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THE LIVED EXPERIENCE OF SIR THOMAS COUEN (d.1372)
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Ightham Mote, Kent, is the most complete surviving fourteenth-century half-timber
framed house in England. Although the property has attracted scholarly attention
over the years, and has been extensively restored and conserved by The National
Trust, current understanding of its history is limited.

This thesis was set out to present a detailed revision of the history of Ightham Mote,
to challenge its status as a house of men lacking in ambition, and to provide a case
study of its gentry owners during the fourteenth century. The methodology chosen is
‘lived experience’, an interdisciplinary phenomenological approach that provides an
experimental, experiential approach to the built environment.

The necessity of a study of this type was manifest from a review of the current state
of building studies, gentry studies and military studies. Current approaches, which
compartmentalise these disciplines and consider them within overarching political
themes, have consistently failed to achieve a suitable synthesis of the information
available. The present investigation thus presents an innovative review of the
physical and documentary evidence for Ightham Mote’s material culture, as well as
the life of its earliest known owner, Sir Thomas Couen.

The resulting thesis demonstrates the importance of applying multidisciplinary
approaches to medieval built environments, and accordingly proposes that
architecture is of greater historical import as a signifier of contemporary habitus and
identity, than as a signifier of wealth, ambition or power.
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Notes on the text

In spelling the family names of the fourteenth-century owners of Ightham
Mote I have chosen to use ‘Couen’ and ‘Peckham’. The former choice is
preferred as it is the spelling used by Sir Thomas in his will of 1372. The
spelling popularised in the nineteenth century, ‘Cawne’, has thus been
retained in the below text only where necessary and for the purposes of
clarity. ‘Peckham’ is preferred as it is the most common spelling of that name
both in the medieval period and to date. The spelling of the family name
‘Moraunt’ is preferred for the same reasons.

All place names have been modernised wherever possible. Where the modern
place cannot be identified the original spelling has been retained.

Original spelling and punctuation has been retained in transcriptions.
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Owners of Ightham Mote c. 1325 - 1462

Richard de
Grofhurst

c. 1325 - 1338

Purchased as a water mill from John Kenewy and
developed into a house.

Henry de
Grofhurst

c. 1338 - 1362

Inherited from his brother, Richard de Grofhurst

Roger de
Ashburnham

c. 1362 - 1363

Inherited from his kinsman, Henry de Grofhurst

Sir Thomas
Couen

c. 1363 - 1372

Purchased from Roger Ashburnham

Lora Moraunt

1372 - c. 1374

Held in right of her deceased husband, Thomas
Couen, and in wardship of her son, Robert Couen

James
Peckham

c. 1374 - 1384

Held in right of his wife, Lora Moraunt, widow of Sir
Thomas Couen, and in wardship of Sir Thomas
Couen’s son and heir, Robert Couen

Robert Couen

c. 1384 - 1397

Inherited from his father, Sir Thomas Couen

Margery Couen 1397 - 1399

Held in dower from her deceased husband, Robert
Couen.

Sir Nicholas
Haute

Held in right of his wife, Alicia Couen, daughter of
Sir Thomas Couen, sister of Robert Couen.

William Haute

1399 -1401
1401 - 1462

Inherited from his uncle, Robert Couen

A Couen-Haute family tree is available in Appendix I, with Mote owners highlighted.
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Preface
On Saturday 14 August 1372 Sir Thomas Couen, a native of the county of
Staffordshire, gathered together a group of his closest companions in the
private apartments of his home at Ightham Mote in Kent. 1 A view of the
family’s altar through the large hagioscope in Sir Thomas’ chamber can only
have lent additional significance to an already solemn occasion; the knight
was about to draw up his final will and testament, and to entrust to his
friends the legal possession of all his lands and property. Only five days
earlier, on 9 August, Sir Thomas and his retinue of thirty-nine men-at-arms
and eighty archers had reported to the port of Sandwich for muster and
review, in preparation for departure to France in the fleet of Edward III
following the recent news of the Earl of Pembroke’s devastating naval defeat
at La Rochelle. 2 With two sons under the age of majority, Robert, aged six,
and Thomas, aged three, the safekeeping of his family’s inheritance must have
been uppermost in Sir Thomas’ mind. Whilst the King was occupied at
Westminster,3 the knight chose to leave Sandwich and travel the short
distance to his home at Ightham Mote in order to organise his affairs,
conscious that, like his fellow soldiers at Rochelle, he might not be lucky
enough to survive this latest, and somewhat disorganised, royal campaign.
The men who joined Sir Thomas at Ightham that Saturday were local
characters connected through a complex web of alliances borne of marriage,
geography, politics, war and faith: his father-in-law, Sir Thomas Moraunt; his
closest friend, Sir James de Peckham; and three members of the local clergy:
Robert atte Beche, rector of Ightham Church; John Langhere, rector of

1

The following details, unless footnoted, are taken from the will of Sir Thomas Couen: CKS
U601 T134-137. A translation from the Latin is printed, with corresponding notes, in
’Miscellanea’ Archaeologia Cantiana, 4, (1861) p. 221-25. The date and location of the
preparation of Sir Thomas’ will was determined from the deed of enfeoffment to which it
relates: BL Harley Roll v.9.
2

TNA E 101/33/26. For La Rochelle see Froissart, viii, 36-49; J. Sumption, Divided Houses: The
Hundred Years’ War III (London, 2009), pp. 138-42
3 W. M. Ormord, Edward III (Yale, 2011), Appendix II, p. 630.
!xiii

Mereworth Church; and John Hasleden, vicar of Wrotham Church. It is
probable that Sir Thomas’ wife, Lora Moraunt, was also present for the
occasion in order to oversee the passing of her inheritance into the hands of
her husband’s friends. With her father heading Sir Thomas’s list of feoffees,
Lora need not have worried; her husband provided amply for her in his will,
bequeathing four out of his seven Kentish manors to her for life.
Having listened to a reading of the will and deeds of feoffment, the six
men placed their signatures and seals on final copies of the documents before
descending to the Great Hall, where they doubtless took advantage of the
household’s hospitality, staying to feast and drink in honour of their friend's
imminent departure. From his position at the top table, overlooked by cheeky
wooden gargoyles, Sir Thomas perhaps subconsciously knew that he was
viewing the merriments of his friends, family, and household through the
frame of the hall’s unusual marble arch for the very last time.

!xiv

Introduction
Hidden within the Wealden woodland, at the bottom of a Kentish combe known as Dinas
Dene, is a courtyard house called Ightham Mote. The existence of the building could
easily be missed from the road, but the site is not as isolated as it feels: five miles to the
west lies Sevenoaks; twenty five miles beyond that, to the north west, the City of London.
Viewed from across its formal gardens and lawns, first impressions of the Mote are of a
tudor residence set within an elegant eighteenth-century landscape, yet once through the
courtyard gates, a far more ancient world is revealed: directly opposite the courtyard
entrance stands the Mote’s fourteenth-century Great Hall, which, along with its chapel
and solar block, describes a lifestyle looking back to the hall houses of the preceding
centuries, as well as forward to an increasingly complex separation of public and private
spaces. Now a popular tourist attraction, seven hundred years ago Ightham Mote
provided a comfortable home for an ambitious medieval knight (Plate 1).
The knight in question was Sir Thomas Couen, who lived at the Mote with his
wife, Lora Moraunt, and their young children, during the mid-1360s and early 1370s.1 Sir
Thomas was a Kent MP in the late 1360s, as well as a prominent captain of Edward III’s
army, and his legacy lives on in a finely carved alabaster monument within the north wall
of the chapel at Ightham Parish Church (Plate 2).2 Yet few who knew Sir Thomas as a
young man can have imagined that he would grow to be so successful, wealthy, or
prominent as, unlike most medieval gentry, Sir Thomas was descended not from landed
aristocracy but from a midlands tailor.3 For this Staffordshire soldier, the purchase of

1

Evidence that Sir Thomas owned the Mote in 1372 comes primarily from his will and deeds of
feoffment: CHLC U601 T134-137; BL Harley Roll v.9.
2

Attendance at parliament listed in the Parliament Rolls of Edward III: ’Edward III: May 1368', in
The parliament rolls of medieval England, ed. Chris Given-Wilson et al. (Woodbridge, 2005), [accessed
22 February 2015: https://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/parliament-rolls-medieval/
may-1368]; ’Edward III: June 1369', ibid, [accessed 22 February 2015: https://www.britishhistory.ac.uk/no-series/parliament-rolls-medieval/june-1369]. The evidence for Sir Thomas’ role
as a retinue captain is discussed in detail below, Chapter Two, ‘Lordship in absentia’.
3

Evidence for Sir Thomas’ lineage comes from a set of documents pertaining to a burghal
messuage in Wolverhampton: TNA CP40/499, m. 336; CCR 1364-1369, pp. 311; TNA KB 27/426, m.
14; WSL MS Salt 201/1, p. 85. Evidence that ‘Sir Thomas Couen of Ightham’ and ‘Thomas, son of
Richard de Couene of Wolverhampton’ were one and the same man is provided by the heraldry
depicted on the Cawne Monument in Ightham Parish Church and in manuscripts QCL MS 106, f.
15v and WSL MS Salt 413. This theory is explained and defended in Appendix II and further
strengthened by the particular makeup of Sir Thomas Couen’s retinue (and gradual changes to that
makeup) from the late 1350s to the early 1370s, as discussed in detail below, Chapter Five, ‘Social
Networks’. Richard’s tailoring profession is inferred from a reference to ‘Richard le Taylor’ holding
Coven Manor in trust for John de Coven of the manor of Coven shortly before Thomas inherits
lands and services in Coven Manor from his father: WSL MS Salt 201/1, p. 84.
!1

Ightham Mote on 23 September 1363 represented the high point of his social ascendancy,
as he took his place among the landed gentry of South East England for the first time. 4
This thesis presents a detailed examination of that trajectory, looking at how Sir Thomas
came to be at Ightham Mote, and what life was like for him as a soldier of the Hundred
Years’ War and a member of the Kent gentry, both at, and away from, his chosen home.
The relationship between Sir Thomas’ humble roots, his entry into the Kent gentry,
and his choice of Ightham Mote as a family home is complex, and it is difficult to draw
together the many strands of the knight’s biographical narrative and relate them to the
physical remains of the Mote. In order to do so, a synthesis of the methodologies of built
history, biography, military history, social network analysis (SNA) and material culture
studies is required. This thesis thus fuses the stories of both Sir Thomas Couen and
Ightham Mote by taking a multidisciplinary ‘lived experience’ approach to the topic,
proposing a fluid model that takes account of personal and professional trajectories,
geographical movements, habitus, cultural display and social networks in order to look
holistically at the buildings and individuals operating within fourteenth-century gentry
society. It is hoped that this approach will demonstrate the capacity for unique human
experiences, rather than architectural typologies or over-arching political themes, to be
placed at the heart of building histories and gentry studies. This thesis was further set out
to demonstrate that networks of medieval social groups were not crystallised in time and
space, but rather evolved fluidly according to personal trajectories, and as a result could
be at once highly localised and far-reaching.

4

The purchase of the Mote by Sir Thomas Couen is speculatively dated to 23 September 1363 as a
result of a land transaction involving land with appurtenances in Ightham and Seal between
himself and Roger Ashburnham of this date: BL Charter 16,473. Evidence that the Mote was owned
by Roger Ashburnham at the time of the transaction is presented and discussed in detail below,
Chapter One, ‘An off-the-peg manor’. Sir Thomas’ ownership of the Mote is later mentioned in a
plea entered during March 1372, predating his will by five months: TNA CP40/446, m. 311.
!2

1. Ightham Mote from the northeast.

2. The Cawne effigy at St Peter’s Parish Church, Ightham.
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Humble beginnings

As a young man, Sir Thomas lived in the small Staffordshire market town of
Wolverhampton, where his father, Richard de Coven, was a tailor. Richard’s own father,
Adam de Coven, was descended from a manorial family living at Coven Manor, five miles
to the north of Wolverhampton, but when Adam chose to purchase urban properties and
settle in town towards the end of the thirteenth century, the Covens of Wolverhampton
were born. Amongst Adam’s land purchases was a tenement imbued with special rights
and liberties known as ‘burgage tenure’,5 which conferred upon the holder the right to
become a ‘burgess’ of the town: an enfranchised member of the Wolverhampton
community with the privilege of free transfer of land title unencumbered by feudal
incidents, as well as the right to trade as a craftsman within the borough.6 Adam gifted his
burghal property to Sir Thomas’ father in 1315, enabling Richard to set up a tailoring
business and trade freely from his own shop.7
Richard’s shop fronted onto High Green, Wolverhampton’s main marketplace, and
so was in an ideal location to attract both local and passing trade. The proximity of
Wolverhampton to Staffordshire’s neighbouring county of Shropshire meant that the town
thrived on the business generated by the Shropshire wool trade, and those involved in the
wool textile industry and its related crafts could make a substantial living.8 Richard
consequently did well out of his business, counting himself among the town’s more
affluent members by the late 1320s.9 Yet, much like his own father, Richard was never a
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man of great fortune or high status, and was more a ‘middling sort’; a non-aristocratic
man who exercised a small amount of privilege and wealth with comparison to the
majority of his neighbours.
Above and behind the High Green tailoring shop lay a comfortable timber-framed
burgage house. Though it is likely to have been rather dark inside, as a result of its
elongated footprint, the house is likely to have stretched to three floors, including a hall
and bedchambers, and with kitchens situated towards the back of the building, perhaps in
an adjoining block. 10 It was almost certainly in this building Sir Thomas lived as a young
boy, with his mother, Juliana, and his elder brother and step-brother, both of whom were
named John. 11
Although the year of his birth is unknown, records place Sir Thomas in and
around Wolverhampton between the mid-1340s and 1350s, and he probably came of age
shortly before 1345.12 Between the ages of around ten and fourteen years old, Sir Thomas
and his brothers would customarily have been enrolled as live-in apprentices with the
families of other local craftsmen, or, alternatively, with the holy orders serving the
Wolverhampton Deanery.13 In Sir Thomas’ case, it can be inferred that he was apprenticed
as a tailor with a local family, as a burghal custom peculiar to Wolverhampton meant that,
in contrast to the more common tenurial rules of primogeniture, it was the youngest son
of a burgess, rather than the eldest, who held the right to inherit his father’s burghal
10
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Wolvernehampton, and Juliana, his wife, and John, son of the said Juliana’, from ‘Extracts from the
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estate. 14 Enrolling his youngest son in a seven-year tailoring apprenticeship would
therefore have been Richard’s best opportunity to ensure the continuance of the de Coven
family business at High Green. From a young age, then, Sir Thomas’ future as a
Wolverhampton tailor and ‘middling-sort’ looked set.15
However, in 1349 the lives of the de Coven family members were suddenly and
shockingly disrupted; the ‘Black Death’, as it later became known, had arrived in the
midlands.16 If the inhabitants of Sir Thomas’ home town were affected by the 1348-9
epidemic to the same extent as the population of the rest of the country, as many as half
may have perished within 18 months. There can be no doubt that the surviving
inhabitants of Wolverhampton were left mentally scarred by the horrific scenes and smells
of the disaster, and that a huge amount of disruption and distress would have been felt
within the community as a whole. A second wave of plague in 1350 revisited the horror
upon survivors of the first, and the ensuing demographic decline deeply affected the
economic and social balance of the county. New graveyards were dug to accommodate the
huge number of plague victims, amongst whom Sir Thomas’ older brothers can probably
be counted, and large estates failed to collect their customary dues. Settlements
disappeared completely as mills went unmanned, fields untilled, and buildings fell into
disrepair. 17
At the turn of the decade a chance arose for Sir Thomas, to escape the turmoil of
plague in his home town through military service across the French channel. There are,
unfortunately, no extant documents to provide solid evidence of Sir Thomas’ first service,
but we do know that his military career was already on the ascendant by the autumn of
1357. The most plausible scenario for this professional trajectory involves Sir Thomas
traveling to the continent as part of the royal army in the early 1350s. In all likelihood, Sir
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Thomas would have joined the retinue of a local magnate, and it is equally likely that the
magnate in question was Ralph de Stafford, Earl of Stafford. As feudal tenants of the earl
since at least the eleventh century, Sir Thomas’ manorial relatives almost certainly felt an
affinity to the barony. Ralph de Stafford would thus have made a natural patron for any
man of the de Coven lineage, including a young tailoring apprentice from an urban
familial offshoot.18
In the early 1350s Stafford was serving as Edward III’s lieutenant in the duchy of
Aquitaine. With the earl was a large retinue, which included a number of midlands
soldiers including Stafford’s half-brother, a loyal retainer named James Pipe. Pipe was
from Staffordshire, but was serving as seneschal of Aquitaine at this time, and was later to
operate extensively in northern France alongside Sir Thomas. The known military link
between Sir Thomas and James Pipe in the late 1350s and their common Staffordshire
origins strengthen the proposition that Sir Thomas originally embarked upon his military
career under Ralph de Stafford’s captaincy, and it is quite possible that Sir Thomas’ first
service was alongside, or perhaps for, Pipe as part of Stafford’s retinue in Aquitaine
during the early 1350s. When, in 1355, an opportunity arose to join the first royal
campaign to cross the channel in seven years, we may infer that Sir Thomas joined the
expedition lead by Henry Grosmont, Duke of Lancaster, in whose army Stafford served. A
large number of noble youths are known to have taken up service in this army for the first
time and it is likely that Sir Thomas found himself a part of this royal campaign alongside
a number of Staffordshire comrades, including James Pipe.19
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The Edwardian military revolution

Sir Thomas joined the king’s army during a short-lived ‘golden era’ in the course of the
Hundred Years’ War, when a window of opportunity opened for England between the
start of experimental changes to the composition and recruitment of the royal host in the
1330s, and the beginning of military exhaustion and continuous territorial setbacks
following the Treaty of Brétigny in 1360. During this ‘golden era’, England emerged as a
“front rank military power,” and service on the continent accordingly presented one or
two generations of English soldiers, including Sir Thomas, with hitherto unheard-of social
and financial opportunities. From the time that Sir Thomas took up arms and embarked
upon a military career, the course of his life was dramatically altered.20
At the time of Edward III’s coronation in 1327, it was traditional for the royal host
to be structured as a hybrid army of men-at-arms fighting alongside, but separately to, a
large contingent of foot soldiers. Hybrid armies had been fielded by Edward II in Scotland
and Gascony throughout his reign, and it was one such army that suffered a humiliating
defeat at the hands of the Scots at Bannockburn in 1314. The men-at-arms and foot
soldiers of Edward II’s army were raised, in the main, through a nuanced combination of
social and geographical relationships, feudal obligations, and written grants of authority
known as ‘commissions of array’, the latter of which permitted designated commissioners
to summon able-bodied men between the ages of sixteen and sixty for military service.
The foot soldiers raised by commissions of array were sourced largely from the poorest
men of a shire: those who could neither afford the equipment of a man-at-arms, nor to buy
their way out of service as a foot soldier. Conversely, men-at-arms were generally
members of the local gentry, who often served their noble captain as a result of complex
and often long-standing familial relationships, as well as in a more ‘official’ capacity as
permanent retainers.
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Revolution came under Edward III, with a far-reaching structural innovation that
replaced the foot soldiers raised through commissions of array with mounted archers. The
start of this process, Andrew Ayton argues, began in the 1330s with a transition from
traditional armies, composed of contingents of men-at-arms and foot soldiers who were
raised and fought separately, to mixed retinues of men-at-arms and mounted archers,
raised together to fight as a discrete units.21 Mounted archers were thoroughly integrated
with men-at-arms in Edward’s new model retinues, in order to form wholly mounted
companies capable of devastating and fast-moving raids (chevauchées) across the plains of
France, as well as fighting, dismounted, in tactical formation on the battlefield.
The transition from hybrid armies to mixed retinues brought change not only to
military strategy, but also to the dynamics of recruitment: rather than raising the majority
of the army through commissions of array, Edward III’s soldiers were henceforth mostly
recruited by a single captain under whom they would serve on campaign.22 One
significant result of this innovation was an increased reliance upon key individuals, both
noble and non-noble, who were enterprising enough to mobilise their social networks in
order to recruit both men-at-arms and mounted archers.23 As soldiers were now recruited
and fielded as a single unit under a shared captain, an increase in social integration and
cultural exchange occurred, and the traditional socio-military distinction between men-atarms and archers became increasingly blurred.
The increase in socio-professional fluidity within the army was greatly expedited
by a general rise in social standing amongst the lowest ranks of the army, as Edward III’s
decision to replace the traditional foot soldiers of the royal host with mounted archers had
the effect of replacing peasants with more affluent men. This change was almost certainly
triggered by the presence of a new, and major, financial obstacle to military service:
ownership of a mount. A warhorse was an expensive piece of equipment that could easily
form the largest part of a soldier’s pre-war outlay. The price of horseflesh varied
dramatically according to quality, from destriers that might cost as much as £100 and were
the preserve of the richest men on the battlefield, to hackneys, which might cost around
20s. and appear to have been the usual standard of horse ridden by mounted archers.
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Even at the lower end of the spectrum, an archer’s horse might cost upwards of two
months pay: a huge investment for an expendable resource which may require
replacement multiple times during one campaign.24 The financial burden of mounted
service meant that the poorest soldiers, who had formed the pool of foot soldiers in earlier
armies, were largely priced out of campaigns during the 1340s. Instead, Edward III’s
archers tended to be drawn from a wealthier social group.25
Given the dramatic demographic decline which followed the arrival of the Black
Death in the late 1340s and the increased cost of service, it might be expected that
Edward’s captains would have struggled to recruit mounted archers to their retinues, yet
large numbers of sufficiently equipped soldiers joined Edward’s armies throughout the
mid-fourteenth century. In fact, so numerous were the men able to serve at the lowest
rank that, by the 1370s, it was usual for mixed retinues to go on campaign with a mounted
archer to men-at-arms ratio of 2:1.26 Neither wealthy enough to be classed as gentry, nor
poor enough to be peasants, the majority of these mounted archers were ‘middling sorts’
like Sir Thomas - men who hoped to make their fortune whilst taking part in exciting
chivalric adventures.27
The recruitment of vast numbers of men was stimulated, in part, by the
introduction of a standardised renumeration package during the fourteen century. While
it had been common, by the end of Edward II’s reign, for contingents of non-feudal menat-arms to receive crown pay, by the mid-to-late 1330s wages and a package of additional
benefits had become the de facto model of service for all soldiers on royal campaign.28 Over
the course of the following decades, the terms of crown payment became largely settled so
that, by the time of Edward III’s Rheims campaign in 1359, soldiers could expect to receive
a daily wage set according to their military rank: 2s. for knights, 12d. for men-at-arms, and
6d. for archers.29 Crown pay also bought additional benefits, such as the issuance of letters
of protection guaranteeing immunity from legal procedure during campaigns, a
designated share of all plunder and ransoms and, before 1370, restauro equorum:
compensation for the loss of warhorses. In addition, from the mid-1340s, a supplementary
24
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payment called regard was delivered to company captains as a lump sum equivalent of a
rate of 6d. per day for each man-at-arms, as a contribution to the cost of campaign
preparations and equipment. 30 Whilst initially rejected as insulting by a number of the
nobility, standardised wages and the promise of war profits were to prove an extremely
strong incentive for soldiers of a ’middling sort’.
For many soldiers, crown wages provided a higher income than they might expect
to receive as craftsmen or labourers, but payment was often in arrears and was unlikely,
by itself, to make a difference to a soldier’s life at more than a basic level.31 The prospect
of booty and ransoms, on the other hand, was highly enticing and could offer large
rewards.32 The first in-depth study on the lure of spoils and its division amongst soldiers
was undertaken by Denis Hay in 1954, when he argued that the modus operandi of the
Edwardian armies was to require soldiers to hand one third of all gains to their captain
who, in turn, handed one third of his own gains (including those collected from his men)
to the king.33 This understanding was subsequently revised by Andrew Ayton in 1994,
when he showed that the system of thirds was only implemented where restauro equorum
had been explicitly withdrawn, as was generally the case after 1370, and that soldiers
receiving compensation for lost horses could usually expect to surrender half, rather than
a third, of all profits to their superior.34 Despite this more onerous requirement, it was still
possible for soldiers of the middle years of the fourteenth century to return home from
war in France greatly enriched. Over the course of the 1330s and 1340s, then, Edward’s
military innovations lead many soldiers to feel that service in the royal host presented a
very real financial and professional opportunity.
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Opportunity, profit, and the ‘New men’ of the Hundred Years’ War

The increased financial opportunity open to Edward III’s soldiers was largely the result of
the ability of wholly mounted forces to undertake large-scale chevauchées. Fast-moving
and with a slash-and-burn mentality, chevauchées were designed to enable soldiers to live
off the land as they progressed, whilst simultaneously inflicting great economic and
psychological damage on the enemy population. The mounted raids were used to great
effect in France throughout the 1340s and 1350s in order to take unfortified towns and
villages and to quickly and flexibly engage in skirmishes in the open country. Pillaging for
loot was ubiquitous, with soldiers tending to target particular types of moveable wealth.35
Most of the looted items were later to adorn the houses of England, prompting chronicler
to famously declare, following victories at Crécy and Calais that:

…there were few women who did not have something from Caen, Calais, and
other overseas towns; clothing, furs, bedcovers, cutlery. Tablecloths and linen,
bowls in wood and silver were to be seen in every English house. Married
women were decked in trimmings of French Matrons and if the latter
sorrowed over the loss, the former rejoiced in their gain. 36

The total value of English plunder is unknown, but records of the loot brought home by
particular individuals demonstrate that the final figure is likely to be extremely high. In
1361, for example, commissioners discovered that more than £1000 in gold plate and gold
moutons, all seemingly looted from France, was being held by a Somerset merchant for
soldier Sir Matthew Gournay.37 Similarly, it is said that goods worth five hundred
thousand moutons were looted by Robert Knolles from Auxerre in 1359, even before he
requested a further forty thousand pearls and forty thousand moutons for the evacuation
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of the town.38 One oft-cited example of the fortunes to be made through military service in
France is provided by the case of Sir John Fastolf, who started his adult life as an
inconspicuous esquire with a relatively unremarkable patrimonial income of £46. By the
time of his death in 1459, Fastolf had accrued no less than ninety-four manors, four
residences, £2,643 10d. in money, 3,400 ounces of silver plate, and a sumptuous
wardrobe.39 Whilst this level of wealth-acquisition is likely to have far exceeded that of
most of the soldiers, and even the majority of knights, of the Hundred Years’ War,40 there
can be no doubt that wide-spread access to large amounts of plunder, booty, ransoms and
protection money presented a new and exciting proposition for many Englishmen.
In addition to capturing loot, soldiers stood to make large profits from the
ransoming of captured French soldiers, and a complex ransom culture and market existed
to govern both the initial capture of a prisoner as well as his release on parole. Hostages
were often taken at the end of set-piece battles such as Poitiers, which was probably
exceptional in its number of high-ranking prisoners, but soldiers were also regularly
captured in short raids and skirmishes during the conquest and occupation of foreign
territory. The profit to be drawn from a hostage varied according to their status, and could
be life-changing in the case of a non-noble capturing a noble. The balance could, of course,
tip in both directions, and English soldiers who were captured and compelled to pay large
ransoms ran the risk of ending their military careers encumbered with large debts and
mortgaged estates. However, the fact that even a modest profit was far from guaranteed
did not deter the young men and commoners mentioned by chroniclers from taking up
arms in search of a fortune.
Regular instances of soldiers rising to social prominence as a result of their
pursuits of arms brought with it social flux. Traditional socio-military boundaries thus
became more fluid at the same time that French campaigns provided soldiers with the
ability to leverage military service into financial gains on an entirely new scale.
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Conditions were ideal for a group of ambitious men to rise from obscurity, or at least from
outside of the ranks of the traditional socio-military elite, and take their place amongst the
English gentry: these were the ‘new men’ of the fourteenth century.41
The lives of ‘new men’ are often patchily documented, particularly during their
early years, but they can be sought and found amongst the ‘middling sorts’ of Edwardian
England, and appear to be particularly prevalent amongst the sons of townsmen and
burgesses. Well-known examples can be found in Sir Robert Knolles, the son of a burgess
or yeoman who joined the royal host as a mounted archer in the mid-1340s and ended his
long career as a distinguished military leader and extremely wealthy knight,42 or in Sir
John Hawkwood, the son of a tanner and apprentice of a London tailor, who entered
military service and went on to amass a huge fortune as a mercenary.43 The research of
Michael Bennet has further illuminated the careers of lesser-known social climbers such as
Sir David Craddock, Sir Hugh Browe and Sir John Norbury, all of whom overturned their
humble beginnings through military service during the mid-fourteenth century.44
The sudden appearance of these ‘new men’ amongst the gentry of the mid- to latefourteenth century did not escape contemporary notice, and numerous chroniclers
described their discomfort at seeing the phenomenon. Thomas Gray, for example,
recorded his incredulity at the way in which 'young fellows who had hitherto been of no
account... became exceedingly rich, many of them beginning as archers, and then
becoming knights, sometimes captains.’45 Military expeditions to the continent could
undoubtedly prove pivotal to a fourteenth-century individual’s social and economic
future in a way that few other events, save perhaps a fortuitous marriage, could.
Many successful soldiers strove to express their new, or perhaps newly desired,
social position through a recognisable military aesthetic, and a coat of arms quickly
became the icon of choice for soldiers of the period. The right to bear arms was limited to
the male-line descendants of the individual to whom they had first been granted or
confirmed, and the precise blazon of each coat of arms was jealously guarded against
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imposters or unlicensed assumption. It was therefore a natural vehicle for chivalric and
social display, and it is unsurprising that the process of armorial assumption and
dissemination gathered pace throughout the fourteenth century as soldiers sought to
participate in the cult of chivalry through an “especially creative interaction between the
depiction of the military calling on the one hand and the representation of social status,
primarily through heraldry, on the other.46 Heraldry rapidly became visible everywhere,
from funereal effigies and wax seals to stained glass, masonry, manuscripts and armour,
leading one herald, Nicholas Upton, canon of Salisbury, to describe his dismay at the way
in which:

…many poor men have become noble through their service in the wars of France by their
own wisdom, strength of value, or the divers other virtues which ennoble a man. Such
men have taken coats of arms for themselves and their heirs by no other authority than
their own.47

A rise in unlicensed heraldic assumption during the period certainly had the effect of
focusing minds on arguments surrounding the realities of ‘nobility’ yet, at a time when
soldiers could be knighted en-masse on the morning of a battle, or an individual
rewarded on an ad hoc basis by his superior for a great feat of arms ‘beyond the sea’, it
was largely impossible for even the most experienced of heralds to verify the social status
of most squires. Furthermore, it is clear that, by the early fourteenth century, gentry
society’s adoption of an elite martial culture had become based upon a genuine
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foundation of military experience.48 From the thirteenth century the heavy recruitment of
members of the county gentry to fight the wars of Edward I and II in Wales, France and
Scotland had resulted in “martial traditions at family level in all corners of the
kingdom.”49 Edward III had cemented those traditions through his own martial agenda,
as well as through propaganda driven promotions of chivalry such as the inception of the
Order of the Garter, so as to secure the enthusiastic involvement of nobility and gentry
alike in continental enterprises.50 On the whole, the group developed an esprit de corps of
renewed vigour over the course of the Hundred Years’ War, and although magnates
continued to serve in the royal host in substantial numbers, military service could no
longer be considered as solely a nobless olige, and neither could chivalric culture and the
display of heraldic devices.

