughout the century:
clothworkers departed for Ireland as well as Continental
Europe; and the names of men, women and children from the
clothing towns of Kent are to be found among the

3
graves of the first New England settlers. Many more must have

1. Dobson, op.cit., Table 5.8, p.8l.
2. Coleman, op.cit., p.157.
3. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, pp.121-2, 35: Dobson,

oEoCit.' p.78 & n.30.
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taken up occupations in the thriving industries of Maidstone
and Canterbury, or in the seaports of north and east Kent and
the dockyard towns bordering the Thames estuary%

Migration from the Kentish Weald made what Mary Dobson
has called a “striking "dent"...on the demographic scene.’ We
have noted that over south-east England as a whole, the number
of baptisms fell by about 18% between 1601-40 and 1681-1720.
In eight High Wealden parishes there were 17,515 baptisms in
1601-50, but only 8,809 in 1651-1700: a drop of almost 50%.
Nonconformity was high in this region in the later sevententh
century, but:

’

...even if we assume that dissenters ceased baptizing
their children in the Church of England in the second
half of the ...century, and added a figure to cover this
loss, there would still have been 6,500 less [37%]
baptisms in the second half of the seventeenth century
than in the first’.(2)

The downward trend in wealden population was
exacerbated by a changed age-structure resulting from
migration: the population was getting older as well as
smaller. Despite levels of emigration that may have taken 10-
20% of the adult population away from some wealden
communities, a ‘mass of inert labour’ still remained: and the
evidence of the 1660s Hearth Tax returns indicates that

3
poverty levels in the region were exceptionally high.
In 1673, the inhabitants of Benenden bemoaned ‘the

great and general poverty in respect of the decay of the trade

of cloth makeing with in the said parish, being the greatest

Chalklin' OE.Cit.I p.35.

1
2. DObSOﬂ, OE.Cit.I p.780
3. See Coleman, op.cit., pp.306,316; Chalklin, op.cit., p.255.
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support of most of the inhabitants there’. When a propogandist
for New World emigration wrote that ‘this lande grows wearye
of her inhabitants , who were of lesse prise among us than a
horse or a sheepe’, his comments must have had a bitter ring

of truth about them for many clothworkers and their families
1
dotted all over the Kentish Weald.

In spite of this decline, the Weald remained -along
with the London environs, the Faversham region and Thanet-
the most densely-settled part of Kent. 1In 1676 these regions
contained on average roughly 20-25 households per 1000 acres?
The High Weald was still more heavily populated than this,
averaging over 28.5 households per 1000 acres? At least as far
east as Calehill Hundred (Fig. 2), it would seem that in 1663
population densities on the mid-Kent Sandstone Ridge and in
the Low Weald were about equivalent (21-25 households per 1000
acres). This conforms to what Chalklin found for the Weald as
a whole in 1676, but is rather higher than the density he
suggested for the Ridge (c. 16-19 households per 1000 acres).
As in 1563, the eastern half of the region evidences rather
lower 1levels of settlement in 1663 than the west; with
splashes of 1low density east of Ashford, in Blackbourne
Hundred to the south, and Faversham to the north.

For the reasons we have indicated, rates of population

l. Coleman, op.cit., p.l62; Furley, A History of the Weald,
ii. 570; Dobson, op.cit., p.78.

2. Chalklin’s figures (op.cit., p.28) have been converted
from ‘adults per square mile® to households per 1000 acres to
facilitate comparison. Adults were taken to comprise 60% of
the population and 1 sq. mile to be equal to 64% of 1000
acres, The conventional multiplier of 4.75 has also been used.
Conversions are necessarily approximate.

3. Dobson, op.cit., Fig. 5.4, p.60.
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change 1563-1663 can only be calculated at the hundredal
level, except where urban areas are concerned. In the High
Wealden cloth towns of Cranbrook, Goudhurst, Tenterden and
Biddenden, the numbers of households rose from 860 to 1171, an
overall increase of 36% (Table 5). Yet north of the High Weald
on the Sandstone Ridge and in the Low Weald, the rural
hundreds of Marden, Eythorne, Calehill, Chart and Longbridge
and Bircholt Barony and Franchise show a combined increase of
50%, from about 1808-2873 households. North and east of the
Ridge in the rural hundreds of Boughton, Bridge and Petham,
Faversham, Stowting, Loningborough, Milton, Tenham, Felborough
and Wye a similar increase (52%) took place.

As might be expected, most of the smaller towns of the
region (Ashford, Lenham, Wye) grew at a faster rate than the
rural districts, taken as a whole. They increased from about
312 to 591 households, a rise of almost 90%. The exception to
this pattern is Elham, where the population may have dwindled
by some 13% between 1563 and 1663. All other parts of
mid-Kent, however, were outstripped by the rapid growth of
Maidstone and Canterbury; their combined population may have
doubled in the century after 1560 from about 5,500 to almost
11,000%

As we have noted, such estimates of population growth
probably under-estimate the scale of growth up to the 1630°s
-since many villages shrunk in size after 1640. The relatively

low rates of growth calculated for four clothing parishes in

1. Figures for Canterbury are incomplete. Chalklin’s estimates
(op.cit., p.31) have been substituted.
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Table 5. Population Growth Rates in Mid-Kent 1563-1663.

Region Population (households)
1563 1663 % increase
High Weald Cloth Parishes:
Biddenden 160 323 +102
Cranbrook 300 286 -5
Goudhurst 200 273 +37
Tenterden 200 289 +45
overall increase 860 1171 +36
Rural Hundreds:
SANDSTONE RIDGE AND WEALD
Bircholt Barony and Franchise 125 233 +78
Calehill 386 617 +60
Chart and Longbridge (ex. Ashford) 373 544 +46
Eythorne (ex. Lenham) 724 1004 (1) +39
Marden (ex. Goudhurst) 200 327 +64
overall increase 1808 2725 +51
NORTH DOWNS AND NORTH KENT
Boughton 204 228 +12
Bridge and Petham 211 227 +8
Faversham (ex. town) 339 455 +34
Felborough 240 406 +69
Loningborough (ex. Elham) 54 279 +417
Milton (ex. town) 547 688 +26
Stowting 76 154 (2) +103
Tenham 120 224 +87
Wye (ex. town) 50 155 (3) +210
overall increase 1841 2816 +53
Rural Towns:
Ashford 120 256 +113
Elham 140 122 -13
Lenham 120 192 +60
Wye 72 143 +99
overall increase 452 713 +58

(continued)



- 37 -

Region Population (households)

1563 1663 % increase
Urban Centres:
Canterbury 842 1474 (4) +75
Maidstone 300 804 +168
overall increase 1142 2278 +99

(1) Totals exclude an estimate for Bicknor parish, missing in 1563.

(2) Totals exclude an estimate for Monks Horton parish, missing in 1563.

(3) Totals exclude an estimate for Eastwell parish, missing in 1563.

(4) Estimates for 1563 and 1663 based on C.W. Chalklin, Seventeenth
Century Kent: A Social and Economic History (London, Longmans, 1965),

p.31.

Sources: B.L. Ms. Harl. 594, ff. 63-84; D.C. Coleman, 'The Economy of
Kent Under the Later Stuarts' (London Univ. Ph.D. thesis 1951), Appendix I.



- 38 -

the High Weald may well reflect the process of out-migration
we have discussed; and its implications for the age-structure
of their populations. Cranbrook, indeed, seems to have
dwindled in absolute terms (1563-1663), suggesting
considerable emigration during the course of the seventeenth
century.

Although mid-Kent’s rural population rose by some 50% in
this period, an increased proportion of the region’s
inhabitants were living in its wurban centres by 1660. For
parishes -like Pluckley- south of the Downs, it was above all
the rapid growth of Maidstone that heralded the changing
order:

The wealth and importance of this town was one of the

most significant aspects of the Kentish economy at this

period. It dominated the rich and populous agricultural
area of mid-Kent, sat astride the only navigable river
of the county which provided a vital channel of
communication from the Weald of Kent and Sussex, was
within easy reach of London and had an early development

of lighter industries and processing which was to be the
stamp of Kent’s subsequent pattern.’(1l)

(iv) Demographic cChange in Pluckley 1560-1700

I
Although parish registers were instituted by Thomas
Cromwell in 1538, a mere 500 survive from this early date; and
many of those 1lapsed during Queen Mary’s reign (1553-8). Many
more registers -like Pluckley’s- commence soon after Elizabeth
I became queen in 1558. As in most cases, the only surviving
entries from the first forty years or so thereafter are copies

l. Coleman, ‘The Economy of Kent’, p.239.
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made in about 1597. An injunction of this date ruled that
henceforth registers were to be kept on parchment, and all
earlier entries transcribed%

Together with a period of confused registration during
the Civil War and Interregnum (1642-61), these years between
the inception of registration in Pluckley (1560) and the
beginning of the 1590s are the least reliable for demographic
purposes, Indeed, among the entries for the years 1571-87
there are numerous references to this effect by John Picard,

Pluckley’s parson:

‘The most of Christinenge[s] for this year [1571] were
not to be founde in the ould Register,’

‘There were no Mariges found in the old Booke, and but
one burial that weare in this yeare [1587].° (2)

From the 1590s until 1641, there is no reason to believe
that registration was not diligently executed, but from the
latter date until 1662 the orderly form of the register
was abandoned; with events of different kinds and from
different years apparently randomly mixed. Burials were absent
altogether for most of the 1640s, and marriages for most of
the 1650s too? Orderly registration was resumed in 1662 and so
continued to the end of the century.

Apart from during these two periods of
deficient registration, there are no year-long gaps among the
entries for baptisms and burials. Marriages are a different
matter, but that need not concern us here for it was felt that

- T —— D D . D SID D T D D D IR TP G SR G D SR N N W D T S — D D D SR — = D Y D WD S D G D =D =P GED w= W= WEE WD T WD D =P =y S = iy =

l. R. Finlay, Parish Registers: An Introduction (Hist. Geog.
Research ser. 7, 1981), p.6.

2. K.A.0. P289/1/16. Post-Restoration vital events are
recorded in a second volume: P289/1/17.

3. K.A.O. P289/1/16.
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with numbers of marriages averaging only 3.26 yearly (during
periods of reliable registration), variations could not be
shown to be demographically significant. Lacunae of shorter
duration than a year are difficult to pinpoint, since gaps of
a few months in a register like Pluckley’s with normally fewer
than 50 events a year, may simply indicate a ‘lack of
business’ rather than under—registration%

A more serious problem of wunder-registration might be
suggested by the fact that prior to 1584, Pevington (in the
west of the present Pluckley village) was a separate parish,
In fact, the parish of Pevington in the 15508 and ‘60s
consisted of ‘but two households’ and a ruined church, When
Archbishop Whitgift made the decision to wunite the two
parishes in 1584, he was merely formalizing a state of affairs
already in existence: since at 1least 1557, the cure of
Pevington (and therefore presumably of the hamlet’s infrequent
births and deaths) was the responsibility of the parson of
Pluckley?

Before examining the progress of population change in
Pluckley, something should be said of two other causes of
under-registration: variations in the birth-baptism interval
and nonconformity. Recent research has suggested that the
interval between birth and baptism in England was increasing
during the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

1. M. pDrake, ‘Introduction’, in idem., (ed.), Population
Studies from Parish Registers: A Selection of Readings from
Local Population Studies (Matlock, Local Pop. Studs., 1981),
P.X1vV,

2. L.E. Whatmore (ed.), °‘Archdeacon Harpsfield’s Visitation,
1557°, cath.Rec.Soc., XLV-XLVI (1950-1), i. 121: K.A.O.
Ql1/7.
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This means that the deaths of a rising number of infants went
unrecorded in the baptism registers. Therefore (following the
estimates made by E.A. Wrigley) 2%, 3.5% and 4% were added
respectively to the baptism totals of 1560-99, 1600-49 and
1650-99 to account for missing infants%

Potentially greater levels of under-registration could
have resulted from the presence of nonconformists in the
village, some of whom boycotted Anglican ceremonies. The
Compton Census of 1676 asked incumbents to specify the number
of ‘nonconformists’ in their village. Over Kent as a whole,
nonconformists comprised just over 9% of the adult population.
In Pluckley, the incumbent reported that only 5 of 250 adults
(2%) were nonconformists; a particularly low figure, for in
the Weald as a whole, 17% of adults worshipped outside the
Anglican Church?

Even assuming that all baptisms and burials affecting
these dissenting families in Pluckley took place outside the
auspices of the parish church, the effect on aggregate village
levels would be slight. In fact, at 1least some nonconformist
events probably found their way into the Anglican Register.
Among the nonconformist sects, the Baptists seem to have

dominated this part of Kent in the later seventeenth century.

They did not generally practice infant baptism, but frequently

l. E.A. Wrigley, ’‘Births and Baptisms: The Use of Anglican
Baptism Registers as a Source of Information about the Numbers
of Births in England before the Beginning of Civil
Registration’, Pop.Studs., XXXI, 2 (1977), 267-80.

2. Dobson, ‘Population, Disease and Mortality”’, Appendix 1IV;
A. Everitt, °‘Nonconformity in Country Parishes’, in J. Thirsk
(ed.), ‘Land cChurch and People’, A.H.R. suppl. (1970),
p.188.
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1
had recourse to the parish church to bury their dead.

If the Pluckley figures are correct, we should perhaps
add 1-2% to the baptism totals 1662-1700, and no more than
0.5% to the burial totals? The Pluckley figures may be an
under-estimate, but even if they understate real
nonconformity 1levels by 400%, under-registration for baptisms
and burials would probably be no higher than 10% and 2.5%
respectively.

IX

Annual totals (unadjusted) of baptisms and burials in
Pluckley 1560- 1700 have been plotted in Figure 3 below. The
trough in both baptisms and burials between 1560-90 and
1642-61 1is clearly evident; and for the reasons we have
indicated it was decided to omit these two periods from
further demographic analysis. In the 1light of the two
serious gaps in the demographic record, it was also decided
that to transform the annual totals of baptisms and burials
into smoothed out ‘moving averages’ would obscure more than it
clarified.

It can be seen from Figure 3 that from the early 1590°s
both baptisms and burials were rising. This continued into
the 1620°s, levelling off in the years leading up to the Civil

War, Adjusting the baptism totals for the birth-baptism

l. Drake, °“Introduction’, p.xxi; G.F. Nuttall, ‘Dissenting
Churches in Kent Before 1700°, J.Ecl.H., XIV (1963), 175-
89.

2. The relative under-registration of baptisms and burials is
calculated from Wrigley & Schofield, The Population History
of England and Wales, Table 4.2, p.92.
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interval, the following numbers of baptisms and burials have
been derived for the period 1591-1641:

Baptisms 845

Burials 538

During the period 1626-46, we have noted (above, Table
2) that natural growth rates on the Sandstone Ridge and in the
Low Weald both averaged O to +25; and burial / baptism rates
averaged 61 to 80 and 81 to 100 respectively. For Pluckley,
using similarly wunadjusted totals for the period 1626-4%, we
have a natural growth rate of +24 and a burial / baptism ratio
of 77. This places natural population growth in the village in
the mainstream of demographic experience in the Sandstone
Ridge region.

By comparing these derived statistics with two earlier
l6-year time periods 1594-1609 and 1610-25, a comparison of

the rates of growth in the three periods can be made:

Period Baptism & Burial Natural Growth Burial / Baptism
Totals Levels Ratio
1594-1609 a:245 53 47
b:115
1610-1625 a:275 27 73
b: 202
1626-1641 a: 254 24 77
b:192
a = Baptisms b = Burials

Table 6. Natural Growth Levels and Burial / Baptism Ratios in
Pluckley, 1594-1641 (Source: Parish Registers).

The high natural growth levels and low burial : baptism

ratios of the period 1594-1609 compared with the two
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subsequent ones is 1immediately apparent. During the earlier
period there were over twice as many baptisms as burials
(245 : 115), while baptism totals in the 1later two periods
were only 36% and 32% higher than those for burials (275 :
202, 254 : 192). Both baptisms and burials were rising up to
1610-25; both fell by similar amounts thereafter.

The fact that both baptisms and burials were rising up
to 1610-25 seems to confirm that Pluckley’s population was
also rising in this period. But as R.S. Schofield points out:

’

...the same pattern could be produced by a rise in both
fertility and mortality with no change in the size of
the population. 1In this case, the "surplus" population
(of baptisms over burials) will have emigrated.’(1l)
Aggregative analysis in itself offers no solution to

such problems of interpretation, since ‘when we are

considering numbers of events alone we have no means of
separating the effects of changes in fertility from the
effects of changes in population size.%

Unfortunately, we do not have population estimates for
Pluckley at any date between the 1560°s and 1660°’s. There is,
however, no ground for thinking that there was emigration from
the village in the period up to 1625. 1Indeed, the presence in
the village of employment in the cloth industry, together,
perhaps, with land newly cleared from the forest in its
southern half, may have attracted new families to Pluckley in

the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century. But the fact

that numbers of baptisms and burials did not increase

1. R.S. Schofield, °’Some Notes on Aggregative Analysis in a
Single Parish’, Local Pop. Studs., V (1970), pp.l12-3.
2. Ibid.' p.12.
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dramatically between 1594-1609 and 1610-25 argues against a
large influx of migrants,

In the 15508 and °‘60s, Pluckley’s population probably
stood at some 360 to 375 inhabitants. The evidence of the
Hearth Tax returns suggests that by the early 1660s it had
risen by a relatively modest 27%-32% to 475% Yet assuming
that Pluckley’s population in 1590 was roughly equivalent to
that thirty years earlier, a calculation of ‘natural increase’
based on the surplus of baptisms over burials would indicate
that by 1640 village population levels had almost doubled to
reach a figure of between 650 and 700.

It is likely that Pluckley’s population in 1590 was
somewhat greater than the estimates for the 1550s and ‘60s,
suggesting an even higher ‘natural’ population level by 1640
than this. It 1is possible that mortality crisis hitting
the village in the 1640s or ‘50s accounts for some of the
shortfall between estimated population at the Restoration and
that suggested by natural increase, However, a proportion of
that shortfall -and probably a large one- must have been the
result of emigration from Pluckley in the seventeenth century,
as the Kentish broadcloth industry (an important source of by-
employment in the village) went into decline from the 16305?

In considering Pluckley’s demographic regime from the
Restoration to the end of the century, the raw totals of
baptisms and burials have again been adjusted to account for
the birth / baptism interval of the period. In addition the

l. Bod.L. Ms, Tanner 240, f.35; B.L. Ms. Harl. 594, f.69:
K.A.0. Q/RTh.
2. See below, chapter 2(b).
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baptism and to a lesser extent the burial totals have been
increased to accomodate ‘low’ and ‘high” 1levels of

nonconformity in the village (2% and 10%).