The military sphere

The earliest work of significance to cover the subject of non-noble soldiers, and the
importance of studying the non-comital captains of the Hundred Years’ War was that of J.
W. Sherborne, whose essay on indentured retinues provided a thorough analysis of the
particulars of service given by knightly retinues between 1369 and 1380. Sherborne’s work
revealed much about retinue sizes and form, and went some way to establish the names
and ranks of the captains sent to France during the later years of Edward III and early
years of Richard II.51 Although a detailed examination of the associations between retinue
members was beyond of the scope of Sherborne’s study, and little was said about the lives
of individual captains outside of their military duties, Phillip Morgan’s subsequent
monograph broke new ground in the identification and portrayal of individuals
participating together in warfare as part of a ‘military community’. 52 Addressing the
character and development of military society within Cheshire between 1277 and 1403,
Morgan traced the vertical and horizontal ties between Cheshire men serving in noble
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retinues, and demonstrated that bonds of locality and social background remained
influential, at least for Cheshire men, in the composition of retinues regardless of the
widening of horizons experienced by soldiers participating in foreign service.53
A decade later, research into the military community was taken in a new direction
by Andrew Ayton in his study of the identities and attitudes of soldiers through the
evidence of horse inventories and vadia guerre accounts from the mid-fourteenth century.54
The study established a methodological and interpretative foundation for future studies
of fourteenth-century military communities, which was subsequently used to produce a
detailed exposition of the composition of King Edward’s host at Crécy in order to
reconstruct the careers of a number of the captains and men-at-arms serving during
1346.55 Ayton’s prosopographical research revealed new insights into the way in which
medieval retinues were brought, and held, together, and in ‘Military Service and the
dynamics of recruitment’ Ayton noted that the late fourteenth-century retinue appeared to
be characterised by a reduction in retinue stability and repeat service with comparison to
retinues of the preceding century.56 Ayton drew, in part, on evidence presented by Adrian
Bell, whose research into the retinues lead on campaign by the earl of Arundel in 1387 and
1388 has shown that only a small proportion of soldiers served with the same captain in
both campaigns.57
Ayton concluded that ‘dynamic stability’ was a defining feature of the early
fourteenth-century military community, arguing that, whilst circumstantial changes and a
constant demand for fresh manpower ensured that retinues existed in a continuous state
of flux, individual retainers and their magnate leaders continued to participate in timehonoured recruiting networks.58 The armies of the second half of the fourteenth century
were, on the other hand, raised with a sole campaign in mind and intended to last no
longer, and each relied upon a variety of personal ties and individual relationships, rather
than on traditional patterns of recruitment. As a result of these changes, Ayton proposes,
the high re-service rates that had defined the character of earlier retinues had diminished
significantly by the second half of the fourteenth century, to be replaced by a less settled
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and cohesive state.59 Yet ‘dynamic stability’ still existed, albeit to a lesser degree, within
the armies of the later fourteenth century. The retinues of this period were brought
together by key individuals, often with many years of military experience. Manpower
continued to be consolidated into large retinues under the leadership of great magnates,
and where these were fewer, and larger, than those of the preceding decades, their retinue
captains played a vital role in pulling together groups of soldiers from a host of personal
relationships. Whilst each retinue captain may not have possessed a close personal tie
with every single retinue member, multiple key relationships certainly existed between,
and amongst, his sub-captains and soldiers.60
Many of the men studied by Ayton and Bell took part in protracted campaigning
in France both with the ‘regular’ crown forces and for their own profit as part of ‘Free
Companies’, and can legitimately be considered to have been professional, or at least
semi-professional, soldiers. These men often continued to form companies with previous
captains, comrades, friends and family over a number of years or campaigns, and as their
complex social networks expanded over time and geography, relationships between
groups of captains and soldiers became stronger, as well as more complex, often
developing to produce a retinue-based esprit de corp.61 The nuances of the soldier
community revealed through prosopographical methodology lead Ayton to conclude that
military studies must take account of the wider ‘public’ lives of soldiers, as well as their
social and regional origins.62
It was precisely this type of personal detail that was subsequently revealed by the
‘Soldier in later Medieval England’ project, led by Adrian Bell and Anne Curry with the
aim of challenging assumptions about the emergence of a professional soldiery between
1369 and 1453.63 The project produced an online, searchable database of military records,
and the ease with which details about an individual’s service can be searched online, as
well as the vast amounts of data compiled within the database, mean that the career
progression of groups of soldiers can be seen on a large scale for the first time.64 Tracking
individual career paths, reconstructing military retinues, and mapping the
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interconnectedness of soldiers of all ranks has all become possible as a result of the
project, and patterns of recruitment based upon social relationships as well as
geographical origin are beginning to emerge.65 Further studies of the networks of soldiers
taking part in the Hundred Years’ War, with detailed reference to their lifestyles and lives
at home, as well as on campaign, would undoubtedly greatly augment the fields of both
military history and gentry studies.

‘New men’ and gentry residences in Kent

By the 1530s it was widely known that it was the recent spoils of war, rather than an
aristocratic lineage, that paid for the comfortable lifestyles of most gentry members. If we
are to trust the prevailing opinion of the sixteenth-century commentators, the vast
building programs and lavish expenditure on property, furniture, plate, jewellery and
books that have left their mark on the documentary and archaeological records of the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries were funded solely by the fortunes of newly-rich
soldiers seeking emblems of their new status.66
In addition to the assumption of heraldry, there was no more conspicuous way for
the new men of the Hundred Years’ War to express their place in society, or their
aspiration to that place, than with a large visual and symbolic gesture of status, influence
and resources. As a consequence, scattered across fourteenth-century England, and in
particular South East England, are the remains of great gentry houses. Some were larger
and more ostentatious than others, and some we would call castles, but all describe a
lifestyle of wealth, power, and status by design. Certain elements occur regularly enough
across the field to see within these great houses a commonality of culture and mentality:
watery landscapes, the use of stone, military features, Great Halls open to the rafters,
withdrawing rooms, courtyards, stables and mills were just some of the features repeated
at a large majority of surviving gentry residences of fourteenth-century England.67 Some
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elements, like the Great Hall, formed part of a shared medieval experience of living, or
habitus, which involved the complicity of a multitude of social groups, but all were part of
a specific architectural ‘grammar’ designed to be read for its message of social and
cultural exclusivity.68 Most of the surviving fourteenth-century timber framed houses, as
oppose to castles, taking part in the expression of this message within Kent are to be
found in the region north of the Downs, where they were confined to the ranks of the
knights and wealthiest esquires until at least the end of the century.69
The popularity of North West Kent as a place to build gentry residences was
largely dictated by its proximity to London. Not only was the cultural influence of the
royal court and household a pervasive feature of life in the region, many of the
individuals who visited the capital regularly for business, or who routinely travelled
between London and the channel, were keen to purchase property here in order to take
advantage of the accessibility of both city and ports without relinquishing their status as
landholders.70 As a consequence, by the fifteenth century there were more individuals
formerly of London holding land in Kent than from anywhere else in England.71 Many
members of the lesser gentry settled in North Kent, in an area around London, often as a
result of London connections borne of family links and business interests, but greater
families such as the Culpepers, Freninghams and Cobhams were also present, seemingly
attracted to the lordships of the Archbishop of Canterbury and Earls of Stafford within the
county.72
The ability of Londoners and other ‘outsiders’ to purchase property in Kent was
increased as a result of a distinctive form of inheritance within the county known as
‘gavelkind’. Lands held in gavelkind were freely alienable inter vivos and, for the purposes
of this study, the impact is twofold. First, freely alienable lands gave individuals an equal
ability to rise to positions of status through the purchase of land. An abundance of
available small properties meant that new lordships could be carved out of Kentish lands
in a way which was all but impossible in regions practicing feudal tenure. This meant
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that, in Kent, opportunities for social advancement through landholding were available to
ambitious individuals with capital, regardless of background. Second, gavelkind hindered
the creation of large secular estates because lands tended to 'cluster or fragment according
to fortune’s turn'.73 This resulted in an absence of resident lay magnates, allowing the
Kentish gentry to dominate the administration of lay society in the county.74 As a result,
political ability and ambition was, perhaps, a greater requirement for social advancement
in Kent than elsewhere, and could result in considerable local influence. While even the
most successful social climbers of the Kentish gentry were unlikely to have been able to
amass large enough landed fortunes to rival the wealth of the nobility,75 their desire and
ability to formulate a cultural identity in emulation of their social superiors is a topic
which requires further examination.76
The houses built by the Kentish gentry during the fourteenth century followed a
dominant form floor plan known as a ‘hall house’, which was focused upon a central hall
that provided the focus for communal living and social interactions. As the century
progressed, those with the financial means began to evolve their halls, adding blocks of
service rooms and living quarters at either end, with the result that the social space of the
house was divided into separate components (Figure 1).77

Fig. 1. The open hall [R. Harris, Discovering timber-framed buildings
(Princes Risborough, 2006), p. 31.]
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Within Kent, the fourteenth-century gentry hall-house arrangement can be seen at its
zenith in Penshurst Place (c. 1338), near Tunbridge. Its builder, Sir John Pulteney, was a
commoner from Sussex who entered the London cloth trade in the early 1330s. He soon
became involved in the wool trade, turning a sufficiently large profit to be able to become
a financier and wine trader, victualling the royal host. Using his fortune to finance
Edward III’s early campaigns in France in return for office and lands, Pulteney was, by
1331, the wealthiest man in Kent.78 His good fortune and resultant social status led him to
build, in 1341, a magnificent stone courtyard house at Penshurst. Set in the grounds of a
four thousand acre manor, Penshurst Place had a fully formed medieval plan, centred
upon a great hall opening out of a screens passage separating the hall space from a crosswing service block at its lower end and a residential block at its upper. The open hall
exposed a magnificent timber-framed roof lit by large decorated windows with finely
carved geometric tracery. At the top end of the hall was a two-storey cross wing
containing a vaulted undercroft, private solars, and a number of garderobes, whilst a
buttery and pantry is stood at the lower end, presumably to complement an external
kitchen (Figure 2).

Fig. 2. Ground floor plan of Penshurst Place, near Tonbridge, Kent. [A. Emery,
Greater Medieval Houses of England and Wales, 1300–1500, 3 (Cambridge, 2006) p.
389, pl. 203]
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The masonry and carpentry work were both of high, rather than parochial, standard
indicating that extremely skilled master craftsmen had been employed. Adding to the
exclusivity of the site would have been an array of ancillary structures including guest
and servant lodgings, a chapel, and sizeable stables, all of which were unfortunately
destroyed during the later development of the site.79
Many of the elements seen at Penshurst are repeated at Bodiam Castle, near
Robertsbridge in East Sussex, which also has an archetypal fourteenth-century residential
plan, yet has rarely been studied as a residence in use.80 Built in around 1385 by Sir
Edward Dalligridge, Bodiam was probably funded through a mixture of retaining fees
and annuities, ransoms made as a captain of Brest during the Hundred Years’ war, income
from the family’s ancestral lands, the sale of his wife’s midlands estates, and a number of
capital loans.81 The money raised paid for the construction of a stone castle, a watermill,
and a large number of water features including a moat and multiple ponds. Inside the
residence was a Great Hall, as well as a number of lesser halls, a solar block accessed via
the upper end of the Great Hall, and a kitchen, buttery and pantry. Between the hall and
solars was a vaulted undercroft, while a large chapel stood at the opposite end of the
wing, its hagioscope providing the option of viewing mass from a private chamber.
Additional guest or retainer lodgings, and possibly stabling, were located opposite the
main solars, completing the courtyard layout (Figure 3).
Fourteenth-century visitors to Bodiam would undoubtedly have recognised its
residential elements and their arrangement around the Great Hall just as they would have
recognised and ‘read’ the architecture of Penshurst, Ightham Mote, or the majority of
other gentry residences they might come across in the landscape, irrespective of the size
and quality of the building. The presence of a shared grammar therefore enabled
discrepancies in style to be overlooked by ‘users’ of the environment: Penshurst, Bodiam
and Ightham Mote are aesthetically very different to one another, yet the relationship of
the buildings, and the lifestyles of the men who owned them, is clear because of the
presence of shared residential elements and the regular arrangement of those elements to
suit a commonality of habitus and mentality. The extended soldier networks that made up
79
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the military community of the fourteenth century were evidently sharing between them
not only their military eduction and experiences on campaign, but also their mentalities
and cultures once back at home.

Gatehouse

Stabling/services

Apartments

Chapel

Chamber
Retainers’ kitchen

Hall

Retainers’ hall

Ante Room

Fig. 3. Ground floor plan of Bodiam castle, near Lamberhurst, East Sussex.
[Penny Copeland, University of Southampton]

The repetition of specific structural elements in a recognisable order, or ‘spatial grammar’,
within gentry residences provided households with an organising framework which told
people how to operate within the world of the house. Architecture dictates movement
around a building, forcing people to live in a particular way and according to particular
principles. One such dictation of movement can be seen in gentry residences in the
separation of service blocks and their access points from non-service elements like the
lord’s chamber and the household chapel. This separation ensured that the circulation of
the people who served and the people being served remained largely differentiated: two
worlds which came together only in designated meeting places with a strong element of
spatial control, such as the Great Hall. The relict of this framework for fourteenth-century
life is often discernible in the surviving fabric of medieval residences and these ‘echoes’ of
life within the building provide the archaeologist with a way to understand medieval
environments in a tactile or first-hand fashion, much as a first-hand account or anecdotal
evidence assists historians working with the documentary record. Both enable a more
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compelling story to be written about the people of the past that is able to operate outside
of architectural typologies, which often erroneously link site hierarchy with social
hierarchy.
The ability to depart from architectural stratification is of fundamental importance
to the study of Ightham Mote, or indeed any other gentry residence. In the case of
Ightham, Bodiam and Penshurst, for example, each known fourteenth-century owner was
funded by the profits of war, all were knighted, and all held positions of local office. Given
that one is more akin to a royal palace than its neighbouring gentry residences, one is a
castle with a strong martial aesthetic, and the last is a provincial house concealed by trees,
it cannot be a truism that site hierarchy always equates with social hierarchy.82 Rather, the
aesthetically divergent built legacies of the fourteenth century occupied largely the same
social space, having been built or purchased in order to enable, augment and advertise a
shared gentry lifestyle.83 As Anthony Emery has pointed out in his three volume survey
Greater medieval houses of England and Wales, architectural style cannot, on its own, provide
the whole story of gentry residences because 'no two houses are alike, even when built for
the same patron or by the same master-mason.'84 Emery concluded his fifteen-year study
of the surviving great houses of England and Wales with the observation that working
from architectural analysis and detailing, rather than function and purpose, has obscured
the essential medieval notions of social distinction, privacy and lifestyle.85 Going forward,
he states, '[a] quintet of ownership, setting, architectural form, purpose and content
should be the bedrock of medieval house studies.86 It is this ‘quintet’ that the present
thesis seeks to discover in the case of Ightham Mote during the fourteenth century.

Gentry studies

The idea that Sir Thomas Couen progressed from a humble Wolverhampton tailoring
apprentice to a prominent member of the Kent gentry, living in a suitably appointed
house, is one that requires some preliminary discussion, as what and who are meant by the
term ‘gentry’ is a complex matter.
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By the mid-fourteenth century the estate known to historians as ‘the gentry’ had
become established within the social and political order of England, but how and when
gentry emerged as a defined group is the subject of great debate.87 The term itself is
deceptive: the word ‘gentry’ is a historical construct; unfamiliar to the people it describes
until, at the very earliest, the second half of the sixteenth century.88 To historians of the
nineteenth century the term implied a stratum of society under the peerage, and it is this
definition which has endured, despite widespread acknowledgement that it is incomplete,
unsatisfactory, and often 'more vague than helpful'.89
That the definition is lacking is unsurprising for two reasons. First, groups with a
highly diverse and nuanced membership do not lend themselves well to collective or
uniform descriptions and, second, studies which place the gentry at their centre are a
somewhat recent development. It was not until the work of K. B. McFarlane in the 1950s
that the late-medieval gentry began to be considered as a subject worthy of academic
research in their own right, rather than as an ancillary to constitutional and nobility
studies.90 McFarlane placed the gentry at the heart of his research, suggesting that they
emerged as a group during the fourteenth century due to the creation of a defined
parliamentary barony. He also pioneered the biographical portrait approach to gentry
careers that forms the core of this study.91
Attempts to understand the smaller groups and networks operating within the
collective term ‘gentry society’ have, in the past, focused upon a corpus of legal and
administrative documents and, as a result, gentry studies have habitually focused on
models and definitions of community membership, rather than individual experiences.92
As a result there has been a tendency for historians to settle upon socioeconomic factors as
the predominant feature of social stratification. 93 A review of fourteenth- and fifteenthcentury legislation certainly offers the view that property of a minimum value of £20 was
required in order to hold local office,94 leading Simon Payling to state that a loose but
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working definition of gentry is 'all lay, non baronial landowners with an income of £5 per
annum or more from freehold property'.95
In 1983 Susan Wright settled upon an amalgamation of features to define the
fifteenth-century gentry of Derbyshire as: 'all who in the period 1430-1509 provided a
knight or were distrained, served as a knight of the shire, sheriff, justice of the peace,
commissioner of array, escheator or tax collector, together with those who were recorded
in inquisitions post mortem or in five tax returns from 1412 to 1524-7 as having an income
of £5 or over or as a tenant-in-chief'.96 Despite the all-encompassing appearance of this
definition, Wright fundamentally attributes membership of the gentry to a minimum
economy or landholding, alongside public office. However, these definitions are too
narrow, taking no account of the fluidity of societies, especially during the fourteenth
century when upwardly mobile professionals, particularly lawyers, merchants and
soldiers, could generate incomes from sources other than landholding.97
The prevailing socioeconomic approach to gentry studies was criticised by Colin
Richmond in 1983, when he observed that the gentry needed, as a group, 'to be seen as
fully as they can be, as near multi-dimensionally as they themselves were'.98 Rosemary
Horrox concurred, addressing the issue in her seminal studies of the provincial urban
gentry, which highlighted the pitfalls of defining diverse and fluid groups according to
socioeconomic factors, and showed that the notion that ‘land equals gentility’ is
fundamentally flawed.99 A short while later Eric Acheson’s study of the Leicestershire
gentry followed Richmond and Horrox in acknowledging that property qualifications are
an inadequate approach to gentry studies.100
Approaches seeking to understand the gentry without recourse to notions of
landed power and instead explore the circumstances of individuals, or groups of
individuals, were popularised during the 1980s through a number of late-medieval local
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studies focusing on a particular locality.101 Of great significance for this study are the
studies of Nigel Saul on the gentry communities of Gloucestershire and Sussex. His book
Knights and esquires: The Gloucestershire gentry in the fourteenth century deals with issues of
social status, military service and retaining, office holding, lawlessness, and the economy
of gentry estates, to build a comprehensive account of gentry circumstances within a
single county. In chapters on retinues and the military, Saul identifies networks of
characters and dispels the assumptions that all knights were landed gentlemen, and all
gentry were retained by great lords.102 A further area discussed by Saul, in his later sussexbased work, Scenes from Provincial Life, is that of regional cultural identities. In Scenes Saul
makes the important distinction between ‘a county of communities’ and a ‘county
community’, and identifies a number of 'groups of men...who belonged to quite separate
networks of clientage and collective responsibility’.103 It is worth noting, though, that Saul
did not seek to define the relationships between lord and retainer or consider their
generation, extent, and limitations, nor acknowledge that one man may belong to a
number of different social groups at any one time.
Despite Saul’s important findings on the ‘county of communities’, it was the
county unit that continued to form the basis of the majority of gentry studies over the
following two decades: Susan Wright (Derbyshire), Michael Bennet (Cheshire and
Lancashire), Simon Payling (Nottinghamshire), Peter Fleming (Kent), Eric Acheson
(Leicestershire), and Katherine Naughton (Bedfordshire) all undertook influential gentry
studies based on the county.104 In 1992 Christine Carpenter took for her subject the gentry
estates of fifteenth century Warwickshire, ultimately conceding that 'most counties had
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very little existence as political and social units until the later sixteenth century. On this
hypothesis, the only justification for using the county as a basis for study is 'simply one of
convenience'.105 Like Saul and Carpenter, Jon Denton found, in his recent study of the
Woodford family of Leicestershire, that gentry affinities were formed not according to
county residence, but through cultural displays and shared responsibilities that could
transcend geographical boundaries.106 Consequently, while the work of Anthony Pollard
on North East England during the wars of the Roses focused on regional, rather than
shire, personalities,107 it is clear that there is a need for further late-medieval local studies
which approach ‘the gentry’ as a set of case studies looking at a community of individuals
with separate stories whose interactions are at once local and wide-ranging, and which
together form a wider picture than that of life within one county.
The problems with gentry studies were discussed in detail in 1995, in Peter Coss’
seminal paper ’The formation of the English gentry’, which described the gentry as
landholders who identified with a collective identity, status gradation, local public office
and authority over the local populace.108 Within the group, Coss saw a strong element of
collective self-expression and the need for a forum within which to articulate that selfexpression. Interestingly, Coss did not consider the role of war or military purpose upon
the formation of the shared identity of the gentry. Given that Phillippe Contamine argued
that the structures of medieval military society reflected more or less faithfully the
structures of society as a whole, and that the English gentry began to crystallise during the
later fourteenth century following a period of extreme militarisation which led to new
social and economic opportunities for soldiers, it is interesting that Coss does not give
thought to the social fluidity engendered by war and the interaction between military and
social spheres within the gentry community.109
There can be no doubt that chivalric ideals were the gentry aesthetic or ‘quality’ par
excellence during the fourteenth century.110 It was, after all, with behaviours, manners and
displays that men who had risen to positions of local office, yet were lacking in pedigree,
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sought to demonstrate their worthiness in the medieval period.111 It was likewise an
individual’s marks of status, lifestyle, and deportment that were considered by heralds
and courts when deciding a man’s status, not his means or power.112 The importance of
an esquire’s military role in his acquisition of armigerous status, and thus the formation of
the gentry as a group, was examined in detail by Maurice Keen in Origins of the English
Gentleman. 113 Keen stressed that the Edwardian armies brought together groups of men
from a variety of backgrounds, some of whom had been born into armigerous families but
many of whom were of peasant stock. Keen argued that, regardless of background, the
military service of these men enabled and engendered a common identity and that a bona
fide position among the local gentry was no longer beyond the grasp of humble
individuals, if only they could prove themselves as successful and ambitious soldiers.
That there was a common thread between the behaviours and cultural affectations
of the gentry and the military community can be seen most convincingly in the many
surviving brass and marble effigies from the period. The significance of the relationship
was revealed by Nigel Saul in Death, Art, and Memory in Medieval England, a multidisciplinary study focused on the Cobham family of South East England that combined
analysis of funereal monuments with family histories and individual biographies.114 Saul
drew together the traditions of cultural affectations displayed in the period’s funerary
monuments and gentry residences to produce a detailed description of the importance of
visual culture in understanding and interpreting the military-centric mentalities and
cultures of the period and describing John, 3rd Lord Cobham’s castle at Cooling as “a
plaything, a ‘castle of chivalry’: the embodiment in stone of the knightly values that Lord
Cobham lived by.”115
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‘Lived experience’

Understanding buildings and their landscapes in a nuanced manner so as to present a
holistic view of their ownership, setting, architectural form, purpose and content is a
difficult undertaking because, first, the various disciplines of history, archaeology and
architecture tend to focus on differing perspectives of sites, and, second, the ‘meaning’ of
a site is wholly subjective. As such, a methodological model for the interdisciplinary study
of medieval buildings is yet to be fully established.
Attempts to understand medieval buildings and their landscapes, and in particular
the purpose of their aesthetics or design, have tended to discuss sites with a combination of
three major three elements in mind, namely their function, aesthetics or typologies, and
‘elitism’.116 In focusing on these elements, past studies have considered space quite
separately from the realities of lives lived within it, and discussion has circled around
deductive projections of concept, category and value. In 1979 the problem of anachronistic
approaches in building studies was raised by in Charles Coulson’s article, entitled
‘Structural symbolism in medieval castle architecture’, which suggested a departure from
the then-current martial-centric approach. Coulson’s challenge to orthodoxy came to a
head in the 1990s in what became known as the ‘Battle for Bodiam’. Concurrent surveys of
Bodiam Castle by Paul Everson and Christopher Taylor, as well as Coulson himself, led to
the conclusion that the building’s fortifications were somewhat impractical, and perhaps
more valuable seen as part of a chivalric language than as part of a military strategy.117
The generally accepted culmination of the ‘Battle for Bodiam’ debate was David
Stocker’s article ‘The shadow of the general’s armchair’, which explicitly stated that
progress in castle studies had been hindered by categorical approaches which
retrospectively imposed modern ideas onto periods in which those ideas did not exist.118
In imposing modern ideas such as function, aesthetics and elitist symbolism on medieval
sites, particularly with the benefit of hindsight and a wide historical view, we fail to see,
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much less understand, the types of experiences medieval people had in and around their
environments.119
This thesis, therefore, takes the form of a phenomenological study. Used largely in
landscape studies, phenomenology involves the examination and description of anything
which presents itself as a subject in the world. The approach engages with the experience
of an individual within an environment according to the belief that people do not
negotiate the world according to conceptualised categories or as 'passive dupes', but
according to their own experience, perception, and agency.120 Phenomenological research
consequently makes an implicit assertion that the experiences of individuals are of
historical value. For scholars who believe in the value of subjectivity, this is true: people
are inherently important. Their ideology equips them with values and beliefs with which
to interpret circumstances, and their own interpretations imbue meaning.121 It is
important to note here that ideology is related to, but not the same as ‘role’. It would
therefore be of little benefit to examine a building through the eyes of a knight without
having first demonstrated that all knights would interpret the same interaction in the
same way: this would assume that the process of interpretation is related to values and
beliefs, but not to agency (the capacity to make decisions and enact them). It is thus
important to remain aware that making a set of assumptions about an individual’s
perception of an environment before we have thoroughly understood that individual
(rather than individual’s role) also means making a set of assumptions about “motivations
and mentalities - what was inside the heads of medieval people before we have started the
research”.122 Consequently, built environments cannot be approached with the
assumption that all members of a group experienced the environment in the same way;
simply put: buildings mean different things to different people.
Therefore, in order to know how to look at a fourteenth-century building and
understand it from a contemporary individual's point of view, it is important to know as
much as possible about that individual and their identity. The purpose of
phenomenological description is thus to depict a first-person ‘lived experience’, of an
environment, rather than interpret that environment according to overarching political
histories or agendas of power. The approach is necessarily multidisciplinary, as it requires
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that the archaeologist contextualises artefacts with historical and social description, and
that the historian moves away from a reliance on written evidence to a social history
based on material objects.
The approach is relatively new with regards to the Middle Ages, and is currently
better known for its application to the study of prehistoric landscapes; 123 however its
influence is becoming increasingly evident in the study of medieval and early modern
environments. An early adopter of a phenomenological approach to medieval landscape
history was Nigel Saul, who used ‘lived experience’ to great effect in Scenes of provincial
life, which took three gentry families in Sussex as its subject.124 In Scenes, Saul sought the
identity of the Etchingham family in their experiences and interactions, before using that
identity to read the ‘message’ of the fabric of Etchingham Church and the Sussex
landscape. A similar concept appears, too, in Saul’s use of inventories and wills, as well as
material evidence, to describe a physical environment alongside related lifestyles. The
result is powerful and the methodology useful for both the present thesis and for broader
investigations.
Lived experience also features in Chris Woolgar’s multidisciplinary approach to
households in The great household in late medieval England, which offered a new type of
synthesis between buildings and their uses with specific reference to the daily life of the
household.125 Chapters dealing with space and residences, cooking and the meal, and the
senses provide a particularly significant demonstration of the way in which the study of
material culture, in synthesis with the documentary record, can illustrate the role of
‘things’, to people and the reality of lived experiences within residential environments. A
decade later Peter Coss' study of the archive of a midlands family, the Multons of
Frampton, took a similar approach, observing the family’s social concerns through the
lens of their material culture and visual displays whilst drawing out an important
interaction between the military concerns of the nation and the daily concerns of life at
home.126
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The work of Robin Fleming has recently shown beyond doubt the value of
understanding everyday reality for specific historical individuals through a mixture of
biography, material culture, and documentary records,127 and a number of case studies
have now followed suit. A lived experience approach was taken by Jonathan Finch in
‘Three men and a Boat: Biographies and narratives in historic landscapes’, in which he
argued for the widespread inclusion of biographical evidence, as well as visual and
material culture, in modern landscape studies in order to place the physical world within
a wider social context.128 The approach was also taken by Amanda Richardson in her
landscape study of Clarendon Forest and Park in Wiltshire, which drew on a large
number of documentary sources in order to illustrate the social concerns of the
individuals in the landscape, and suggested that the forest shaped the lives of the palace
residents; a conclusion which could not have been reached through archaeological
investigation alone.129 A number of recent studies have also applied lived experience to
status residences in early-modern South East England. Most notable for its similarity in
approach to the present thesis is the work of Patricia Dallas, which examined ‘exclusivity’
in early-modern East Anglian landscapes through a number of historicised bibliographies
designed to bring to the fore the 'careers, allegiances, relationships and ambitions of the
people who created and inhabited elite landscapes'.130 Her findings located a need for a
non-conventional, interdisciplinary, biography-based landscape study dedicated to gentry
individuals attempting to legitimise their place in society prior to the fifteenth century; a
gap this thesis hopes to fill.131
The application of lived experience in the present thesis follows the methodologies
described above in order to assimilate a traditional building history of Ightham Mote,
including a review of its architecture and building phases, before examining what its
particular form and layout offered to a member of the fourteenth-century gentry. A
biographical approach is used to review the career of Sir Thomas, with a particular focus
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on how his career trajectory affected both his movements and his ability to create a settled
home life at his chosen house. The material culture of the house will be studied with
reference to its environment and its usage, looking in particular at ideas of habitus in order
to understand what Ightham Mote ‘meant’ to Sir Thomas Couen both at the time of
purchase and during his residency. Evidence of material culture in the form of the Cawne
effigy and the kinds of apparel Sir Thomas and his friends and family wore will also be
examined for messages of elitism and ‘belonging’, in order to come as close as possible to
the experience of Ightham Mote and its social, as well as physical, landscape in the
fourteenth century. The application of social network analysis further enables us to see the
wider picture of life at the Mote, as the changing scope of Sir Thomas’ associations are
modelled through analysis of his relationship with his retinue members, his ‘inner circle’,
and the men to whom he lent money. Through this inter/cross disciplinary ‘lived
experience’ approach to the fabric of Ightham Mote, it will be possible to offer an original
contribution to current understandings of the ‘meaning’ of gentry houses to members of
the fourteenth-century gentry, rather than a traditional architectural overview of a single
property.

The historiography of Ightham Mote

Where this thesis seeks to bring a new approach to bear on our understanding of Ightham
Mote and the particular nuances of a career progression that brought Sir Thomas to own
the house, it is necessary to begin with a review of the current position, including the
historical importance of the property and its historiography to date. Much of the Mote’s
preservation is the result of a fifteen-year conservation project undertaken by the National
Trust, which acquired the property in 1985 at the bequest of the house’s last private
owner, Charles Henry Robinson (1892-1985). At the time of the bequest the house was in a
state of disrepair and in danger of being lost to damp and structural failure. The large
amount of work required to properly restore and conserve the property enabled The Trust
to undertake a thorough investigation of the construction methods used throughout the
building, and to chart a precise sequence of the house’s development through
dendrochronological dating. The data collected during the conservation project enabled
Sarah Pearson et al. to revise the proposition that the earliest parts of the Mote were built
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in the middle of years of the reign of Edward III by showing that the construction of the
Great Hall, Chapel and adjoining solar blocks took place in the early 1330s and 1340s. 132
For many years, until around 1861, the oldest surviving buildings on the Ightham
Mote site were attributed to the Hautes, a Kentish landholding family that held a number
of properties around Maidstone and Canterbury.133 This attribution came largely as the
result of an article, published in 1837 in The Gentleman’s Magazine, describing a short and
romantic tour of Ightham Mote as an 'antique house of prayer,' before culminating in an
emotive account of Sir Richard Haute returning home from the bloody Battle of Bosworth
to pray in his personal chapel.134 The article relied upon information from Edward
Hasted’s 1798 History and topographical survey of the county of Kent, which described
documents allegedly evidencing that the de Haute family owned the Mote from the reign
of Henry II until the forty-fourth year of the reign of Edward III.135 Certainly, much of the
structure of the Mote as it stands today was the work of Richard Haute (owner between
1462 and 1487) and his son, Edward Haute (owner between 1487 and 1519), who together
remodelled and extended the original half-timber range into the fashionable courtyard
house seen today.136 However, the manuscripts cited by Hasted provide no confirmation
that the Haute family was involved with the Mote prior to the fifteenth century.137
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Unfortunately, therefore, much of Hasted’s information about the house’s earliest history
must be discounted as fabrication.
In 1861 a will mentioning the manor of 'La Mote de Eyghtham' was discovered in
the Surrender Papers.138 The manuscript provided the first documentary evidence of a
fourteenth-century owner of the Mote: one Sir Thomas Couen, who had often been
described, under the spelling ‘Cawne', as the probable subject of a marble effigy in the
chancel of Ightham Parish Church.139 As the earliest documented owner of the Mote,
Couen now came to be attributed, in place of the Hautes, as builder of the medieval
house. This understanding went unchallenged until the 1990s, when Sarah Pearson noted
that no mention of a Thomas Couen could be found in Kent until the 1360s. 140 Pearson’s
research suggests that, although Sir Thomas Couen was the first name to be securely
linked to the Mote in the documentary record, he was neither its first owner, nor its
builder. Whilst our knowledge of the house’s fifteenth- and sixteenth-century structure is
relatively sound, therefore, altogether less well understood is the fourteenth-century hallhouse upon which the Hautes placed their mark.
A scarcity of historical sources relating to Ightham Mote vastly complicates our
understanding of both the site and its early owners and, together with the modest size of
the Mote relative to a number of contemporaneous gentry landscapes in the locality,141 this
lacunae has resulted in the early owners of the house being depicted as men who 'never
aspired to higher office or lavish entertainment, and were mostly indifferent to changes in
fashion.'142 Conversely, biographical research into Ightham Mote’s late fourteenth century
owner, Sir Thomas Couen, as discussed throughout this thesis, demonstrates that he was
an ambitious retinue captain of the Hundred Years’ War who returned home from Edward
III’s campaigns in France with a fortune in gold and a strong desire to take his place
among England’s gentry. His close friend and successor at Ightham Mote, Sir James
Peckham, was, likewise, a politically powerful and well-educated soldier whose wealth
and belongings suggest that he, and his friends and family, lived a fashionable and
sumptuous lifestyle.
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This study seeks, therefore, to present a synthesis of the archaeological and
historical material relating to the Mote and Sir Thomas Couen in order to re-evaluate and
reconcile the fabric of Ightham Mote with the fourteenth century gentry society in which it
played its part.

Sources for a study of Ightham Mote in the fourteenth century

That the social history of Ightham Mote’s owners during the fourteenth century has
lacked scholarly attention raises the question of whether a full study is permitted by the
surviving source material. There can be no doubt that the historical record of the Mote is
challenging. There are no manorial accounts with which to catch a glimpse of income and
expenditure, of the number of bushels of wheat used to bake bread, or of the number of
gallons of ale consumed over Christmas. Neither have we any inventories of the Mote’s
contents, drawn up in memorandum of the number and style of canopied beds standing
empty in solars, of suits of armour lined and serviced ready for war, or of furred gowns
designed to impress on trips into town. Evidence of the material culture at Ightham Mote
can, though, be found in the will of James Peckham, Mote owner between c. 1375 and c.
1385 and trustee of the property on behalf of the Couen heirs until his death in 1400,143
and the will of William Haute, Mote owner between c.1416 and 1462.144 Both wills provide
details of a great number of personal and household items that vital provide context to the
surviving fabric of the Mote.
Houses provide an immediate and tangible record of lifestyles, and the quality and
scope of an individual’s surroundings allow us a glimpse of the staging of events within
an individual’s biography. We are fortunate that a substantial portion of Ightham Mote’s
fourteenth-century structure survives, and the central portion of the medieval house,
comprising the Great Hall, solar block, chapel and undercroft is remarkably wellpreserved despite heavy and continuous adaptation from the fifteenth century onwards.
This survival enables archaeological examination and analysis of its fabric and also
provides the opportunity to experience the Mote environment on a personal level through
site visits to the house and its local landscape. The Mote itself thus constitute an essential
body of evidence pertaining to gentry habitus in Kent, which can be populated with
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characters, furnishings and belongings associated by chronology, geography and
experience, not just by shared residency.
Within the landscape of the Mote can be found further important artefacts of the
Couens and their social links, in particular a magnificent alabaster tomb of Sir Thomas
Couen at Ightham Church, and a decorated window, also at Ightham Church. These
indicators of material culture and mentality are essential to the present thesis, providing
tangible evidence of the lives of Ightham Mote residents in and around Kent.
Alongside this material record, ideas about the social history of Ightham Mote in
the fourteenth century can be gleaned from documents related to the biography of its first
known owner, Sir Thomas Couen. Sir Thomas’ historical record is sparse and highly
fragmented, and information often stretches only to the incidental mention of a name. A
multiplicity of references must therefore be pieced together before any historical analysis
can be undertaken; an issue which is exacerbated when attempting to reconstruct a
network of numerous individuals with countless complex relationships. Two broad bodies
of documentary evidence are of assistance in this pursuit: royal records, and narrative
sources.
Royal records can provide information about judicial procedures, land
acquisitions, governmental responsibilities, and all manner of issues of concern to the
county’s central administration. The reconstruction of biographies, and particularly of
social networks and identities, from these documents is more challenging. Often there are
long undocumented periods and, where information exists, it is generally uneven and
open to wide interpretation. Furthermore, there is not, as yet, a systematic methodological
tradition to follow when approaching or interpreting military accounts and records,
particularly where they will then be used to reconstruct the story of an individual’s life
and career.145
The most illuminating and valuable source material available for the purposes of
this thesis are therefore the royal records of fourteenth-century armies. Of these, it is often
letters of protection and attorney, muster lists, pay-rolls (vadia guerre accounts) and
indentures of service which offer the greatest scope. By far the greatest source of named
soldiers with a connection to Sir Thomas Couen is found in letters of protection and
attorney issued in 1360 and annually from 1369-1370, providing the names of eighty-eight
soldiers intending to serve under Couen’s captaincy. Letters of protection were legal
instruments designed to protect an individual from prosecution whilst on campaign,

145

A. Ayton, Warhorses, p. 3.
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while legal representatives could be given power of attorney to act on the behalf of an
individual in legal matters. Though letters of protection evidence an intention to serve in
the royal army, rather than actual performance of that service, they provide valuable
evidence of a relationship between a soldier and a captain and can often be used as a
platform for research into possible relationships between individuals intending to serve
together.146 Lists of enrolled letters of protection and letters of attorney can provide the
historian with an enormous number of names to investigate and contextualise, and the
potential to find and analyse a plethora of vertical and horizontal relationships between
individuals is of great value to the historian.
However, a great weakness in using letters of protection to analyse armies is that
they represent only the more prominent members of a retinue. Typically, a soldier would
only require legal protection if he had property worth protecting, and it is estimated that
letters of protection were taken out by only around one third of a retinue’s overall size.
Muster rolls, working lists used during muster and review of armies raised by indenture,
provide the possibility to glimpse soldiers of all ranks and are thus exceptionally useful
documents. There is, unfortunately little in the way of evidence from muster rolls for any
of the retinues captained by Sir Thomas, though they can be used to provide evidence for
the service of a number of soldiers linked to Sir Thomas in the retinues of other captains.
The survival of one of Couen’s indentures to serve in the army of Edward III in
1372 (TNA E 101/68/5/95, 100) and a vadia guerre account providing a detailed summary
of Couen’s personnel numbers, periods of service, and payments received during the
same year (TNA E 101/33/26) provide additional information which can be added to that
gleaned from surviving letters of protection and attorney. Taken together, these military
records can be used to study relationships, both horizontal and vertical, between men
connected to Sir Thomas, their habits of service, and the scope of Sir Thomas’s economic
and personal involvement in the war effort.
A number of additional administrative records are valuable sources of information
relating to Couen, his acquaintances and his retainers. The most useful and important
series of Chancery records for the investigation of individuals are the Patent Rolls (TNA,
C66). These contain enrolments of open letters (Letters Patent) issued by the King under
the Great Seal to individuals or groups of individuals. The subject matter of Letters Patent
was incredibly diverse and includes all manner of correspondence between the King and
his subjects which can be used to build a picture of an individual’s interests, actions, and
146
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movements. Sir Thomas Couen, Sir James Peckham and Sir Thomas’ son, Robert Couen
are all represented to greater and lesser degrees in the Patent Rolls. Of further interest are
the Supplementary Patent Rolls (TNA, C67), containing particular types of letters patent
including letters of protection and safe conducts, and letters of general and special
pardon. Together these records offer an invaluable resource for the study of individuals,
often allowing details of their movements and responsibilities to be compiled in some
detail.
Further records of military service can be found in the Treaty Rolls, also known as
the ‘French Rolls’ (TNA, C76), which relate to events in France and the Holy Roman
Empire. The rolls include documents relating to grants made during the administration of
Normandy, Ponthieu and Calais by the English Kings during the Hundred Years War, and
are particularly useful for researching an individual’s involvement in the English
occupation of France. Additional Chancery Rolls of use are the Fine Rolls (TNA, C60),
which record a number of issues of interest to the exchequer including payments or
'offerings' made to the crown during administrative or judicial business. The Fine Rolls
also kept a record of people liable to account at the exchequer for the issues of royal office.
Entries naming Sir Thomas Couen can be found in all of the above sources.
Sir Thomas also features in a number of narrative records. While chroniclers were
inescapably influenced by their particular situations and national bias, their personal view
of events provide invaluable information on popular reactions to war and contemporary
mentalities. Furthermore, the chronicler’s desire to record the deeds of great men provides
the historian with unparalleled anecdotal evidence for individuals in military service.
Couen makes an appearance in the Chronique Normande du XIVe siècle,147 Froissart’s
Chronicles,148 and the Chronique des quatre premiers Valois,149 providing valuable anecdotal
evidence of his movements and service in France. A single letter from 1369 written by the
Frenchman Guillaume le Cordier and naming Couen also provides a unique insight into
the English captain’s conduct whilst on campaign in France, adding to the picture
presented by his contemporary chroniclers of a ruthless soldier at war.150
The material and documentary sources that must be drawn upon in order to tackle
the subject of the social history of Ightham Mote in the fourteenth century are
undoubtedly disparate and, when considered individually, are insufficient for a
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meaningful study. It is probably as a result of this fragmentary, wide-ranging and
seemingly intractable body of evidence that the subject has not yet been tackled
comprehensively. Yet a substantial body of evidence exists somewhere between the
disciplines of architecture, archaeology, military history and gentry studies, and it is only
with a multi-disciplinary study that the synthesis of these may be achieved.

Chronological and geographical scope
Although geography and chronology do not dictate the approach taken in this thesis, they
necessarily impose limitations on its scope. The fourteenth century provides a useful
parameter for the study as the Mote was built during the early part of the period, and it
was inhabited for the remainder by the immediate family of a man who was born, and
died, during the 1300s. This was also a century which saw significant social change as a
result of the Hundred Year’s War; a change which has given rise to a large corpus of
gentry studies focused on the fifteenth century, yet which seems to have discouraged
scholarly treatment of individuals partaking in this formative period of English history. In
both its utility as a defining condition and in its scope for further research, a study focused
on the fourteenth century presents the opportunity to examine the lifestyles of individuals
at a time of important social change.
Sir Thomas Couen’s move to Kent and subsequent focus on Ightham Mote also
provides an interesting case study for research into the creation and evolution of medieval
social environments on both a local and national scale. The fabric of the building stands at
the centre of Sir Thomas’ world during the 1360s and early 1370s and it was also the
property he chose to continue in the line of his elder son: a conscious decision to ensure,
as far as possible, that the mainline Couen family in South East England would be ‘of
Ightham Mote’. Although the male line failed after one generation, the small pocket of
North West Kent in which the Mote sits went on to be the focus of the lives of one-and-ahalf centuries of Sit Thomas’ descendants through the female line.
Nevertheless, the geographical scope of the research undertaken here is broader
than the borders of Kent, encompassing sources from across England and France. The
geographical parameters were governed largely by the circumstances of Sir Thomas
Couen’s life and career: as Sir Thomas’ place of birth was Wolverhampton in Staffordshire,
it was essential that sources from the midlands of England were taken into consideration,
while his military career further widened the geographical scope of the research required.
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However, analysis of life at Ightham Mote is made largely with reference to its regional
surroundings and the experiences of related social circles within the Kent gentry. Focusing
on North Kent, and particularly the location of Ightham, provides a defined point of
convergence for the cultural and social analysis required to explore Sir Thomas’ choice of
Ightham Mote as the centre of his new lordship in the 1360s.

Structure

Although the majority of the events discussed in this study occur in Kent it is not, per se, a
discourse on the medieval Kent community. Neither is it the biography of a single
member of that community, though admittedly much of the analysis focuses upon the
experiences of Sir Thomas Couen. Rather, it is a study of lives lived at and around
Ightham Mote. It looks largely at the experiences of Sir Thomas Couen, but also at the
environments of the Peckhams and Haute families, who became entwined with the
Couens through marriage in the mid- to late- fourteenth century and, as a result, with the
Mote itself. The purpose of this thesis is thus twofold: to present a detailed and revised
history for Ightham Mote, and also a case study of its gentry owners during the fourteenth
century. The synthesis of these disparate research aims will be achieved through the
multidisciplinary, phenomenological approach of ‘lived experience’, while the historical
context for the whole is dictated by the ongoing, though sporadic, hostilities of the
Hundred Years’ War.
Chapter One looks at the building history of Ightham Mote, placing the house
within its early landscape setting and exploring its evolution into a fashionable moated
hall house, fully equipped for the residential and entertainment requirements of elite
members of the fourteenth century gentry. The relationship of the Mote to its locality is
analysed, as is its early possession and form of tenure. A detailed description is then given
of the site’s evolution from a low-status set of buildings on the site of a watermill, to a
well-apportioned half-timber framed hall house surrounded by a moat.
Chapter Two looks at the broad spectrum of experience available to a soldier of the
Hundred Years’ War through a biographical case study of Sir Thomas’ military career,
questioning what role the Mote played in the life of this busy soldier. His career certainly
took him away from Kent often and for long periods of time, which raises the question of
where, if at all, a life at Ightham fits.
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Chapter Three considers life in and around the Mote in the fourteenth century
through a survey of the scope of the residence. The size and organisation of the household
is conjectured through analysis of both the physical remains of the house and contextual
information gleaned from the documentary record. The documentary and physical
evidence for the material culture of the Mote is then reviewed. Features of the
environment of the fourteenth-century property are discussed throughout with reference
to their meaning to those who created and negotiated them on a daily basis, seeking out
notable attempts to transmit ideas of status and exclusivity.
Chapter Four moves focus from the fabric of Ightham Mote to a discussion of the
Cawne effigy at St Peter’s Church, Ightham, with reference to its particular design,
positioning, cost, and desired impact. Ideas about the effigy’s meaning within the wider
landscape are discussed with further examination of the family’s use of heraldry, looking
at Sir Thomas’ assumption of arms, their possible provenance and their significance to the
lasting legacy of Sir Thomas and his descendants. Evidence for the types of items of
clothing and jewellery owned and worn by Sir Thomas’ closest friends and family is then
reviewed in order to gain a glimpse of the outwardly appearance of the knight and his
social circle.
Chapter Five draws on the geographical and biographical details raised
throughout the preceding chapters in order to present an analytical review of Sir Thomas’
relationship with the people he met through his career and relocation to Kent, many of
whom were soldiers of the Hundred Years’ War. The pattern of progression from a
Staffordshire-based network to a more wide-ranging network focused more strongly on
London and South East England, and less so on the midlands, is mapped over time. Social
Network Analysis software is then used to portray the relationships involved
diagrammatically in order to demonstrate the scope of Sir Thomas’ network through time.
This thesis thus presents a synthesis of the methodologies of built history,
biography, military history, material culture studies and social network analysis in order
to demonstrate the value of a multidisciplinary ‘lived experience’ approach to medieval
buildings and our understanding of the fourteenth-century gentry in (and away from)
their chosen homes. This approach enables a holistic and in-depth review of the available
evidence for a case study focusing on Sir Thomas Couen and Ightham Mote in order to
answer questions surrounding what ‘home life’ was like for the ‘new men’ and knightly
captains of the Hundred Years War, namely: To what extent did a house like Ightham
Mote fit the needs of a ‘new man’ of the gentry like Sir Thomas Couen? How far was the
life of an active soldier focused upon home, if at all? What was the lifestyle on offer at
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Ightham Mote? How important was appearance to the people in the Ightham Mote
environment? What types of connection did Sir Thomas Couen have with the people he
met throughout his life, and how did his social network change over time?
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Chapter One
An ‘off-the-peg’ manor
‘His wonyng was full faire upon an heeth;
with grene trees yshadwed was his place’ 1

When Sir Thomas Couen purchased Ightham Mote from local landowner Roger
Ashburnham, on 23 September 1363, he reached the highest social point of his life thus far,
taking his place among the landed gentry of England for the very first time.2 Yet the
reason Sir Thomas came to purchase the Mote and what, precisely, he was purchasing at
the time of the transaction, requires some investigation. It is therefore expedient to begin
with a detailed discussion of the fabric of the Mote at the time Sir Thomas chose it as his
home, and to examine the extent to which a house like Ightham Mote can be considered to
have been fit for the needs of a member of the fourteenth-century Kent gentry.

Historical background

The Ightham Mote estate sits in the parish of Ightham, which lies north-south along the
lower slopes of the Greensand Ridge: a mixed greensand/sandstone escarpment running
along the northern edge of the forests of the Weald in the North Downs of Kent (Map 1).
The landscape of Ightham is characterised by small pockets of farmland interspersed with
birch and conifer thickets and heathy commons and, together with poor, acidic soils, the
dense woodland of the area discouraged permanent settlement until the tenth or eleventh
centuries. Prior to this time, seasonal hunter-gatherers operated out of rock shelters at an
area of Ightham called Oldbury Hill, where a natural spring and a commanding view over
one of the main routes in and out of the Weald provided an ideal short-term dwelling.
During the Iron Age the natural defences of Oldbury Hill were supplemented with a large
hill fort that appears to have been violently conquered, and subsequently abandoned, in
around 65BC.3 However, the area remained of interest and Roman occupation is evident

1

Line taken from the prologue to the Canterbury tales, describing the rural home of Geoffrey
Chaucer's Reeve: The riverside Chaucer, ed. L. Benson, 3rd edn. (Oxford, 1992), lines 606-7.
2

Propsed above, ‘Introduction’, pp. 1-2.
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J.B. Ward Perkins, ‘Excavations on Oldbury Hill, Ightham, 1938’, AC 51 (1939), pp. 137-81,
especially pp. 156-70; idem, ’Excavations on the Iron Age hill fort of Oldbury, near Ightham, Kent’,
Archaeologia 90 (1944), pp. 127-76.
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in the remains of a cemetery, farmstead and pottery at nearby Patchwood, as well as
Romano-British buildings, burial sites, pottery and coins at Borough Green in the northwest of the parish.4

LONDON
Rochester
Sevenoaks

Canterbury
IGHTHAM MOTE

Map 1. The location of Ightham Mote, Kent.