Crude Totals +4% adjustment for Low Non- High Non-
1662-1700 birth:baptism conformity* conformity**
interval
A 485 504 514 555
B 394 394 396 404

A = Baptisms; B = Burials
*Low Nonconformity= +2% (baptisms) and +0.5% (burials)
** High Nonconformity= +10% (baptisms) and +2.5% (burials)

Table 7. Baptism and Burial Totals in Pluckley 1662-1700.
(Source: Parish Registers)

During the period from 1662-1700, there remained a
surplus of baptisms over burials, though the gap between the
two narrowed somewhat: between 1591-1641 and 1662-1700 burials
as a proportion of baptisms rose from 64% to 73-77%.

The Kentish regions of the Sandstone Ridge and Low Weald
evidenced average natural growth rates of 0 to +25 and O to
-25 respectively in the period 1661-81; and burial / baptism
ratios of 81 to 100 and 101 to 120 (Table 3). Taking the
unadjusted baptism and burial totals in Pluckley 1662-81 (1661
is defective), it can be seen that the village’s demographic
experience fell once again within the range which Dobson
plotted for the Sandstone Ridge: a natural growth rate of 8,
and a burial / baptism ratio of 92, As in 1626-46 Pluckley
seems to have enjoyed a healthier demographic regime than the
villages of the Weald to the south.

In order to compare more precisely the demographic
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trends of the later seventeenth century with those of the
earlier period, both sets of data need to be adjusted to
minimise biases caused by wunder-registration. Therefore the
natural growth rates and burial / baptism ratios of 1594-1609,
1610-25 and 1626-41 (Table 6) have been re-worked allowing for
the birth-baptism interval (Table 8 below). Post-Restoration

figures have been adjusted as in Table 7.

Period Natural Increase Burial / Baptism Ratio
1594-1609 54 46
1610-1625 29 71
1626-1641 27 73

A B A B
1669-1684 9 14 91 86
1685-1700 38 41 62 59

Note: A= Low Nonconformity (2% of adults); B= High
Nonconformity (10% of adults)

Table 8. Adjusted Natural Growth Levels and Burial /
Baptism Ratios in Pluckley 1594-1700.
(Source: Parish Registers)

Although Pluckley’s population continued to generate a
surplus of baptisms in the later seventeenth century, the
reduced level of demographic activity is clear from Figure 3.
Even when adjustments are made for under-registration, the
average number of baptisms each year was 18-25% 1lower in the
period 1662-1700 than in 1591-1641. And despite the increase
in burial totals relative to baptisms, average burials each
year dropped somewhat in the later seventeenth century.

Even in the period 1669-84, which included three years
of high mortality, one of ‘crisis’ proportions, total numbers

of burials remained short of their 1610-25 1levels. These
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years did, however, mark the only time in Pluckley’s
demographic history between 1560 and 1700 when a deficit of
burials threatened to become a surplus. At the end of the
century the village’s demographic prospects brightened with
the surplus of baptisms over burials reaching its highest
since the turn of the seventeenth century.

We have argued that Pluckley’s population in the 1660s
and ’70s was considerably smaller than in the 1610s and
20s. If the village’s population did grow in the later
seventeenth century, it was not a marked rise; for in 1758
Pluckley’s population was 1little different from its 1660
level% It seems that in this Kentish scarpland village, as in
south east England as a whole ‘the scale and size of life in
(the] early eighteenth century... was little different from
what it had been a hundred years earlier.'2

III

In addition to reflecting broad movements in mortality

levels, the demographic record in Pluckley was punctured at

several points by sharp peaks in the number of deaths. On four

occasions during the vyears 1591-1641 and 1662-1700, these

peaks reached ‘crisis’ proportions, according to R.S.
3
Schofield’s definition: twice in the first half of the

seventeenth century and twice in the second. Mary Dobson

observes:

l. 1In 1758, a Bishop’s visitation recorded Pluckley’s
population as 411 (Dobson, ‘Population, Mortality and Disease,
Appendix 3).

2. Ibid., p.72.

3. R.S. Schofield, ‘Crisis Mortality’, Local Pop. Studs., IX
(1973); repr. in Drake (ed.), Population Studies, 97-108.
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‘The smaller parishes of downland and 1lowland regions,
unlike the sprawling wealden parishes, were prone to a
doubling or trebling of average burials...perhaps once
in every 20 or 30 years.’ (1)

Pluckley sat astride the border between wupland and lowland
Kent, but its experience of mortality crises followed the
‘upland’ pattern, with major burial peaks every twenty years
or so during the periods for which we have reliable evidence.
Paul Slack has noted that only rarely did mortality

crises in early modern England coincide with periods of
2
near-famine. In Pluckley such a coincidence occured only once,

in 1631. The harvest of 1630 was the worst since the 1590°s,
3

with all grains at least 40% above their normal price levels.
Indeed betwen June 1629 and Autumn 1630 Kentish corn prices
more than doubled; and the supply problem was exacerbated by
large-scale grain shipments abroad and by the greedy demands
of the Capital. The situation was yet worsened by a continuing

slump in the county’s industry and the spread of the plague to
4
several Kentish towns.

“The harvest of 1630 was bad, the spring of 1631

5
therefore critical’. It was in these months of acute distress

that the heaviest fatalities in Pluckley occured. Eight died
between January and March 1631. To put this seemingly 1low

figure in perspective, the annual average of deaths in the

lo DObSOD, OEQCit.I pp. 186-70
2. P. Slack, "Mortality Crises and Epidemic Disease in England

1485-1610°, in C. Webster (ed.), Health, Medicine and
Mortality in the Sixteenth Century (Cambridge, Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1979), p.lO0.

3. W.G. Hoskins, ‘Harvest Fluctuations and English Economic
History 1620-1759°, A.H.R., XVI, 1 (1968), 15-31.

4. Clark, English Provincial Society, p.350.

5. Hoskins, op.cit., p.20.
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five years either side of 1631 was 11.3. Six died in the
following three months, and thereafter mortality levels began
to drop (3: July to September; 3: October to December).

The seasonal distribution of mortality rules out plague
and dysentry as the causes of death, while its relatively long
duration makes influenza unlikely. The absence of a trough in
baptisms suggests that famine-induced starvation was not at
work here either. Smallpox could have been responsible for the
deaths, but the winter and spring mortality peaks, together
with the seemingly small number of deaths among children
points to typhus. Of the 20 who died in the village, only 3

1
were children, marginally less than in a normal year.

v
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Table 9. Adult and Child Mortality Totals in Pluckley
1626-36.

(Source: Parish Registers)
Although there is no suggetion of famine in Pluckley
itself, the presence of typhus in these ‘locust years’, if
proven by further resé@ch, may not have been unrelated to the
harvest crisis of 1630-1. Conceptions leading to baptisms fell
sharply in these years in the seventeen south-eastern parishes
analysed by Dobson, pointing to severe food shortage. 1In such

conditions, an epidemic of typhus ~-the ‘famine fever’- could

have struck a population whose physical defenses had become
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1
weakened by malnutrition,

The other peaks of high mortality (1641,1665 and 1679)
do not show a close connection between epidemic disease and
harvest crisis. Though the epidemic of ague, smallpox and
influenza coincided with a ‘deficient’ harvest (1678) and a
‘bad’ one (1679), there is no evidence of a widespread food
shortage on the scale of the 1590s or the 16308?

In 1641 both smallpox and plague were reported in parts
of south-east England. Andrew Applebey has noted that plague
occured rarely in rural areas., Yet Pluckley was a short six
miles from Ashford, where plague had struck in 1625?
Twenty-five died in Pluckley in 1641, the second highest total
in the century. The seasonal distribution of plague follows a
conventional pattern:

‘The first cases appeared in the late spring or early

summer, then mortality curved wupwards to a peak in

late summer or early autumn, followed by a decline with

plague deaths stopping altogether about 1 December.’(4)
In Pluckley, only three died in the first three months of the
vyear; eight in the second three months and nine between July
and September. Between October and the end of the year, levels
dropped to five.

In 1665 several of the Thames and Medway towns were

‘miserably infected’ with the plague, while Dover may have

l. Dobson, ‘Population, Disease and Mortality’, Fig. 7.8,
P.236; A.B. Applebey, ‘Disease or Famine? Mortality in
Cumberland and Westmorland 1580-1640°, Ec.H.R., 2nd ser. XXV
(1973), p.413; clark, op.cit., p.322.

2. Hoskins, op.cit., p.29; Dobson, op.cit., pp.258-60.

3. Dobson, op.cit., pp. 248, 242; Applebey, op.cit., p.405;
Clark, op.cit., p.406.

4. Applebey, op.cit., pp.253-4.



- 53 -

lost between a quarter and a third of its population between
1665 and 1667. By 1666 Maidstone and Canterbury had become
affected and the epidemic began to spread into the
Kentish countryside. Ashford was on a main road to London from
the Kentish coast where (among other places) the outbreak
might have originated% The high mortality level in Pluckley
(20) for 1665 may suggest that plague had reached the village.
Deaths there peaked in April-June (8) with rather lower levels
in January-March (6) and July-September (5).

1678 marked ‘the first of the most unhealthy set of
years in 17th and 18th century south-east England.’ It was
in the midst of this disease-ridden period, in 1679, that
Pluckley experienced its most serious mortality crisis, when
twenty-seven people died. According to Mary Dobson, the early
months of the year saw high mortalities caused by smallpox,
perhaps aided by relapses of the fever (’ague’) which had
wrought a heavy toll in some parishes in the autumn of 1678.
The ague returned in the following autumn and influenza in the
winter. Mortality in Pluckley was almost 2.5 times greater
than the annual average in 1679, and it remained high (59%
above average) in the two succeeding years. By autumn 1682
mortality levels in Pluckley had subsided. The ague does not
appear to have returned; an absence noted elsewhere in the
region?

In all, 63 people (42 adults and some 21 children) died
in this three-year epidemic visitation. If our population

l. Dobson, op.cit., pp.253-4.
2. Ibidol pp0258-600
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estimate for the 1670°s is about right, somewhere between 14%
and 18% of Pluckley’s adult population was lost% Such
statistics put in their context the remarks of John Picard,
Pluckley’s parson, who jotted in the parish register in 1604:

‘There died not one in this parish in this whole yeare

praise to God in whome wee live for through Christ the

true spirituall and eternal life of our soules...’(2)

The parish of Pluckley comprised one of a number of
densely-settled communities located on the scarp edge of the
Sandstone Ridge. As elsewhere in mid-Kent, it would seem that
the high population levels of the area reflected the
critical contribution of textile by-employment in creating
employment opportunities in the local economy.

Although the natural growth 1levels of Pluckley’s
population placed its demographic experience within the main-
stream of the Sandstone Ridge region, its net population
growth rate over the period 1560-1660 was at about 30%
considerably lower than the rate of 50% calculated for rural
mid-Kent as a whole. Some part of the shortfall between
‘natural’ and ‘real’ demographic growth in the village could
have been the result of unrecorded mortality crisis during the
Interregnum period. However, a proportion of that shortfall
-and probably a substantial one- must have derived from
emigration following the contraction of employment in the

Wealden cloth industry; a process which had begun to gather

pace by the 1630s.

l. The figure for children is probably somewhat inflated since
a listing in the parish register as the son/daughter of someone
did not necessarily imply an age at death of under 16.

2. K.A.0. P289/1/16.



- 55 -

Chapter 2. Economic Structures

(a) The Farming Economy: An Agricultural Revolution?

(i) The Geography of Farming in Mid-Kent

I
If Kent’s geology makes the geography of the county
‘complicated’, this is nowhere more the case than in mid-Kent
(Fig.4). The land slopes gradually southward from the summit
of the North Downs -the ‘Hog’s Back of Kent’- and meets first
Holmesdale and then the Sandstone Ridge, before 1levelling
out into the Wealden Plain below. It is where this second
escarpment abuts upon the Weald that the village of Pluckley
lies. In fact, the edge of the ‘Lower Greensand’ formation
which marks the boundary of the Sandstone Ridge traverses the
middle of the village, as Bane and Gethin-Jones’s survey
shows.1
This ridge, running parallel to the chalk-topped Downs
rises in places to a height of about 200 metres; though in the
area we are concerned with, it peaks at just over half that.
The ragstone and hassock underlying this part of the ridge
produce soils highly variable in their quality:
’In mid-Kent there are 1limited areas of deep, silty,
brown earths on brick earths, together with loamy soils
over the Hythe Beds ragstone and hassock, which are more
variable; deep, retentive yet well-drained soils are

intermixed with others that are shallow, imperfectly
drained or stony. Most of these soils in mid-Kent are

1. chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.9; J.Boys, General
View of the Agriculture of Kent (Brentford, 1794), p.76; W.
Bane & G.H. Gethin-Jones, "Fruit-Growing Areas on the Lower
Greensand in Kent’, Ministry of Agriculture & Fisheries
Bulletin, LXXX (1934).
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suitable for arable crops, and the best are excellent
for growing fruit and hops... (1)

It is on the ‘ragstone’ section of the escarpment that
the best soils are to be found. Confusingly, the terms
‘Ragstone’ and “Kentish Rag’ are sometimes used to describe
the ridge as a whole, but strictly speaking, both characterize

a stretch of hills about fifteen miles long running
2

approximately from Mereworth eastwards to Boughton Malherbe.
A triangle formed of this stretch of escarpment as its base,
Maidstone at its centre and Aylesford at its apex delimits a
region of rich, well-drained, loamy soils -among the most

fertile in the county- and now, as in the early modern period,
3
a noted centre of fruit and hop production.

The village of Pluckley 1lies Jjust to the east of the
Ragstone, where the hassock-based soils though somewhat

heavier in texture, and scattered with unweathered stone
4
fragments, remain highly productive. G.H. Garrad writes of

this region:

Moving eastwards from Boughton Malherbe through
Egerton, VLittle Chart and Mersham to Aldington and
Lympne, the elevation of the hills continues to fall and
the proportion of fruit becomes less and 1less. It is,

l. C.P. Burnham, ‘The Soils of Kent’, Cantium, IV, 3 (1972),
p.62.

2. Bane & Gethin-Jones, op.cit., p.3: G.H. Garrad, A Survey
of the Agriculture of Kent (London, Royal Agric. Soc., 1954),
p.39.

3. Bane & Gethin-Jones, op.cit., p.3:; Burnham, op.cit.,
p.62; Garrad, op.cit., p.39; Everitt, ’‘The Making of the
Agrarian Landscape’, p.7; Victoria History of Kent, i. 462:
Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, ch.5.

4. Bane & Gethin-Jones, op.cit., pp.45-50; Boys, General
View of the Agriculture of Kent, pp.77-8; Victoria
History of Kent, i. 462.
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’

however, good open farming country on rolling hills...

(1)

Garrad’s 1is a modern appraisal. ln 1798 William
Marshall wrote that :

“The lands of the face of the hill, though steep and

rugged are of a very superior quality, strong loam on

rock, resembling those of the district of Maidstone.’

(2)
Writing at the same date, Edward Hasted in his History

and Topographical Survey of the County of Kent described the

northern half of Pluckley in similar terms:

“The soil of this parish is much the same as Egerton,
Boughton and other adjoining ones in the like situation
on the summit of these hills, where the Quarry Stone
prevails, and 1is there very fertile both for corn and
hops.” (3)

on the top of Pluckley Hill stands St. Nicholas’s
Church; according to Hasted a recognised northern boundary of

the Weald, and one of a ‘string of churches stretched along
4
the face of the hill.’ From this village high-point of about a

hundred metres, the land falls steeply to the south, dropping
by sixty metres in two miles (Fig.5). 1In this flatter,

southern part of the village, Hasted found ‘a miry, deep clay,
5
covered with woods, broad hedge rows and spreading oaks.’ In

general terms, Hasted’s dual characterization of Pluckley’s
soils corresponds with the geological hiatus in the village

mapped by Bane and Gethin-Jones.
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. Garrad, Survey of the Agriculture of Kent, p.39.

. W. Marshall, The Rural Economy of the Southern Counties
London, 1798), i. 343,
. E. Hasted, The History and Topographical Survey of the
County of Kent (London, 1797-1801), vii. 464.

4. Ibid., p.463; Marshall, op.cit., i. 344.

5. Hasted, op.cit., vii. 464.

1
2
(
3
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The outcrop of Weald Clay in Kent covers some 85,000
acres (about one eighth of the county), but 1is by no means
uniform in character. It 1is overlain in various places by

patches of loam or gravel; superficial deposits that can
1
radically alter land values. At the northern edge of this four

to six mile band, G.H. Garrad notes,

‘At the junction of the Weald cClay and the Lower
Greensand, on the lower slope of the Greensand
escarpment, there 1is a heavy loam on a gentle southern
slope where the so0il is not so stiff and the drainage is
much better [than elsewhere in the Weald]’. (2)

Marshall too commented on the improved quality of
Wealden soils as one moved northwards from the River Beult (on
Pluckley’s southern boundary); this is probably the result of

3
the admixture of Wealden clays with Greensand loams.

II

“Although the relationship between geology and landscape
is never one of simple determinism, it is impossible to
get away from the profound influence of geology in Kent
in any consideration of its settlement, topography, [or]
agrarian history...’(4)

It was the easily-worked and fertile soils derived from
the Oldhaven Beds, Thanet Sands and Brickearths which together
with its coastal proximity attracted some of Kent’s earliest

settlers to that part of the county north and east of the
5
Downs.

Beginning in the 5th Century A.D., this earliest phase

of Kentish settlement was also associated with the

l. Garrad, Survey of the Agriculture of Kent, p.34.

2. Ibid.' po36o

3. Marshall, op.cit., i. 343; The Vvictoria History of Kent,
i

4

5

. 462,
. Everitt, “The Making of the Agrarian Landscape’, p.6.

[ ) Ibid.' p.?.
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colonization of the river valleys traversing the county at
right-angles to the Downs ~the valleys of the Medway, the
Stour rivers, and the Darent and Cray. In addition, a
ribbon of villages became established along the scarp-foot of

the Downs, the source of several of these rivers or their
1
tributaries .

The establishment of a permanent settlement in
Pluckley -bordering the Great Stour as it flows parallel to
the Downs towards Ashford before turning inland- probably
belongs to the earliest phase of settlement : its etymology

points to a Saxon clearance in the forests of the Sandstone
2
Ridge.

Although Pluckley was one of many scarp-edge villages

established by 1086, much of this ‘Chartland’ was not so
3
populous and remained heavily wooded. South of the Ridge, in

the Weald, permanent settlement was a rarity in this period;
but in the summer months pigs would be brought from all over

the settled parts of the county to temporary pastures -or
4
dens- cleared from the Wealden forest.

Vestiges of this structure survived into the early

l. Ibid., pp.21-4.

2. J.T. White, The South-East Down and Weald: Kent, Surrey
and Sussex (London, Methuen, 1977), p.99.

3. Gulley, ’The Wealden Landsape’, Appendix 3. According to
Alan Everitt (op.cit., p-7), this alternative name for the
Sandstone Ridge derives from the Norwegian kart which means
‘rough rocky sterile soil’: a fitting description for the poor
soils covering much of this region.