At the time of Domesday Book, compiled in c.1086, the area now known as Ightham
(including Oldbury Hill and Borough Green) was part of Wrotham Manor, a principal
demesne manor within one of the estates of the Archbishop of Canterbury.5 Wrotham was
a large manor, around eight miles long and four miles wide, and was made up of 8 taxable
sulungs worth a total of £24 (a sulung being a Kentish measure of the amount of land that
could be ploughed by four ‘yokes’, or ox-pairs). In addition to twenty plough lands and
nine acres of meadow, the manor was heavily wooded, rendering five hundred swine to
the lord for his inhabitants’ right of pannage when the wood bore mast (acorns).6 This was
the largest render due in Kent, indicating an enormous number of mast swine, as well as
woodland acreage, on the manor.7 These woodlands are likely to have included the denes
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ibid., pp. 141-142.
The endowment of the see of Canterbury took place gradually, beginning in around 616, and was
essentially complete by the time of the Domesday Survey in 1086. For details see F.R.H. Du Boulay,
The lordship of Canterbury: an essay on medieval society (London, 1966), pp. 22-46.
5

6

TNA E 31/2/1/73.
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H.C. Darby and E.M.J. Campbell (eds), The Domesday geography of South-East England (Cambridge,
1962), p. 524.
!48

of North and South Frith woods within the Weald, which were later detached from
Wrotham and emparked by the de Clare family of Tonbridge.8
In all likelihood there was, at the time of Domesday, an Anglo-Saxon church
known as Ightham in western Wrotham, as its name was recorded in a list, thought to
have been written during the eleventh century, of parish churches receiving Holy Chrism
(consecrated oil used during the rite of baptism) from Rochester Cathedral.9 Ightham
Church was not recorded by the Domesday inquest, but this was not unusual; Domesday
Book provides a very incomplete account of churches and chapels throughout England,
generally recording only central churches serving a noted town or ‘manorial’ estate.
However, lesser churches or dependent chapels were present in the Domesday landscape
in large numbers, with their attendant parishes.10
The parish that supported Ightham Church ran along the edge of Wrotham
Hundred, inheriting the entirety of the latter’s western border with the exception of two
areas: Woodlands and Pellesholt. Its creation was probably the result of a process under
the reign of William Rufus (1087-1100), by which minster clergy split their territories into
smaller parishes to be served by a permanent church. The move was intended to
encourage the integration of priests with their communities through the provision of a
local religious centre, and it was heavily backed by the Church of England.11 It is perhaps
as a result of this program that, shortly after Domesday, the church at Ightham was rebuilt
in stone.12 Around the new stone church grew a small village, strategically located at a
fording point on the Shode stream across which ran the ‘Pilgrim’s Way’. This track was an
important east-west highroad that followed a natural causeway on the southern slopes of
the North Downs through the forests of the Weald and down to the ancient town (and
later Cinque Port) of Folkestone. In addition to connecting the major Roman road known
as ‘Watling Street’ to north-south routes from London by way of the Rochester road, the
Pilgrim’s Way formed part of the route taken by successive Archbishops as they travelled
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K.P. Witney, The Jutish Forest (1976), pp. 166-67; H.C. Darby and E.M.J. Campbell (eds), The
Domesday geography, p. 527.
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Ightham’s Holy Chrism fee is entered as 'Ehteham IX denariorum' on a list bound into Textus
Roffensis: MAO DRc/R1 f. 220v.
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F.R.H. Du Boulay, The lordship of Canterbury, pp. 126-27.
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C. Harper-Bill, ‘The Anglo-Norman Church’, in A Companion to the Anglo-Norman world, ed. C.
Harper-Bill and E. Van Houts (Woodbridge, 2002), pp. 184-85.
12 As revealed by two round-headed Norman windows, dated stylistically to the early twelfth
century, located in the east gable of the chancel: English Heritage, ‘Church of St Peter (1071962)’,
National Heritage List for England [accessed 13 Feb 2014: http://list.english-heritage.org.uk/
resultsingle.aspx?uid=1071962]
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east from Lambeth Palace to Canterbury, stopping to rest at archiepiscopal palaces along
the way (Map 2).13

Key
Watling Street
Pilgrim’s Way
Dwelling
Map 2. The Pilgrim’s Way and Watling Street in Kent

The road network, made up of the north downs trackways passing along the chalk scarps
around the Weald, which could be difficult to cross due to the abundance of woodland,
was of major importance to local inhabitants and travellers alike, and all traffic between
Sevenoaks and Maidstone, including that of the Archbishop, must have forded the Shode
at Ightham village (Map 3).

13

A thorough review of the literature relating to the north downs trackways in the medieval period
can be found in D. Bright, The pilgrim’s way revisited: the use of the north downs main trackway and the
Medway crossings by medieval travellers (Kent Archaeological Society, 2010) [accessed 10 May 2013:
http://www.kentarchaeology.ac/authors/DerekBright01.pdf]
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Map 3. The relationship between the boundaries of Ightham,
Wrotham, and the Pilgrim’s Way.

Ightham Manor
The creation of the parish of Ightham was closely followed by the subinfeudation of
manor lands in Wrotham to the barony of Eynsford, whose capital fee lay at the nearby
manor of Eynsford.14 The new fee, known as Ightham Manor, appears to have been partly
created out of lands assarted from ‘West Park’, one of Wrotham’s early empaled deer
chases.15 The majority of the manor boundary followed the Ightham parish border, and
included Borough Green and Ightham Common (comprising Oldbury Hill and part of
Seal Chart), Ightham village, and Ightham Court, a manor house sited north of the village
close to West Park.16 It is possible that this area was already being held as a single estate at
the time of Domesday, as feoffments with a total value of £11 had been made by the
Archbishop by 1086 to three men: William de Wrotham (one sulung worth £3), Geoffrey

14

The manor of Ightham was created by 1171 at the latest, as it is named in a list of knight’s fees of
the archbishopric in that year: Milicia totius archiepiscopatus, ed. H.M. Colvin in Kent Records XVIII,
from ESRO Glynde MS. 954, cited in F.R.H. Du Boulay, The Lordship of Canterbury, p. 342.
15

For ‘West Park’ see J. Semple, ‘The Medieval Deer Parks of Wrotham’ in AC 128 (2008), pp.
179-209.
16 That Ightham Manor lay entirely within the new parish boundaries suggests that subinfeudation
followed the creation of the parish.
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de Ros (one sulung worth £3), and Fareman (one and a half sulungs worth £5).17 By
around 1093-6, just a short time after the Domesday inquest, only the fees of William of
Wrotham and Geoffrey de Ros were still recorded under Wrotham Manor, whilst the
larger fee, equating to that made to Farman, had disappeared.18 This disappearance
occurred at around the time Ightham Manor was alienated to the barony of Eynsford and,
given that the northern boundary of Ightham manor wrapped around Yaldham, which,
later archiepiscopal records suggest, was the location of the fees of William de Wrotham
and Geoffrey de Ros, it is probable that the lands of Ightham Manor in 1171 equate to the
Fareman fee of 1086.19
Ightham Manor became a subsidiary of Eynsford, a sub-manor of the Archbishop’s
manor of Otford, and was held as half a knight’s fee.20 It passed, on the death of William
de Eynsford, Baron Eynsford, in 1261, to Nicholas Criol and William Herengod in right of
their wives, the sisters and joint heirs of Eynsford. The Herengod portion of the baronial
lands then passed by marriage to William de Kirkeby before being bought outright, prior
to 1301, by a sergeant of Edward I named William Inge.21 Inge subsequently purchased
the Criol moiety of Ightham manor, leaving the whole manor to his wife, Isolde, on his
death in 1322.22 Isolde became the wealthiest landholder in the area, paying 20s. 1d. in the
tax return of 1327; far more than the other taxpayers of Wrotham Hundred.23 On Isolda’s
death her son-in-law, Eudo la Zouche, held Ightham Manor in right of his wife Joana Inge,
and the Zouche descendants continued to hold the estate, with the advowson of Ightham
Church, throughout the fourteenth century.24
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TNA E 31/2/1/73. The southernmost portion of Wrotham, valued at £15, was held by Richard of
Tunbridge as part of the Lowy of Tonbridge.
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D. Douglas (ed), Domesday Monachorum, (RHS, 1944), p.105, cited in F.R.H. Du Boulay, The
Lordship of Canterbury, p. 391.
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The Yaldham fees are recorded in 1171 and and 1210-12, as discussed in F.R.H. Du Boulay, The
Lordship of Canterbury, pp. 391-92.
20 F.R.H. Du Boulay, The Lordship of Canterbury, pp. 342-3.
21 LPL Lambeth MS 1212, p.417 as cited in F.R.H. Du Boulay, The Lordship of Canterbury, p. 343. See
also IPM IV, no. 162; The inheritance of Kirkby was prior to 1284 as his name appears alongside
Criol’s in Archbishop Peckham’s register in Lambeth Palace Library in that year as holding
advowson of Ightham Church: T.S. Frampton, A glance at the Hundred of Wrotham, including the
parishes of Wrotham, Ightham, Shipborne, and Stansted, in the days of the early Edwards (Wrotham, 1881),
p. 86. The sale to Inge must have occurred before 1301 as William de Kirkby died in this year: IPM
IV, no.91. By 1309 the Barony of Eynsford was held in equal portions by William Inge and Nichola
Cryel for the service of 4 ¾ fees: F.R.H. Du Boulay, The Lordship of Canterbury, p. 343.
22 IPM VI, no. 328.
23 TNA E179/123/10.
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Joana is named as the heir of her father, William Inge, in his inquisition post mortem of 1322,
though Isolde retained her rights in the majority of the inheritance until her own death: IPM VI, no.
328; Thomas la Zouche held Ightham Manor at his death in 1404: IPM XVIII, no. 1052.
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Tenure

Ightham Mote’s place within the history of Ightham Manor is complex. The house is
almost three miles from Ightham Church and village, in the southernmost tip of the
parish. Yet the Mote estate was certainly part of the manor, as is revealed by surviving
references to the residents of the Mote in the Ightham Court Rolls, on which records of
proceedings of the lord’s manorial court were recorded. It was customary for a manor to
operate as a legal jurisdiction, to which was incident the right to hold a civil court termed
a ‘Court Baron’. Concerned with the administration of land title, fealty, and the collection
of customary manorial dues or small debts, Court Baron was usually held every three
weeks, and attendance was required of all tenants of the manor for the performance of
their customary duties, or ‘common suit of court’. In 1592 Charles Allen, who inherited
the Mote from his father, Christopher Allen, in 1585 and owned it until 1591, was recorded
in the records of Ightham Manor's Court Baron as having [lately] held of the lord of
Ightham manor ‘the tenement of the Mote and other lands thereto belonging formerly
called Pollards, Pollards Brooks and Crepeham, Wetherchocke, Parsonsland, Dynes,
Brownes and diverse other lands appertaining to the said Mote, lying in Ightam [sic].’25 Sir
William Selby, owner of the Mote between 1592-1612, also appeared in the Ightham Court
Rolls as he 'held of the lord of [Ightham] manor the messuage of the Mote and divers
lands thereto belonging'.26 The Mote must therefore have belonged to Ightham Manor.
Lands on the Archbishop’s Kentish estates were traditionally held by gavelkind
tenure, a type of partible inheritance particular to Kent. Gavelkind tenure provided that
the tenant, a ‘gavelkinder’ could freely convey his lands during his lifetime and that, on
his death, his lands would be equally divided amongst his male heirs. A large number of
the Archbishop’s tenants were also non-gavelkind freeholders, who held their land as
‘knight’s fees’ by military tenure. Military tenure typically carried incidents of military
performance, feudal aid, relief, wardship and rights of marriage.27 The sub-letting of a
knight’s fee would commonly result in further sub-tenants holding land by either freehold
or a form of feudal tenure that became known as ‘copyhold’. Freehold land was land held
in absolute possession: conveyance could be made to anyone without legal restriction and,
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E. Harrison, ‘The Court Rolls and other records of the Manor of Ightham as a contribution to
local history’, AC 49 (1937), p. 40.
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F.R.H. Du Boulay, The Lordship of Canterbury’ pp. 142-64.
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in the absence of a will, the rules of common law inheritance would apply.28 Copyhold, on
the other hand, technically belonged to the lord of the manor. Whilst it could be conveyed
in much the same way as freehold land, it had to be surrendered to the lord of the manor
before a new tenant could be admitted. This legal process took place through the Court
Baron and was usually recorded on the Court Rolls as a result.
Ightham was held as half a knight’s fee of the Archbishop of Canterbury, whilst the
Mote was created by a further sub-infeudation.29 The earliest surviving land grants
referring to Mote Mill suggest that tenure of the Mote was by freehold, as the conveyances
in question were recorded by final concord or ‘fine’, rather than on a court roll: copyhold
land could not be conveyed by fine, as it had to be surrendered back to the lord of the
manor at the end of a tenancy.30 Yet the fine was a popular way to record freehold
conveyances, because the ‘foot’ of the tripartite indenture was retained by the king’s court
after each party received their own third; a necessary precaution given that transactions
involving freehold land were private ventures that operated outside of the manorial court.
Evidence that the Mote had always been a freehold property can be found in the
operation of Sir Thomas’ will after his death. Copyhold could not be devised by will, as it
had to be surrendered to the lord of the manor before admittance of a new tenant. In this
case a will would instead operate as a deed to uses: the lord would choose to admit the
copyhold heir according to the use of the will. This action had the effect of breaking any
entail acting on the property, so evidence of an entail operating in accordance with a will
suggests that lands named in a will are freehold. At his death Sir Thomas entailed his
estate with the following language: ‘And if it happen that the foresaid Robert and Thomas
die without heirs of their bodies lawfully begotten, all the foresaid manors shall remain to
the heirs of the said Sir Thomas Couen, Kt., lawfully begotten.’31 The Mote subsequently
passed from Sir Thomas’ son, Robert, to Robert’s daughter, Alice, and then back up the
28

Following the 1285 enactment of the statute De Donis Conditionalibus (‘of conditional gifts’),
support was given to freehold property transferals that modified common law rules of inheritance
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original heir. The net result was the avoidance of the incident of wardship.
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Couen line, on Alice’s childless death, to Sir Thomas’ remaining heir, his daughter (also
Alice) (Appendix I).
The correct operation of Sir Thomas’ entail indicates that it was never broken by
surrender to the lord of Ightham Manor, suggesting that Sir Thomas’ will was legally
binding, and thus that the Mote was freehold.32 The relationship between the estates of
Ightham Mote and Manor can therefore be seen to be one of free-tenant and feudal lord. In
practical terms this meant that the lands of the Mote had, at some time, been
subinfeudated by the lords of Ightham Manor, or essentially sold with an agreed feudal
burden attached. There was, therefore a vassal-lord obligation between the lords of
Ightham Mote and the lords of Ightham Manor. Throughout the mid-to-late fourteenth
century this meant that Mote owners owed their fealty to the Zouche family.

The first owner and builder of Ightham Mote: Richard de Grofhurst

As the Mote developed out of gavelkind lands within the Ightham Mote estate, it was not
until the 1330s, when an aspiring local man named Richard de Grofhurst became
interested in purchasing lands there, that a consolidated estate comes into view. Richard
had probably grown up in North Kent as his father, Robert de Grofhurst, was a member of
the domestic household of Walter de Reynolds, the Archbishop of Canterbury.33 As an
adult, Richard became a tenant of Gilbert de Clare, 8th Earl of Gloucester through the
grant of East Peckham and Swanton, near Mereworth, and by 1324 he had become the
chief forester of Tonbridge and Rotherfield, a stewardship that included the North Frith
Chase near Shipbourne.34 However, Richard appears to have desired a greater position in
32

Though the Mote was freehold, copyhold land certainly made up part of the estate during the
early sixteenth century as, in 1507, it was found that Edward Haute had ordered the cutting of
wood without licence, from a woodland he held from the lord of Ightham 'by copy of Court Roll at
the will of the lord.’ See E. Harrison, ‘The Court Rolls’, 48 (1936), p. 205.
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In 1309 Robert can be found accompanying an embassy headed by the bishop to Avignon to
secure a reversal of the excommunication of Piers Gaveston, Edward II’s unpopular favourite:
enrolled letters of protection: CPR 1307-13, p. 103. For a description of the embassy see: R.M.
Haines, The Church and politics in fourteenth-century England: the career of Adam Oleton c.1275-1345
(Cambridge, 1978), pp. 8-9. His service appears to have been for life as, he was the bailiff of
Reynold’s manor of South Malling during the early 1330s: J. Brigstocke-Sheppard (ed), Literea
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2012), pp. 360-1.
34 CFR 1307-1319, p. 224. In 1324/5 Richard received the sum of £6 20s. per annum from the honour
of Clare for his service as chief forester: TNA SC 6/1148/13. There is no evidence that Richard de
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reflection of the family being out of favour as a result of their support of the rebels.
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society than tenancy and service to a feudal overlord, and went about purchasing an array
of properties during the 1320s and 1330s. His portfolio came to include a range of houses,
crofts, meadows, barns, and shops, all of which lay in the vicinity of Sevenoaks and all of
which he leased out for annual rents. 35
In the early 1320s, Richard de Grofhurst became interested in a ‘watermill and its
appurtenances, as well as two acres of land and three acres of ossier ‘ a short distance
from Sevenoaks described as ‘by the way to Hegteham’. He decided to purchase the site
in March of 1325 from its owners, John Kenewy and his wife Margeria, paying 100s. for
the property; probably roughly market price for a share in a used, but operational,
watermill with all its appurtenances.36 The following year Richard increased his holdings
in the area by purchasing some additional lands near the mill, paying 40 marks (£26 13s.
4d.) for a messuage and fifty acres of land in Ightham and Shipbourne from William
Heuyhatche and his wife Agnes.37 While the purchase fits well with what is known about
Richard’s tenurial interests in Sevenoaks and the Lowy of Tonbridge, the move stands out
in the documentary record because the type of purchase does not fit his usual pattern.
Richard’s earlier investments in the area were either urban tenements or pieces of land
only a couple of acres in size - probably because the land around Sevenoaks was
gavelkind, and therefore freely alienable so, as tenants died and their heirs chose to sell
rather than retain a fraction of an already small estate, it was probably relatively easy for
Richard to buy up small plots as they became available. 38 The result was a scattered estate,
purchased in a piecemeal fashion, and its only purpose seems to have been to generate an
income through rents; it was apparently too patchy to be consolidated into a small
35
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(1975), pp. 1-6.
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holding until the latter part of the fourteenth century.39 In the purchase of a larger amount
of land in Ightham with its own water supply and mill, on the other hand, it is possible to
see a desire to construct a more substantial and consolidated estate designed to serve as
more than a rental investment. The purpose of Richard’s purchase is made clear by the
building he chose to construct on the site. At the centre of the planned estate was a
fortified hall-house with a solar block and services, concealed by woodland and
surrounded by a moat, with its own mill running beside it: this was to be a gentry home.
Richard’s change in purchase policy, from small urban rental plots to a wellapportioned house for a member of the landed gentry, was perhaps instigated by his role
in the Despenser War of the 1321-1322. Richard’s feudal overlords, the de Clare family,
were supporters of the Earl of Lancaster in his opposition to Edward II, and so too were
the Grofhurst family.40 In October 1321 three members of the family, William, Robert and
Richard de Grofhurst supported Margaret de Clare, wife of leading rebel Bartholomew
Badlesmere, in a rebellion against Edward II at her Castle at Leeds, near Maidstone,
leading to their arrest.41 Following his release, and only a month later, Richard was made
temporary constable of the castle of Tonbridge alongside Sir Nicholas de Beche, in a
further rebellion against the King.42 The rebels refusal to turn the castles of Leeds and
Tonbridge over to the Crown in 1321 led to the culmination of the civil war at the Battle of
Boroughbridge in March 1322, and the defeat of Edward II’s opponents. The Earl of
Lancaster and numerous of his rebel leaders were put to death, including Bartholomew
Badlesmere, who was publicly executed at Canterbury as a warning to the other
'contrariants' of Kent.43
Given the political turmoil of the early 1320s, the desire to build a fortified home
hidden within a patch of woodland on the edge of the de Clare Lowy of Tonbridge is
understandable. In fact, whilst the desire for security might have been borne of his
experiences between 1321-1325, the archaeological record suggests that Richard’s building
project at the Mote did not begin until after 1327. The impetus for the work was quite
39
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probably a dramatic change in the political climate, which was to have positive, and farreaching, effects on Richard’s social standing and finances. In January of that year,
Edward II was deposed by his wife, Queen Isabella, and her lover, Roger Mortimer. As a
result, a large number of Edward’ supporters were removed from office and replaced with
those who were either supporters of Isabella and Mortimer, or simply opponents of the
old regime.44 As a known contrariant, Richard de Grofhurst was one such man. On 24 July
1327 year he was personally constituted procurator for William de Shoretesham, rector of
Rotherfield Church in Sussex,45 before being appointed as both the Constable of
Canterbury and Sheriff of Kent the following year.46 He subsequently served as the keeper
of the Chase of South Frith from at least 1329-1330, keeping account of the ironworks
taking place at Tudeley near Tonbridge,47 and in 1331 he received the office of bailiff of
Winchelsea and Rye, as well as of the manor of Iham, in Sussex, by royal grant.48 These
were important positions of local office, indicating that Richard was now to be considered
a member of the upper echelons of the Kent gentry: a man with royal favour and, almost
certainly, a wealthy individual.49

The ‘Motemill’ at Ivy Hatch
The piece of land purchased by Richard de Grofhurst in 1324 lies in the valley of Dinas
Dene, where a natural spring once fed a watermill. Probably used to grind grain for flour
and malt, the watermill was in existence in the early fourteenth century and still in use
until at least 1599, when it was described as ‘Motemill’ by its miller, Samuell Lyn.50 The
watermill was easy to access from the main road into Ightham from the south, and was
just a few minutes ride or walk from Ivy Hatch, a crossroad that brought together four
routes leading through and around the forests of the Weald: east-west ran Stone Street,
which was probably a well-used ‘stone road’ through the woods to Seal and on to London
Road; south-north ran the Shipbourne-Ightham road, which ran on to the important
44

R. Gorski, The fourteenth-century sheriff: English local administration in the late Middle Ages
(Woodbridge, 2003), pp. 25-26.
45
46

MAO, DRc L05 3.
CFR 1327-1337, pp. 86, 87; CPR 1321-1324, p. 31; CCR 1323-27, p. 222.

47

TNA SC 6/890/22 as cited in J.S. Hidgkinson and C.H.C. Whittick, ‘The Tudeley ironworks
account’, Wealdon Iron 18 (1998), p. 20. For the ironworks at Tudeley see M.S. Giuseppi, ‘Some
fourteenth-century accounts of ironworks at Tudeley, Kent’, Archaeologia 64 (1913), pp. 146-64.
48 CFR 1327-1377, p. 227.
49 R. Gorski, The fourteenth-century sheriff, pp. 69-72.
50

F.A. Crisp (ed), Registers of Shipborne, c. Kent (London, 1921), p. 23.
!58

market town of Tonbridge. The mill probably served the southern parts of Ightham
Manor, including Ivy Hatch and tenements around Oldbury Hill (Map 4).
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Map 4. Trackways around Ightham Mote

The location of the mill is suggested by the presence of a promontory to the north of the
pond, behind which is a small, oblong water feature that may indicate the presence of a
wheel-pit.51 The remains of the mill are still discernible around Ightham Mote in a
sequence of water features, originally a string of ponds, running north-south along the
valley. Although the original ponds are now highly modified, their course can still be seen
from above: the first of the sequence has reverted to a stream, the second was enlarged in
the eighteenth century to create North Lake, the third was drained in the same period to
create a bowling green with deep culverts to carry the water, the fourth was embanked in
the fourteenth century to create a moated platform, and the fifth was landscaped in the

51

Because the body of water at Ightham Mote is small, the medieval mill probably had an overshot
wheel, which was more expensive and complicated to build than an undershot wheel but able to
work well with low volumes of water. For watermills see A. Lucas, Wind, water, work: ancient and
medieval milling technology (Leiden, 2006), passim, particularly p. 30. Further archaeological
investigation of the Mote’s grounds would be extremely beneficial to our understanding of the mill
and the evolution of the site as a whole.
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eighteenth century to create South Lake (Fig. 4).52 It was under the patronage of Richard
de Grofhurst that this process of landscape evolution began, as he transformed the
original mill site into a moated platform designed to support a fortified hall house.

Fig. 4. The topography of Ightham Mote in the twentieth century. Marked on the map are:
A-C, site of original pen-ponds; D, c.14th moat; E. site of original mill-pond; (i) mill site in
1692; (ii) possible medieval mill site.

Phase one, c. 1328-9: Earthworks and curtain wall

Planned as an elite residence befitting its patron’s much-improved profile as the Sheriff of
Kent, the first step of the Ightham Mote project was almost certainly the most committing.
Before construction of the house could begin, the stream feeding the watermill had to be
dammed and diverted, the pond basin drained, and material brought into the site to
create an embanked, walled, foundation three meters in height.53
The movement of vast amounts of earth and the redirection of watercourses was
often a costly business. In 1268-9, for example, a new timber-framed mill was constructed
52

The National Trust, Ightham Mote guidebook (2009), p. 32.
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at West Farleigh in Kent at a cost of £20 7s. 10d.54 The amount apparently included the
development of ponds and waterways; however it was possible for the bill for new pools
and sluices to drive costs higher, as was the case at Standon in Hertfordshire, when, in
1336, the creation of waterways alone cost £18 3s. 55 At the top end of the scale, the
refurbishment and relocation of a watermill at Woodstock Park in Oxfordshire during
1334 cost over £100.56 How far we can relate these costs to the diversion of the Mote
stream is hard to say, but at least one leat must have been cut to bypass the Mote pond in
order to enable the mill to continue to function.
Following the relocation of the waterworks, material had to be embanked within
the drained pond basin and a wall raised to create a foundation for the site. This masonry
would go on to become the Mote’s curtain wall, and parts of its superstructure still exist in
the external face of the west range. Similarities in the composition of the lime mortar here
with parts of the house that have been dendro-dated to the early 1330s suggest that the
curtain wall was built coterminously with the house’s accommodation as part of an
ongoing sequence of construction. Dendro-dating of timbers in their original positions
within the southwest range, which was built into the curtain wall rather than as a freestanding structure, refines the construction date of the curtain wall’s superstructure to
around 1332.57 As the buildings within the courtyard could not begin until the
foundations were complete, construction of the earthworks and the curtain wall’s
substructure are likely, therefore, to have begun in around 1328-9, meaning that the
curtain wall was completed in two stages, separated by the erection of the double solar
block.
The Mote curtain wall was constructed out of a hard, sandy limestone known as
Kentish ragstone, which was difficult to work and so usually used for ‘rubblestone’
walling, rather than for ashlar, or dressed, walling. At Ightham the rubblestone was laid
with lime mortar in horizontal ‘courses’ on each face to give a uniform facade, whilst the
middle of the wall was filled with smaller stones and limestone rubble to provide stability
whilst saving on labour (Plate 3). The resulting wall was 1m deep, rising around 6m to the
height of a second floor.
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3. Part of the Mote’s original curtain wall, built between c.1328-32, still survives up to
the spring of the entrance arch, though it was interrupted with the insertion of
windows in the mid-sixteenth century. The Kentish Ragstone used here was probably
quarried at Borough Green.