4., Ibid., p.22; E.M.J. Campbell, ‘Kent’, in idem. & H.C.
Darby (eds.), The Domesday Geography of South-East England
(Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1962), p.558; F.W. Jessup,
A_History of Kent (Chichester, Phillimore, 1974), p.45;

White, op.cit., pp.96-7.
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modern period, 1long after such transhumance had disappeared.

Many of the larger manors on the hills of Down- and Chartland
Kent retained outlying parcels in the Weald; their
relationship with the parent manor reduced to ‘purely the
petty financial one'%

In Pluckley, Sheerland Manor continued to possess ‘den’
lands in the seventeenth century, 1lying both within the
village (probably in its southern ‘wealden’ half) and in
nearby Smarden and Biddenden. At least three other manors held
den lands in Pluckley in this period; including that of Little
Chart, lying in the parish of the same name on Pluckey’s
north-eastern boundary. Little Chart Manor held den lands in
seven other villages scattered all over the Weald, among them
Goudhurst and Cranbrook?

In the 12th and 13th centuries at the same time as the
more remote and infertile parts of Down- and Chartland Kent
were being settled, the first large-scale inroads were made on
the woodlands of the Weald; part of a process of forest
clearance at work all over the country? Often, it seems, the
old drovedens formed the nucleus of the new homesteads,
surrounded by lands freshly cleared from the forest. Assarting

on this scale took place in the context of a remarkable

demographic expansion in Kent : between Domesday and the early
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l. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.48.

2. K.A.O0. U1l107/M6; Furley, History of the Weald, ii. 704,
709; G. ward, ‘The Lost Dens of Little Chart’, A.C., LVIII
(1946), 1-8. For other examples see Jessup, op.cit., p . p.45.

3. Everitt, “The Making of the Agrarian Landscape’, p.25; W.G.
Hoskins, The Making of the English Landscape (Harmonds—
worth, Penguin, 1970), pp.86-94; idem., English Landscapes
(London, B.B.C. Books, 1973), pp.23-5.
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14th century, the <county’s population may have increased
three-fold{

Oon the lands newly reclaimed from the wealden
forest, ‘mixed farming showed a certain bias towards animal
husbandry’ (particularly cattle); though ‘indifferent arable
crops’, mainly oats and wheat, were also grown? By the early
l4th century, farming systems in Holmesdale and on the hills
of the Sandstone Ridge had become differentiated from those
practiced on the claylands below. The region was notable for
the flexibility of its husbandry. While ‘the principal
contrast between this locality and the Weald was the greater
importance here of sheep and wheat’, some manors seem to have
kept no sheep, and the relative importance of wheat and oats
to have varied from manor to manor?

There were a number of phases of concentrated clearance
and settlement in the Weald in subsequent centuries, but
according to J.L.M. Gulley, it was the century after 1550 that
witnessed the most sustained attack on the Wealden forest?
As in the earlier period, this process was associated first
and foremost with the expansion of population in the region;
but it was aided by the demands of wealden industry
-particularly that of the iron furnaces and forges. These
were spreading rapidly throughout the western Weald in the
first half of the 16th century; the hammering of the forges,

. Everitt, op.cit., p.25; Chalklin, op.cit., p.l2.

. A.R.H. Baker, ‘Field Systems in South-East England’, in
idem. & R.A. Butlin, Studies in Field Systems in the British
Isles (Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1973), p.416.

3. Ibid.

4. Everitt, op.cit., p.27; Hoskins, Making of the English
Landscape, p.124; Gulley, ‘The Wealden Landscape’, ii. 48.

N
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in Camden’s words, ‘resound[ing] all over the places

1
adjoyning’. In addition, the increasingly 1lucrative character

of commercial farming in the later 16th and 17th centuries
2

offered other incentives for grubbing up woodland.
Writing in the reign of Charles I, Sir Edward Dering
recognised these factors at work in his description of changes

visible in the Kentish landscape from upland Pluckley:
‘e..within memory, whoever from this hill of Pluckley
had taken survey of our Wealdish p[ro]spect, he should
have had no other object but one continued wood. But
look now a[n]d you shall find that wood broken into many
small playnes, both of pasture and of corne...The
profitable husbandry of Marling, and ye devouring
furnace of ye iron mill, hath p[er]suaded one to ridd
uppe, yt which vye other hath confirmed... And thus ye
yett acknowledged Weald beginnes (as people and
consequently tillage encrease) to take ye face of ye
now doubted Weald.’ (3)

(ii) Livestock, Crops and Farming Systems in Pluckley
1562-1700

"Men talked of tillage,

The prises of wheat, of sheep and neat,*
And orders of their village...

Quoth Goodman Hare to another there,

How workes your land in Brimly?

Why, quoth old Paine, ‘twants but a raine,
But I war’nt ‘twould worke even trimly...
Quoth Goodman Pip, how standeth your sheep?
They say there dies aboundant.

Faith, quoth Ned Scot, they all have the rot,
I hold a hundred pounds on‘t...’

From The Countryman’s chat, a ballad of c.1625

*cattle

l. cChalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, pp.12, 130-1; E.
Straker, Wealden 1Iron (New York, Augustus Kelley, 1969),
ch.6; W. camden, Britannia (1610 edn.), quoted in Straker,
op.cit., p.l4.

2. Clark, English Provincial Society, pp-6-8; Hoskins,
Making of the English Landscape, p.138.

3. K.A.0. U350/217.

4, H.E. Rollins (ed.), The Pepys Ballads (Cambridge,
Mass., Harvard Univ. Press, 1932), i. 233-5.




I

Providing reasonable answers to questions like those
put by the farmers in this seventeenth century ballad must
be the starting point for any analysis of the farming
economy of an early modern village. To this end, reliable
and systematic data are needed on the value and acreage of
particular crops and of grassland; and on the value and
number of cattle and other livestock; and most elusively, on
the systems of husbandry wunder which crops were sown and
animals raised.

Agrarian historians of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries necessarily suffer from a paucity of such
systematic data. Indeed, in much of the debate on the
“Agricultural Revolution’, its absence was taken for
granted. What was missing, as Mark Overton has pointed out,
was ’systematic quantitative data on innovation, vyields,
output, or the extent of the area cultivated’. Instead, ‘we
are invited to accept or reject statements or sets of
statements about the past by the force of literary
persuasion and appeals to select documents.%

In fact it was recognised over forty years ago that
probate inventories could provide detailed, 1long-run
evidence on some of these questions. W.G. Hoskins called
inventories ‘perhaps the most neglected class of records

1. M. Overton, ‘Agricultural Revolution? The Development of
the Agrarian Economy in Early Modern England’, in A.R.H.
Baker & D. Gregory (eds.), Explorations in Historical
Geography: Interpretative Essays (Cambridge, Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1984), pp.l27-8.
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1
handled by the economic and social historian.’ 1In the 1950s

and early 1960s, a number of local historians took up
Hoskins’s challenge: Joan Thirsk on Lincolnshire, M.A.

Havinden on Oxfordshire, W. Harwood Long on Yorkshire, and
2
Julian Cornwall on Sussex. Since then, local studies based

on probate inventories have burgeoned. As regional evidence
has both multiplied and increased in sophistication, it has

come to play a greater role in discussions of agrarian
3
change at the national level.

Among the most innovative of recent research in this
field is the computer-assisted study by Mark Overton of over
4000 Norfolk and Suffolk inventories. His results showed
-among other things- that between the 1580s and 1680s, under

10% of inventoried farmers were growing turnips. By 1700,
4
some 50% were. These findings modify somewhat Eric

Kerridge’s dating of the beginnings of turnip husbandry. He

argued for their widespread introduction in High Suffolk in
l. W.G. Hoskins, ‘The Leicestershire Farmer in the Sixteenth
Century’, in his Provincial England: Essays in Leicester-
shire History (Liverpool, Liverpool Univ. Press, 1950),
p-124.

2. J. Thirsk, English Peasant Farming (London, Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1957); M.A. Havinden, “Agricultural Progress in
Open-Field Oxfordshire’, A.H.R., IX (1961); repr. 1in E.L.
Jones (ed.), Agriculture and Economic Growth 1650-1815
(London, Methuen, 1967), 66-99; W.H. Long, "Regional Farming
in Seventeenth Century Yorkshire’, A.H.R., VIII, 2 (1960),
103-14: J. Cornwall, ‘Farming in Sussex 1560-1640°, Sussex
Arch. Collns., XCVIII (1954), 79-156.

3. See J. Thirsk, England’s Agricultural Regions and
Agrarian History, 1500-1750 (London, Macmillan, 1987),
pp. 11,19-22.

4. oOverton, ‘The Development of the Agrarian Economy’,
p.129; idem., “The Diffusion of Agricultural Innovations in
Early Modern England: Turnips and Clover in Norfolk and
Suffolk, 1580-1740°, Trans. Inst. Brit. Geog., n.s. vol., X
(1985), pp.209-12.
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the mid-seventeenth century, and elsewhere 1in England by
1
1670-80.

The analysis of a single parish’s probate inventories
throws up rather similar problems to those encountered when
working on one parish register. Evidently, a sample of less
than 100 farmers cannot bear the same weight of
interpretation as one of 4000. As with demographic work, it
is vital in this context both to establish and as far as
possible control for biases in the record; and to assess the
final results in the light of other studies of 1local or
comparable farming economies.

A statute of 1529 established that the executors or
administrators of an estate should make a 1list of the
movable goods and chattels of the deceased as part of the
process of proving a will. Most inventories were drawn up
within three weeks of the testator’s death, and take the
form of a room-by-room assessment of his or her movable
wealth; followed (where appropriate) by a list of crops and
livestock in the farm buildings and fields?

Anyone was permitted to dispose of an estate by will,
but in practice few leaving goods worth less than £5 d4id
so. Thus any study based on probate inventories inevitably

l. E. Kerridge, The Agricultural Revolution (London, Allen
& Unwin, 1967), pp.270-4.

2. J.D. Marshall, ‘Agrarian Wealth and Social Structure in
Pre-~Industrial Cumbria’, Ec.H.R., 2nd ser. XXXII (1980),
pp.503,506; J.A. Johnson, ‘The Probate Inventories and Wills
of a Worcestershire Parish 1676-1775°, Midland Hist., I
(1971), pp.20-1; M. Overton, ‘Probate Inventories and the
Reconstruction of Agrarian Landscapes’, in M. Reed (ed.),
Discovering Past Landsapes (London, Croom Helm, 1984),
pp-168-9; S. Porter, “The Making of Probate Inventories’,
The Local Historian, XII, 1 (1976), 36-7.
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omits the poorest sections of the community. Alan Everitt has
estimated that three in four labourers were too poor to leave
an inventory in the period 1560-1640; and by the end of the
century, they were probably even 1less well represented%
Since our concern is with the farming economy, their absence
from the inventoried population is less damaging than it may
seem: it is unlikely that many of those too poor to make a
will or leave an inventory would have held any land, or owned
more livestock than a pig, a few chickens, or a hive of bees?
97 inventories refer unequivocally to the movable wealth
of Pluckley farmers 1562—1700? In order to assess changes 1in
farming practices over time, the inventory set was divided

into two chronological groupings of approximately equal

numbers of cases: 1562-1639 and 1640-1700:

Decade No. of Inventories
Group I 1560-9 4
1570-9 6
1580-9 5
1590-9 2
1600-9 11
1610-19 11
1620-9 6
1630-9 4
TOTAL 49
Group II 1640-9 12
1650-9 1
1660-9 8

l. A. Everitt, “Farm Labourers’, in J. Thirsk (ed.), The
Agrarian History of England and Wales IV: 1500-1640
(Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1967), pp. 420, 424.

2. Ibid., p.420.

3. See Appendix II.
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1670-9 11
1680-9 9
1690-1700 7
TOTAL 48

Each of the 97 inventories within these two groups were
coded into 52 variables using the SPSSX computer statistics
package (see Appendix II). In order to gauge the responses of
those farmers working different-sized holdings to the
constraints and pressures of the agrarian economy between 1562
and 1700, the two chronological groupings were each divided
into sub-sets based on total appraised wealth. Given the

1
steep price rises of the first half of our period, it seemed

vital when sorting the inventories to control for any biases
such inflation might bring. The estate value of each inventory

was therefore deflated, wusing the years 1565-74 as a base:

and they were then grouped into four sub-sets according to the
“deflated’ estate value of each: £1-24, £25-49, £50-99, and
floo+?

How important numerically were these four groupings in

Pluckley’s social structure? To assess this, the question of

how representative the inventories are must be tackled. Of 185

men recorded in Pluckley’s burial register between 1591 and
l. Between the decades 1560-9 and 1690-9, the prices of
farinaceous products (wheat, barley, rye, peas) tripled;
those of meat doubled; while textile and industrial products
showed more modest increases (see C.G.A. Clay, Economic
Expansion and Social Change: England 1500-1700 (Cambridge,
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1984), i. Appendix to ch.2). The cost
of living of a building worker, constructed from a mixed
‘basket of consumables’ was almost 2.5X higher in 1690-9 as in
1560-9 (E.H. Phelps Brown & S.V. Hopkins, ’“Seven Centuries of
the Prices of Consumables compared with Builders’ Wage-Rates’,
Economica, n.s. XXII (1956); repr. in E.M. Carus-Wilson
(ed.), Essays in Economic History II (London, Edward Arnold,
1962), 193-207)

2. See Appendix II.
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1641, 36 (19.5%) left extant inventories. In the later
seventeenth century, survival rates are better: Of 126 male
burials 1662-1700, 37 (29.4%) 1left extant inventories. These

rates fall within the range found by other researchers; one of
1

whom has suggested 20% inventory survival as a typical figure.

Such figures may not seem very promising. In fact,
most of the poor did not go through probate, having little to
bequeath. The inventories of only nine men and women leaving
under £10 have survived; 7.7% of the total?

What proportion of the adults were too poor to go
through probate? One possible answer is provided by the Hearth
Tax Returns of the 1660s, since few of those described therein
as ‘non-chargeable’ made wills or left inventories? The
returns for 1664 list the names of 71 Pluckley householders
paying on hearths, and 29 exempt from payment? The latter
group comprised 29% of the total. Thus for the period
1662-1700, the surviving inventories probably represent about
41% of those men who went through probate.

For the earlier period, no source comparable to the
Hearth Tax has survived. The fact that only 19.5% of male
deaths in the years 1591-1641 have 1left their mark in

inventories makes firm conclusions difficult. However, the

coincidence of this low ratio with a period of high population

1. J.P. Horn, ‘The Distribution of Wealth in the Vale of
Berkeley, Gloucestershire, 1660-1700°, Southern Hist., III
(1981), p.86.

2. See ibid., p.87 for similar findings.

3. None of Horn’s sample of 773 testators were listed as ’‘non-
chargeable’ 1in the Hearth Tax returns of 1672-4 (ibid.,
p.89).

4, K.A.0. Q/RTh.
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Period I
VALID CUM
VALUE LABEL(E) VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
1- 4 1.0 2 4.1 4.2 4.2
5— 29 2.0 11 22.4 22.9 27 .1
30— 49 3.0 7 14.3 14.6 41.7
50— 79 4.0 12 24.5 25.0 66.7
70— 89 5.0 2 4.1 4.2 70.8
90-109 6.0 4 8.2 8.3 79.2
110-149 7.0 4 8.2 8.3 87.5
150 - 189 8.0 3 6.1 6.3 93.8
190-249 9.0 1 2.0 2.1 95.8
450 + 11.0 2 4.1 4.2 100.0
Missing 999.9 1 2.0 MISSING
TOTAL 49 100.0 100.0
COUNT VALUE ONE SYMBOL EQUALS APPROXIMATELY .40 OCCURRENCES
2 1.00 **x%s%
11 200 #**t*****#*:***#**#t#***t##*
7 3.00 *t******#***##*#:#
]2 400 ***####***t*t#***#:*********t*
2 5_00 *x k% ¥k %
4 600 (I EEEEEEREE R
4 7_00 tt*#**t**#_
3 8_00 **##*#:*
1 9.00 *=.
0 10.00 .
2 11.00 ;**%#
Ioveenn... ) G ) PR ) ) SR I
0 4 8 12 16 20
HISTOGRAM FREQUENCY
VALID CASES 48 MISSING CASES 1
Period 11
VALID CUM
VALUE LABEL(E) VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
5-29 2.0 5 10.4 10.6 10.6
30 -49 3.0 7 14.6 14.9 25.5
50 - 69 4.0 2 4.2 4.3 29.8
70- 89 5.0 3 6.3 6.4 36.2
90-109 6.0 5 10.4 10.6 46.8
110149 7.0 3 6.3 6.4 53.2
150-189 8.0 3 6.3 6.4 59.6
190 249 9.0 5 10.4 10.6 70.2
250449 10.0 8 16.7 17.0 87.2
450+ 11.0 6 12.5 12.8 100.0
Missing 999.9 1 2.1 MISSING
TOTAL 48 100.0 100.0
COUNT VALUE ONE SYMBOL EQUALS APPROXIMATELY .20 OCCURRENCES
5 2.00 ‘***##**:t*#****#****t#t#
7 3.00 *#t*****#*#**:##*t*#***t##t##tt#***
2 4.00 I EEEEEEERE RN
3 5.00 IR R EEEEREERERER N .
5 6.00 I E R R R R B EE R E R R E R E B E NN EFEREREEN
3 7'00 I EEE R EE R R EREERE N
3 8.00 I EE B EEEREEEERE N
5 9.00 #t#*#********##******t;**
8 ]0.00 ##*****####**t#**:*t******t“tt*#*##*t#*
6 1]_00 #********t#:**t#****t#*##*#“‘
) S ) G ) R I......... ) S I
0 2 4 6 8 10
HISTOGRAM FREQUENCY
VALID CASES 47 MISSING CASES 1

Fig.6. Frequency Distribution of Appraised Wealth in Pluckley Probate
Inventories 1562-1639 and 1640-1700 (Source: Probate Inventories).




Period I
VALID CUM
VALUE LABEL(E) VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
2’:2‘ 1.0 13 26.5 27.1 27.1
5-49 2.0 20 40.8 41.7 68.8
50-99 3.0 8 16.3 16.7 85.4
100+ 4.0 7 14.3 14.6 100.0
Missing 888.8 1 2.0 MISSING
TOTAL 49 100.0 100.0
COUNT VALUE ONE SYMBOL EQUALS APPROXIMATELY .40 OCCURRENCES
]3 100 *****#*#******#**t****#:*t***##tt
20 2.00 ***##****#*#********#*#‘*******#‘#*****#***#*:*#**
8 3.00 XFEEFEEELTEELEXE XXX T XD
7 400 *#*tt****:*#****##
) R R L. ... I eeenn.. I ... I
0 4 8 12 16 20
HISTOGRAM FREQUENCY
VALID CASES 48 MISSING CASES 1
Period II
VALID CUM
VALUE LABEL(®) VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
1- 24 1.0 12 25.0 25.5 25.5
25-49 2.0 10 20.8 21.3 46.8
50— 99 3.0 6 12.5 12.8 59.6
100+ 4.0 19 39.6 40.4 100.0
Missing 888.8 1 2.1 MISSING
TOTAL 48 100.0 100.0
COUNT VALUE ONE SYMBOL EQUALS APPROXIMATELY .40 OCCURRENCES
]2 1.00 *#***ttt**t***:****#**t*t*t***
]0 2.00 $ X XXX XXX XX FXRXEEXEXESERE ST XS
6 3.00 I EEEEREEEERERER R .
19 4.00 t**#*#**tt#**********:‘#“tt*****#********#****t
I, I, ) R I ... ) R I
0 4 8 12 16 20
HISTOGRAM FREQUENCY
VALID CASES 47 MISSING CASES 1

Fig.7. Frequency Distribution of Appraised Wealth (Deflated) in

Pluckley Probate Inventories 1562-1639 and 1640-1700.

(Source: Probate Inventories)
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levels and (up to the 1630°s) a thriving cloth industry may
suggest that a larger proportion of the village’s male
inhabitants were too poor to leave a will or inventory than in
the post-1660 period%

Returning to the specifically farming inventories,
frequency distributions have been plotted for the periods
1562-1639 and 1640-1700 (hereafter Periods I and II), both
before and after deflation (Figs. 6-7, pp. 71-2). While
smallholders (£1-24) continued to form about a quarter of the
farming population throughout the 140-year period, numbers of
middling farmers (£25-49) dwindled (41.7%- 21.3%). At the same
time, the wealthiest section of the farming community almost
tripled in size (14.6%-40.4%). Like the smallholders, smaller
but still substantial farmers (£50-99) remained a relatively
constant ~-if minor- element in the farming population
(16.7%-12.8%).

In order to put these trends in comparative
perspective, we must return to money values, and to the
complete inventory set (117 cases). For the second half of the
seventeenth century, a number of historians have quantified
the relative proportions of surviving inventories of different
values. The figures for Pluckley (1660-1700) have been
included; with those refering only to farming inventories
added in parenthesis (Table 10, p.74).

The differences 1in the divisions of personal wealth
used by the historians whose work 1is tabulated below, makes

1. Horn (op.cit., pp.88) found that “In the Vale of York
those parishes with low coverage tended to have high
proportions of non-chargeables.”’



74

TOTAL INVENTORY CUMBRIA GLOS . * CAMBS. LINCS. PLUCKLEY

VALUES 1661-90 1660-99 1661-70 1669 1660-1700

NOS. IN SAMPLE 775 983 340 97 46 (34)
% % % 7% 7%

Over £100 21.1 38.0 27.4 29.0 56.5 (64.7)

£60- 100 36.0(a) 22.5(c) 12.5 19.5 13.0 (11.8)

Under £60 43.0(b) 39.7(d) 60.3 51.3 30.4 (23.5)

TOTAL 100.1 100.2 100.2 99.8 99.9(100.0)

*Figures for Glos. based on means of decadal percentages 1660-99
a=£40~-100; b=less than £40; c=£50-100; d=less than £50

Table 10. Percentage Distribution of Personal Wealth: Pluckley in Comparative Perspective 1660-1700.

(Sources: J.D. Marshall, 'Agrarian Wealth and Social Structure in Pre-Industrial Cumbria', Ec.H.R.,
2nd ser. XXXIII (1980), p.507; J.P. Horn, 'The Distribution of Wealth in the Vale of Berkeley,

Gloucestershire, 1660-1700', Southern Hist., III (1981), Table 3, p.101; Pluckley Probate Inventories).
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precise analysis of Table 10 difficult. It is immediately
apparent, however, that Pluckley’s values cluster at the top
of the range (56.5% over £100) to a much greater extent than
those of any other region.

C.W. Chalklin has drawn attention to an apparent
“tendency for wealthier farmers to predominate’ among Kentish
probate inventories in the Restoration period% This does not
imply of course that the distribution of inventoried wealth
revealed in Table 10 necessarily distorts real wealth levels
among Pluckley’s farming community. The evident discrepancy
between the results from Pluckley and those from a number of
other inventory samples does hint, however, that the bias in
the Kentish data pointed out by Chalklin was at work in the
village; and other evidence considered in the next chapter
points in the same direction?

This might suggest that the option of comparing the
whole set of inventories from Period I with that of Period II
should be abandoned altogether in favour of a more detailed
consideration of changes in farming practice within each of
the four sub-groups. It was decided, though, that the
relatively small size of the Pluckley data-set meant that
questions concerning shifts in the pastoral/arable balance,
and in the holdings of particular classes of 1livestock
required using the full set of inventories, whatever
limitations that was to place on the value of the results.

1. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.96, n.2. On this
question, see J.S. Moore, ’'Probate Records: Problems and
Prospects’, in P. Riden (ed.), Probate Records and the Local
Community (Gloucester, Alan Sutton, 1985), p.1l8.

2. See ch. 3 (iii).
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IT

Among the farming regions of Kent, agriculture on the
sandstone Ridge was ‘more truly mixed than in other areas”’.
About a third (34.1%) of the land there supported crops in the
seventeenth century; somewhat higher than in the Weald to the
south (29.5%), and 1lower than on the Downs to the north
(54.3%). In practice though, the complex geography of the
region forced modifications of this pastoral-arable balance.
On the fertile ragstone soils south of Maidstone, crops and
grass probably comprised about equal proportions, while some

fifteen miles away near Ashford, arable land was in short
1

supply.

Pluckley lay just to the east of the Ragstone Hills,
but since it nevertheless enjoyed relatively fertile soils,
arable/pastoral land use was probably more equally balanced
than is suggested by Chalklin’s figures for the Ridge as a

whole. Probate Inventories rarely appraise meadow or perman-
2
ent grassland; but their relative importance may be crudely

gauged by examining the investment of Pluckley farmers in
crops and livestock.
Figures 8 and 9 (pp.77-8) show that the vast

majority of farming inventories evidence a “Crop to Livestock
3
Ratio’ (CLR) of less than 1.0. 1In fact, on over 75% of farms

in both periods, investment was heavier in pastoral than in
l. Chalklin, op.cit., pp.73,76; Short, °‘The South-East: Kent,
Surrey and Sussex’, p.275.

2. Overton, ‘Probate Inventories and the Reconstruction of
Agricultural Landscapes’, pp.169-70.

3. Total value of crops divided by total value of livestock.
Thus if the CLR is 1less than 1.0 in a particular inventory,
investment in crops is lower than in livestock.
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Appraised Wealth (Divisions as in Fig.6)
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Fig.8. 'Crop to Livestock Ratios' on Pluckley Farms 1562-1639 (Source: Probate Inventories).
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in Fig.6)

visions as

Appraised Wealth (Di
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Fig.9. 'Crop to Livestock Ratios' on Pluckley Farms 1640-1700 (Source: Probate Inventories).

.337 1.012 1.687 2,362 3.037 3. 712 4.387 5.062 5.737 6.412

-0.Illl‘.IIl-‘.lIIlb.lllI.’I'Il#IllI.’I-Il‘.-ll|0ll|l0.lIll‘llll.’llll‘llll‘llll.’llll‘llll’lll|0||Il0||l|’ll|l§ . .

+ 2+ 2 + 11.00
b 1

1 1

1 1

1 . 1

+ + 10.10
I 23 = . . 1

1 1

1 I

I 1

* +* 9.20
m [ N N [ ] M

I 1

I I

I I

I + 8.30
1 I

1 [ ] L [ ] 1

1 I

I I

- + 7.40
I 1

Ie . . 1

¢ I

1 1

+ * 6.80
I !

1 1

1 2 . . . 1

1 I

b + 5.60
1 1

1 I

I * 9 [ ] m

I 1

* * 4.70
1 I

I 1

1 1

1 o I

+* + 3.80
1 1

I I

I I

Ie 3 o1

* * 2.90
I I

I 1

1 I

I 1

+3 . . + 2,00
B T e e R A e R et T L bk T T T PE R R PR

.000 .675 1,350 2.025 2,700 3.375 4.050 4,725 5.400 6.075 6.750

Crop to Livestock Ratio

Plotted Values=45; Missing Values=3 (see Appendix II)



- 79 -

1
arable husbandry. All but 12, however, of the 97 farmers

leaving inventories practiced some form of mixed farming; and
of those investing solely in either crops or livestock, most

farmed on a modest scale , probably earning the bulk of their
2
incomes from other sources.

Between 1562-1639 and 1640-1700, the median CLR
3
fell from 0.55 to 0.33. In other words, on the median

Pluckley farm 1in the later seventeenth century, crops
accounted for only a quarter of farm produce, compared with a
third in the eighty years before 1640.

That this shift in emphasis brought Pluckley’s farming
economy closer to the ‘Wealden’ pattern is suggested by a
comparison of the village figures with Michael 2Zell’s

analysis of over 300 farming inventories from twelve Kentish
4
wealden parishes covering the period 1565-1601. ‘In all

parishes’, he notes, “the mean ratio of livestock to corn was
at least two to one. The mean ratio of the parochial averages
was over three to one.’ This translates into an average CLR of

0.31 -roughly equivalent to the state of affairs in

l. The precise figures are 82% (Period I) & 78% (Period II).
2. Typical of the farmers in this category were George Taylor
(d.1640) who 1left an estate worth £28-15-6 including 2 cows
and a calf, 7 sheep and a couple of pigs; or Robert Knock
(d.1675) who left £45-9-0, including £2-6-0 worth of wheat and
barley (K.A.O. PRC 11/7/113; 11/37/160). The one exception to
this generalization was Edward Chisman (d.1666), whose £134
estate included 6 head of steer, 3 kine, 2 heifers, 4 calves,
a mare and two pigs -but no crops. Chisman was a kerseymaker,
leaving two looms “in the workehouse’ (PRC 11/26/15).

3. Calculated from testators practicing mixed farming (see
Appendix II).

4. M. Zell, ‘A Wood Pasture Agrarian Regime: The Kentish Weald
in the Sixteenth Century’, Southern Hist., VII (1985), p.82.
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REGION CROPS

Wheat Oats Barley Peas/Beans Tares Rye

acres % acres %  acres % acres % acres % acres %
Weald
1600-1620 104.5 38.2 136.0 49.7 6.5 2.4 18.5 6.8% —- - 8 3.0
1680-1700 108.0 30.2 213.0 59.6 29.0 8.1 7.5 2.1 _ — -
Sandstone
1600-1620 151.5 39.1 49.5 12.8 120.5 31.1 45.5 11.7 20.5 5.3 — -
1680-1700 191.5 32.5 187.0 31.7 153.8 25.9 51.5 8.8 5.0 0.8 -~ —_

* Peas only

Table 11. Grains and Pulses in the Weald and Sandstone Ridge Regions of Seventeenth-Century Kent.

Source: C.W. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent: A Social and Economic History (London, Longmans,
1965), p.78.
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1
Restoration Pluckley.

Such a swing towards pastoral farming would seem to
conform to C.W. Chalklin’s account of agricultural change in
the Weald and on the Sandstone Ridge in the seventeenth
century? His analysis of 120 probate inventories points to a
35-40% increase in the average (mean) head of cattle on farms
in these regions between 1600-20 and 1680-1700 (from 11-15 in
the Weald and 9-12.5 on the Ridge). Although the bias towards
wealthier farmers in the probate inventories exaggerates the
size of the herd in the later period, numbers had ‘probably
risen slightly by the end of the century'? Accompanying this
shift towards 1livestock production -according to Chalklin’s
findings- was an increase in the share of arable acreages
devoted to oats: the bulk of which went for cattle fodder.
Wheat on the other hand became 1less important both in the
Weald and on the Ridge; and in the latter region, barley too
lost ground (Table 11, p.80).

In Pluckley, the mean head of cattle per farm4rose from
8.6 to 12.9 between Periods I and II: an increase (50%)
broadly in line with Chalklin’s findings (Table 12, p.83). If
milch kine are omfiitted from the calculations (Table 13,
p.84), a clearer picture can be discerned of movements in fat
and store cattle: ‘the chief means of 1livelihood for the
wealden farmer, and to a lesser extent of the farmer of the

l. Calculated from ibid., Table 4, p.8l.

2. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, ch. 5-6.

3. Ibid., p.96 and note, p.98.

4. The grouping ‘cattle’ includes -unless specified otherwise-
milch kine; oxen; breeding, working and fatting cattle (adults
and young).




- 82 -
1
Sandstone Ridge.’ Once again, a mean increase of about 50% is
suggested (7.1 to 10.7); and taking into account Chalklin’s
caveat, we may conclude that by 1640-1700, a significant
expansion in the fattening and breeding of cattle had occurred
in Pluckley.

The median number of cattle (not including milch
kine) per farm, however, rose by more modest proportions
between the two periods (5.7 to 7.6), pointing to an expansion
biased towards larger cattle enterprises. Over twice as many
farmers after 1640 as before owned more than nine head of
cattle; and the holding of John Pell (d.1665) was at seventy
beasts over twice as large as any holding from the earlier
period? In addition, cattle-owning became more widespread
among Pluckley farmers in Period II: only 31% held no cattle,
compared with 47% in Period 1I.

A rather different process was at work with
regard to dairy cattle. Most farmers (about 75%) owned some
milch kine throughout the 1562-1700 period, but most dairies
were small (Table 14, p.85). By Period II, the median herd had
risen to a modest 4.2: much the same situation as Boys was to
find in the 17803?

A large dairy herd was not unknown though. Two farmers
who died in the 1640s -George and Stephen Pell- kept herds of
16 and 33 kine respectively. The latter also left #3 worth of

4
butter and cheese. But in neither period have the inventories

l. Chalklin' O QCit.I 90980

2. K.A.O0. PRC 11/25/68.

3. Boys, General View of the Agriculture of Kent, p.83.
4. K.A.O. PRC 11/26/66; 11/10/82.
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PERIOD NUMBER OF CATTLE OWNED HERDS OF THIS SIZE

I 0 10
1-3 11

4-6 9

7-9 2

10-12 1

13-15 3

16-18 -

19-21 -

22 and over 4

Missing 7

Unclear 2

TOTAL 49

Mean=8.6; Median=5.8; % of farmers owning cattle=78.7%

II 0 8
1-3 10
4-6 6
7-9 4

10-12 3
13-15 4
16-18 5
19-21 -
22 and over 5
Missing 3
Unclear -
TOTAL 48

Mean=12.9; Median=8.3; % of farmers owning cattle=83.3%

Table 12. Cattle on Pluckley Farms 1562-1639 & 1640-1700.
(source: Probate Inventories)
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PERIOD NUMBER OF CATTLE OWNED HERDS OF THIS SIZE
I 0 22
1-3 8
4-6 3
7-9 5
10-12 -
13-15 1
16-18 2
19-21 1
22 and over 1
Missing 4
Unclear 2
TOTAL 49

Mean=8.3; Median=5.7; % of farmers owning cattle=53.2%

10-12

13-15

l16-18

19-21

22 and over

Missing

Unclear -

Mean=10.7; Median=7.6; % of farmers owning cattle=66.7%

Table 13. Non-Dairy Cattle on Pluckley Farms 1562-1639
& 1640-1700 (Source: Probate Inventories).
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PERIOD NUMBER OF MILCH KINE OWNED HERDS OF THIS SIZE

I 0 12
1-3 19

4-6 12

7-9 2

10-12 -

13-15 -

16-18 -

19-21 -

22 and over -

Missing 2

Unclear 2

TOTAL 49

Mean=4.2; median=2.7; % of farmers owning milch kine=75.5%

I1 0 10
1-3 16
4-6 13
7-9 3

10-12 -
13-15 -
16-18 1
19-21 -
22 and over 1
Missing 3
Unclear 1
TOTAL 48

Mean=5.9; Median=4.2; % of farmers owning milch kine=77.1%

Table 14. Milch Kine on Pluckley Farms 1562-1639
& 1640-1700 (Source: Probate Inventories).
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of any other farmers leaving more than nine milch kine
survived. Throughout the period, a handful of substantial

farmers probably kept large dairy herds; supplying cheese and
1
butter for local markets.

Most farmers kept a flock of sheep (Table 15, p.87). 1In
Period I, most flocks were of under fifty sheep, and almost
30% under ten. In Period I1II, the numbers over fifty tripled,
while those flocks under ten dwindled to 6.3% of the whole.
In the period to 1640, the mean flock in Pluckley was a modest

35.6. The discrepancy between this figure and the mean of 52
2
for the Sandstone Ridge as a whole probably results from the

inflation of the regional totals by the large flocks grazed on
the poor heathland and common covering much of the Lower

Greensand. 1In such areas, as about Charing north of Pluckley,

»

a large flock of "heathcropper" sheep was viewed by
3
contemporaries as necessary for farming on these soils”’.

By 1640-1700, the mean Pluckley flock stood at 54.2
(about the regional average); and the median flock had
increased by over 200% from 16.8 to 52.5. How can we account
for this dramatic expansion in sheep numbers, and the probable
increase in cattle rearing and fattening by Period II? Sheep,
it seems, were valued as much for their dung as for their meat

and wool in the fertile °‘Maidstone Plantation’ of mid-Kent at
4

this period. Are we seeing here the kind of “‘spiralling’

l. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.98.

2. 1bid., p.100.

3. Short, °‘The South-East: Kent, Surrey and Sussex’, pp.274-5.

4. 1Ibid., p.275. See also D. Baker, “Agricultural Prices,

Production and Marketing with Special Reference to the Hop

Industry: North-East Kent 1680-1760° (Kent Univ. Ph.D thesis

1976)' po3880
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0
1-9 8
10-19 4
20-49 6
50-99 2
100 and over 2
Missing 6
Unclear 1

II 0 16
1-9 3

10-19 6

20-49 3

50-99 10

100 and over 3

Missing 7

Unclear -

TOTAL 48

Mean=54.2; Median=52.5; % of farmers owning sheep=66.6%

Table 15. Sheep on Pluckley Farms 1562-1639 & 1640-1700
(Source: Probate Inventories).
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process M.A. Havinden described at work in open-field upland
Oxfordshire, where a combination of convertible husbandry and
later fodder <crops facilitated higher stocking 1levels, and
therefore improved soil fertility?1

As J.A. Yelling has pointed out, it is a ‘dangerous
assumption’ to use increases in median numbers of cattle and
sheep as evidence of a swing to livestock ‘in the absense of
any information about the size of holdings to which the
inventories refer'? Unfortunately, insufficient data in the
Pluckley inventories precludes the ‘safer method’ Yelling
advocates: to employ only those documents recording both
livestock numbers and cropped acreages, and then to relate the
two figures? As we have argued elsewhere, however, groupings
of inventories based on deflated estate values may be taken as
a proxy for divisions made according to size of holding?