Construction on this scale required a huge amount of stone, and so it was usual for those
responsible for a construction site to open and work a quarry for the required resources
over the course of a building project.58 Closer was deemed better in order to reduce
haulage time and costs, so the stone for the Mote is likely to have come from a quarry at
either Oldbury Hill or Borough Green, both of which had large deposits of stone and lay
at distances of 3km and 6km from the Mote site, respectively. Although closer, the quarries
at Oldbury Hill generally produced very hard sandstones that were less desirable to build
with than those around Borough Green and Maidstone. The latter was the only stone
regularly transported outside of the county boundary, and its use is evident in the
construction of many of London’s medieval buildings, including the White Tower and
Westminster Abbey,59 but Borough Green was probably the source of the majority of the
Mote’s stone. As the ragstone walls of the Mote were raised, earth was embanked behind
them in order to gradually raise a platform to serve as a foundation for the planned
buildings above (Plates 4 and 5). Building the earthworks would have been an extremely
labour-intensive task, made harder by the fact that the earth in southern Ightham is deep,
58
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Wealden clay. The work would have been undertaken by a group of unskilled labourers or
operarii capable of digging soil and rubble, who were probably employed from the local
area.
Unlike digging, masonry was a skilled job requiring years of training and the most
distinguished artisans, the king’s master masons, could achieve great fame and wealth as
a result of their work.60 However, the early phases of the Mote required a much lower
standard of masonry than that demanded by crown works; the ragstone used at the Mote
could be split along fault lines to produce small pieces of stone with relatively flat faces,
suitable for building rubblestone walls, which meant that there ought to have been little
need for a high level cementarii, or hewer, during the initial phase of construction.
Accordingly, it is likely that cubitores, or ‘stone-layers’ worked the majority of the stone
and that the cubitores in question were ’rough-masons’ rather than ‘free-masons’, who
typically worked on more refined projects such as doorways and tracery. These masons
are likely to have been sourced from Ightham parish, or perhaps a little further afield in
Kent.61 Rubblestone construction kept the cost of masonry low relative to the erection of
ashlar walling; however even this ’rough-masonry’ was a technical job, and the stonelayers at the Mote would have been experienced craftsmen working under the direction of
a master mason in the employ of Richard de Grofhurst. The masons would have also
required the support of a whole raft of masonry labourers who would fetch, carry and mix
materials, hold tools, and help to break stone. Some idea of the makeup of the group of
masons working on the curtain wall at the Mote can be found in the works account of
Corfe Castle in Dorset between 19-24 August 1280, which records the following labourers:

In the service of Walter Mogg, mason, for that week, 20d. In the service of
Richard Mareys, mason, for that week, 18d. In wages of Peter Platel, Robert
his son, John of Alfrinton and Robert Brenda, stone-layers (cubitores), for
that week, 6s., to each one of them 18d. per week. In the service of Richard
Bruton, John Catel, John le mere junior, William the fuller, who made
mortar as well as carrying stones and water and drawing sand for that
week, 4s., to each one of them 12d. per week. In the service of Hugh Scot
making mortar and carrying water and stones for that week, 9d. And to
60
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Henry, ‘boy’ (garcioni) of the janitor, collecting (or bringing) small stones
(minutas petras) to the hands of the stone-layers for four days, 4d. 62

The ratio of labourers to ‘masons’ at Corfe Castle in this case was 1:5, a correlation also
seen over the course of a year’s worth of works accounts made during the construction of
the tower at Langeais (c. 992-4).63 Corfe Castle and Langeais Tower were far larger
undertakings than Ightham Mote; however the presence of stone-layers and unskilled
labourers working in support roles would have been necessary at even a smaller site. At
Ightham the labourers supporting the stone-layers are likely to have been the same men as
those working in the quarry and sandpits digging stone and sand as it was common, on a
smaller project, for unskilled labourers to perform the multiple tasks required to provide
materials to the higher skilled labourers above them.64
Masons were also assisted by lime burners, who produced lime for mortar. Firing a
lime kiln was a technical job that required the knowledge of a master craftsman: lime
cooked at too low a heat would be too hard to properly adhere to the stone, while lime
that had overheated and become ‘dead-burned’ would fail to harden correctly. Both
would waste time and resources or result in unstable masonry. Pieces of limestone burned
in the kiln had to be crushed to allow them to burn quickly yet retain airflow, so, just as
the masons had their helpers, master lime burners were assisted by apprentices and
unskilled labourers whose job it was to prepare the raw materials and load the kilns. The
lime used at the Mote may have been produced on site in a kiln constructed specifically
for the task, as it was common for building sites to provide their own lime rather than to
purchase it.65 At Rochester Castle coal was used to fire the kiln, but wood may have been
a more cost-effective option at the Mote given that it had its own three acre coppice and
also lay on the edge of the forests of the Weald, making timber a readily available, and
thus economical, option.66
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4. (top) and 5. A medieval construction project at Guédelon Castle (Treigny, France)
shows how the curtain walls of status buildings were built and embanked with earth
coterminously. Free-standing buildings were thus able to be erected within the site as
soon as the foundations were ready, and before completion of the curtain walls.
[http://www.guedelon.fr/en/]
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Phase two, c. 1330-32: Double solar block

Once the Mote’s earthworks had been raised to the required height, construction of the
curtain wall was halted in order to begin the erection of a solar block. Dendro-dating of
the tie-beams, braces and crown posts in the Mote’s surviving solar structure provides a
likely construction date of around 1330 for the east-west solar range, and around 1331 for
the north-south solar range.67 The lower floors of the ranges were built out of coursed
rubblestone and mortar of a similar construction and type to that used in the curtain wall,
whilst the second floor of each structure was constructed from timber frames made out of
local Wealden oak infilled with wattle and daub. 68 The decision to combine both timber
framing and masonry is an interesting one, because the majority of surviving medieval
houses are not half-timber framed. At Leeds Castle, for example, timber and stone
buildings stood side by side, but none was of mixed construction (Plate 6). Wood was
undoubtedly a cheaper option than stone for house builders on the border of forests of the
Weald, where timber was plentiful and easily accessible; however stone was generally the
material of choice where the security of the site was paramount, or where its omission
would be damaging to the patron’s pride. 69 A half-timber construction perhaps struck an
acceptable compromise between a secure and grandiose, but costly, stone structure and a
timber structure that was quicker and cheaper to erect but potentially harmful to the
Richard de Grofhurt’s public profile.
Although the east-west solar range was built marginally before the north-south
solar range it is clear that they were always conceived as a single unit, as the wall-plate of
the east-west solar holds the gable truss of the north-south solar.70 Double solars are very
rare in medieval houses, and the structure was made made even more unusual by the
orientation of the north-south solar, which showed its side, rather than its gable, to the
Mote courtyard.71 Unfortunately, the majority of the original walls have, on both lower
and upper floors, disappeared behind later structures, including a false gable added
during the fifteenth century to create a more cohesive courtyard outlook. The new facade
was remodelled with close-studded timber-framing and ornate bargeboards incorporating

67

A. Emery, Greater medieval houses, iii, p. 358.
R.R. Laxton and C.D. Litton, ‘Construction of a Kent master dendrochronological sequence for
oak, A.D. 1158-1540’, Medieval Archaeology 33 (1989), pp. 90-98.
68

69

N. Saul, Scenes from a provincial life: Knightly families in Sussex, 1280-1400 (Oxford, 1996), pp. 168-9.

70

The wall-plate of the east-west solar holds the gable truss of the north-south solar: A. Emery,
Greater medieval houses, iii, p. 359.
71

A. Emery, Greater medieval houses, iii, p. 358.
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the emblems of Henry VIII and Catherine of Aragon, as well as a large oriel window, in
the sixteenth century, whilst in the seventeenth century the ground floor masonry was
replaced with galletted masonry. In the eighteenth century, windows were made in the
lower walls of both gables to create the east range seen today (Plate 7). It is now
impossible to know how the solar block might have looked from the courtyard.
Internally, the layout of the Mote’s solar block has also been so extensively altered
that the original character of the rooms is barely discernible. Only the upper solar of the
east-west block has retained its original floor plan, as the rest of the rooms were
extensively partitioned and refitted with windows and fireplaces over the course of the
sixteenth-nineteenth centuries. Fortunately, enough remains of the roof structure of both
solars to see that each was made up of a two-bay ground floor chamber around 6m long
and 4.5m wide, above which was a two-bay solar of the same dimensions and open to the
rafters. A total of two wall frames and three cross frames, in addition to a floor and a roof
frame, would therefore have been required for the upper floor of each solar block at the
Mote.
The east-west solar is the least-altered space in the solar block and gives some idea
of the room’s original character. The open roof creates a lofty space, and as the height of
the original floor has now been raised by thirty centimetres the feeling of vertical space
would have been even more noticeable in the fourteenth century. The roof structure itself
displays moulded wall-plates and tie beams with a central, decorative, octagonal crownpost with moulded cap and base, as well as an additional crown-post at either end of the
room, indicating that this was a high-status building. 72 A chimneyed fireplace almost
certainly stood on the north wall in the same position as the large, seventeenth century,
fireplace does today, and it is probable that each of the chambers within the solar block
was provided with a similar fireplace, as these were important retiring rooms intended for
the use of the lord and his family and friends. The rooms were probably comfortable, but
they were not particularly large, and neither were they elegant: the roof trusses are large
and bulky and their carpentry is of a parochial standard (Plate 8).
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6. At Leeds Castle, Kent, both masonry and timber-framed structures occupied the
same space; however none was constructed out of a combination of the two.

7. The Mote’s solar block was constructed out of masonry on the lower floor and timber
on the upper. A sixteenth century facade disguises the original fourteenth-century
fabric of the east-west solar (far left).
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8. The roof of the Mote’s east-west solar (c.1330) displays moulded trusses and
hexagonal, moulded crown-posts carved from local Wealden oak. The standard of
carpentry suggests that the carpenter involved was employed from the locality, rather
than working on projects of national import.

To augment the solar block, a second range with further accommodation was constructed
on the opposite side of the courtyard in around 1332, next to the entrance gate. The new
range was, like the solar block, half-timbered, the lower floor being built out of
rubblestone and incorporating the curtain wall, and the upper out of Wealden oak. The
southwest range was probably raised in line with the curtain wall, and should be
understood with reference to the entrance gate, as it was placed beside a moulded gothic
arch within the wall, behind which a half-timbered gate tower was built (Plates 9 and
10).73
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9. (top) and 10. The fourteenth-century gate tower and south-west range were
originally half-timber framed and built into the curtain wall. Their remains survive in
the exterior walls of today’s gatehouse and west range.
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A porters squint next to the gate indicates that there was the intention for a porter to
service the door, which was probably drawbridge protected as it was recessed into the
wall. The timber-framed upper floor of the gate tower extended into the southwest range
to create an internally homogenous space, resulting in a hall approximately ten meters
long and five meters wide, which led into a smaller end-chamber to the south. This
additional range had its own access point and was quite separate from the solar block
built across the courtyard. It seems to have been intended as additional lodgings, but it
was set as far away from the solar block as was possible within the confines of the curtain
wall and was invisible from the entrance, rather than on display like the solar block.
Although the precise use of the southwest range is not known, it is likely that it was
intended to provide accommodation for high-status members of the household, or
perhaps for guests and itinerant retainers, who would have required the temporary use of
a hall and solar for themselves and their servants when visiting the Mote. However, the
solar block and gatehouse lodgings should both be understood in relation to the Great
Hall, which, though not built until 1337, must always have been planned to stand in its
present location. It would be highly unusual for a residence of this period to function
without a hall, as it was not only an architecturally important part of the medieval house,
it was also a space imbued with essential social values and ideas of patrimony, lordship
and community.74
The erection of a solar block providing multiple chambers indicates a desire, on the
part of Richard de Grofhurst, to create a set of spaces separated from the communal space
of the Great Hall. It is a desire that falls in line with a common trend, increasingly evident
as the fourteenth century progressed, for those with the financial means to add blocks of
rooms at either end of their halls in order to provide additional, and increasingly private,
spaces.75 However, unlike many medieval houses, the solar block at the Mote was not
added to an existing hall space as and when requirement dictated. It was instead created
74
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from a plan designed, from the first, to provide for a patron with a particular lifestyle or
habitus in mind. That design was, no doubt, predicated upon a planned open hall at the
centre of the house, but the decision to construct a solar block prior to the hall indicates
that Richard’s mason was aware of his patron’s existing or desired habitus, and that the
emerging fashion for non-communal space was a formative stimulus for his design.76

Henry de Grofhurst

That the design of the Mote’s solar block and gatehouse lodgings were predicated upon,
and intended to augment, life in a hall house becomes evident following the death of
Richard between around 1333 and 1338, when his brother, Henry de Grofhurst, inherited
his estate. 77 Henry got to work building an ambitious Great Hall almost immediately,
departing from his brother's aesthetic by choosing to build entirely of stone.78 Like
Richard, Henry de Grofhurst lived in Kent, having been admitted as the rector of the
Church of St Mary at Horton Kirkby near Dartford in 1307 before moving to his family's
hometown of Horsemonden to serve St Margaret’s Church there in 1311.79 During the
1340s Henry can be found serving a second time at Horton Kirkby, at which time John de
Grofhurst, surely the kinsman of Henry and Richard, can be found serving as the rector of
Horsmonden.80 Henry has been accredited with a large-scale building project at St
Margaret’s Church in Horsmonden during the fourteenth century, although there is no
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evidence of his involvement in the work. Given that it was John, rather than Henry, who
was rector of Horsmonden at the time the work was carried out, it is probable that the
project ought to be attributed to the latter de Grofhurst.81
However, what is certain is that from the 1330s Henry was a very wealthy man. At
the time of his death in 1362, he held property in London, Malling, Horton Kirkby,
Hartley, Langfield, Horsmonden, Brenchley and Peabingbury.82 He is also described as
holding part of the ‘manor of Knole’, indicating that the lands his brother, Richard, had
gathered near Sevenoaks had been consolidated into a single estate towards the middle of
the century.83 Henry had sufficient capital to enable him to make a large number of loans
to numerous individuals, with the result that he was owed more than two hundred
pounds by eleven different debtors, ranging from tapesters and goldsmiths of London, to
local Kentish gentry, between 1335 and 1354. 84 The amount owed is likely to have been a
very small portion of the total loaned by Henry, as we have evidence of only those debts
Henry was able to sue for recovery of through Chancery via certificates of Statute
Merchant. Henry was undoubtedly a man with the means to undertake a large building
project and, the change in direction at the Mote from half-timber framing to stone
construction might be taken to indicate that Henry was less bound by economical
concerns than his brother, or perhaps that his intention was to develop a decidedly
provincial house into a more refined residence.
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Phase three, c. 1337: Great Hall

Henry de Grofhurst’s Great Hall at Ightham is remarkably well-preserved. At nine metres
in length and six meters wide, and containing two bays, it is not particularly large,
perhaps as a result of the dimensions of the abutting east-west solar block, which seems to
have dictated its width.85 Despite its size, the Great Hall followed the preferred
architectural order of the period: an access door to the solar block opened out from the
upper bay while the main, or public, access into the hall was through a door in its side
wall from the courtyard.
Immediately on entering the hall a set of three doorways in the gable-end wall
would have been visible to visitors. The doors are usually understood to be access points
leading to a service block, which were commonly comprised of at least a buttery and
pantry leading through to a kitchen. Service doors were usually screened off from the hall
by a partition that created a passage, known as the ‘screens passage’ that connected the
hall’s public entrance to an opposing door giving service staff access to the kitchen
courtyard from the hall and service block.86 Opposite the Mote’s public entrance is, today,
a lancet window; however, it is likely that this was inserted into the space of the kitchen
courtyard entrance during remodelling undertaken during the 1480s by Richard Haute. 87
The Mote’s service range was probably of similar dimensions to the east-west solar range
and had two storeys, as evidenced by the presence of a squint in the hall’s south gable.
The upper floor is likely to have provided additional accommodation, and though it is
now impossible to discern the original structure of the building, archaeological evidence
of a timber-framed porch over the Great Hall’s entrance suggests that the chamber was
accessed from the courtyard via a stairwell (Plates 11 and 12). The Mote’s kitchen was
almost certainly external to the service block, as the remains of a large hearth were found
to the far south of the Great Hall, in line with the foundations of the service block’s east
wall.
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11. (top) and 12. The new Great Hall was built entirely of stone and was placed sideon to the courtyard so that the main window and entrance were visible on passing
through the courtyard gates. The entrance arch now in the courtyard was originally
an internal doorway, protected by a timber porch which seems to have provided
access to a chamber above the service block.
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Though modest in scale, the Great Hall stood two storeys high, its roof reaching to almost
twelve meters at the ridge. Furthermore, whilst the external masonry was of a similar
rough construction to the curtain wall and solar block, internally it was of a different
standard altogether. The roof frame was far more refined than those of the solar ranges,
utilising a part crown-post and part arched-principal construction, with slimmer timbers
exhibiting a larger amount of moulding and carved decoration. However, most noticeable
was the replacement of the central principal roof truss, which would normally be made of
timber in-keeping with the rest of the frame, with an unusual stone sphare arch carved
out of Bethersden Marble (Plate 13). This structure was assumedly created through a close
collaboration between carpenter and stone mason in order to achieve both aesthetic
harmony and structural integrity. When the roof was removed during conservation works
during the 1980s it was discovered that, although the stone arch looks to be resting upon
delicate stone corbels, it was actually resting directly upon the hall walls, which were
externally buttressed. This was state-of-the-art engineering for the 1330s.

13. The Great Hall at Ightham Mote is extremely unusual due to the presence of a stone
arch in place of the roof’s principal truss, an architectural feature more common to
churches than great houses.
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The presence of a stone arch in a Great Hall is extremely uncommon, paralleled only at
Battel Hall, Kent (c.1330) and Mayfield Palace, Sussex (c. 1330).88 The style of Mayfield’s
arch is considered to be sufficiently similar in style to Ightham’s as to be attributed to the
same stone mason, the assumption being that Mayfield’s roof served as a prototype for
the technique and architectural style later employed at Ightham.89 This is feasible, as the
two buildings lay only nineteen miles apart, and Henry de Grofhurst is likely to have had
contact with the Archbishop’s palace at Mayfield as a result of his position as a rector in
the area. In addition, and as previously mentioned, Henry’s father was a member of the
Archbishop’s domestic household and had undoubtedly stayed at Mayfield on numerous
occasions. However, as Mayfield was an archiepiscopal palace rather than the house of a
member of the lesser gentry, and with a hall 21m in length and 12m wide Mayfield’s roof
had to span twice as far as that at Ightham Mote. Each stone arch at Mayfield is
accordingly a massive, 1.2m wide, structure, flanked by buttresses on the hall’s exterior
wall (Plate 14). The arches appear to have supported partition walls rising to the level of
the tie-beams, stopping just short of the apex of the roof. The sheer width of the arches
and their buttresses has prompted Anthony Emery to postulate that the structure may
have been experimental;90 certainly there are no known local parallels on this scale,
though large-scale use of stone arches can be found in the Great Hall of Conwy Castle in
Wales, constructed in around 1346-7. Given the extreme width of Mayfield’s hall, and the
complexity of construction of a suitable roof to span the distance, it is difficult to draw
meaningful architectural comparisons between Mayfield and the Mote, and the former
might find better comparison in a larger and more grandiose property such as Penshurst
Place.
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14. The stone arched principals at Mayfield Palace c. 1330 share a likeness with that at
the Mote. The palace perhaps served as a prototype, or the inspiration, for the smaller
hall. [www.shcj.org]

A more suitable frame of reference for the Mote’s Great Hall can be found at Battel Hall in
Leeds, Sussex, which was built around 1330 and is the only other secular residence in
England that provides architectural evidence of a stone principal truss. Furthermore, its
arch was, like that at the Mote, supported externally with buttresses whilst maintaining
the illusion of being suspended internally on carved stone corbels. Battel’s hall bears
resemblance to the Mote’s, too, in its proportions (9m x 6m), the alignment of the main
entrances, first solar blocks, service blocks, and the access points between these spaces
(Fig. 5). At the top end of each hall stood a window opposite a doorway leading, in both
cases, to a stairwell giving access to an undercroft and private apartments. At Battel a
groove cut into the door between the hall and the stairwell indicates that it may have been
portcullis-protected, though the same cannot be said for Ightham. Other than the
provision of a portcullis, the only significant difference between the halls at Ightham and
Battel is the positioning of their respective stone roof-arches: Battel's arch is set more
centrally in the room, while Ightham's is decidedly off-centre, and creates a more
uncomfortably proportioned lower bay.
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Fig. 5. The Great Hall at Battel Hall in Leeds, Kent, shared a remarkably similar
floor plan to that of Ightham Mote, as well as sharing a similar stone arch principal
resting on external buttresses.

If Mayfield’s Great Hall can feasibly be attributed to the same mason as the Mote’s, then
the same is certainly true of Battel’s. In the latter case, the master mason is thought to
have been Thomas de Battaile, a king’s mason from Leeds in Kent.91 Stone masonry was
the Battaile family trade, and three members of the family, William, John and Thomas
Bataille were all employed as masons for the building of St Stephen’s chapel at
Westminster during the 1290s.92 The Batailles were certainly known to the Grofhursts:
Robert de Baitaille was an admiral of the cinque ports, or a ‘king’s pirate’,93 who would
have been known to Richard de Grofhurst, bailiff of Winchelsea and Rye in 1331, even had
they not served together on commissions of walliis et fossatis (walls and ditches) in 1331
and 1333.94 It is quite possible, therefore, that the similarities in the construction and style
of the Great Halls at Battel and Ightham were due to the involvement of one or more
masons from the Bataille family.
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Although the ecclesiastically-inspired stone arch of the Mote’s Great Hall was
unconventional, an open hall exposing a timber-framed roof was a defining feature of
domestic medieval architecture until the second half of the sixteenth century.95 It has been
suggested that the open structure provided the most economical form of smoke control;
however the open roof continued to be favoured in medieval halls long after the
knowledge and skill to build a chimneyed fireplace was available. The continuance of the
open hall beyond the use of chimneys indicates that a visible roof structure was of
paramount importance to the context and order of the social space below. Not only did an
open roof enabled the display of large amounts of valuable timber and state-of-the-art
carpentry in a demonstration of power and wealth, the presence of a ‘lower’ and ‘upper’
bay reinforced ideas of hierarchy, patriarchy and patrimony.96 Over the course of the
fourteenth century the open hall was therefore increasingly utilised in status properties as
a public space; a forum for the expression of personal and familial identities and
proclamations of status and lordship.97 The hammerbeam roof at Westminster Hall, built
around 1399, is arguably the most powerful demonstration of the type of visual statement
that could be made by an open hall design (Plate 15).98

15. The vast hammerbeam roof at Westminster Hall [www.parliament.uk]
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Phase five, c. 1342: the chapel block and garderobe

Like many lords, Henry de Grofhurst must have travelled regularly between his
properties in Kent and London, taking an itinerant household with him. A portable altar
and supplies for mass would have been essential possessions for this rector and his
ecclesiastical household, allowing mass to be heard and communion to be received
anywhere; however the most suitable room for penitence and reflection was a chapel. It is
therefore unsurprising that Henry provided the Mote with one in around 1342. The new
block opened off the main staircase between the Great Hall and the solar block and had a
two-bay undercroft on the lower floor and a spacious chapel room 6.5m in length and
4.2m in width on the upper floor. The original fabric of the Chapel is best preserved in the
undercroft, where quadripartite vaulting still survives, as do numerous ‘putlog’ holes
used to support scaffolding during construction of the roof (Plate 16). The walls here are a
little over a meter thick - the thickest anywhere in the house - yet the room does not
appear to have been built for defence, as a large window was placed in the east wall,
overlooking the moat. The presence of the vaulting also indicates that the room was
designed to be viewed in a ceremonial fashion, rather than hidden away or rarely visited.

16. The quadripartite vault of the Mote’s undercroft. Putlogs can be seen around the
edge of the room.
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Above the undercroft, the Chapel was open to the roof, displaying a collar-raftered
construction with a moulded cornice (plate 17). The arched doorway, which now provides
access into the solar block but would originally have opened into the stair hall, is original;
however much of the character of the room has been lost as the result of its division (later
reversed) into two floors and the insertion of a large chimney. The division destroyed the
upper portion of the east window, though the lower part survives.

17. The Mote’s chapel roof and remains of the east light.
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The remains of an original garderobe chute lie along the eastern wall in line with, but
outside of, the chapel, suggesting that the house extended further north than the chapel
block.99 The garderobe corridor was probably accessed from the chapel, as timber
studding in the north wall of the Chapel appears to have been inserted to fill a gap in the
masonry, indicating the presence of a door. The presence of a doorway on the lower floor
directly below the gap on the upper floor further suggests that an additional fourteenthcentury structure stood here and was accessible from the northeast corner of the chapel
block on both levels (Fig. 6).

Garderobe chute
Conjectural access
doorway to garderobe
Conjectural site of access
doorway from stair hall

Buttress

Fig. 6. The chapel block may have led into a garderobe, the chute of which survives in
the east wall of the house. Areas shaded red represent fourteenth-century structures
for which archaeological evidence is available.
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An ‘off-the-peg’ manor

Ownership of the Mote was transferred to a local man named Sir Roger de Ashburnham
in 1362 when he became the heir of Henry de Grofhurst, whose mother, Isabel, was the
widow of Roger’s kinsman, John de Grofhurst.100 In addition to the Mote, Sir Roger’s
inheritance brought to him a number of Henry’s properties including a moiety of the
neighbouring manor of Knole and nearby manor of Scotney, Lamberhurst. The property
he inherited Ightham was, by this time, a moated house based around a central Great Hall
with an up-to-date separation of communal hall area and private retiring rooms, a
garderobe for the lord's comfort, a chapel for private devotion, and an ample kitchen and
service block to provide hospitality and sustenance to a large household (Fig. 7).