Groups I/II and III/IV were combined: thereby splitting
the inventories above and below the deflated value of £50. 1In
the case of sheep, the median flock among the grouping of
farmers below £50 increased from 8.9 to 17.9, and among those
above J£50, it rose from 45.4 to 70.4 between 1562-1639 and
1640-1700. For cattle, median herd sizes rose from 2.7 to 4.2
and 11.0 to 14.9 respectively,

It is improbable, then, that the evident increases in
median livestock numbers are an illusion created by a bias

1. Havinden, °Agricultural Progress’, passim,

2. J.A. Yelling, ‘Probate 1Inventories and the Geography of
Livestock Farming: A Study of East Worcestershire 1540-1750°,
Irans. Inst, Brit. Geog., LI (1970); repr. in Patten, Pre-
Industrial England, p.97.

3. Ibid.

4. See Appendix II.
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towards larger farmers in the later period. Certainly more
substantial farmers grew to numerical dominance in the period
after 1640 (see Fig. 7, p-72), but it would seem that smaller
farmers shared in livestock increases.

For Eric Kerridge, the clearance of the Wealden forest
and its conversion into farming land was made possible by the

practice of convertible husbandry, which had -he argues-

spread to the region by the mid-sixteenth century:

“In the early sixteenth century, many farms here
consisted largely of woody and bushy grounds and small
ragged cattle pastures. Then between 1540 and 1650...the
woodlands were speedily cleared... Clearance was rapid,
maintenance difficult. Unless ploughed, the land would
revert to wood and unless enriched would bear little of
corn or grass.’ (1)

In Kerridge’s view, it was the application of marl*, advocated

by Gervase Markham in The Inrichment of the Weald of Kent

(1625) which “alone made the soils here good up-and-down land,
2
so that the measure of one is the measure of both’. Although

it seems clear that Markham suggested crop rotations that

implied convertible husbandry, the extent of its practice in
3

the period to 1640 is uncertain.

The evidence of a number of manorial account books

points to its implementation on gentry farms in the Weald by
4
the 1630°s, but it may have been uncommon on less substantial

farms, particularly those of smallholders. On the latter,

“the proportion of arable to pasture could not vary widely
* carbonate of clay and lime

l. Kerridge, The Agricultural Revolution, pp.216-7,

2. Ibid., pp. 217, 246.

3. Gulley, ‘The Wealden Landscape’, ii. 121.

4. Ibid., ii. 121-2; A. Fletcher, A County Community in
Peace and War: Sussex 1600-1660 (London, Longmans, 1975),
pp. 13-14.
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without imbalancing home food supplies’; and the benefits of
improved yields of <crops and grass may have seemed marginal
when placed beside the reorganization of the farm which
convertible husbandry demanded%

There is no direct evidence of such systematic
alternation of grassland and ploughland in Pluckley before the
Restoration, though its introduction may have accompanied an
extension of arable cultivation, as farmers sought to benefit
from buoyant grain prices in the century to 1650. Vvictor Skipp
has demonstrated such a process at work in the Forest of Arden
in Warwickshire in the period 1610-49; and J.L.M. Gulley has
argued that the “there was more arable in the Weald in the
early seventeenth century than ever before.'2

Such demand for 1land for commercial farming, together
with the needs of the burgeoning population of the region were
probably the main factors behind the attacks on the Wealden
forest in this period. It is significant, in this context,
perhaps, that in the reign of Charles I, Sir Edward Dering
wrote of the ‘profitable husbandry of Marling’ as a cause of
disaforestation, and also refers to an expansion of arable
acreages: 'as people and consequently tillage encrease'?

It is impossible to quantify the extent to which

Pluckley shared in this process of forest clearance, though it

is probable that before the introduction of new fodder crops

l. Gulley, op.cit., ii. 122-3; Kerridge, op.cit., pp. 195-
207.

2. V. Skipp, Crisis and Development: An Ecological Case Study
of the Forest of Arden (Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press,
1978), ch.7; Gulley, op.cit., ii. 120.

3. K.A.0. U350/217.
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and grasses -principally clover- in the 1660s and ’70s,

expansion of the cultivated area was the main cause of any
1
increases in total farm production that occurred.

Hasted, we have seen, described Pluckley’s wealden lands
in 1798 as ‘covered with woods, broaé hedge rows and spreading
oaks'% It was almost certainly more heavily-wooded in the
mid-sixteenth century, though it would not -even then- have
been the ‘one continued wood’ of Dering’s account.

In 1590, Daniel Bettenham, owner of the Manor of
Sheerland in upland Pluckley leased a twenty-acre parcel of
land in the south-east corner of the village. According to a
later report, what he found was of “the greatest
parte...woodland bushie and ruffe land’. Somewhere between six
and twelve acres of the land was pasture and arable, some of
the former newly planted with ‘younge springs'? Bettenham
‘would divide the arrable grownd from the woodgrownd and sowe
the arrable’; to which end ‘the wood and stumbles growinge and
beinge in that parcell...[were] ridd up'?

There were probably many parcels of 1land in Pluckley -
at least in its southern half- on which the cultivated area
was expanding in this way in the period to 1640. Arable
acreages could be thereby increased, while maintaining
sufficient animals to keep the tillage in good heart. It was
perhaps such considerations that prompted 1landlords 1like
Richard Dering to place restrictions on the extent to which

l. For a recent discussion of this question, see Clay,
Economic Expansion and Social Change, i. 107-10.

2. Hasted, History and Topographical Survey, vii. 463,

3. K.A.0. U1l107/L9/8, f£.6; U1107/L9/7.

4. K.A.O0. U1107 L9/8.
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tenants could plough up their grasslands. In a lease of

1587, the new tenants on a 16-acre holding in upland Pluckley
were bound not to “break up nor plow’ any more of their lands

than were under crops already. Such clauses were a common
1
feature of Kentish leases in the seventeenth century.

After 1650,

‘...prices moved in such a way that the profits to be
made from grain farming were almost continuously under
pressure for the rest of the period, and over several
decades the economic climate imparted a consistent bias
towards livestock husbandry’.(2)

These economic processes interacted with an intellectual
climate in which improvements in fodder crops had become ‘the
subject of lively debate and publicity’ by the 1650s; and the
improved livestock-carrying capacity which such crops brought

to grassland made them ‘thoroughly commonplace in the later
3
decades of the seventeenth century’.

By the 1670s, clover leys were being sown in Pluckley by
some of its more prosperous yeomen, like John Henekar (d.1675)

whose £242-9-0 Group IV estate included f12 worth of clover
4
and hay. Even at this early date, however, clover cultivation

was not wholly confined to the substantial farmers of the

5
village; its practitioners included Edward Gooding, a Group II
l. B.L. Add.Ch. 55963; Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent,
p.77.
2. Clay, op.cit., p.130.
3. J. Thirsk, “Agricultural Innovations and their Diffusion’,
in idem. (ed.), Agrarian History of England and Wales Vv, ii.
p.556.
4. K.A.O0. PRC 11/38/102. See also the inventory of Edward Poss
(d.1685): PRC 11/49/14.
5. Denis Baker (‘Agricultural Prices, Production and
Marketing’, p.235) found much evidence of ‘farmers of quite
modest means...experimenting with the new crops’ in E. Kent
in the decades after 1680. See also Overton, °‘Agricultural
Innovations’, pp.214-8.
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grocer, whose £79 estate placed him on a par with wealthier
1
husbandmen. There is no evidence that other artificial grasses

like sainfoin and trefoil -better suited to light, dry upland

soils- were sown 1in Pluckley in this period; while turnips
2
(rare in Kent before 1700) were also absent.

Marl and lime or chalk were applied to the lands of the
Weald and Sandstone Ridge throughout the period, and the

spreading of compost from corn stubble together with animal
3
dung was a common stipulation in Pluckley leases. According to

Joan Thirsk, an increased use of fertilizers of all kinds

supported the advances made in the realm of new fodder crops
4
and grasses. In Sir Edward Dering’s (2nd. bart.) list of

such things as may be beneficiall by way of improvement’,
made in c.1673, he recorded his intention to spread his ‘lower
land’ with lime, ‘the advantage of the <crop paying more than

the charge of the liming’; along with planning experiments in
5
sowing both sainfoin and trefoil.

It is 1likely that the swing to livestock evident in
Pluckley in Period 1II was associated with the spread of
convertible husbandry in the wvillage; whereby clover would be

sown in short leys (1-2 vyears), following wheat, barley or
6

oats. How did the arable sector respond to these <changes 1in

. K.A.0. PRC 11/47/179.

. Baker, op.cit., pp.227-36; Chalklin, op.cit., p.86.

. Chalklin, op.cit., pp.84-5; see B.L. Add.Ch. 55965,

5976, 55987, 5603l.

4. Thirsk, ’‘Agricultural Innovations’, p.558.

5. H.L.R.O. Colln. of Philip Blake Esq. Ms.F, ff. 39-43,

6. Baker, op.cit., ch.5A; Boys, General View of the

Agriculture of Kent, pp.78-81-92; Marshall, Rural Economy of

the Southern Counties, i. 69-70, ii. 140; Cornwall, ’Farming

in Sussex’, pp.70-2; G.H. Kenyon, ‘Kirdford Inventories 1611

to 1776°, Sussex Arch.Collns.,XCIII (1955), pp.97-100,146-7.
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farming practice?

CROP PERIOD I PERIOD II
% %
Wheat 66.7 66.7
Oats 59.6 45.8
Barley 23.4 25.0
Peas and Beans 31.9 29.2
Hemp 8.5 16.7
Rye 2.1 -
Hops 2.1 8.3
Hay 60.4 66.7
CASES 49 48

Table 16. Percentage of Probate Inventories Mentioning Main
Crops in Pluckley 1562-1639 and 1640-1700
(Source: Probate Inventories)

In 1794, John Boys wrote of upland west Kent that:

“The mode of cultivation or rotation of crops varies so

much throughout this part of the county, that it is

impossible to 1lay down any particular system as the
practice of the district; each farmer follows that plan
which he thinks will answer his purpose best, and hardly

any two neighbours adopt the same mode.’ (1)

An important reason for the differences in cropping
systems Boys was to note derived from the variety of soils in
the region. In Pluckley, only a quarter of farmers grew any
barley, and throughout the period oats was the most
commonly-sown of the spring grains (Table 16). 1In the Weald,
little barley was grown, and many of those farmers growing the
crop in the village probably worked lands on its more fertile
upland slopes. 1Indeed, barley cultivation -at least at the

beginning of the period- may have been more important than

oats in that part of Pluckley above the heavy clays of the

1. BOYS, OE.Cit.l po79.
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1
Weald.
Below Pluckley Hill, as at Tonbridge in the Kentish
Weald or Kirdford in 1its Sussex counterpart, oats would
certainly have been the main spring grain, with barley and pea
cultivation comprising perhaps 15-20% of spring acreages.
Throughout the wvillage, wheat was the dominant winter-sown
grain; rye was not well suited to the predominantly clay soils
of the village?
Owing to the small size of the inventory sample, and
perhaps to the vagaries of the manner in which they were

appraised in Pluckley, the acreage put down to particular

crops can only be established on a handful of its farms:

NAME DATE WHEAT OATS BARLEY PULSES TOTAL
J.Lambart 1601 13.5 13.0 - — 26.5
T.Wylles 1608 5.0 12.5 - - 17.5
R.Birckhom 1642 7.0 4.0 - - 11.0
S.Pell 1643 6.0 6.0 - - 12.0
J.Mantle 1665 4.0 15.0 - - 19.0
T.Hodge 1700 9.0 10.0 3.0 4.0 26.0
TOTAL (ACRES) 44.5 60.5 3.0 4.0 112.0
% OF SOWN ACREAGE 39.7 54.0 2.7 3.6 100.0%

Table 17. The Acreage of Arable Land Cultivated By Six
Pluckley Farmers 1601-1700.
(Sources: K.A.O. PRC 10/48/370-1; 10/35/244: 10/46/64;
11/8/97; 11/9/50; 11/10/82; 10/62/74; 11/25/34)

Evidently, with data from so few of Pluckley’s

farmers, the results can be at best suggestive. The acreages
l. See Table 11, p.80; Kenyon, op.cit.; Cornwall, op.cit.:
Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.78.

2. C.W. Chalklin, °"The Rural Economy of a Wealden Parish 1650-
1750, A.H.R., X, 1 (1962), Table A, p.38; Kenyon,
op.cit., p.98; Zell, A Wood Pasture Agrarian Regime’, pp. 80-
1; J. Thirsk, °‘Arable Husbandry’, in idem. (ed.), Agrarian
History of England and Wales IV, p.169.
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put down to wheat and oats are almost certainly inflated by
the inclusion in the sample of only one farmer growing
barley or pulses (peas and beans). And because barley and
pulses are spring crops, the relative importance of oats
compared with wheat 1is probably also exaggerated. Some
tentative conclusions can nevertheless be drawn.

It seems unlikely that the cultivation of oats in
Pluckley in the early modern period ever comprised the 50-60%
of the sown acreage Chalklin’s findings suggest for the Weald
(see Table 11, é;gg). It is equally improbable though that
this crop was relatively as unimportant in the village as on
the Sandstone Ridge as a whole, where between 1600-20 and
1680-1700, its share of the sown acreage increased from 12.8%
to 31.7%% At least by Period 1II, ocats had probably become the

single most widely-sown crop in the village, as wheat and

barley acreages contracted.

CROP PERIOD (CASES) INDIVIDUAL CROP VALUE AS A
PROPORTION OF TOTAL CROP VALUE
Wheat I (16) 58.6%
II (13) > 95.4%
Barley I (5) 16.3%
II (4) 14.4%
Oats I (10) 23.3%
II (7) 25.5%
Pulses I (6) 8.2%
II (3) 5.4%
Hay I (18) 21.6%
I1 (22) 20.1%

Table 18. Mean Individual Crop Values as a Proportion of
Total Crop vValues in Pluckley Inventories, 1562-1639 &
1640-1700 (Source: Probate Inventories).

1. See Table lll p.80.
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The only measure we have -crude though it is-~ of such
changes in the arable sector between Periods I & II is the

proportion of the total value of crops 1in each inventory
1
invested in individual crops.

Broadly speaking, the 22.5% drop in wheat’s share of
crop values between Periods I a II corresponds with the scale

of decline both in the Weald and on the Sandstone Ridge (21%

2
and 16% respectively). The modest increase in the value of

oats in Pluckley is probably an underestimate, but taken with
the changes in wheat values does point to a swing towards
pastoral husbandry. The fodder crop, oats gained ground at
the expense of winter-sown wheat and spring-sown barley, peas,
and beans.

This however, 1is not the whole picture. What William
3

Marshall called the “Maidstone Plantation’ was, we have noted,
an important focus of fruit and hop production in the early
modern period. Neither crop were systematically recorded in

inventories, since they were held to come from the soil
4
‘without the industry or manufacture of man’. Hops though were

definitely being grown in Pluckley as early as 1586; the

inventory of Clemisse Lull, widow, records 'ii pounds of hopes,
l. Because of the small data set, the mean ratio of each crop
as a proportion of the total value of crops was calculated
from those inventories listing the total inventory value of
that crop. For this reason, the set of inventories used in
each case 1is somewhat different. The figures, therefore,
should be seen as indicating in general terms changes in the
balance of different crops; but not the scale of that change,
nor the relative proportions comprised by the different crops.
2. See Table 11, p.80.

3. Above, p.57.

4. Burn’s Ecclesiastical Law, quoted in E. Melling, Kentish
Sources III: Aspects of Agriculture and Industry (Maidstone,
Kent County Council, 1961), p.7.
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a crocke of sprats and fyshe’, valued at 1ls 6d4. The hopground
of this smallholder (her farm goods consisted of X3-1-0 of
wheat, oats, malt and beans; 3 kine; a calf; and a few pigs

and chickens) was probably between 0.5 and 2 acres, as were

1
most plots in the county before 1640, If there was any

hop-growing on a larger scale in Pluckley at this period -like

the sixteen acres cultivated by George Franklyn, gent. of
2
Chart Sutton in 1604- it has not left any trace.

By the 1640s, there were several larger-scale hopgrounds
in the wvillage. John Woolton’s £217 Group IV estate (he died
in 1640) included £20 worth of hops and &£40 worth of
hop-poles; pointing to a hopground of ten acres or more. Sir
Edward Dering was growing hops by 1620; and his wages bill for

hop-pickling forty years later suggests a rather more modest
3
hopground of 5-10 acres. Hop-growing continued to spread on

the fertile soils of the Maidstone District for the rest of
the century, though few growers before 1750 had as many as ten

acres, Records have survived of several such modest
4
enterprises 1in Pluckley between 1660 and 1700. Though the

spread of hop-growing was hindered by the initial expenses,

5
production costs, and the vagaries of resulting yields, it had
l. K.A.0. PRC 10/15/139-40; Baker, ‘Agricultural Prices,
Production and Marketing®, P.479; cChalklin, Seventeenth
Century Kent, p.92.

2. Chalklin, op.cit.

3. K.A.O. PRC 11/7/24; U350/E4; U133/E2/9. Estimated acreages
are based on a comparison with the hop-growing accounts given
in Chalklin, op.cit., p.93.

4, Short, ‘The South-East: Kent, Surrey and Sussex’, pp.275-7;
Inventories of Henry Crutwell (d.1665), John Pell (d.1665) and
Edward Norman (d.1676): K.A.O. PRC 11/23/160, 11/25/68, 11/42/
58.

5. Cchalklin, op.cit., p.93; sShort, op.cit., p.276; Baker,

oEoCit.' Ch.9-13.
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not failed to attract Edward Norman, listed as a ‘yeoman’, but
whose J£103 estate placed him among the least wealthy of that
rank%

According to Denis Baker, fruit production in Kent was
stagnating by the 1680s and ‘90s, the victim of ‘a long-term
decline in fruit prices from the end of the sixteenth
century’. And ‘nowhere is there any evidence to suggest that
the extension of fruit-growing was a feature of "improvement”
in the deflationary decades [i.e. after 1680].'2 A comment by
Sir Edward Dering, writing of Pluckley in about 1673 would
seem to confirm this picture: ‘I see in this parish abundance
of old dead fruit trees but few or none of young ones.'3

Many farmers would have laid out a small orchard or two
near the house -probably amounting to less than an acre.
Though the Maidstone region along with the
Sittingbourne-Faversham district supplied the bulk of London’s
fruit requirements throughout the period, Pluckley inventories
give little idea of the scale of fruit production in the
village? References to fruit in store are scattered throughout
the inventory set, but values listed are never more than a few
shillings, apples being the only fruit listed by name?
According to John Norden, the cider produced by a modest
orchard ‘without any further supply of Ale or Beere, sufficed
a good householder and his family, the whole year

l. K.A.O0. PRC 11/42/58.

2. Baker, op.cit., p.273.

3. H.L.R.0. Colln. of pPhilip Blake Esqg., Ms.F, £f£.40.

4, Baker, op.cit., pp.264,286,290; Chalklin, op.cit.,
pp.90-2.

5. K.A.O. PRC 10/4-5, 11/24/48, 11/52/185, 11/53/13.
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following.’ Only on larger farms would cider have been brewed
beyond domestic requirements%

ITI

We argued earlier that the farming data from Group I to

IV cannot often be safely wused to pinpoint subtle changes in
the husbandry of Pluckley farmers. 1It is important to
recognise, however, that studying any inventoried population
as a single group is unlikely to capture the experience of the
majority of testators% An independent analysis of each of the
four ‘deflated’ sub-groups will permit the scale of farming
practiced by villagers of varying levels of wealth to be
established -an essential preliminary to accounting for

changes over time 1in the numerical importance of different

strata of Pluckley landholders.

PERIOD SUB-GROUP NO. CASES TOTAL INVENTORY VALUE (4)
MIN. MAX. MEAN MEDIAN
I I 13 4.4 42.1 20.1 21.4
II 20 27.4 94.3 55.1 71.9
III 8 48.1 182.5 104.9 106.3
IV 7 106.5 673.7 275.8 183.3
TOTAL 48
II I 12 7.1 53.5 33.7 34.3
IT 10 61.0 106.5 87.7 92.5
ITI 6 98.5 185.7 145.9 143.8
IV 19 200.1 808.0 400.3 345.0
TOTAL 47

Table 19. Appraised Wealth (Undeflated) by Sub-Group in the
Pluckley 1Inventories 1562-1639 & 1640-1700
(Source: Probate Inventories).

l. J. Norden, The Surveyors Dialogue (London, 1618), p.214.

2. J. Oliver, ’“Farming and Agricultural Change in South
Cambridgeshire 1665-1730° (Cambridge Univ. B.A. dissertation,
1982), p.8.
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As might be expected, these four groupings do not
dovetail easily into contempory status classifications such as
gentleman, yeoman, husbandman, and 1labourer. As Margaret
Spufford has shown, ‘each [status] group contained members who
could well, Jjudging from the value of their goods, be fitted
into the next'% In Table 20, mean (deflated) values of Groups

I-IV have been compared with Cressy’s findings based on an

analysis of 3,261 probate inventories (1580-1700), similarly

deflated.
NATIONAL SAMPLE PLUCKLEY SAMPLE
(3,261 cases) (95 cases)
Status Group Mean Value(#)* Group Mean Value(.)*
1580-1700 1562-1639 1640-1700

Gentlemen 174.9 IV 167.5 186.6
Yeomen 98.9 ITI 60.9 65.4
Husbandmen 42.5 II 35.0 40.7
Labourers 14.8 I 12.6 16.2

* deflated to 1565-74 base

Table 20. Mean Values (Deflated) by Sub-Group in Pluckley
Probate Inventories (1562-1700) and by Status Group in
Cressy s National Inventory Sample (1580-1700).
(sources: D. Cressy, Literacy and the Social Order: Reading
and Writing in Tudor and Stuart England (Cambridge, Cambridge
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1980), Table 6.9, p.139; Pluckley
Probate Inventories)

We may broadly conclude from this and other comparable

work on inventories that Group I comprise what Alan Everitt
2
has termed ‘peasant 1labourers’, along with less substantial

and middling husbandmen. Group II includes most of the

l. Spufford, Contrasting Communities, p.39.

2. 1Ibid., pp.37-9; Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, pp.
232,243-4: Johnson, ‘Wills and Inventories of a Worcester-
shire Parish’, p.23; Everitt, ‘Farm Labourers’, pp.412-21.
Everitt defines ‘peasant labourers’ as ‘those workers whose
livlihood was based partly on their holdings’ (ibid., p-.412).
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wealthier members of that rank; plus the lower echelons of the
yeomanry. Middling yeomen fall within Group III; and Group IV
is reserved for the wealthiest yeomen and gentry.

The peasant labourers of Group I, 1like many less
prosperous husbandmen depended in part for their livlihood on
paid work on the farms of their neighbours% John Barton, for
example, when he died in 1665 1left a f42-14-9 estate which
included 17 sheep and 3 steer. Forty-five vyears earlier,
Barton had been employed by Sir Edward Dering as the “chefe
husbandman’ on his Surrenden estate. He was still working at
Surrenden in the 1640s -receiving occasional payments for
felling wood, fencing and ditching? Oothers combined a
smallholding with spinning or weaving cloth, or practicing a
trade or craft. At least 60% of the farmers in Group I were
part of such a dual economy?

About a third of Group I farmers lacked sufficient
capital and land to sow crops, and most of the rest put down a
few acres for domestic consumption. Stephen Maylan (d4.1576)
with seven acres of spring-sown oats and beans, alongside his
4 kine, 5 calves, and horses worked a holding of perhaps about
35 acres: farming on a4 scale unfamiliar to most smaller

husbandmen and labourers.

Few of them owned more than a couple of cows, perhaps

1. chalklin, op.cit., p.242; Baker, °‘Agricultural Prices,
Production and Marketing’, pp.l155-9.

2. K.A.0. PRC 11/24/48; U350/E4; Ul1107/A1l3.

3. 15 of the 25 Group I inventories refer more or less
explicitly either to clothworking (the overwhelming majority)
or to the practice of some other craft or trade.

4. K.A.O0. PRC 10/8.
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with the odd heifer or calf; and about a third possessed a
modest flock of usually under twenty sheep. More farms though
had a horse or two than kept either cattle or sheep; possibly
to profit from the sale of offspring, as well as to provide
much needed personal transport and the capacity to carry heavy
loads of corn and timber. In addition, most Group I farmers
-like their more substantial neighbours- would have kept
several pigs and a few chickens or other poultry. Predictably,
fat cattle were virtually unknown in Group I, and the absence
of oxen would suggest that farmers shared plough teams, either

with those of similar status outside the inventory group, or
1
more likely with other wealthier farmers in the village.

Among the more prosperous husbandmen and modest yeomen

of Group II, all grew some crops, but the sown acreage was
2
small on most farms -usually under fifteen acres.

Cattle-owning was more widely spread than in Group I: only a
quarter owned no cattle (Period I: Period II :: 25%:22%).
Fattening, though, remained rare -only one farmer in four or
five kept beef cattle. Sheep gained 1in popularity over the

period - the proportion of farmers owning a flock rose from
l. According to John Boys (General View of the Agriculture of
Kent, p.157), 8-10 oxen were needed to plough the heavy soils
of the Weald.

2. Three summer inventories from Periods I & II have survived.
They give sown acreages of 3 acres and 7 acres (twice): PRC
10/35/290 (Thomas Tilyeman, d. 1611); 10/40/155 (George
Butcher, d.1618); 10/31/35 (James Best, d.1603). Three other
inventories made when either spring or winter corn was on the
ground point to similar acreages (c. 3-10 acres): PRC 10/8
(Walter Bocher, d.1575); 10/36/442 (Richard Tylman, d.1606);
10/42/222-3 (wWilliam Tylman, d.1615). oOthers though were
growing rather more crops like George Pout (d.1586) and widow
Benet Pinkaman (d.1661) who grew 8 and 9 acres of wheat
respectively, and probably sowed annually about 15-20 acres of
corn altogether (PRC 10/15; 11/12/12).
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47% to 78%, and flocks over fifty became more common after
1640. Again, a small stable of one to three horses was the
norm, together with up to six pigs. The near absence of oxen
(only two instances have come to 1light) suggests similar
ploughing arrangements as in Group I, though a few farmers may
have been using horses for that purpose by the end of the
seventeenth century%

Moving to Group III, it is difficult to be certain about
the scale of arable farming -given the small number of cases.
However, sown acreages could be considerable, like that of
Thomas Hodge (d.1700) at 26 acres (9 acres wheat, 10 oats, 4
peas/beans, and 3 of barley). Less substantial acreages were
probably more typical like the 11 acres of wheat and oats sown
by Thomas Birckhom in 1642, At least some Group III farmers
though put down less than five acres of crops each year, while
retaining a substantial livestock holding. Gabriell Jennings,
for example, sowed only two acres of wheat in the winter of
1638-9, but his animals comprised 2 kine, 5 head of beef
cattle, 4 heifers, 3 calves, 19 sheep, 3 pigs and 2 horses?

All the middling yeomen of Group III kept a small dairy
herd (1-6 kine), and most -perhaps an increasing number- were
fattening four to twelve head of cattle for the beef market,
as well as breeding and working them. As in Group 1II, sheep
husbandry seems to have become more widely practiced (Period

I: Period II:: 50%:86%). In the case of both cattle and sheep,

it is not clear whether herds and flocks increased in size as

. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.104.
. K.A.0. PRC 11/62/74; 11/9/50; 11/53/139.
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well as frequency between Periods I and II.

For Group IV’s prosperous yeomen and gentry farmers, a
small arable acreage might reflect the relatively modest scale
of farming of a man 1like Richard Giles, gent. (d.1693), on
whose «£395-9-3 estate only £81 was invested in crops and
livestock. His 2 steer, 2 kine, 4 heifers, 43 sheep and a
horse, together with 4 acres of wheat put him on a par with
many of the farmers of Group III. The 156 yards of broadcloth
appraised at J£42 reveal his involvement in the clothing
industry, the income from which may have been at least as
important to him as that derived from farming%

Giles’s was the smallest recorded acreage among the
surviving Group IV inventories, but Stephen Pell (d.1643),
whose £534 estate included over £300 worth of livestock, sowed
only six acres of wheat and six of oats in 1643? More typical
probably was a sown acreage of 25-30 acres, like that of John
Lambart (see Table 17, p.95). To put this figure in per-
-spective, 1in a sample of twenty north- and east-Kent
inventories made in 1700, nine had sown acreages of 25-30
acres, and four had over 50 acres sown (98 acres, 66 acres, 72
acres, 79 acres)?

On some Pluckley farms though, corn acreages could be
considerably greater than on John Lambart’s holding. The
chance survival of the probate inventory of John Bettenham

Esqgq. (d.1647), together with an account book of Sir Edward

Dering (2nd.bart.) made between 1673 and 1675 enables us to

l. K.A.0. PRC 11/60/58.
2. K.A.0. PRC 11/10/82.
3. Chalklin, °‘The Rural Economy of a Wealden Parish’, p.39.



- 106 -

reconstruct with the some precision the farming practices of
the village’s two largest landowning families.

At his death, Bettenham had on the ground 18 acres of
wheat, 18 acres of oats, 8 acres of barley, 3 of peas and 4 of
tares: a total of 51 acres. In the years 1673-5, Dering had
between 47 and 73 acres under the plough, with varying
proportions of wheat, barley and oats. On both farms fodder
crops (oats, peas and tares) comprised more than half of the
sown arable; and part of the barley crop may have gone for
cattle feed too%

Both men invested more heavily in 1livestock than in
crops. Bettenham’s animals were worth over twice as much as
his crops (CLR=0.49). Dering’s crop values remained constant
in the vyears 1674-5 at £200, but his 1livestock holding
increased by some 60% between these two dates (CLR=0.63 and
0.39 respectively). By 1674, Dering was evidently farming on a
considerable scale (Table 21, P.107); but unlike on the
Bettenham estate, sheep continued to account for the majority
of 1livestock values. During these three years, Dering never
owned more than twice as many cattle as Bettenham had done in
1647, while his sheep flock at its largest was over five times

2
his neighbour’s (516 compared with 99).

l. K.A.0. PRC 11/14/34; H.L.R.O. Colln. of Philip Blake Esq.,
Ms.F, ff. 27v, 77v-78, 103-104v. The exact acreages of
Dering’s crops are as follows:

Year Wheat Barley Oats Total
1673 13 20 14 47
1674 28 10 35 73
1675 15 18 20 53

2. A ‘note’ of Dering’s stock made 1in 1677 gives a similar
picture of his livestock holdings, though somewhat fewer sheep
(348) are recorded (K.A.O. U133/E2/11).
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LIVESTOCK BETTENHAM DERING
1647 1673 1674 1675

A B A B A B A B
Milch Kine 7 33.5 - - - - - -
Oxen 4 36.0 - — 8 44,0 — -
Steer/Beasts 9 45,5 8 36.0 6 26.0 39 132.0
Runts - - 16 41.0 —- - - ~=
Heifers 2 7.5 } 8 32.0 (7 25.0 )} 11  20.0
Calves 3 4.5 { 5 5.0 )
Weathers } 72 39.0 171 66.4 ( 60  30.0 155 129.0
Eves {189 60.0 270  105.0
Tegs -~ - 80 30.2 76 30.0 - @ —-
Rams 7 5.0 4 3.0 5 4.0 5 5.0
Lambs 20 7.5 - - 71 16.0 105 25.0
'Fatting sheep' -- -— — — 40 20.0 - -
Horses 3 10.0 - - 13 50.0 10 90.0
Pigs 26 19.0 11 5.0 20 10.0 16 10.0
TOTAL 153 207.5 298 213.6 500 320.0 611 516.0
CATTLE TOTAL 25 127.0 16 68.0 26 100.0 50 152.0
SHEEP TOTAL 99 51.5 255 99.6 441 160.0 535 264.0

A=number B=value({)

Table 21. Livestock on the Estates of John Bettenham Esq. (1647) and Sir

Edward Dering 2nd bart. (1673-75) (Sources: K.A.0. PRC 11/14/34; H.L.R.O.

Colln. of Philip Blake Esq. Ms.F).
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Among other Group IV farmers, about three-quarters kept
sheep by 1640-1700; and most kept over fifty animals. On
sheep-carrying farms, a holding of about 100 -like John
Bettenham’s- seems to have been typical. The inventory of only
one farmer has survived which indicates a sheep-farming
operation on a scale similar to Dering’s. John Perie gent. had
£407-14-0 invested in sheep and 1lambs when he died in 1683: a
flock of perhaps 500-600 animals. With the exception of a
couple of horses, all of Perie’s £550 worth of 1livestock were
grazed on pastures rented or owned in the Romney Marsh region
of east Kent.lLike many of Pluckley’s wealthiest farmers, Sir
Edward Dering also dispatched 1livestock to the Marsh, though
it is not clear on what scale, nor whether his cattle as well
as sheep were fed on its rich, ryegrass pastures?

With one exception, all other Group IV farmers invested
more heavily in cattle than in sheep; the median farm holding
13.3 of the former by Period II? Almost half of farms by this
time, however, possessed over sixteen animals; including,
typically, a modest dairy herd (up to 7 animals), and a dozen
or more fat and store cattle: John Bettenham is a good
example of such a farmer. Few possessed more cattle than the
Dering estate at its most heavily-stocked (only two such

inventories have survived). The largest recorded holding, that

of John Pell, yeoman, amounted to 81 animals; 34 of which

l. K.A.0. PRC 11/47/138.

2. Of 6 inventories from Periods I & II with deflated values
of over £250, 4 1list 1livestock holdings ‘in the Marsh’. See
Short, ‘The South-East: Kent, Surrey and Sussex’, pp.284-5.

3. John Wolton (d.1640) kept 100 sheep worth £50 out of a
total livestock holding of £76 (K.A.O. PRC 11/7/24).
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1
were grazed in Romney Marsh.

(b) The Integration of Agricultural and Industrial Production:

Woolen Textile Manufacture in Pluckley

014 Andredsweald at length doth take her time to tell,
The Changes of the world, that since her youth befell...
She learn’d the churlish axe and twybill to prepare,

To steel the coulter’s edge,

And sharpe the furrowing share:

And more industrious still, and only hating sloth,

A huswife she became, most skild in making cloth.’

Michael Drayton, Poly-Olbion, 1622.

In his topographical survey of the county published in
1828, W.H. Ireland wrote that ‘the manufactures 1in Kent are
not very abundant’. With the exception of iron furnaces
‘contiguous to Sussex’, and the ‘numerous mills for the

manufactory of silks’, near Sevenoaks, he makes no mention of
2
industry in the Kentish Weald. Yet at the beginning of the

seventeenth century, the manufacture of woolen cloth in the
Weald of Kent, in Suffolk, and in the town of Reading
comprised the second most important group of textile
industries in the country; at a time when the woolen industry

‘alone accounted for almost all of England’s exports and was
3
undoubtedly England’s main employer of industrial labour.’

Established in the fourteenth century, the cloth

l. K.A.0. PRC 11/25/68.

2. W.H. 1Ireland, England’s Topographer or A New and Complete
History of the County of Kent (London, 1828), i. 101.

3. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.l16; D.C. Coleman,
Industry in Tudor and Stuart England (London, Macmillan,
1975), p.l6; S.M. Jack, Trade and Industry in Tudor and
Stuart England (London, Allen & Unwin, 1977), pp. 101-2,
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industry of wealden Kent formed -at the beginning of our

period- part of what Peter Bowden has termed ‘the south-east
1

industrial region’. The region specialized in the production
of the heavy broadcloth, together with the lighter and cheaper
kersies. These coarse cloths were usually sold (unlike the

broadcloths of the West Country) in a ‘dressed’ state; and
2
dyed a wide variety of colours, often before weaving.

As in other forest-pasture regions, it was the

coincidence in Wealden Kent of large, populous parishes with a
3
form of agriculture well suited to textile by-employment,

combined with the natural advantages of local fuller’s earth
and water supplies, that attracted clothiers to the region in
increasing numbers after 1500. 1In addition, the ‘high urban
labour costs, excessive guild restrictions and costly civic
overheads’ of the older urban industrial centres like
Canterbury and Sandwich encouraged at least some clothiers
there to see the advantages of transferring production to the

Weald; where ‘there was minimal regulation and the price of
4
labour was rather less”’.

Cloth production was the most labour-intensive of all

the major industries of the period, and the existence of

l. clark, English Provincial Society, p.8; Bowden, The Wool
Trade, p.50.

2. Bowden, op.cit., p.50; K.G. Ponting, The Woolen Industry
of South-West England (Bath, Adams & Dart, 1971), ch.4;
Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, pp.l17-8. The process of
dressing’ involved drawing out and cropping the loose fibres
to give a smooth appearance.

3. See J. Langton & G. Hoppe, Town and Country in the
Development of Early Modern Europe (Historical Geography
Research Series, XI, 1983), pp.24-30.

4., Thirsk, ‘Industries in the Countryside’, pp.79-81; Clark,

op.cit., p.8.
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underemployed workers capable of taking on such work to

supplement their meagre earnings from agriculture was a

1
critical enabling factor in the development of the industry.