Fig. 7. Phases of construction at Ightham Mote during the fourteenth century (c.
1328-1342). This is the likely layout of the house purchased by Sir Thomas in
1363.
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Five stages of construction, spread over the course of around fifteen years under the
patronage of the de Grofhurst brothers, had resulted in what could justifiably be
considered a complete, or ‘off-the-peg’ manor, ideally set up for the continuance, or
perhaps commencement, of a comfortable gentry lifestyle. Yet Sir Roger Ashburham does
not appear to have been interested in the Mote: there are no records of Ashburnhams in
Ightham and, ultimately, he sold the property without making any changes to its fabric.
Why was this? The answer probably lies twenty miles to the south of the Mote, in Scotney,
where Ashburnham began his own, extremely ambitious, building project. It is thought
that Ashburnham’s project began in around 1378, at about the same time his neighbour,
Sir Edward Dallingridge, was building Bodiam Castle,101 and although only a fragment of
Scotney Castle survives, it is clear that this was once a large and imposing moated site.
Among its many rooms were a parlour, study, galleries, hall, multiple chambers, a chapel,
loft, wardrobe and privy, indicating that, much like the Mote, it was a well-apportioned
building fit for a gentry lifestyle but, unlike the Mote, it was dressed as a castle.102
In terms of how well an off-the-peg manor like the Mote fit the needs of a member
of the Kent gentry, we might contend ‘not at all’ for castle builders like Ashburnham,
Dallingridge, or his neighbour Sir John Cobham, who was granted a licence to crenellate
in 1381 and subsequently spent every last penny, and those of multiple creditors, on a
magnificent castle at Cooling. 103 Yet these three men came from long-established local
gentry families, and so while the Mote may not have been considered a suitable home by
them, it could certainly be offered to a newly-made man on the look-out for a gentry
home. So it was that Ashburnham came to sell the Mote within a year of his inheritance:
its design and location evidently caught the eye of Sir Thomas, and so suitable did he
deem it that, out of the seven manors he held at his death, it was the Mote he bequeathed
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to his eldest son in order to ensure that this would be the seat of the Kent line of the de
Couen family.
Whilst the Mote may have been overlooked by Ashburnham, we know that what
stood in the 1350s was fit for Sir Thomas’ needs because no traces of alterations have left
their mark on the archeological record between the building program of Henry de
Grofhurst in the early 1340s and that of Richard Haute, Sir Thomas’ great grandson, in the
mid- to late- fifteenth century. When the lifestyles of Richard Haute and his son, Edward,
evolved beyond the facilities offered by the Mote, for example, the kitchen was
modernised, garderobes added, cottages built for extra staff members, and the number of
guest rooms and stables increased. On a somewhat smaller scale, at the point at which
Victorian Mote-owner Thomas Luard-Selby could no longer tolerate the draughts
whistling through the Mote’s Great Hall, he employed architect Richard Norman Shaw to
screen off the main entrance and create an outer hall out of the old buttery. That the Mote
remained unaltered throughout the Sir Thomas’ time in residence indicates that the house,
and the household it could support, was sufficient for the type of lifestyle required by this
new member of the Kentish gentry.
One factor that may have made the property ideal for Sir Thomas’ needs was its
location. Set in North West Kent, between London and the channel ports of Sandwich,
Winchelsea and Rye and Southampton, the Mote was well located for regular trips to and
from France and into the capital. For a soldier who had become acclimatised to regular
trips across the channel over the course of his king’s royal campaigns, a property just one
day’s ride south of London and two day’s ride west of Sandwich, on a main road across
the Weald, must have seemed a vast improvement on the long journey home to
Wolverhampton. With room for a sizeable household, its own solar and service blocks, a
moat, gatehouse, mill, coppices and farmlands, this ‘off-the-peg’ manor in Kent must have
seemed ideally suited to a soldier of the Hundred Years’ War, with coffers full of gold
looted from France yet without a manorial inheritance to his name. That a ‘new man’ of
the Hundred Years’ War such as Sir Thomas Couen came to discover the Mote, purchase
it, and make it the centre of a brand new manorial lordship seems strangely serendipitous.
How far Sir Thomas was able to enjoy the comforts of his new home and gentry lifestyle
whilst pursuing a busy military career is a question to be examined in the following
chapters.
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Chapter Two
Lordship in absentia

At many a noble armee hadde he be.
At mortal batailles hadde he been fiftene…1

When considering how, and why, Sir Thomas Couen chose his ‘off-the-peg’ manor in
Ightham parish as a home, and in what way it serviced his lifestyle, it is worth
considering how large a part ‘home’ played within a much broader spectrum of
experience. If the Mote was chosen, in part, for its proximity to London and the channel
ports, then we might immediately suspect that the ability to travel away from home was of
paramount importance to Sir Thomas. It is therefore worth speculating on how far the life
of an active soldier of the Hundred Years’ War was focused upon his home, if at all.
In the late-fourteenth century the Mote was just one manor, albeit the ‘homestead’,
of a lordship comprised of as many as seven manors. This was by no means a large estate
by the standards of the great gentry landholders of the period, like John Seyntclere, whose
estate stretched to twenty four manors across eight counties, but it was nonetheless a
sizeable holding.2 Indeed, Sir Thomas’ estate was probably more representative of those
held by fourteenth-century knights than was Seyntclere’s, though it was less
geographically dispersed than many.3 The Couen estate was conveniently consolidated
into two geographical clusters: one in North West Kent, made up of the manors of the
Mote in Ightham, Crofton in Orpington, and Yaldham and Basted in Wrotham; and one in
Ashford in South East Kent, made up of the manors of Warehorne, Hastingleigh and
Snave (Map 5).4 It is not clear whether Sir Thomas preferred to hold his lands in demesne
or to lease them for rents, the latter being an administratively easier option, but numerous
knightly proprietors of the fourteenth century continued to 'struggle on', as Nigel Saul
describes it, travelling on horseback between their estates in order to farm them directly.5
1
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If he was one such knight, and we might suspect that he was, Sir Thomas must have spent
a good deal of time occupied with his manorial holdings, visiting each one regularly in
order to supervise their accounts and authorise decisions in view of the family’s wider
circumstances.6 That the distances between the manors of Sir Thomas’ estate were short
would have been highly beneficial to the efficacy and efficiency of his manorial
administration.
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Basted Manor
Ightham Mote
Hastingleigh Manor
Warehorne Manor
Snave Manor
Couen-Moraunt property
Port
Cathedral

LONDON
Cr

Ya
IM

Sandwich

ROCH
Ba

CANT
Ha*
Wa*
Sn*

Southampton

Dover

Winchelsea and Rye

Map 5. The Couen manorial estate in 1372. Those manors marked with an asterix
(*) were almost certainly brought to the marriage by Sir Thomas’ wife, Lora
Moraunt.

The Couen-Moraunt estate had not always been so united, having been supplemented
with a small amount of land in the midlands during the mid-1360s. The midlands
property was largely inherited by Sir Thomas from his father, Richard de Couen, in his old
hometown of Wolverhampton, though it is possible that he also held land in
Birmingham.7 Unfortunately for Sir Thomas, the midlands property was not only located

6
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appurtenances’ in Birmingham in 1360: FoF (War), p. 32.
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150 miles from his new home in Kent, it also proved to be quite troublesome. The Couen’s
claim on at least one of the Wolverhampton tenements seems to have been precarious in
the eyes of their local rivals, if not the law, and members of the family were continuously
forced to prove their right of seisin. In 1335, for example, Richard had sued local men
Henry Bagot and William de Gosebroke for entering his house vi et armis, breaking open a
chest, and stealing deeds from it, which they then used as evidence of legal entry by deed
and feoffment, disseising Richard in the process.8 In 1348 Richard was again forced to take
legal action against his neighbours when he was diseased of a moiety of a tenement,
perhaps the same tenement, by Richard de Petyt, Henry de Prestwode and William de
Holborn.9
In 1365 Sir Thomas was forced to plead his right to the family’s burghal house,
after he discovered that Amice de Couen and her husband John de Waterfall, had taken
seisin of it following the death of Richard.10 Amice was Sir Thomas’ niece through his
brother John de Couen, and it is probable that she took seisin of the house believing the
property to rightfully belong to her as the heir of Richard’s elder son. In fact, according to
borough custom in Wolverhampton, it was the youngest son of a burgher who succeeded
to a burgage tenement on the death of his father, hence Sir Thomas was Richard’s heir to
this particular piece of property.11 In order to evict Amice and her husband, Sir Thomas
was forced to bring legal proceedings to the Court of the King’s Bench at Westminster,
appearing in February 1366 to plead a case of novel disseisin.12 Unfortunately for Sir
Thomas, the ensuing investigation led to the intervention of Philip de Lutteley, the king’s
escheator in Staffordshire, who began an inquisition into whether the tenement had been
alienated without royal licence to Sir Thomas’ grandfather in 1309. The property was
taken into the king’s hand, resulting in a protracted court case involving three further
hearings in Westminster and a final concord, heard at Lichfield in Staffordshire.13 As a
8
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result, Sir Thomas had to travel to proceedings in London at least four times between
February 1366 and the final hearing in July 1367, journeying 160 miles north from London,
on the last occasion, to the court at Lichfield.
Long journeys were often difficult and slow undertakings in the Middle Ages, and
Sir Thomas’ need to defend his right to properties in the midlands would have required
him to spend long periods away from Ightham Mote. Estimates for the distance that could
be travelled each day in the medieval period vary somewhat, largely because surviving
records of travel describe highly variable circumstances. The household of Eleanor de
Montfort, Countess of Leicester, for example, averaged a little over fifteen miles each day
between 19-22 February 1265 - mid-winter - when journeying from Wallingford to
Odiham, yet was able to travel twice that distance each day between 12-15 June of the
same year to get from Portchester to Dover Castle, despite a convoy of as many as eightyfour horses and numerous carts.14 The latter journey occurred during the dryer summer
weather, but it was also hastened by political need, which forced the company to sustain
their quickened pace. Individuals or small groups with less baggage to bear, on the other
hand, could cover distances quickly even without being spurred on by urgency.
Merchants with small loads might therefore travel up to forty miles each day, whilst
messengers, who were professional riders, could cover as many as one hundred miles in a
day by requisitioning fresh horses at regular intervals.15
The earliest known medieval map, the Gough Map of c.1360, depicts numerous
lines of travel, or roads, which were classified into main, secondary and local by E. J. S.
Parsons in 1958. Interestingly, the Gough Map omits roads through South East England,
other than a secondary road along a coastal route connecting Southampton with
Canterbury, but the surviving royal itineraries of King John, Henry III, Edward I and
Edward II all evidence the presence of a well-used route from London to Canterbury via
Otford, Maidstone, Leeds and Faversham.16 North of London, a route through the centre
of England and into Lichfield was considered by Parsons to be a main road, linking the
capital to Carlisle, on the border of Scotland.17
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It is likely that the journey from Ightham Mote to London utilised local roads,
such as Stone Street through Seal as far as Otford, before picking up a better-travelled
route to London, from whence the journey progressed as follows: London - Barnet St.Albans - Dunstable - Stony Stratford - Buckingham - Towcester - Daventry - Coventry Coleshill - Lichfield. The detour shown on Gough’s map into Buckingham between
Stratford and Towcester might be omitted, as Watling Street linked the two towns.
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Map 6. Main roads between Lichfield and Dover passed through London and ran past Sir
Thomas’ North West Kent base via Otford. The knight’s cluster of manors in South East Kent lay
along a secondary coastal road from Sandwich to Southampton via Winchelsea and Rye. An
asterisk (*) denotes places shown to have a !9connection
to Sir Thomas in the documentary or
1
physical record.

Four surviving contracts drawn up between 1389-91 by Thomas Mowbray, Earl of
Nottingham, indicate that it was usual for a knight to travel with one or two valets, one of
whom was generally a chamberlain, and perhaps a groom as well, and so it might be
expected that Sir Thomas would have travelled with a small riding household made up of
at least a couple of valets and a groom; a party small enough to make good progress in
fair weather on a journey largely made up of main roads.18 At an estimated progress of
thirty miles each day, a journey from Ightham Mote to Lichfield, which was in the region
of 150 miles, would have taken five days, without taking stops into consideration.
Evidence of Sir Thomas’ journeys between London and Shrewsbury, a distance of around
160 miles, indicates that a one-way trip would typically take forty-nine days, including
stops and time for business.19 It might be expected, therefore, that Sir Thomas’ Lichfield
hearing resulted in a period of absenteeism from the Mote as long as two or three months.
The effort may have been worth it in the short term, as the court found in favour of
Sir Thomas, delivering back to him both the Wolverhampton burghal tenement and its
mesne profits but, ultimately, the burghal tenement was probably conveyed to his
kinsman John de Couen shortly after the case was decided.20 As Sir Thomas had
witnessed, managing far-flung property was a time-consuming task, and piecemeal lands
were unlikely to have proven worth the time or cost. This was certainly the decision
reached by Sir Thomas’ East Sussex neighbour, Edward Dallingridge, who parted with a
sizeable midlands estate as soon as his wife, Elizabeth Wardedieu, had secured her rights
to it, in favour of lands in Kent and Sussex that could be more easily managed from his
chosen homestead at Bodiam Castle.21
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Couen, who was son of Richard de Couen.
21 N. Saul, ‘The rise of the Dallingridge family’, Sussex Archaeological Collections 136 (1998), p. 127.
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A soldier at war

Though undoubtedly a time-consuming obligation, the administration of manorial affairs
represented a far smaller, and surely less formative, proportion of Sir Thomas’ life
experiences away from the Mote than did warfare. Over the course of his life, Sir Thomas’
military itinerary took him on active service to France on at least six occasions, as well as
to London and around southeast England in preparation for departure to the continent.
Furthermore, a single period of service might involve more than one crossing to and from
France, and the coming and going between ports must quickly have become a way of life
for many soldiers of the Hundred Years’ War.22
The earliest evidence for Sir Thomas’ military career comes from an entry in the
Chronique Normande, which describes one ‘Thomas Caon’ as the captain of the fortress of
Le Neubourg in the autumn of 1357. The ancient castle of Le Neubourg had been fortified
by Richard I at the grant of King Philip of France in 1194, and it controlled both a large
settlement and an important crossroad between Rouen, Tours and Paris.23 It is therefore
likely to have had a strong French garrison, and its capture is unlikely to have been the
result of anything other than an organised incursion, probably involving a large number
of men. That Sir Thomas was made captain of the fortress indicates that he was already an
able soldier and military leader by 1357, and had a sufficiently strong military network to
take and hold a strategic landmark. On this basis, it must be hypothesised that Sir
Thomas’ military career began some time before the autumn of 1357 and, as discussed
above in the Introduction, it is likely that the impetus for Sir Thomas’ first service was
instigated through a chance to serve with a local magnate, Ralph de Stafford, the Earl of
Stafford, in the early 1350s, potentially as a reaction to the chaos caused by the 1348-9
outbreak of plague in his home town.
The first official royal expedition of the decade took place in 1355, and we may
infer that Sir Thomas joined Stafford’s retinue for this, his first royal campaign to France,
setting sail on 10 July from Rotherhithe, on the banks of the Thames. Unfortunately, the
fleet progressed only as far as Sandwich before dropping anchor for a month and then
tacking slowly around the coast to reach Portsmouth by the end of August. Between the
inclement weather and news that Charles of Navarre, a claimant to the French throne
through his mother, Joan II of Navarre, had reneged on his agreement to serve with Henry
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of Grosmont, Duke of Lancaster in their common plight against King John II, Edward III
decided to postpone the expedition until the following spring.24 Sir Thomas may well, in
this case, have been back at his home in Wolverhampton within two months.
Before long, though, the majority of Lancaster’s army, including the retinue of
Ralph de Stafford, was re-engaged to join Edward in an expedition to Picardy. They were
summoned to report to Sandwich, in Kent, by 29 October for embarkation; this time they
made it to France. On 2 November 1355 the royal army, comprising around 5,000 men,
marched south out of Calais towards Hesdin. If Sir Thomas was among them, as we
suspect, it may well have been his first march as part of the Crown host. Without an
adequate supply train, and travelling through earth scorched by the French as they
retreated, it was not long before the English troops returned to Calais in order to sail back
to England.25 Though largely unsuccessful in its military aims, Edward’s Picardy
expedition of 1355 provides an introduction to a pattern of movement to and from the
English ports experienced by hundreds soldiers throughout the Fourteenth Century.
In May 1356 it is perfectly possible that Sir Thomas found himself returning to port
for the third time within the space of a year, for the commencement of the Duke of
Lancaster’s postponed expedition to Brittany. Although there is, again, no direct evidence
of Sir Thomas’ involvement in this expedition, it is known that Stafford’s old retainer and
Sir Thomas’ later co-captain, James Pipe, was present on the Brittany expedition in 1356,
as he took out letters of protection for military service with Lancaster in that year.26
Although the link is not beyond doubt, Pipe’s service with Lancaster in 1356 and Sir
Thomas’ appearance in Normandy with Pipe in 1357 suggest that Sir Thomas was present
within the host. Lancaster’s force, made up of around 1,300 soldiers, set sail in early June
1356 from the port of Southampton, in Hampshire.27 Disembarking at Cherbourg, the
force proceeded to gather at Valognes, along with a troop of 800 men brought by English
captain Robert Knolles from the garrisons of Brittany. Frenchman Philip of Navarre also
joined the English cause with 300 retainers, having pledged to fight against the French
crown the previous April, when his brother, Charles of Navarre, had been taken prisoner
by John II on evidence of involvement in a planned coup d’état.28
Setting out on 22 June for a month-long chevauchée across Normandy, the AngloNavarrese army made fast progress, capturing castles and towns as they went. Pont24Avesbury,
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Audemer was taken before it could be reinforced by the French commander Baudrain de
la Heuse, and the army continued rapidly through the Risle Valley to take Verneuil, which
was plundered mercilessly. The army had turned back to the Cotentin by mid-July and, in
August, Lancaster was instructed to meet the Prince of Wales in Tourainne, in order to
reinforce the English campaign on the Loire.29 By this time Lancaster’s troops had
managed to amass a great deal of booty and horses, and it is almost certain that Sir
Thomas was amongst the soldiers, and had already begun to collect a small fortune for
himself.30 This fortune would undoubtedly have been substantially larger had Lancaster’s
army been able to cross the Loire and reach Tours in order to join the Black Prince at
Poitiers on 19 September 1356.31 Their inability to do so meant that Lancaster’s army
missed out on the greatest English victory since Crecy, playing no part in the Battle of
Poitiers, which led to the ransoming of King John of France in addition to another 3,000 or
so valuable hostages that enabled the whole army, according to chronicler Jean Froissart,
to return home 'rich in honour and lucre'.32
Despite missing out at Poitiers, Lancaster’s army did not return to England,
marching back into Brittany in search of its own glory and, on 3 October 1356, the soldiers
besieged the city of Rennes. The siege continued throughout the winter of 1356-7, during
which time numerous soldiers spread throughout western France to capture and garrison
fortresses and raid across Anjou, Maine and Lower Normandy. Their exploits were
ostensibly undertaken in the name of Lancaster and Charles of Navarre, but they were
often personal enterprises.33 These enterprises proved sufficiently lucrative to encourage
hundreds, if not thousands, of English, Gascon, Navarrese, and German soldiers to
remain in the region after the siege was lifted in July 1357. The unemployed soldiers were
placed under the command of two of Lancaster’s leading captains, the aforementioned
Robert Knolles, who was of a lowly background but demonstrated great military prowess,
and Staffordshire soldier James Pipe.34 It was not long before, in cooperation with leading
Navarrese and Gascon captains, the newly-created army of Knolles and Pipe began to
wage war in the region, first taking the port of Honfleur before planning an offensive into
the Seine Valley.35
We know that Sir Thomas was with the Knolles-Pipe company during their Seine
Valley campaign, and that he was instrumental to its first major tactical success, the
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capture of Le Neubourg in the autumn of 1357, because he is named in the Chronique
Normande as the fortress’ captain and, five years later, can be found demanding a ransom
from the French Crown in return for the fortress.36 Château de Neubourg was to provide
Sir Thomas with a rather splendid home-from-home over the course of the next five years,
enabling him to live at the head of what Nicholas Wright might have called a ‘borrowed
lordship’; as one retainer of the Captal de Buch recalled of his time serving in France in
the 1350s: 'truly, we were lords of the fields and rivers and amassed marvellous
fortunes.’ (Plate 18)37
On hearing such success stories, many more young English men decided that they,
too, would like to borrow a lordship and experience the kind of lifestyle they could only
dream of as the sons of ‘middling sorts’. Despite the fact that a truce had been in place
since Poitiers, Edward III encouraged the adventurers, issuing prests to self-appointed
captains so that wages could be paid and equipment bought whilst providing ships to
carry them to western France to seek their own fame and fortune.
Certainly, Sir Thomas was able to extract wealth from his position as captain of le
Neubourg, and the surrounding area probably endured years of threats of fire and sword
from his garrison, as well payments of patis (protection or ransom money within an area).
One record in The Chronique des quatre premiers valois records the fear felt by the
inhabitants of Elbeuf, near Rouen, on seeing Sir Thomas and his soldiers arrive, with the
following words: 'car avecquez eulx vine Thomas Kain à grosse route d’Angloiz, dont le pais fut
moult effraié de leur venue'.38
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18. The south facade of
Château de Neubourg,
Eure, France, built in a
mixture of stone and
timber-framed wattle and
daub. A close-up of the
remaining medieval
window and circular light
within the stone building
reveals simple yet imposing
decorations. The château,
set on the town’s market
square and with a steeplypitched roof, dwarfs the
surviving medieval
buildings around it and
must have provided Sir
Thomas with an entirely
new, elevated status and
his first taste of gentry life.
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However, exploiting the French and their lands for loot was only one part of Sir Thomas’
war experience. His captaincy of Le Neubourg meant that he was responsible for
strategising and undertaking dangerous offensives and counter-offensives in the region,
not all of which were successful. In the autumn of 1357, for example, Baudrain de la
Heuze, who had been appointed as lieutenant and sovereign captain of Normandy when
King John’s Lieutenant, Louise d’Harcourt, left the region, undertook a chevauchée into the
lands around Le Neubourg with approximately 300 men. Sixty English soldiers, who
were gathered just outside of the protection of the town, were taken by surprise by the
French party and surrounded. Sir Thomas rode to their aid with a contingent from the Le
Neubourg garrison, and a bloody skirmish ensued. The clash ended with the slaughter of
the majority of the English soldiers present. As the captain of Le Neubourg, and therefore
a potentially valuable prisoner, Sir Thomas’ life was spared. He was instead taken
hostage, along with a number of his more ransom-able men, at Pont-Audemer, Heuze's
closest royal stronghold.39
The event could quite easily have spelled the end of any fortune Sir Thomas had
begun to build: men who were captured and compelled to pay large ransoms ran the risk
of being encumbered with large debts and mortgaged estates, and onerous payments
were sure to have been extracted from him in due course.40 However, whilst de la Heuze
was absent, a large contingent of German mercenaries, who had been employed by Louise
de Harcourt to strengthen the Pont-Audemer garrison, agreed to deliver the town over to
a group of their countrymen fighting alongside English captains John Jewel and James
Pipe. On 9 November 1357, in the middle of the night, the English and German soldiers
entered the town, killing or taking hostage more than one hundred French soldiers and
non-combatants, and taking control of the town. Less than one week after his capture,
therefore, Sir Thomas was rescued and released, avoiding the burden of a ransom. 41
By the autumn of 1357, Sir Thomas, James Pipe and John Jewel, along with two
other English captains called John Standon and John Plantin, appear to have emerged as
the preeminent captains of the Anglo-Navarrese offensive in Normandy, each holding a
major fortress in the Seine Valley with a largely English garrison.42 The five men were
shortly to be invited to fight for Charles of Navarre as mercenaries, and it is probable that
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they each pledged their service to Navarre during his Christmas feast at Mantes. 43 Having
agreed to serve Navarre directly, Pipe, Standon, Plantin, Jewel and Sir Thomas entered
Paris in July 1358, at the head of an army of Anglo-Navarrese soldiers, and took control of
the bridge at Saint-Cloud. 44 On 11 July a number of them, including Sir Thomas, occupied
and garrisoned the palace on the Ile de la Cité, where they were charged with protecting
Étienne Marcel, the Provost of the Merchants of Paris.45
This was an extremely dangerous place for Sir Thomas to be: anti-English
sentiment was high and, on 21 July, thirty-four English soldiers were lynched by Parisian
mobs furious to find Navarre, a man of the fleur de lis on both sides, escorted by an armed
guard made up of the traditional enemies of France. Later that same day, Sir Thomas
found himself taken hostage with approximately five hundred other mercenaries, all of
whom were imprisoned in the fortress of the Louvre whilst the Parisian mob crowded
around outside, calling for their blood.46 As at Pont-Audemer, luck was on Couen’s side:
on 27 July Marcel surreptitiously released the prisoners and provided an armed guard to
escort them to the abbey of Saint-Denis, where Navarre was preparing a coup of the city.
Before Navarre’s plans could come to fruition, Marcel and many of his associates were
lynched by the Parisian mob and, when Charles the Dauphin of France and his army
arrived at Paris and entered the fray on 2 August, killing many opponents, Navarre
swiftly decided to depart the city. With him was Sir Thomas, who subsequently appears to
have joined Navarre and the other Anglo-Navarrese captains as they systematically
occupied and ransomed the Ile de France throughout the autumn of 1358 and into the
following year.47
Although Sir Thomas’ part in the French war was to continue until the conclusion
of the Treaty of Bretigny, and the subsequent evacuation of the English in around March
1362, the documentary records suggests that he was able to return to England on a
number of occasions. The first return for which we have evidence occurred in early 1359,
when Sir Thomas appears to have presented himself at Westminster in order to secure a
pardon from the Edward III for the murder of a man named Sir John de Somerville. The
circumstances of the attack are unknown, but an entry in the Patent Rolls from 23 April
1359, recording the pardon, offers valuable details on the King’s reaction, and it is worth
stating in full:
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Pardon, at the supplication of some lieges about the king being, and for good
service done beyond seas by Thomas Cooun and his charges and labours
endured therein, of all the king's rancour and wrath conceived against him for
the death of John de Somervill, lately killed in Normandy.48
The pardon refers to the 'good service' performed by Sir Thomas in Normandy during the
war, and also his ‘labours endured’, perhaps in reference to the loss of many of his troops
in the autumn of 1357, as well as his own capture during the same skirmish. It also
provides some idea of the strength of Edward III’s reaction to Somerville’s death, and
perhaps a certain amount of resistance to the idea of granting Sir Thomas a pardon for his
actions.
John de Somerville was the son of Philip de Somerville, who was head of a leading
gentry family from Wichnor in Staffordshire and a Knight of the Shire. Philip was married
to Margaret Pipe, the sister of James Pipe (and therefore half-sister of the Earl of Stafford),
meaning that John de Somerville was the nephew of both Stafford and Pipe.49 His
allegiance to his family was borne out in his service as a retainer to Stafford, alongside
Pipe, in 1355, and at the time of his murder he was probably serving with Sir Thomas in
Normandy as a member of Lancaster’s 1356 expeditionary force.50 In light of Somerville’s
connections to such prominent men, it may well be that Sir Thomas only received a
pardon because he, too, was well-connected. Whomever petitioned the king on his behalf
clearly carried weight at court, and it is intriguing to see how quickly the humble son of a
Wolverhampton tailor had managed to gather so prominent and influential a network
whilst away at war.51
The timing of the royal pardon meant that Sir Thomas was probably still in
England when, at the end of May 1359, news arrived in London that the Dauphin had
repudiated the terms of the Treaty of London, made just two months earlier.52 Edward
III’s immediate reaction was to plan a large-scale expedition with the aim of capturing
Reims, and he was able to find a huge number of willing recruits who were, by now, well
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aware of stories of the riches coming out of France. Chronicler Sir Thomas Gray reported
in surprise, in his Scalarcronica, that the recruits:
came in astonishing numbers, all of them on their own account and without any
leader… they were nothing but a gathering of commoners, young men, who until
this time had been of but little account, who became exceedingly rich and gained
expertise from this war… many beginning as archers, and then becoming knights,
and some of them captains.'53
The force that gathered at Calais in October 1359 for the Reims camapign, raised
wholly from volunteers and contract companies and comprising around 10,000 men, was
the largest since that of 1347. Many are likely to have sought mostly, if not wholly, to 'loot
and pillage the fair land and plenteous realm of France.' 54 Sir Thomas also returned to
France at around this time, and can be found taking part in large-scale foraging raids
around Reims in January 1360.55 Sir Thomas evidently plagued the Le Neubourg area
relentlessly, and could once more be found captaining chevauchées into the surrounding
valleys by early spring on 1360.56 In order to remove Sir Thomas from the region, or at
least provide respite from his raids, a troop of French soldiers lead by Louis d’Harcourt,
the same governor and lieutenant general of Normandy who had been double-crossed by
his German garrison at Pont-Audemer two years earlier, undertook a chevauchée in the
vicinity of Le Neubourg in early March.57 Harcourt and his retinue came across Sir
Thomas at the village of Faveril, twenty miles west of Le Neubourg, at the head of at least
eighty soldiers. Two more English captains, Thomas Fogg and John Bamburgh, were in
close proximity with an additional sixty soldiers. Together, the English soldiers attacked
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Harcourt’s men.58 Despite being vastly outnumbered,59 the English defeated the French,
killing 133 knights and men-at-arms and taking hostages including Louis d’Hacourt and a
number of valuable knights and esquires described in the Chronicon anonymi Cantuariensis
as Lord William de Martel, two brothers of Baudrain de la Heuze, the lord of
Bracquemont and his brother, the bailiff of Caux, and a nobleman who was one of
Bracquemont’s kinsmen. In what must have been a sweetly ironic moment, Sir Thomas
took hostage Baudrain de la Heuze, his captor of 1357.60 The French soldiers were released
on the negotiation of ransoms and, although there is no record of the numbers involved,
the Chronique des Quatre Premieres Valois states that 'là fut prisonnier monseigneur Louis de
Harecourt et moult de gentilz hommes et autres qui se delivrerent par grant raençon.'61
The payment of these ransoms is unlikely to have been made directly to Sir
Thomas and his fellow captains. Indentures made during the Hundred Years’ War
generally required that captains relinquish wealthy prisoners and those of public
standing, amongst whom chief military commanders counted, to the crown in return for
‘reasonable compensation’.62 How ‘reasonable’ this agreement would be was dependent
on the King’s will and, in reality, the crown is likely to have issued a compulsory purchase
order with little room for negotiation on Sir Thomas’ part.63 Nonetheless, the crown was
generally generous in their payment for hostages, and instalments were often paid in a
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timely fashion, continuing to be delivered to the widows of parties to the contract after the
latter’s death until such times as the promised amount, or thereabouts, was paid in full.64
A contract of purchase is likely to have been sealed, then, between Sir Thomas and
Edward III in reflection of the status of Louis d’Harcourt, Baudrain de la Heuze, and
possibly the other knights and esquires captured at le Favril. The timing of the victory
could not have been more advantageous for Sir Thomas: two months later Edward III
agreed to treat with the French king and began to negotiate the terms of the Treaty of
Brétigny, enabling the soldier to return to England with the promise of large ransoms from
rich and important men ringing in his ears.65
That summer, Sir Thomas was appointed as a commissioner of the crown, charged
with ensuring that the French fortresses occupied by English garrisons in Normandy
would be evacuated by the start of February 1361. 66 This was an important position that
reflects an enormous rise in Sir Thomas’ profile: Edward III’s ‘rancour’ over John de
Somerville seems to have been forgotten, or at least forgiven, in light of Sir Thomas’
importance to the military operations of Normandy. The fact that he was now set to
become a wealthy individual is likely to have had a bearing on his new station. On this
occasion, and perhaps for the first time, Sir Thomas applied for letters of protection prior
to returning to France, which were duly issued on 26 August.67 He probably sailed with
the fleet early in October, being joined later that month by at least two men, John de
Cornewaille, chivaler, and Giles atte Hide, who both had letters of protection issued for
service under Sir Thomas on 22 October.68 A week later, on 28 October, Sir Thomas was
placed, alongside fellow captain Thomas Fogg, in charge of the evacuation process within
the Ile-de France, Perche, Chartrain and the Pays de Dreux, as well as at a number of
fortresses in ‘Tivernoys’, namely: Chastelneuf, Beaumont-le-Chartif, Nogent-le-Rotrou
and La Ferte de Ville-Neville.69
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As most of the men placed in charge of the evacuations had, like Sir Thomas, a
vested interest in their designated areas, they proved largely unwilling to deliver up their
fortresses without being paid large ransoms.70 The payments demanded were, at least in
part, arrears of patis already agreed by the surrounding countryside; there was no
question in the captains’ minds that this money had been promised to them and must be
paid before they could consider evacuating. 71 However, at least some of Sir Thomas’ work
appears to have been complete by the stipulated date of February 1361, as pardons were
given to members of his retinue shortly after this date: Alexander, son of John Pirye and
Nicholas Berchere, received theirs in March, and Peter Wynemere of Uppyngham received
his in May.72
Sir Thomas returned to England at around the same time, travelling home to the
midlands sometime prior to 11 June.73 True to a now-recognisable pattern of movement,
he stayed only a short while, arriving back in London before 30 July.74 A final visit to
France was probably already planned as, in December of that year, 1361, twelve fortresses
in Normandy were still to be returned to the French, amongst them Sir Thomas’ fortresses
of Le Neubourg. Sir Thomas demanded fees of 6000 écus before he would evacuate, the
same amount demanded by his fellow captain and commissioner Thomas Fogg, who still
held the neighbouring fortress of d’Auvilliers. Both soldiers were to stubbornly occupy
their fortresses until the full amount was paid.75 Finally, by March 1362, the English
handover was more or less complete, and it can be inferred that Sir Thomas had either
received his payment in full, or had come to some sort of agreement over the remainder.
Although we have no evidence of the fortune accumulated by Sir Thomas’ during
the 1350s and 1360s, Robert Knolles is said to have looted goods worth 500,000 moutons
d’or (about £1000) from Auxerre in 1359 alone, even before he requested a further forty
thousand pearls and forty thousand moutons for the evacuation of the town.76 If Sir
Thomas had access to even a fraction of this type of fortune, and his captaincy of Le
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Neubourg in tandem with the capture of valuable hostages suggests that he did, he may
have returned home an extremely rich man.

A soldier at peace

Sir Thomas’ continuous to-ing and fro-ing between France and England over the course of
1355-1363, as well as years now spent in the saddle travelling around Normandy, must
have acclimatised the soldier to something of an itinerant lifestyle. It is therefore no
surprise that he continued to move around England quite extensively on his return from
war. His whereabouts for much of 1362 are unknown but, on 1 October, he was at
Westminster with a man named Nicholas de Holburn, in order to have a recognisance for
a £100 loan to Kentish knight Sir Thomas Grandison formally enrolled on the Close
Rolls.77 On 5 May 1363 he was again in London, either because he had not left or because
he had returned from elsewhere, making his way to Shrewsbury in Shropshire by 23
June.78 In common with an emerging pattern, the visit was fleeting, and Sir Thomas could
be found in Ightham on 23 September, on which date he purchased lands, thought to
relate to the Mote, from Sir Roger Ashburnham.79 He was still in Kent on 2 October, when
he signed a deed of feoffment to receive a moiety of the manor and advowson of
Warhorse Manor from William Apuldrefeld, yet by 5 December 1363 he was back in
London, where he drew up an indenture of peace with Simon de Newenton, presumably
because the two had been quarrelling. 80 Between 1 October 1362 and 5 December 1363,
then, Sir Thomas had travelled a minimum of 450 miles in England. Given that the
documentary record for the soldier is so sparse and fragmentary, it is likely that the actual
number of journeys far exceeds this amount.
Prior to Sir Thomas’ receipt of Warehorne Manor in October 1363, Sir Thomas had
married Lora Morant, the wealthy daughter and co-heiress of Sir Thomas Moraunt of
Chevening in Kent. His subsequent purchase of Ightham Mote, and the fact that the
indenture with Simon de Newenton on 5 December was in recognisance of the vast sum
of £4,000, indicates that Sir Thomas was by now an extremely wealthy man. As Sir
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Thomas’ insurance was to be levied in Kent on default, it is clear that he was also now
resident in the county, no doubt having made the move on the basis that Lora brought to
the marriage a south-Kent estate including the manors of Hastingleigh and Snave.
With a manorial estate to manage, marriage to a local heiress, and peace with
France, it might be expected that life became more provincial for Sir Thomas from 1364
onwards, and in some respects this appears to have been the case. Lora gave birth to a
son, whom the couple called Robert, in 1365, and no further reference is made to Sir
Thomas in the documentary record throughout that year, suggesting that day-to-day life
was more inward-looking than it had been over the preceding decade. Returning to where
this chapter began, perambulations of the Kent estate were sure to have been ongoing
throughout this time, occasioned by the need for Sir Thomas to both manage his new
manors and to impress upon their tenants and households the quality of his lordship. The
types of record produced by his endeavours were, though, localised and personal to his
household, and left no trace on central administrative rolls.81 Many of the accounts kept
are likely to have been informal and transient, perhaps jotted down for the time being, but
disposed of once the books were balanced, so that there are no records to help inform us
of where Sir Thomas was spending his time, or on what he spent his money. It might be
suspected, though, that the manorial learning curve may have been quite steep for a
soldier from a tailoring shop in Wolverhampton. A trustworthy household providing
good counsel and legal advice would have been essential to Sir Thomas at this time, and
the day-to-day management of the estate as a whole is less likely to have fallen to his
hands than to those of a capable steward.82
Like Sir Edward Dallingridge, who, as mentioned above, sold his midlands
properties in order to buy the manor of Iden and build a castle at Bodiam,83 Sir Thomas
focused on the consolidation of his estate in North West Kent. He used his fortune to
purchase two manors within a day’s ride of Ightham, allowing him to manage them from
the Mote, and vice versa: Basted, in Borough Green, was only four miles north of the
Mote; Crofton, in Orpington, a little over fourteen. The new estate at Crofton lay
equidistant between the Mote and Westminster, and was on the main London to Otford
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road. This manor was, no doubt, an extremely useful staging post for trips to the capital,
which were, as we have already seen, a regular feature of Sir Thomas’ life.
Easy access to the capital had become increasingly important to Sir Thomas’
lifestyle towards the end of the 1360s, as in both 1368 and 1369 he was elected to represent
Kent as a Knight of the Shire. 84 The position was one of great authority, second only in
social significance to the shrievalty, and the ability of a man to effectively control the shire
court, which was made up of major landowners and responsible for electing Knights of
the Shire, is testimony to a powerful local influence. Prominence in local affairs borne of
office holding was a prevalent method of securing the shire court, as evidenced by the
ordinances of 1372, which forbade lawyers and office-holders to be elected as a Knight of
the Shire, and it is therefore unusual that Sir Thomas does not seem to have held office in
Kent following his service as a commissioner of the treaty of Brétigny and prior to his
election as Knight of the Shire. Sir Thomas apparently played no part in the
administration, and therefore politics, of Kent prior to 1368. In his absence from the
documentary record, we might see an indication that Sir Thomas was regularly absent
from England during the mid-1360s, and may well have continued to fight in France as a
member of one of the ‘free’ companies. 85
In all likelihood, it was Sir Thomas’ military notoriety that recommended him to
the position of Knight of the Shire in 1368. Records of the Speaker of the House of
Commons from 1376-1453, examined by Anne Curry, show that, until 1407, all known
speakers were belted knights and most of them had lengthy military careers behind them
prior to their appointment. The majority of the rest of the Knights of the Shire were also
active soldiers, many of whom knew one another from their service in the same
campaigns, and their military experiences were to prove essential to the evolution of the
Commons over three generations of constant war.86 At a time when the re-opening of war
with France was looking increasingly likely, it is unsurprising that Sir Thomas, so recently
successful in Normandy, would be elected to represent his county. He accordingly lodged
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in London whilst parliament was in session between 1-21 May 1368 and 3-11 June 1369.87
By August 1369, Sir Thomas’ affiliation with life in London had become even more
pronounced, as the result of his appointment to the court of Edward III as a household
knight. 88
By this time, King Edward’s advancing years had resulted in withdrawal from
many of his usual ceremonial and military activities to the informality and seclusion of his
lesser residences in the southeast.89 His household had accordingly become, through the
course of the 1360s, more intimate than that of the preceding decade. 90 An entourage, or
private familia, of around sixty personal attendants still accompanied him on his travels,
but the wardrobe accounts of 1360-1377, examined by Chris Given-Wilson, reveal that the
knights of his household numbered only around half a dozen.91 Sir Thomas’ name is not
among this select group, the ‘heart’ of the king’s affinity,92 and it seems likely that he
received a position in Edward III’s household only after the country was put on a warfooting following the gathering of parliament in June 1369. The number of household
knights swelled to fifty-seven during this time as campaign preparations began,93 but only
six received, in addition to a ten mark annual fee, an allowance of eight marks for robes
and shoes in the king’s livery. 94 The majority of Edward’s household knights were
evidently, in 1369 at least, less his personal attendants and more his royal retinue. Despite
a less intimate relationship between Sir Thomas and the king than might have been
hoped, the knight’s appointment to the royal household was a great honour, and it can be
expected to have re-focused his life towards London from 1369 onwards. The imminent
arrival of war, on the other hand, meant that Sir Thomas would begin to look, once again,
to life on the continent.
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It was around this time that Sir Thomas’ wife, Lora, gave birth to a second son,
whom she named Thomas after his father.95 There can have been no hope, though, that the
knight would be able to return to Ightham to spend time with his young family because,
on the last day of Parliament, 11 June 1369, Edward resumed the title of ‘King of England
and France’: an official statement of war. The very next day Sir Thomas received Letters of
Protection and Attorney for service in France.96

Back to war

Many of the king’s greatest captains, who had brought about the English successes of the
preceding decade, were by this time retired, and it was Edward III’s younger son, John of
Gaunt, Duke of Lancaster, and the Earls of Warwick and Hereford who were to assume
the greatest part of responsibility for captaining the army setting out to Calais in 1369.
Gaunt’s army crossed the channel at the end of the July; however the death of Queen
Philippa on 15 July resulted in Edward’s abandonment of the second army, which was
already gathered at Sandwich awaiting its royal commander.97 Musters therefore
continued under the command of the Earl of Warwick, who accompanied Edward’s
household army, as well as a number of war veterans, to Calais in around the second
week of September.98 It was for service with the second army that Sir Thomas had been
contracted, and he seems to have crossed to France on, or shortly after, 15 September.99
Together, the armies of Warwick and Gaunt undertook a chevauchée through the Pays de
Caux. In October 1369 Sir Thomas was at Bolbec, thirty kilometers east of Harfleur, in the
company of Gaunt.
A letter written in 1376 by a Frenchman called Guillaume le Cordier provides a
valuable description of Sir Thomas’ conduct during this chevauchée, recalling a meeting
that took place in the autumn of 1369.100 At this time, Cordier had discovered that Sir
Thomas and his men had taken possession of three of his houses in the hamlet of
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Étienville, near Harfleur.101 Cordier paid Sir Thomas the sum of 70 francs in protection
monies on the condition that, when the army left, his property would be spared from fire.
However, when he returned to his home after the English army had moved off, he found
the houses razed to the ground. Knowing that the Duke of Lancaster's army was now at
Bolbec, Cordier rode there in order to complain. He met with Sir Thomas to put forward
his protestations about the soldier’s immoral conduct but, unfortunately for the
Frenchman, his horse was stolen from him during the meeting. Cordier was subsequently
forced to purchase a mare from English army at a cost of 2 francs so that he was able to
ride back to his destroyed home, elderly father, children, and pregnant wife. The English
soldiers were, though, little better off than this desultory figure: many of them were sick
with dysentery and others would soon die of bubonic plague whilst on the march. Those
healthy enough to continue to Harfleur spent just four days contemplating a siege of the
harbour town before turning back to Calais, where they arrived in mid-November, much
diminished by numerous skirmishes along the way and many more deaths from
disease.102
Sir Thomas survived the episode, yet there is only one record of him between the
end of 1369 and the summer of 1370: an entry in the Issue Rolls of Thomas de
Brantingham, the High Treasurer, which details a payment “by the hands of Sir Thomas
Kowune, Knight, in discharge of £78 18s. ½d. due to the same Thomas, in the wardrobe
aforesaid, for the wages of himself, his men at arms and archers, in the war.”103 The
amount was most probably an instalment due to Sir Thomas for his retinue in Gaunt’s
army, though no further details are recorded. However, the record illustrates that Sir
Thomas was in London to receive the payment in early February. Without further
evidence, it is not possible to know where Sir Thomas was between this time and the
summer of 1370, though it might be expected that, in the same way that he had returned
from port to London, and from London to the midlands, following campaigns in his
younger days, he would have journeyed home to the Mote, or perhaps to another of his
Kent manors. His estates would have required his oversight following his four-month
absence, and his newborn son can be presumed to have been at home with Lora and her
household in Kent.
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Home life did not continue for long as, on 6 May 1370, a royal proclamation was issued
requesting:
‘…that all men-at-arms and archers who wish to be conveyed beyond the seas in
the retinue of Sir Robert de Knolles and other faithful persons of the Lord the
King, in the king’s service, shall equip themselves, and hasten to Southampton,
at the King’s charge’.104
Edward III had been planning this expedition since the moment Sir Thomas and his
fellow English troops had arrived back in the country the previous year. The choice of
Sir Robert Knolles as commander was, though, a highly unusual move; humble roots
would ordinarily have precluded a man from a position of such distinction. However,
the new campaign was planned as a great chevauchée designed to mentally and
emotionally undermine the French and further destabilise the house of Valois, rather
than as a traditional campaign with territorial gains at its heart. This type of warfare
was Knolles’ forté: so notorious were his actions during the 1350s and 60s that
burned-out buildings became known as ‘Knolly’s mitres’ in northern France. For
draining the French people’s spirits, as well as coffers, Knolles was a natural choice.105
Yet no great magnate could be expected to serve under a ‘new man’ like
Knolles. The commander was accordingly authorised to gather his own army, to pay
them wages and double regard for thirteen weeks from the chancery, and then
become self-funding through the plunder and profits of continental war.106 It was
probably as a result of envisaged leadership difficulties, or perhaps on account of
recruitment issues, that, on 13 June, Knolles sealed contracts with three cocommanders: Sir Thomas Grandison, Sir John Bourchier and Sir Alan Buxhill.107 On 1
July all four men were appointed by the king as his lieutenants in France, and on 5
July each swore an oath that they would make decisions collectively and keep the
army together.108 Each commander made their own sub-contracts with whatever
captains they could muster, and Sir Thomas accordingly received Letters of Protection
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on 30 June 1370, and again on 11 July.109 The reason for the reissue is not clear, though
it may reflect restructuring within the army.
Sir Thomas was one of the more experienced captains to have joined Knolles in
this army yet he, too, was, made to swear an oath before the king, along with twelve
other captains. The men sealed an obligation for allegiance with the following words:
'we and all our company will stay at the side of the [army commanders] and lodge as
close in as possible, out of danger from the enemy and as the harbingers of the host
shall ordain.'110 It is clear that there was a certain amount of anxiety surrounding the
cohesion of Knolles' campaign, and with good reason: first, political and military
authority was predicated upon social status and so, in lacking social gravitas, Knolles
also lacked the necessary clout to command an army; second, the army seems to have
been showing signs of unruly behaviour even before departure, possibly as the result
of a number of ‘diverses gentz de religione eschapez et apostates et ensement
plusours larounes et robbers de diverses gaioles’.111
On 26 June the gathering army was informed that the fleet was to depart out of
Winchelsea and Rye, rather than Southampton. The troops who had gradually been
assembling at Southampton were forced to travel overland, along the coast, to the new
muster centre at Winchelsea, where those who had not deserted on the way gathered to
wait for further instructions.112 The 100 mile journey would have taken the company at
least three days, assuming that 30 to 40 miles could be covered during daylight hours. The
resulting army mustered in mid-to-late July in Winchelsea and Rye.113 Sir Thomas had
been issued a prest of £300 in the same month in anticipation of the costs of heading a
retinue of 120 men-at-arms and 180 mounted archers. This was one of the largest retinues
to muster in 1370, and stands testament to Sir Couen’s ability to mobilise a wide social
network when required.114
The 4,000-strong army landed in Calais in the first week of August before
proceeding to undertake a grand scale chevauchée on the model of the Reims campaign of
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1359. Protection money, food and ransoms were demanded from the French as the army
progressed towards Paris, burning villages and towns as they went. Gathered outside on
the south-east of the capital, Knolles’ army waited for a fight but, being denied one on
account of Charles V’s orders not to engage, they proceeded to burn the Parisian suburbs
before splitting into two columns, the first moving into lower Normandy and the second
into Sir Thomas’ old haunt, the Ile de France.115 As winter approached, the English
commanders began to argue amongst themselves over their next course of action, and
Knolles, aware that the English were becoming trapped in a French pincer, decided to
march into Brittany and out of harms way. He took with him those companies amenable
to his command, as well as his own personal contingent of around 600 soldiers, leaving
the rest of the army to decide own fates.116 Those that stayed in the vicinity of Pontvallain
splintered further into three contingents, one commanded by Sir Thomas Grandison and
Sir Thomas Calvely, a second by Sir Walter Fitzwalter, and a third by Sir John
Minsterworth.
In the event, Knolles’ instinct was proven right: the English were ambushed by
French forces captained by Bertrand du Guesclin, resulting in the slaughter of the forces of
Grandison at Pontvallain and those of Fitzwalter at the nearby citadel of Vaas. When
survivors attempted to make their way across the Loire towards Auvergne and Bordeaux,
many were pinned at the walls of Bressuire in Poitou and massacred. Meanwhile,
Minsterworth’s forces managed to make their way to Brittany, but on attempting to return
to England they found themselves trapped at Saint-Mathieu where only two boats were
able to offer safe passage, and only to those who could pay. The many soldiers left behind
were killed by the French on the beaches.117 How Sir Thomas was able to survive the
disaster of 1370 is unknown, and it might be suspected that he was one of those captains
who had left with Knolles when he marched west into Brittany. Knolles and Sir Thomas
had spent a good deal of time operating together during the late 1350s and early 60s, and
it is quite probable that the men had a professional and social connection that would have
caused Sir Thomas to remain loyal to his commander when he left for Brittany. 118 If so,
this connection may have saved Sir Thomas’ life.
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Many of the men involved in Knolles' campaign were said to have been broken by
their experiences, as well as their time in French prisons and the ruinous ransoms
demanded of them after their defeat. 119 Sir Thomas, though, appears to have emerged
from the ordeal largely unscathed, and was possibly still in France in May 1371, when a
mercer named William de Somerford was issued letters of protection in his service.120 Sir
Thomas may have been involved with Gaunt in the principality of Aquitaine at this time,
which had been entrusted to the Duke by his elder brother, the Prince of Wales, towards
the end of 1370. Gaunt appointed Eustace d’Aubricourt his lieutenant in Limousin with
English captain Walter Hewitt as his assistant. Hewitt appears to have been a professional
soldier, who fought in Brittany in 1345, commanded a ‘free company’ in France through
the 1350s-1360s, and accompanied the Black Prince and Gaunt to Najera in 1367. He also
captained a retinue in 1369 before joining Gaunt in Gascony in 1370-1. On 15-16
November 1371, both Hewitt and Sir Thomas were issued letters of attorney for service in
France.121 The occasion is likely to have been Gaunt’s installation of a number of English
contractors in the marches of Poitou before he departed for England. Hewitt, certainly,
was organising an association of captains to control Montcountor in the northern Marches
of Poitou at the time the letters of attorney were issued.122 Sir Thomas was likely one such
captain.
Sir Thomas was back in England in early 1372, and was present at Westminster in
February, when Edward III drew up contracts at with a number of captains for a royal
expedition to France later that year.123 On 25 February Sir Thomas attached his seal to an
indenture detailing that he would captain a retinue in Edward’s army, to include eighty
archers and thirty nine men at arms, two of which were described as compaignons
chevaliers and the rest as esquires. The contract provided for the payment of Sir Thomas’
mens’ war wages at the customary rates of 6d. per day for archers, 12d for esquires and 2s.
for knights. In addition, half a year’s regard was to be paid to Sir Thomas for himself, his
companions and esquires at double the customary rate in advance of arrival at port, with
subsequent payments each quarter. Restoration for the loss of horses during the voyage
was explicitly precluded.124 The following fortnight, on 8 March, Sir Thomas received
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prests from the exchequer for the advance wages and regard of forty men at arms.125 It was
probably as a result of his preoccupation with war preparations that Sir Thomas was
absent from court in March, when a plea was entered against carpenter John Deye by
attorney Thomas Pathorn, in Sir Thomas’ stead, for undertaking negligent repairs at the
watermill in Ightham.126
The fulfilment of Sir Thomas’ service with the indentured retinue is evidenced by
the survival of records of payments in the Issue Rolls and a single vadia guerre account,
which together provide a full account of Sir Thomas’ period of service and receipt of
payments in agreement with the indenture.127 According to these accounts, Sir Thomas
received bi-monthly instalments of £155 11s., £166 13s 4d. and £210 19s. 8d. on 14 May, 17
July, and either 16 August or 1 Sept, respectively.128 On 6 and 7 August Sir Thomas
received letters of attorney and protection in London before travelling to the port of
Sandwich.129 He arrived three days later, on 9 August, from which date the wages of both
he and his retinue began to be paid.130 However, he returned to his home at Ightham Mote
almost immediately, and was in Ightham on 14 August in order to seal a deed of feoffment
and testamentary will, surrounded by his closest friends and family.131 On either 16
August or 1 September Sir Thomas was back in London to receive his last instalment of
the above-mentioned payments,132 and was in Sandwich once more by 6 September, ready
for embarkation. In an ironic twist of fate, the fleet failed to make headway in adverse
winds, just as it had on Sir Thomas’ first expedition in 1355, and he failed to make it off
the ship alive, dying on 26 September. 133 The cause of his death is unknown, but
conditions aboard the ships during the month spent onboard are likely to have been
crowded and insanitary. Dysentery was an ever-present curse of medieval armies, and it is
quite possible that it was this illness which carried Sir Thomas away.
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How representative of fourteenth-century gentry males was Sir Thomas' busy and
metropolitan lifestyle? Very, suggest the exploits of the esquire and the knight described
by Geoffrey Chaucer, who had been been ‘somtyme in chyvachie in Flanders, in Artoys,
and Picardie’134 and across Europe, Africa and Asia, respectively.135 The list of places
mentioned in relation to Chaucer’s knight may be idealised and notional,136 but
corroboration can be found in depositions given by members of the military community
during the proceedings of the famous chivalric case of Scrope v. Grosvenor over the course
of 1385-7. Many of the deponents, who provided evidence of the legitimacy of the
protagonists right to bear the disputed arms azure a bend or, reminisced about their travels
to eastern Europe, North Africa and the Middle east, as well as to Spain, France, Scotland
and Ireland.137 The foundation of the great majority of these travels, as well as those
described during the two lesser-known chivalric cases of Lovel v. Morely (argent a lion
rampant sable crowned and armed or, c.1386) and Grey v. Hastings (or a manche gules, c.1408),
was ‘war with the host’, most often performed in Scotland, France, or Ireland.138 Yet the
eight hundred or so deponents brought before the Court of Chivalry in these cases were a
mere fraction of the soldiers who regularly undertook ‘far journeys’ in search of military
adventure: almost 250,000 ‘units of service’, equating to many hundreds of thousands of
individuals, have been evidenced from the muster rolls, letters of protection and attorney,
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and garrison records surviving from 1369-1453, illustrating that regular travel abroad was
a common theme of life for the majority of fourteenth-century English soldiers.139
Although Sir Thomas was dead by the time of the Scrope v Grosvenor case, and his
military career had already peaked and waned by the early 1370s, the men whose
information is captured by both the depositions and the ‘Soldier in later medieval
England’ project were his colleagues and friends. In fact Sir Thomas’ closest friend and
successor at the Mote, James Peckham, provided evidence for Sir Richard Scrope’s right to
bear the arms azure a bend or, summarising that he had begun his armed service in 1359
with Edward III in France, when he had stood before Paris in his king’s great host. The
memories of these men clustered often around John of Gaunt, in addition to the Black
Prince and Edward III, as well might Sir Thomas’ stories had he lived to give evidence.
These were the adventures with great lords that had shaped the fortunes and identities of
hundreds of soldiers and the memory of them was, as Joel Rosenthal describes, “worth
taking off the shelf and passing around”.140