In the clothing townships of sixteenth-century
Lancashire, organization of the industry was dominated by
independent weavers: ‘quite poor men who worked at home,
assisted by the rest of the family, and who owned one loom,
and perhaps a spinning wheel’. Such men would buy wool in
small quantities from wool dealers or broggers; and other
members of the household, or specialist workers, would perform
the operations of carding and spinning, necessary to keep the
loom supplied.2

In the Weald of Kent in contrast, most wool was probably
bought by the clothier -an entrepreneur- and distributed to
the homes of carders, spinners, weavers and fullers. After
fulling? the woven cloth was usually dressed in the clothier’s
own ‘workhouse’ or ‘shop’, and if it had not been done
earlier, dyed. Upon completion, cloths were dispatched by road
to London, to be so0ld in its Blackwell Hall market?

This splitting-up of the processes of cloth manufacture

within the framework of a ‘domestic’ or ‘putting-out’ system

lowered the <clothier’s costs, and raised productivity;

l. D.C. Coleman, ‘Textile Growth’, in N.B. Harte & K.G.
Ponting (eds.), Textile History and Economic History
(Manchester, Manchester Univ. Press, 1973), p.2.

2. N. Lowe, The Lancashire Textile Industry in the Sixteenth
Century (Manchester, Chetham Soc., 1972), pp.20ff.

3. A process whereby the cloth was cleansed and pressed with a
clay called ‘Fuller’s Earth”’.

4. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, pp.115-9: idem., ‘A
Kentish Wealden Parish: Tonbridge 1550-1750° (oxford Univ.
B.Litt. thesis 1960), p.57.
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affording what D.C. Coleman has called ‘historically... the
most sStriking example of division of labour’. Since every
stage but the dressing and dyeing took place within the
domestic sphere, ‘the basic process of manufacture fitted in
remarkably well with the family structure%' John Hooker’s
well-known comments about sixteenth-century Devon could have
applied equally to many wealden households of the period:
‘Wheresoever any man doth travell, you shall fynde at
the hall dore, as they do name the front dore of the
house...the wiffe, theire children and their servants at
the turne spynninge or at theire cardes carding.’ (2)
Because of the uniquely labour-intensive character of
the industry, sustained population increase in an area already
producing cloth would produce conditions favourable to an
extension of the domestic system? In the first part of this
chapter, we saw how the diffusion of broadcloth manufacture in
sixteenth-century Kent was associated with substantial
increases in the population of its wealden and scarpland
regions. By the 1540s, there had emerged a close correlation
between the most heavily-settled parishes, and those with
concentrations of cloth manufacture. One such dense band of
settlement lay on the Weald’s northern fringes; and comprised
such ’semi-industrial townships’ as Pluckley, Smarden, Lenham
and Ashford?
It is not clear when the cloth industry was first estab-

l. Coleman, ‘Textile Growth’, p.2; idem., Industry in Tudor

and Stuart England, pp. 26-7.

2. W. Hooker, Synopsis (1599), quoted in M. Campbell, The

English Yeoman Under Elizabeth and the Early Stuarts

(London, Merlin, 1967), pp.l4-5.

3. Coleman, ‘Textile Growth’, p.3; idem., 1Industry in Tudor
and Stuart England, p.25.

4. Clark, English Provincial Society, p.90.
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lished in Pluckley, though it was certainly in evidence by the
1
mid-15th century. Of the 97 farming inventories for the

village, 34% 1list vyarn, woven cloth, or the “stockards’,

spinning wheels and looms that indicate involvement in woolen
2
or other textile manufacture. Between 1562-1639 and 1640-1700,

the proportion of Pluckley farmers connected with the industry
fell from 52% to 26%; evidence 1in keeping with Chalklin’s
account of post-Restoration decline, and giving partial

confirmation to Sir Edward Dering’s comment of c.1670 that
3
Kent’s trade had ‘visibly declined, and is now totally lost’.

The English woolen textile industry between the fifteenth
and eighteenth centuries has been described as “one of the

more technologically stagnant and conservative industries in
4
European economic history.” Innovation in the industry came

not through technical innovation, but through the continuous
emergence of ’‘new products’ -new fabrics, new designs,
different colours, different finishes, changes in yarn, in
weaves, and in patterns. Such ‘mutations’ disseminated by

imitation, were the clothier’s response to the threat of
5
stagnation.

According to C.W. Chalklin, the early seventeenth

century witnessed such diversification in wealden clothmaking;
1. W. Durrant Cooper, ’John Cade’s Followers in KRent’, A.C.,
VII (1868), pp. 238, 264-5,

2. See J. Langton, ‘Industries and Towns 1500-1730°, in
Dodgson & Butlin (eds.), An Historical Geography, p-175 for
comparable figures for 5 Cotswold hundreds.

3. chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.l121; °“Sir Edward
Dering on the Decay of Rents in Kent, c. 1670°, in J. Thirsk
& J.P. Cooper (eds.), Seventeenth Century Economic Documents
(oxford, Clarendon Press, 1972), p-85.

4. Coleman, ‘Textile Growth’, p.5.

5. Ibid., pp.8-9; Jack, Trade and Industry, p.104.
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with the appearance of linen-weavers, kersey-makers, narrow-
weavers and linsey-wolsey makers% With the exception of the
last, all of these manufactures were practiced in Pluckley in
the early modern period? though diversification cannot be
precisely dated.

As early as the 1560s and ‘70s though, kerseys and linen
were being woven in the village. Stages in the manufacture of
several varieties of cloth were often handled within the same
household, like that of John Butcher (d.1569), whose inventory
lists “a broadloame, a kerse 1loome, ii winding trendles and
all the tacklinges thereto’ worth £4. John Lambart had been
engaged in linen and woolen manufacture when he died in about
1601. His 1inventory records ‘30 quarters of hempe and some
yearne’ at £1-10-0; and two linen wheels, a woolen trendle and
a pair of stockards, worth perhaps five shillings?

The figures for the whole group of farming inventories
point to a doubling in the number of holdings on which hemp-
the raw material of linen manufacture- was grown between
Periods I and II (see Table 16, p.94). Among the inventories
of those villagers involved in c¢loth production, not only did
linen manufacture become more common (in Period I 35% of the
sample, in Period 1II, 56%); but also greater numbers of
linen-workers grew hemp on their own plots: probably sown in

1. Cchalklin, ‘A Kentish Wealden Parish’, p.60.

2. Linen-spinning and weaving, together with kersey manu-
facture are listed in inventories. Evidence for the narrow-~ as
well as the more common broad-loom can be found in an entry in
the parish vestry book for December 1669, where Daniel Briges
is bound apprentice to Nicholas Baldock of Pluckley ‘to be
tothe to weve both broad cloth [and] narrow’ (K.A.O. P289/8/
1).

3. K.A.O0. PRC 10/15, 10/48/370-1.
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1
one- or two-acre parcels mixed with other arable crops.

Some hemp was clearly being ‘dressed’ for manufacture.
Robert Waters, ‘hempdresser’, left a Group I estate of £39-8-
8 when he died in 1688, including ‘ten shaines of coarse
yarne’ (7s), and ‘a parcell of hempe’, worth under £1. Leaving
no livestock or crops except a few apples, the bulk of his
movable wealth (£22-10-0) consisted of debts owing to him,
presumably for work already completed. Other hemp was probably
sent for Maidstone, where “the best thread in all England’ was

spun; or destined for processing into 1linseed o0il or poultry
2
feed.

Flax also made an appearance in the later seventeenth
century, grown by a poor kerseymaker, John Raines, in 1683.
His £27-17-0 estate included ’flax and flax seed’ worth

£1-10-0, £10 worth of cloth and wool, a horse, a cow with
3
calf, and a couple of young pigs. According to Joan Thirsk,

production of both hemp and flax was expanding in this
4
period, and Kentish evidence <confirms this picture. The

cultivation of both crops -well-suited to peasant production,

l. Thomas Wylles sowed 5 acres of hemp and wheat in 1608
(K.A.O0. PRC 10/35/245) and Richard Barman sowed 2 acres of
hemp and oats in 1641 (PRC 11/8/97).

2. K.A.0. PRC 11/52/185; Cchalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent,
p.88; J. Thirsk, ‘Seventeenth Century Agriculture and Social
Change’, in idem. (ed.), ‘Land, Church and People’, suppl.
to A.H.R., XVIII (1970); repr. in P. Seaver (ed.),
Seventeenth Century England (New York, Franklin Watts,
1976), p.97; J. Thirsk, °“Farming Techniques’, in idem.
(ed.), Agrarian History of England and Wales 1V, p.l177.

3. K.A.O0. PRC 11/47/150.

4, Thirsk, ’‘Seventeenth Century Agriculture’, p.97; Short,
“The South-East: Kent, Surrey and Sussex’, p.303; Baker,
“Agricultural Prices, Production and Marketing’, pp.250ff.
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was a response to the slump in corn and cattle prices in late

seventeenth-century England, as well as to the contraction of

1
cloth manufacture in the Weald.

Next to the cost of labour, wool -the raw material of

cloth manufacture-~ was the most substantial of the clothier’s
2

expenses., Some clothiers kept a sizeable flock of sheep

themselves: John Wolton (d4.1640) and Edward Nepacker (d.1675)
3
had 100 apiece, and Richard Giles, gent.(d.1694) kept 79. Some

Pluckley clothiers seem to have dealt in wool, as well as in
cloth, 1like William Huggett, whose 1614 estate included 568
quarters of wool. Joan Thirsk has suggested that some wealden
clothiers may have also traded in cheese; perhaps exchanged by
their clients for wool. Huggett’s inventory certainly bears

this out (he left 214 lbs. of cheese at his death), and Thirsk
4
has found other examples of such dealings.

Most Pluckley <clothiers though depended to a 1large
extent on supplies of wool bought in either from local wealden

and scarpland graziers; or probably more often from the
5
specialist sheep graziers of the North Downs and Romney Marsh.

In 1632, Thomas Couchman bought seventeen quarters of wool
from Thomas Waterman of Bethersden in the Weald below
Pluckley. In addition, he obtained 11-12 quarters from his own

sheep; and he bought eleven more ‘of two women unknowen at
6

Dover’, probably originating in the Marsh.

l. Baker, op.cit., p.256.

2. Chalklin, op.cit., p.120; Coleman, “The Economy of Kent’,

p.153.

3. K.A.O. PRC 11/7/24, 11/37/186, 11/60/58.

4. Thirsk, ‘Industries in the Countryside’, p.80.

5. Ibid., p.70; Chalklin, op.cit., p.1l18.

6. Bod.L. Ms. Films Dep. 913, ff.75-6.
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As in the whole of the region, clothing manufacture in
Pluckley was largely in the hands of men of moderate capital%
There may have been clothiers operating in the village on the
scale of Peter Courtopp of Cranbrook, who left afl,180-17-5
estate in 1567 -including wool and cloth worth £729- but no
trace of men of this substance has survived? The wealthiest
Pluckley clothier, Henry Crutwell (d.1664) 1left an estate
worth £558-18-8, of which cloth and wool comprised about ,£70.
The evidence of several other clothiers’ inventories indicate
that investment of this order or less was usual?

It is difficult to discern a pattern in the farming
practices of Pluckley clothiers. Most kept 4-7 milch kine, a
few fatting cattle, horses and pigs. There is some evidence to
suggest that clothiers’ farms were weighted towards arable
husbandry to an extent untypical of farms as a whole: 3 of 6
inventories for which data are complete record CLRs of greater
than 1.0. For most, wheat was the most valuable crop, though
one clothier-farmer had £60 invested in hops and hop-poles?
The clothier farming on the 1largest scale was John Leonard,
with £109 worth of crops and £99 of livestock; a holding which
places him among the top half of Group IV farmers?

Wiltshire’s clothing industry ‘may be said to have been

organized on what is generally known as the domestic or

putting-out system.” Such a term, however, is ‘somewhat

l. Chalklin, op.cit., p.120.

2. Melling, Kentish Sources ITI, pp.110-2.
3. K.A.0. PRC 11/23/16.
4,
5

K.A.O. PRC 11/7/24.
. K.A.O. PRC 11/37/186.
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misleading”’, for 1large-scale enterprises and small free
spinners ‘competed side by side'% Kentish manufacture was
similarly dominated by the domestic system, but there is
evidence from Pluckley that small craftsmen, mostly weavers,
owned finished broadcloths and kersies themselves; presumably
woven on their own looms,.

John Raines, to whom we have already refered (p.115),
seems to have woven his own cloth; and George Butcher
(d.1618), another kerseymaker left a Group 1II estate of
£60-9-1, which included 26 quarters of wool, two kersies, and
in the ‘shopp’ ‘vii stayes for a kerseyloome and all
implements belonginge to yt'? Thomas Maylam (d.1607) was a
somewhat more prosperous weaver. His f£95-6-4 Group III estate
included a loom ‘in the shop’ worth £1, 44 yards of kersey at
£6, 40 yards of russet at £5, 24 yards of ‘kirsey remnaunts’
at £4, and 16 quarters of yarn worth ./£4. Spinning also went on
in the Maylam household, for two woolen trendles are listed?
Small numbers of cases make it difficult to be certain, but
the evidence from the inventories suggests that such ‘quasi-
independent’ households formed a small but not insignificant
minority of those working cloth (7 of 19 households)?

Most carders, spinners and weavers, then, were probably
employed on a piece-rate basis by clothiers, usually working
in the home on their own equipment. Unlike the ’‘stockards’

l. G.D. Ramsay, The Wiltshire Woolen Industry in the Six-
teenth Century, 2nd edn. (London, Frank Cass, 1965), P.6.

2. K.A.O. PRC 10/40/155.

3. K.A.0. PRC 10/34/110.

4, See K.G. Ponting, A History of the West of England Cloth
Industry (London, Macdonald, 1957), p.25 for similar findings
relating to West Country manufacture.
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and spinning ‘trendles’ which cost no more than a few

shillings, a loom cost £1-2, several months wages for an
1
agricultural labourer of the period. Like those weavers buying

their own wool, those employed by clothiers left estates
varying considerably in their value. Stephen Hart’s estate
amounted to no more than £4-14-8 when he died in 1602; and
included a linen loom and two pairs of cards, together with a
handful of sheep and a pack of hay. John Butcher’s Group 1II
estate, on the other hand, included -as we have seen- two
looms and a trendle, when he died in 1569. He also left wheat,

malt, hay, oats, and apples worth /£4-2-8; 3 kine, 2 horses, 9
2
pigs and some poultry.

Too few weaving inventories survive to attempt to

establish any differences that existed between weavers
3

employed by clothiers, and those of quasi-independent status.
Elizabeth Melling’s analysis of 32 clothing inventories from
Cranbrook (1565-1605) pointed to the existence of a grouping
of substantial weavers and other clothworkers -a third 1left
estates over £50. Other work too suggests considerable

variation in the scale both of weavers’ manufacture, and of
4
their personal wealth. Probably in Pluckley as in Wiltshire,

1. But see the inventory of Abraham Butcher (d.1603),
clothier, which includes one broadloom and two kerseylooms.
They could have been for his own use, but his £160 Group IV
estate suggests that he probably employed full-time weavers
working on his premises (K.A.O. PRC 10/31/33-4). For another
example, see Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.1l19.

2. K.A.0. PRC 10/30/251; 10/15/212-3.

3. Only seven inventories can be proven to be those of
weavers.

4, Melling, Kentish Sources 111, PPp.105-6; Lowe, The
Lancashire Textile Industry, pp.28-31; Ramsay, The Wiltshire
Woolen Industry, p.l5.
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“the class of well-to-do weavers’ possessing two or three
looms ‘almost imperceptibly merged into the ranks of the
meaner clothiers, in whose homes was so often found a loom at
which they presumably wove.'l

The carders and spinners were the largest single group
in the woolen industry, since it took at least five full-time
workers to keep a weaver supplied with yarn? Carding, often
undertaken by children, accentuated the cohesiveness of wool.
The process involved converting the woolen fibres into a maze
by working them between two boards (’stockards’) covered with
wire spikes? Pairs of ‘cards’ are a common item in the
inventories of Pluckley weavers and spinners; and from 1650 to
1666, stockards were frequently bought for the village poor?

The spinning of carded wool into yarn was poorly paid
work at the best of times, but in real terms the wages eof of
spinners =-as other textile workers- declined during the
period. K.G. Ponting has suggested that the low level of wages
offered by clothiers in this ‘most sweated of trades’ gave
textile workers an incentive to buy small parcels of wool in
local markets, and thus circumvent the domestic system? With
the exception of those weaving households who also practiced
spinning, there is no evidence that Pluckley spinners worked
with their own wool (though several seem to have dressed their
own hemp). Every indication is that the spinning of woolen
yarn in the vilage was dominated by the domestic system.

. Ramsay, op.cit., p.l5.

. Lowe, op.cit., p.25.

. Bowden, The Wool Trade, p.4l.

. K.A.O0. P289/5/1; P289/8/1. See ch.4, pp+236=TF.pp. 233-8.

. Ponting, The Wool Industry of South-West England, p.25.
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James Edwardes who spun both linen and wool left a Group
1 estate worth £31-11-7 when he died in 1618. On his
smallholding he had kept 2 kine, 10 sheep and 3 pigs; and
would have sown a few acres of wheat, barley and peas each
year. Income from his holding would have offered Edwardes and
his family some protection against falling real wages. George
Taylor (d4.1640) was also a 1linen spinner, and his Group I
estate of £28-15-6 and livestock holding of 2 kine and a calf,
7 sheep, 2 pigs, and a ‘stock of bees’ suggest a man of
similar wealth to Edwardes, though he does not seem to have
sown any of his land with crops%

Edwardes and Taylor were two of the 40% of Group I
farmers® households in Pluckley who either carded and spun
wool or hemp; or wove vyarn into often brightly-coloured
broadcloths, kersies and 1linens. A similar proportion of
cottagers, according to Alan Everitt were employed in the
Midland Woolen Industry in the period 1500- 1640?

For wealthy farmers 1like John and Stephen Pell, the
listing of a woolen or linen trendle may indicate that
servants were required to spin wool or hemp as a small
addition to household incomes? For most of the spinning and
weaving done by Pluckley farmers, however, the term
‘by-employment’ may ‘convey a false impression. They were not
accidental or subsidiary, secondary or a miserable makeshift,

4
They were an integral part of the pastoral way of life.’

1. K.A.O0. PRC 10/46/64; 11/7/113.

2. Everitt, ‘Farm Labourers’, p.425.

3. See also the inventory of Francis Kingsnoth (4.1612):
K.A.O. PRC 10/41/340-1.

4. Thirsk, °‘Seventeenth Century Agriculture’, p.98.
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Chapter 3. Landholding and Social Structure: Property, Wealth

and the Social Organization of Agricultural Production

In all ages and nations, and through all religions
there hath beene a constant practice to distinguish
between man and man by a different valewation made
arising from some observable worth or want discerned
betwixt them whereby the able and worthy have alway[s]
beene raised in estimacon (as itt were) severed from ye
ignoble and unworthy.’
1
Sir Edward Dering (1lst bart.), c. 1631,

Dering’s view of history shares 1little with that of
2
the social historian or sociologist; yet common to all is the

need to account for the wunequal distribution of goods and

services, rights and obligations, power and prestige which we
3
term ’‘social stratification’. In this chapter we shall be

concerned with what Keith Wrightson has recently termed the
“social-distributional approach’ to stratification: to
investigate statistically demonstrable differences in the

distribution of land and income, and where possible to relate

-

the observable pattern to contemporary status and occupational
4
hierarchies.

Such interlinkage raises important conceptual
problems, for a number of studies of early modern social

structure have demonstrated that English society at this

l. K.A.0. TR1627, f£.92.

2.Dering writes (ibid., £.109): ‘What is history but the
pedigree of the world and what history but insisteth upon the
descent and succession of eminent persons therein mentioned.’
3. J. Littlejohn, Social Stratification (London, Allen &
UnWin' 1972)l p.9.

4. K. Wrightson, ‘The Social Order of Early Modern England:
Three Approaches’, in L. Bonfield et al. (eds.), The World
We have Gained: Essays Presented to Peter Laslett (Oxford,
Basil Blackwell, 1986), pp.184ff.




- 123 -

period showed few signs of a classic ‘order-based’ stratifi-

cation system, wherein:

’

.+.@ hierarchy of degrees...each one distinct from
the other...[is] organized not according to the wealth
of their members nor their consumption capacity, nor yet
by their role 1in the process of production of material
goods, but according to the esteem, honour and rank
that society attributes to social functions that have no
connection at all with the production of material
goods. " (1)

Although such status or occupational labels as
‘gentleman’, ‘yeoman’, ‘husbandman’ and ‘labourer’ could carry

certain assumptions about the ‘status and way of life rather
2
than wealth” of those so named, there is little doubt that the

latter, whether manifested in land-ownership or less tangible
forms of wealth was the critical factor in the long run. Sir
Anthony Wagner gives an example of how this process might

work:

A yeoman might grow richer than many of his neighbours
among the gentry, yet not wish to assimilate his way of
life or his status to theirs; though if the wealth
lasted his son or grandson would usually do so.’(3)

In this way, however, such static labels can obscure
the facts of individual social mobility. Moreover the labels

themselves took on new meanings over time as the relative
4

wealth of social groups shifted -~for better or worse. When
this is compounded by the considerable overlap in terms of

wealth evident between individuals of different categories,

l. R. Mousnier, Social Hierarchies (London, Croom Helm,
1972), p.23.

2. See Sir A. Wagner, English Genealogy, 2nd edn. (Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1972), Part 1IV.

3. Ibid., p.145.

4, Wrightson, op.cit., pp.l188-90; G.E. Aylmer, ‘Caste,
Estate -or Status and Class in Early Modern England’, unpub-

lished paper, Univ. of Paris (1966), with a postscript (1973),
p.10.
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and the often vague and haphazard use of status and
occupational labels in local records, it may be wondered what
social reality such terms grasp, particularly below the level

1
of the gentry.

Bearing in mind these difficulties, the third section of
this chapter will attempt to integrate a discussion of the
pattern of landownership and its devolution (part one) and
landlord/tenant and farmer/labourer relationships (part two)
into a consideration of changes in the distribution of wealth

(1524-1664) to come to some conclusions about village social

structure.

(i) Landownership: Pattern and Process

I
The association of Kentish 1lands with the tenure or
custom of gavelkind has long been celebrated in works glowing
with provincial pride. A poem of 1700 described the county as:

‘TPhe Goddess of the British Isle,

Fair Liberty on Thee does smile,

Thy Lands Exempt from all Despotick Sway...
Guard what your Fathers fixt of old,

When early pious, wisely bold,

The Conquerer they Controul’d.’(2)

Yet the peculiarities of Kentish tenure pose considerable

problems for an investigation of the structure of landholding
l. For a 1local example of the problems involved in relating
status groups to wealth levels, and the inconsistency of the
labels describing them, see P. Styles, °‘The Social Structure of
Kineton Hundred in the Reign of charles I’, in his Studies in
Seventeenth Century West Midlands History (Warwick, Roundwood
Press, 1978), 150-74.

2. ?P.A, Motteux, “An Ode, Performed at the Anniversary Feast
of the Gentlemen Natives of the County of Kent’, Nov. 1700, in
J.H.L. De Vaynes (ed.), The Kentish Garland (Hertford, 1881-
2), i. 164-5.
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in its villages. Leaving aside the question of gavelkind for
the moment, the most striking feature of Kentish tenure in the
early modern period was the overwhelming predominance of
freehold as opposed to copyhold land% Many Pluckley rentals
have survived which describe rents paid by ‘tenants’, but often
those so described were to all intents and purposes
freeholders; their outright ownership of 1land dependgnt merely
on the payment of a nominal quitrent (perhaps including a hen
or a few eggs), together with a fixed fine and sometimes a
heriot at the time of purchase or inheritance?

In a rental of the manor of Everingacre in Pluckley
drawn up in 1594, lands amounting to some 50-100 acres yielded
only 5s-2.5d in quitrent, together with a few hens, some geese
and a pair of plough wheels. Ninety years later in 1684 over
500 acres on Sheerland Manor in Pluckley, Smarden and Biddenden
drew in rent £3-18-2, assorted poultry, eggs and a red rose?

Pluckley freeholders would have concurred with the farmer

in John Norden’s The Surveyors Dialogue (1618), when he

stated:

syr, we ackowledge that the Lord ought to have his rent,
and that is all, and our services at his courts, but the
Land we have is our owne.’(4)

Attendance at the Court Baron of one or more of
Pluckley’s manors would be the only contact the village
freeholders had with manorial regulation. At these courts, held
two or three times a year, rents, reliefs and in some cases one

. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.46.
. Ibid., pp.46-8; Z2ell, °"A Wood Pasture Agrarian Regime’,

1
2
p.70.
3
4

o

. K.A.O. U1311/M1; U1l107/M6.
. Norden, The Surveyors Dialogue, p.4.
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1

or more heriots were payable. Typical of the fines due on
inheritance was that paid by Daniel Nower at the court of
Pevington Manor in 1633. Nower was left four acres by his
father Joshua who had died in 1618. The former paid 44 as a
relief, in addition to the yearly rent of 84d. At the same
court, Samuel Howenden paid a relief of 74 for seven acres
recently bought of the heirs of one John Whale: 1lands which
drew a similar sum in yearly quitrent?

Of the three Pluckley manors for which manorial records
of this kind survive, only Everingacre seems to have levied a
heriot: the seizure on the death of a freeholder of his best
beast or a money payment of a few shillings if he had no
livestock. When Stephen Turner inherited his father’s lands in
1554 he paid as a heriot a ‘pied cow’ worth 16s, equal to nine
years quitrent? It is not clear how often a flesh and blood
rather than money payment was taken; but for a small farmer,
the taking of his best animal could impose a more than nominal
burden.

No less than eight manors held lands wholly or partly in
Pluckley, and several others had “den’ holdings there. Among
the latter, the manor of Wye was over ten miles away, and even
the courts of those manors nearer home 1like Little Chart and
Westwell may have been seldom attended by Pluckley’s

4
freeholding ‘tenants”’.
K.A.O0. U820/M1; U275/M1.
K.A-O. U820/M1' ffo 2'40
. Chalklin, Seventeenth Century Kent, p.47; K.A.O. U275/M1,
f.1l0.
4. Hasted, History and Topographical Survey, vii. pp.465ff.
On the village’s “den’ holdings, see ch.2, p.62.
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When it 1is remembered that even on the smaller
freeholds true tenants were probably in a majority, %he link
between manor and occupier becomes even more tenuous. In this
context it is not surprising perhaps that when witnesses in a
Chancery case between Richard Dering and Daniel Bettenham
Esquires in the 1580s were asked if they knew the manors of
Surrenden, Sheerland and Malmaines, a number of them replied
-like 63 year-old William Post- that they knew the places
concerned, but ‘not whether they be mannors or no.'2

The largely formal connection between village
freeholders and the patchwork of manors in the village,
together with the complexity of that pattern makes it
difficult to recover units of landownership from surviving
manorial documents; while the seeming predominance of the
tenant among Pluckley’s farming population makes the
reconstruction of farming wunits from these sources virtually
impossible.

Of the eight manors with Jjurisdiction in Pluckley,
four were in the hands of the Dering family by 1550
Surrenden (the family seat), Everingacre, Malmaines and
Pirifields; comprising perhaps 500-700 acres in all. A
further three manors were acquired between that date and the
end of the century. Rooting Manor lay on the parish’s eastern
border, and attached to it were 293 acres in Pluckley,
Hothfield and Pevington. It was bought of Sir Warham St. Leger

3
of Leeds near Maidstone for £170 in 1570.

l. Chalklin, op.cit., pp.58-9.
. K.A.0. U1107/L9/1, ff.48ff. Post’s testimony is at f.64.

2
3. Hasted, op.cit., vii. p.468; K.A.O. Ul107/A1; uv2113/T31.
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The more substantial West Kingsnorth Manor lying to the
south of Rooting was bought twenty-five years later by Dering
for £800 from John Baker Esq. of Sissinghurst, cCranbrook, a

member of the largest wealden landowning family of the
1
period. The last of the Pluckley manors newly acquired by the

Derings was Pevington Manor in the west of the parish. This
property with 240 acres of land in Pluckley, Little Chart and
Smarden came to Richard Dering by inheritance through his

mother Margaret, the sole heir of Thomas Brent Esq. of
2
Willsborough.

Even when the lands attached to these manors can be
ascertained with any precision, it is often not clear what
proportion of demesne lands lay in Pluckley. And of course,

it 1is wvirtually impossible to determine how much land the
3
Derings held in smaller freehold parcels. However, when Sir

Edward Dering (1lst bart.) came of age in 1619, Surrenden, the
family seat comprised 271 acres. The family’s holdings in

Pluckley probably amounted in all to about 1000-1500 acres at
4

this time, or between 30% and 50% of village lands.

1. Hasted, op.cit., vii. 468; K.A.O0. U1107/L9/8; Zell, ‘A

Wood Pasture Agrarian Regime’, p.71.

2. B.L. Add.Ch. 55969; K.A.O. U275/El; R. Hoveden (ed.), ‘The

Visitation of Kent, 1619-21"°, Harl. Soc. Publics., XLII

(1898), pp. 139-41.

3. For example in 1684 sir E. Dering (2nd bart.) owned 7

messuages and over 80 acres on the Bettenhams’ Sheerland Manor

(k.A.O0. U1107/M6).

4. Bod.L. Gough Kent 20, ff. 10-11l. Of the 7 manors including

lands in Pluckley, those whose acreage is known (Surrenden,

Pevington, Pirifields, Roting, Everingacre) totalled 1034

acres. The remaining two manors -Malmaines and W. Kingsnoth-

amounted to several hundred acres between them (rent levels

suggest this). Although some lands in each manor 1lay outside

the parish, allowance must be made for non-manorial holdings

in the village (see n.3). The figure of 30-50% is based on the

Pluckley acreage given in Victoria History of Kent, iii.p.463.
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Besides Pevington Manor, Richard Dering inherited over
400 acres from ‘my uncle Brent’ on the Down- and Chartland
north and east of Ashford in Boughton Aluph, Willsborough,
Sevington and Mersham; and south of Canterbury in Upper
Hardres, Kingston and Stelling. In 1619 Richard Dering’s
grandson Edward inherited these and other lands together worth
£1000 per year. By the 1670s, the Derings had acquired lands
in five marshland parishes about Milton and Sittingbourne in
North Kent, but had probably sold those lands in the east of
the county inherited from Brent%

Sir Edward Dering’s income after 1619 at £1000 yearly
put him in the upper stratum of Kentish gentry, between the
average vyearly income of a sample of baronets (£1,405) and
knights (£873) in the period 1640-60? The lands of most
Kentish gentry, Alan Everitt reminds us, were commonly
confined to a handful of parishes and were worth under #£250
per year; a quarter of the Dering figure?

At least up to the 1650s, it seems 1likely that the
improving fortunes of the Dering family (from ‘Esquire’ to
‘Baronet’ in three generations) was built on an increasing
holding in land. Sir Anthony Dering spent £3459 on lands
during his 1lifetime (1558-1636), and sold £2229 worth, a net

gain of £1230. His son Sir Edward may not have added signifi-

l. H.L.R.0O. Colln. of Philip Blake Esq., Ms.F, £.18; B.L. Add.
Ch. 70657.

2. A. Everitt, The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion
1640-60 (Leicester, Leicester Univ. Press, 1966), p.41. A
similar figure of £800 was put on the annual value of Dering’s
estate in 1644 (Bond, The Diaries and Papers of Sir Edward

Dering, p.6, n.5).
3. Everitt, op.cit., pp.41-2.
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cantly to the Dering estate., 1Indeed he records in a pocket
book of 1637-9 that his sales of land up to that point had
outweighed his purchases by some £2000: £7123 bought and £9194
sold. The shortfall was later confirmed by his son%

The greater sums involved in Sir Edward Dering’s
transactions, however, point to an increased scale of economic
activity; a trend which continued into the young adult life of
his son, the second Sir Edward Dering. After coming of age in
1646, sir Edward Jjunior spent £6000 on 1lands in Ousden,
Pluckley and other Kentish parishes in the following nine
years. In 1671 he recorded in a “household book’ that he spent
in all £14,461 “to clear the estate and enlarge it.'2

When Sir Edward Dering (1lst bart.) inherited the family
seat of Surrenden in 1619, he kept 195 acres ‘for my own
occupation® worth [f136 per year, and leased the remaining 76
acres worth £62 per vyear. In this he broke with the practice
of his father who had ‘husbanded and occupied’ all the
Surrenden lands. The Derings continued to farm an acreage of
this order into the early 1640s: the churchwardens’ accounts
record a family holding of between 154 and 201 acres?

With the exception of Pevington Manor which passed to
the second Sir Edward’s half-brother Henry on the death of his
father in 1644? the other Dering manors were probably put out
to rent; reserving the timber and, where they survived, the

l. B.L. Add.Ms. 47,787, £.4; Sir Edward Dering’s Second House-
hold Book, 1652-85, quoted in Bond, op.cit., pp-41-2.

2. Bond, op.cit.

3. Bod.L. Ms. Gough Kent 20, ff.13-4. K.A.O. P289/5/1.

40 KvoOo 0275/E1I f0270
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1
courts. The above figure of 4136 for the first Sir Edward
Dering’s farming income indicates that agricultural produce
formed but a small proportion of his total yearly wealth at
this time of £1000. And Maurice Bond has characterized the
income of the second baronet in the 1650s in similar fashion:
“Annual receipts from his estates... consisted mainly of
rents between Z£500 and £900, with varying sums for
timber and small sums for his farm produce, his whole
income totalling £600 to £1,500.°(2)

For a number of reasons, rents made up a less
significant proportion of Dering’s income from the 1660s.
Between 1675 and 1679, he drew between £172 and £274 yearly in
rent, never more than 10% of his total income. According to
Bond, this fall in Dering’s rent receipts prompted a move into
investment; it may also have been accompanied by an expansion
in his farming operations, as Table 21 (p.107) suggests?

According to Edward Hasted, Sheerland, the last of the
eight Pluckley manors had originally formed part of a 1larger
manorial wunit with the manors of Surrenden and Malmaines,
until its division between three co-heirs in the second
century after the Conquest? Lying at the summit of Pluckley
Hill between Surrenden and the parish church, Sheerland was
the seat of the Bettenham family. The Bettenhams originated in
Cranbrook, but by the 1late fifteenth or early sixteenth

century they had become established 1in Pluckley when Alice

Bettenham married Nicholas Dering, great-great-great grand-

. E.g. B.L. Add.Ch. 55987, 5603l.

. Bond, The Diaries and Papers of Sir Edward Dering, p.6.
K.A.0. U275/A2; Bond, op.cit.

Hasted, History and Topographical Survey, vii. p.465,
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1
father to Richard Dering.

Between 1590 and 1642, first Daniel Bettenham (d. 1596)
and then his son John (d. 1647) were recorded by Pluckley
churchwardens as occupying 280 acres of 1land in the village;
and the evidence of John Bettenham’s probate inventory
confirms that the family farm was of this order?

|However, not all that 280-acre holding necessarily lay on the
demesne of the Sheerland Manor; and we have no way of knowing
either what proportion of their lands the Bettenhams rented to
other farmers, or what proportion of the 1lands they

3
occupied, they themselves leased.

That Daniel Bettenham leased out part of his Pluckley
holdings is evident from his will, in which he stipulated that
with the exception of one William Stonestreat, all his
tenants:

’...shall occupie such 1lands as they have of myne
yeldinge the same rent that they nowe give for the
tearme of seaven yeares, so that [i.e. providing that]

1. W.B. Bannerman (ed.), ‘The visitation of Kent 1530-1,1574°7,
Harl.Soc.Publics., LXXIV-V (1923-4), i. 24; Bod.L. Ms. Gough
Kent 20, f.6. The 1last source records that Nicholas Dering
died in 1517.

2. K.A.O. U275/02; P289/5/1. Using the ‘somewhat hazardous’
method advocated by J. Cornwall (‘Farming in Sussex’, pp.68-
9, 75-6), 0.5-0.75 acres have been allowed for each sheep and
1-1.5 acres for each cow/beast. Sown acreage has been
translated into total acreage by allowing one-half to
one-third for fallow land. With the inclusion of meadow at
17% and woodland at 5% (after Chalklin, Seventeenth Century
Kent, p.76), a total farm of 250+ acres is suggested.

3. It would seem from a later reference in the churchwardens’
accounts and from comparable poor ’‘sesses’ (see E.C. Lodge
(ed.), The Account Book of a Kentish Estate 1616-1704
(London, British Academy, 1927), pp.xli-ii) that where land
was leased, the assessment fell wupon the tenant and not the
owner., Otherwise it was presumably the owner-occupier who
paid.
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they make no wast of the hedgs & springs nor fell no
woods... & keepe the howses in good reperacons.’(1)

There is 1little evidence though that the Bettenhams
owned substantial freehold 1lands on the other manors in
Pluckley. A small parcel is listed on the Surrenden manor roll
under John Bettenham’s name in 1633, and a 1564 1list of
quitrents for Malmaines includes payments by John’s
grandfather Thomas Bettenham for two parcels of unspecified

acreage. Similar records for Pevington and Everingacre manors
2
make no reference at all to Bettenham 1lands, and in all

probability the family estate comprised little more than the

demesne of Sheerland, together with assorted small parcels of
3
land in the village: perhaps 400-600 acres in all.

Less ambiguous is the evidence concerning Bettenham
holdings outside the village and its immediate neighbours. 1In
his will, Daniel Bettenham left the manor of Sundridge in
Bromley, Kent to his son John together with the manor of
St. Cleares alias Netterhall in Suffolk, and copyhold lands

also in Suffolk. Other lands in Bromley were 1left to four
4
younger sons.

Even 1if the fortunes of the Bettenham estat<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>