Sir Thomas in absentia

Records of Sir Thomas’ over the course of the 1350s, 60s and early 70s describe, then, a
lifestyle inextricably linked to war in France and to regular travels - a lifestyle shared by
his fellow soldiers and adventurers. Conversely, evidence of Sir Thomas in Kent, and
particularly at the Mote, is sparse. This lacunae may be interpreted as a reflection of a
military career taking place at a distance from the Mote, from Kent, and even from
England, yet the events of 1372 provide a glimpse of another life: from employing
139

A database of names and service dates has been made available online through the website of
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carpenters at the Mote mill to nipping home from port to sign documents in his chamber,
it is clear that Sir Thomas was often at the Mote, and that he was intimately involved with
his estate.
Looking to the better-recorded deeds of Sir Thomas’ successor at the Mote, James
Peckham, we find ample evidence of involvement in Kent’s affairs throughout the 1370s,
80s and 90s as a commissioner, tax surveyor and collector, justice of the peace, and fivetimes Knight of the Shire, as well as its sheriff in 1379, 1380, 1388 and 1389.141 We also find
glimpses of Sir Thomas’ home life through Peckham’s own attachment to the family, to
whom he was undoubtedly a strong father figure following his marriage to Lora, Sir
Thomas’ widow. In March 1392, for example, Peckham came to the rescue of Sir Thomas’
elder son, Robert Couen, who had been imprisoned in the Tower of London for
attempting to kill his wife, Margaret, by throwing her down an old well. Together with his
great friend, John de Kirkby, Peckham mainperned body for body to have Robert before
the king’s council for sentencing the following Easter, enabling his step-son to be freed in
the interim.142 Peckham also played a paternal role in the life of Sir Thomas’ daughter
Alice, acting as her feoffee, as well as a mainpernor, trustee, and suitor at court for her first
husband, Richard Charles.143 Although we cannot be sure that Sir Thomas would have
reached the political and social heights of Peckham had he lived longer, in the latter man’s
dealings with the Couen children, we might see the shadow of Sir Thomas’ own family
life.
That Sir Thomas’ visits home left so little trace on the documentary record is a
great pity, but it is also an indication that, within the world of this busy, metropolitan
soldier, the Mote was a personal space. In answer to the question of how far Sir Thomas’
life was focused upon his home, it is clear that, during times of war, Ightham was
conveniently located, allowing him to return home for business even whilst mustering
troops at port, but it was also a place where essential social connections, family
obligations and manorial administrations took place. The Mote was therefore a vital focus
of the administration of Sir Thomas’ career and daily life, yet it was in a way that was so
firmly set apart from the machinations of central government, so unofficial and mundane,
that it has become all but invisible to the historian.
141

‘Peckham, James (d.1400), of Yaldham in Wrotham and Hadlow, Kent’, The history of Parliament:
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Chapter Three
Life at the Mote

‘Elenge is the halle, ech day in the wike,
Ther the lord ne the lady like nought to sitte'1

The house that provided a home to Sir Thomas Couen in between his regular trips to
France, the midlands and London was an important personal space, a quiet escape from
some of the burdens of a soldier’s life, yet it is not immediately clear how the Mote
augmented and enabled his desired gentry lifestyle. It is therefore important to look not
only at the architectural elements of the building, but at its material culture and at the
lifestyle and household it was capable of supporting.
As discussed above, in Chapter One, separation of living space was one of the
driving forces behind the Mote’s architectural design: this fourteenth-century house was
not simply an open hall developed piecemeal to create new spaces, but a house planned to
offer segregation of space from the outset. Thus the Mote was, from its very conception,
intended to stage a particular type of lifestyle or habitus that was predicated upon the
presence and audience of a household, yet simultaneously designed to control the
movement of that presence around the house.
In their desire for a separation of living space the Mote owners were not alone:
Langland’s Piers Plowman describes the declining attraction of the hall in the eyes of the
wealthy, and the surviving gentry houses of England similarly tell, through their changing
spatial trends, the story of a profound renegotiation between the lord and his household
during the fourteenth century. That renegotiation is represented in the archaeological
record by an increasing prevalence of smaller, more private spaces appended to Great
Halls, and it is sufficiently widespread and well-attested to provide convincing evidence
of the potency of a new mentality focused on withdrawal and personal space. In its
seclusion in a pocket of the Kentish Weald, then, the woodland-surrounded Mote was a
perfect refuge for a busy soldier, but Sir Thomas’ withdrawal, like that of his king, was not
simply from the ceremony of life on the outside, it was also a withdrawal from his own
household.

1

The vision of Piers Plowman: A complete edition of the B-Text, ed. A.V. C. Schmidt (London, 1978), p.
102.
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The medieval lord’s ‘household’ can be loosely defined as the group of persons
resident in the house of their employer, supplemented with an ‘occasional’ or itinerant
household made up of affiliated individuals. Those members who were resident, rather
than occasional, were largely servants who received food, shelter, and a wage for their
service to the lord.2 It is this group that formed the core of the medieval household and,
accordingly, form the subject of much of this chapter. For the Mote there are,
unfortunately, no domestic accounts akin to those of Sir William Waleys of Glynde in
Sussex, which enable rough but valuable estimates to be made of his household between 2
November 1382 and 10 January 1383.3 A detailed description of the Mote household under
any of its fourteenth-century owners is thus impossible. However, the layout of the ‘below
stairs’ space provides a valuable glimpse into the world of the Mote’s departments, as
does a rich record of local gentry wills in which servants are regularly mentioned. There
are limitations to the use of this evidence: it is difficult, for example, to know what
proportion of a household is named in an individual’s will, or to move from a list of
names to more detailed narratives about the people involved, but, taken together,
something of the size of the Mote household and its relationship with the rooms of the
house can be ascertained.

The Mote household

The starting point for an investigation into medieval households is often the Black Book of
Edward IV, which was written in 1472 in order to describe, or perhaps prescribe, the
duties and responsibilities of the royal household’s servants and attendants. This book
delineates the size of households according to social status, recommending anything up to
240 members for a duke down to as few as ten for an esquire. A knight bachelor worth
£100 per year, the Black Book accordingly suggests, ought to have a household of around
sixteen staff; a more wealthy knight banneret, twenty four. 4

2

For the complexities of the medieval household and the notion of membership see C.M. Woolgar,
The great household in late medieval England (New Haven, 1999). For a close definition of ‘servant’, see
P. J. P. Goldberg, ‘What was a servant?’ in Concepts and Patterns of Service in the Later Middle Ages, ed.
A. Curry and E. Matthew (Woodbridge, 2000), pp. 1-20.
3 ESRO Glynde MS 4B. Estimates of the Waleys household during the accounting period are given
in N. Saul, Scenes, pp.161-2.
4 A. R. Myers (ed.), The household of Edward IV: The Black Book and the ordinances of 1478 (New York,
1959), pp. 107-8, 110, 129-30
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Evidence for the actual, rather than ideal, size of gentry households in the
fourteenth century is highly fragmentary, and although numbers between six and twenty
might be extrapolated from the larger body of fifteenth-century sources, by the latter
period the households of middling gentry appear to have been somewhat larger than in
the previous century.5
The owner of the Mote at around the time the Black Book was compiled was
William Haute, the grandson of Sir Thomas Couen. William came into possession of the
Mote in 1401, the year after the death of his mother, Alice Couen, by asserting at the
assizes of Kent that he was the next heir of his uncle Robert, Sir Thomas' eldest son.6 A
wealthy esquire, William was the lord of Ightham Mote until his death in 1462, during
which time he appears to have held a household somewhat larger than the royal ‘ideal’ of
ten.7 In his will, William left monetary gifts to a long list of men and women, twenty-one
of whom can be inferred as representing attendants or household servants.8 Although no
indication is given of their respective roles, some idea of their relative statuses can be seen
from the variation in amounts bequeathed. Of those named by William, five men received
13s. 4d. and another seven 6s. 8d. Three women received exactly half the amount of the
latter group, 3s. 4d., indicating that the sum was calculated with reference to that of men
of the same station. The smallest amounts were bequeathed to five male servants, three of
whom received 2s. and two less than 20d. At the other end of the spectrum one man, John
Savage, received 20s.; a good deal more than any other person.
The repetition of particular sums of money indicates that William’s household ran
according to a hierarchy of servants occupying at least three, possibly four, stations, at the
head of which stood Savage. Some idea of the ranks involved can be gained from the will
of Sir Philip St Clere of West Aldham in Ightham, who died in 1406 and left bequests to
three specified groups of servants as follows: “to each of his esquires and gentlemen and

5

P.W. Fleming, ‘Household servants of the Yorkist and early Tudor gentry, 1460-1560’, in Early
Tudor England: Proceedings of the 1987 Harlaxton Symposium, ed. D. Williams (Woodbridge, 1989), pp.
19-36; J. Kirby, ‘Gentry households and the concept of service in the later Middle Ages’, Medieval
Life 9 (1998), pp. 25-9; C.M. Woolgar, The great household, passim; C. Given-Wilson, The English
Nobility in the Late Middle Ages (London, 1987), p. 90.
6 TNA JUST 1/1512 mm. 28-30 as cited in ‘Haute, William (d.1462), of Bishopsbourne, Kent’, The
History of Parliament: the House of Commons 1386-1421, ed. J.S. Roskell, L. Clark and C. Rawcliffe
(1993-) [http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1386-1421/member/hautewilliam-1462 accessed 1 Mar 2015]
7 Like many esquires of the fifteenth century, William Haute was wealthy enough that he would
probably have been dubbed had he been alive a century earlier. Nonetheless, his household in 1462
exceeded the ideal for even a belted knight, let alone an esquire.
8 KHLC PRC 32/2, ff. 79d-80.
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women, 26s. 8d.; to each valet, 20s.; to each garcioni, 10s”.9 The same pattern can be seen in
the will of another Kent knight, Sir John de Kryel of Westernhangar, who left bequests to
his servants on his death in 1376 as follows: “Roger Eybrightone, 10 marcs; each woman in
statu gentile serving me, 40s.; each ex famuliaribus meis de statu vallet in hospicio meo
deservientibus, 20s.; each garcioni, 6s. 8d.”10 The hierarchy of gentle and non-gentle servants
reflected in the wills of these gentry members finds a precedence in contemporary
household books, which describe four ranks of squires, yeomen or valets, grooms and
pages. A parallel can also seen in the households of the nobility, as demonstrated by that
of Edward Stafford, the third Duke of Buckingham, whose household in 1507-8 was made
up of groups of gentle servants (gentiles), valets (valecti), and grooms (garciones).11 Within
the household of William Haute, then, it is likely that the five men receiving the higher
amount of 13s. 4d. could be considered gentle servants, whilst the five men and three
women receiving 6s. 8d. and 3s. 4d., respectively, are likely to have been valets, leaving the
five men receiving the lowest amounts as a probable mixture of grooms and pages. John
Savage may have been paid a larger sum as a favoured or higher-ranked attendant, and it
is quite probable that he was an esquire, as a Sir John Savage is later found serving
Richard II in Kent, having been grated the Kent manor of Nettlestead and the custody and
marriage of a local Kentish minor named Thomas Culpepper.12
A similar stratification of ranks can be found in the will of James Peckham, who
held the Mote as a feoffee of Sir Thomas Couen in 1372. Peckham subsequently became its
owner when he married Sir Thomas’ widow, Lora Moraunt, sometime prior to 1377.13 His
will, which was drawn up on 12 May 1400 and revisited with a codicil on 30 September of
the same year, lists the names of twelve servants, each of whom was bequeathed a gift.14
The largest gift, 100s., went to the most important of these servants, Thomas Conk, who
was listed as Peckham’s chamberlain. Conk’s wife, Johan, also seems to have been a
member of the Peckham household, as she was bequeathed a quarter of wheat and a
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LPL Reg. Arundel 1, f. 254.
LPL Reg. Sudbury, f. 96.
11 C.M. Woolgar, The great household, pp. 15-21, 31-2, 40-1, 162-4.
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Sweetinburgh (Woodbridge, 2010), p. 263-4.
13 Peckham was named as Lora Moraunt’s husband in 1377 when the couple pleaded a case of
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is probable that the marriage took place in 1374, at which time a group of Kent and London men
attempted to taken seisin of Hastingleigh, possibly on the terms of Sir Thomas’ will, which stated
that Lora should only have wardship of his heirs and their estates if she remained a widow: BL
Harley Charter 49.B.42.
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cheese. Under Conk were Laurence Eyton, who supervised the will, and Hugh Frentor,
both of whom received 40s., as well as six servants receiving 20s., one of whom, Jenicus,
was described as Peckham’s personal attendant. Beneath this group of men were two
servants receiving the smallest amounts: 13s. 4d, for the male servant, John Bechet, and
half as much for his female counterpart, Katherine Fraunceys. The amounts bequeathed
by Peckham to his servants fall, like those bequeathed by William Haute, into a regular
pattern, suggesting that his household was made up of a chamberlain of gentle birth, two
additional gentle servants, six valets and two grooms. In addition, Peckham bequeathed
3s. 4d. to each of his ‘forencis at Aldham and Goldsmythes’, indicating that he kept a
‘riding household’, who accompanied him when moving between residences, as well as
on travels for business. Their number is not stated; however four surviving contracts
drawn up between 1389-91 by Thomas Mowbray, Earl of Nottingham, indicate that it was
usual for a knight to travel with one or two valets, one of whom was generally a
chamberlain, and perhaps a groom as well.15 Of Peckham’s household members, both
Laurence Eyton and William atte Hothe can be found accompanying their lord around
Kent in order to act as his signatory in at least one land conveyance, indicating that these
two men may have been part of his riding household. 16
An overview of the servants receiving gifts from James Peckham and William
Haute suggests that the household of the Mote in the mid-fifteenth century would have
been twice the size of the fourteenth-century household, in keeping with a general trend
for fifteenth-century households to be larger than their fourteenth century equivalents.
However, there is no way to know how each man chose which members of his household
to include in his will, and who to omit, and so this type of comparative analysis can only
ever provide a loose guide to size and structure. Correlations are, though, present in the
proportions of gentle and non-gentle members alluded to in each will. In the will of James
Peckham the proportion of servants of gentle rank was between 27% and 33%, depending
on whether Thomas Conk’s wife can be included, whilst in the will of William Haute the
proportion was 28% (Table 1).
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M. Jones and S. Walker, eds., ’Private indentures for life service in peace and war: 1278-1476’,
Camden Miscellany XXXII, 5th series, 3 (1994), pp. 88, 107-12, 117.
16 The deed was for lands in Wrotham from John Blakesole to Roger Digge, Stephen Norton and
James de Peckham, with signatories including Laurence Eyton, and William atte Hothe:
’Miscellanea’, AC 10 (1876), p. 323.
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Table 1. Conjectural members and household structure of Ightham Mote in 1400 and 1462

Chamberlain
Gentle servants

Valets

Grooms

1400

1462

Thomas Conk

John Savage

Lawrence Eyton
Hugh Frentor
Johan Conk?

William Curthorpe
Robert Downham
John Stephen
Johanna Cotnor
Roger Uswold

Robert Fraunceys
Jenicus
John Carter
John Honte
William atte Hothe
John Kyng

John Kember
Richard Bedford
John Hokeday
Henry Stapyll
Philip Dowpers
Thomas Page
John Bayfield
Margaret Foster
Alice Style
Katheryne Knight

John Bechet
Katherine Fraunceys

Thomas Markeday
John Pounde
William at Wode

Pages
Total

John Andrew
Robert Morris
12
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The size and complexity of a medieval household was undoubtedly linked to the social
and economic status of its lord, but it was also highly dependent upon the capacity and
design of the house.17 Numerous wills made by Kentish knights and esquires during the
mid-to-late fourteenth century provide valuable details about the roles of the servants
within their households; material relevant to a deeper understanding of the operation of
the Mote. Sir Nicholas de Loveyn, for example, named seventeen servants in his will of
1375. Amongst those who received gifts were “Isabell the mistress of my children”, “Sir
Elys my priest”, “William Basal my clerk”, “Bette, valet of Aubray de Veer”, “the nurse”,
“Thomas Gardyner” and “Thomas of the Stable”.18 Thomas Culpepper, who attended
17

See C.M. Woolgar, The great household, passim; P. W. Fleming, ‘Household servants of the Yorkist
and early Tudor gentry’, in Early Tudor England: Proceedings of the 1987 Harlaxton Symposium, ed. D.
Williams (Woodbridge 1989), pp. 19-36; J. Kirby, ‘Gentry households and the concept of service in
the later Middle Ages’, Medieval Life 9 (1998), pp. 25-9.
18 LPL reg. Sudbury, f. 86.
!124

parliament as a Knight of the Shire of Kent with Sir Thomas Couen in 1368, likewise left
bequests to individual servants including his cook, butler, baker, parker, and ‘petite
chaumberer’, as well as gifts to an unknown number of grooms, pages and ‘hynes’. 19
Cooks, priests and chaplains, personal attendants and stable hands are among those
servants most often mentioned in the Kent wills during this period, suggesting that these
servants, in particular, were highly valued, staple members of the Kent gentry
household.20 The departments reflected by these bequests can largely be broken down into
the kitchen (and offices), chamber, hall, chapel and stables; departments which closely
reflect the departments seen in noble households of the period (Plate 19).21

19. A cook prepares meat for the table whilst a butler pours drinks from flagons into
cups at a separate table. Three servants carry food to the table on platters and in bowls.
From the Luttrell Psalter, c. 1320-45 [BL Add. MS 42,130, f. 207]

The presence of the above-mentioned departments at the Mote can largely be inferred
from architectural and archaeological evidence of the division of the house’s space into
multiple chambers, in addition to the Great Hall, Chapel, kitchen, pantry and buttery. On
the other hand, archaeological investigation of the Mote grounds has not yet been
undertaken, and so there is no evidence available of any stabling at the Mote during the
fourteenth or fifteenth centuries. However, horses were a vital part of any gentry

19

LPL reg. Chichele 1, f. 403.
For example, and in addition to the above: LPL Reg. Arundel 1, f. 242 (William de Makenade);
LPL Reg. Arundel 1, f. 243 (William Rykel); LPL reg. Chichele 1, f. 403 (Thomas Culpepper); LPL
Reg. Langham, f. 121 (William Vaus); LPL Reg. Sudbury, f. 80 (John Digge); LPL Reg. Sudbury, f. 79
(Thomas de St. Nicholas).
21 For the size, structure and servants of noble households see C.M. Woolgar, The great household,
pp. 9-45.
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residence as they provided the main method of transportation. It might be expected that a
knightly house like the Mote would have required a number of palfreys, or riding horses,
for the lord and his riding household of 2-3 men, as well as a similar number of riding
horses for the lady and her personal attendants. In addition, a knight like Sir Thomas may
have had a small number of coursers, used for hunting, and perhaps a destrier - a
valuable war horse - at certain times. Numerous pack or cart horses, used when the
household was moving between residences, would also have been housed in the lord’s
stable. A rough estimate for the number of horses kept at the Mote would therefore be
between fifteen and twenty, which seems a viable number given that the far greater
household of Hugh de Audley, 1st Earl of Gloucester and his wife, Margaret de Clare,
stabled as many as 40 horses for themselves and their household in 1320.22
We can infer that Sir Thomas’ household, like those of Peckham, Haute and the
esquires and knights of mid- to late-fourteenth century Kent, would have been made up
of a stratified group of gentle and non-gentle servants whose responsibilities were aligned
to specific departments within the house. By populating the known fourteenth-century
spaces of the Mote (kitchen and offices, hall, chamber, chapel, stables and ancillary
buildings) with the specific members of staff that would have been essential to the routine
running of each space, we arrive at a household of around seventeen members (Table 2).
In reaching this number, certain assumptions have been made, namely: that the roles of
butler and pantler would be undertaken by a single member of staff in a small house like
the Mote, that the stables would need a minimum of four pairs of hands, and that a
steward would be in residence on occasion. As the house was also home to at least three
young children (Robert, Thomas and Alicia) during the early 1370s, it has also been
assumed that both a wet nurse and a childminder would have been in residence at this
time.23
The number falls between the size of the households suggested for James Peckham
and William Haute, neither of which estimate can be considered to be more than a rough
inference, but finds a parallel in the contemporary knightly households of Sir Nicholas de
Loveyn at Penshurst in c.1375,24 and Sir William Waleys at Glynde in 1382-3. 25
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ibid, p. 190.
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Interestingly, the number of servants predicted using this method is also essentially that
specified by the Black Book as the ideal for a knight. A household of seventeen is thus a
viable, though speculative, proposal for the Mote during the mid- to late-fourteenth
century.

Table 2. Conjectural household structure of Sir Thomas Couen in c. 1370
Space

Department

Population

Servants

Kitchens and offices

Kitchen

Cook
Baker

1
1

Pantry

Pantler

½

Buttery

Butler

½

Office chamber

Reeve

1

Main chamber

Sir Thomas
Chamberlain
Personal attendant

1
1

Lora Moraunt
Maiden
Personal attendant

1
1

Robert
Thomas
Alicia
Wet nurse
Minder

1
1

Solar block/garderobe

Second chamber

Third chamber

Chapel

Chapel

Clerk

1

Stables*

Stables

Avenar
Stablehand
Carter/stablehand

1
2
1

Gatehouse

Chamber

Steward

1

Hall

Porter
Steward’s household

1
17

Sources and notes
The table gives an estimate for the population of each part of Ightham Mote in c. 1370
based on family members known from the documentary record, the types of residential
rooms ascertained from the physical and archaeological remains of the house, and the
minimum number and roles of servants expected to service each of the Mote’s residential
spaces according contemporary custom.
Non-household members of the population are denoted in italics.
* Archaeological investigation of the Mote grounds has not yet been undertaken, but
stables were a vital part of any gentry residence. The department has therefore been
included here.
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Spacial control and social stratification: material culture at the Mote

The circulation pattern of the Mote’s servants would have been largely predicated upon
their respective departments; however the area common to all members of the household
was the public forum of the Great Hall (Fig. 8). This room was undoubtedly the largest
and lightest at the Mote, and it was probably also the warmest, as sooty roof timbers and
the pegholes of a (lost) louvre evidence that the hall was originally heated by a central
open hearth.26 The presence of an open hearth, long after the knowledge and skill to build
a chimneyed fireplace was available, has been interpreted by Matthew Johnson as an
indication that visible roof structures were of paramount importance to the context of the
social space below; a justifiable inference given the social significance of the room.27 For it
was here, in the open space of the Great Hall, that the whole Mote household gathered on
a daily basis, and where every social relationship could, and would, be measured against
the others.
Transparency of rank and order was thus a central tenant of any hall, and the
Mote’s was carefully designed to engender and maintain these relationships through its
layout and architectural cues. Evidence of the process of control and stratification is
apparent immediately on stepping over the threshold of the majority of halls with
surviving screens passages.28 Unfortunately, no screens passage survives at the Mote to
help gain an idea of what the ceremony of this hall was and, on first sight, it would
appear that the Mote hall may never have had a screens passage. The position of the usual
answering door to the main entrance, which would have provided access to the screens
passage from the kitchen courtyard, is currently occupied by a lancet window. The
window is an original fourteenth-century feature, leading to doubt about the placement of
a screens passage here. However, the window does not look to be in its original position,
and the wall around it has been badly damaged and subsequently rebuilt.29 Changes
were certainly made to this wall during a Tudor refit, when a fireplace was inserted over
the top of an original window. It is possible that the window frame was moved to its
current position at this time, drastically changing the circulation pattern of the original
room.
26

A. Emery, Greater medieval houses, iii, p. 358.
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M. Johnson, Housing culture: Traditional architecture in an English landscape (Washington D.C, 1993),
pp. 53-7.
28 Examples of publicly accessible gentry houses with surviving screens passages can be found at
Penshurst Place, Kent, and Fiddlesford Manor, Dorset.
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A. Emery, Greater medieval houses, iii, p. 358.
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Communal forum (Great Hall)
- Clerk

- Lora Moraunt
- Maiden
- Attendant
- Wet nurse
- Childminder

- Sir Thomas
- Chamberlain
- Attendant

- Reeve

- Cook
- Baker
- Pantler/butler

- Avenar
- Stablehand
- Stablehand
- Carter/stablehand

Key (ranks)
- Lord
- Lady
- Chaplain
- Squire
- Valet
- Groom/page

- Steward
- Porter

Fig. 8. Estimated population in each space of Ightham Mote in c. 1370.

The present layout is certainly incongruent with the presence of the Mote’s three
surviving service doors, and the room should be understood to have had a fully
provisioned screens passage controlling the main entrance. Within the passage, a
medieval guest would immediately have recognised the row of service doors opposite the
Great Hall as a promise of sustenance and hospitality, yet would have been unable to look
directly into the hall, nor see their host.30 The screens passage thus served as more than
just a functional divider between hall and services: it was a liminal space, a space of
promises, the sounds and smells of the hall, and an important part of the ceremony of
discovery involved in approaching the lord's table. This preparatory, transitional
threshold between the outside world and the inner sanctum provided an effective control
within the hall environment, and it is significant that the door at the upper end of the hall

30

L. Cowen-Orlin (ed), Centre or margin: Revisions of the English renaissance in honor of Leeds Barroll
(New Jersey, 2006), p. 163.
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required no such barrier. For a modish house like the Mote to have been provided with
multiple chambers and a chapel in support of ideas of social stratification, yet no screens
passage, would be a highly unusual choice.
Ideas of social stratification and control were certainly at play within the main
space of the Mote’s hall, where there is a marked division between the lower and upper
ends of the room. Much of this division is achieved passively by cues given by the open
roof structure and the presence of the stone arch described in Chapter One, which
stretches across the room to create upper and lower bays (Plate 20), but stratification of
space within the Great Hall was also actively enforced by the placement of doors at the
furthest end of the east and west walls, channelling movement through each end of the
hall in a very purposeful way. By making the central portion of the hall accessible only
from each hall-end in this way, an intermediary space was created, and it was within this
space that those who lived their lives in the solar block at the upper end of the hall, and
those who lived their lives in the service block at the lower end of the hall, interacted on a
regular basis. It is little wonder that the architecture of space was carefully designed to
enforce structured movement and ideas of hierarchy.
The placement of furniture within this shared space would have helped to
exacerbate the division between upper and lower bays, and it was usual, in the fourteenth
century, for the lord's table to be placed across the upper end of the hall, possibly elevated
upon a dais. Tables for the remainder of the household were turned perpendicularly to the
lord’s table, running along the length of the room and into the lower bay. Hints of this
layout can still be seen at Penshurst Place in the survival of a raised dias at one end of the
Great Hall, whilst long trestle tables typical of the period stand against the side walls.
Whilst a dais does not survive at the Mote, the arched timbers of the hall’s roof would
have provided a strong frame for the lord's table. Set in its natural position below the
upper bay’s lancet window, the lord’s table at the Mote would have been spot-lit,
providing a strong contrast with the dark and smokey space of the lower bay (Plate 21
and Fig. 9).
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20. The timber-framed roof of the Mote’s Great Hall was divided into two unequal bays
by an unusual sphare arch, which formed part of the supporting structure of the roof.

21. The Great Hall at Penshurst. Larger and much better lit than the hall at Ightham
Mote, the long trestle tables indicate the rotation to be expected at the Mote. The tables
would be brought away from the walls at meal times.
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Fig. 9. Reconstruction of Ightham Mote’s fourteenth-century Great Hall, looking
towards the upper bay. The lord’s table would have been located in the upper bay so as
to take advantage of the frame created by the timber arches of the roof structure and the
light of a pair of lancet windows. The lower end of the room would probably have been
smoke-filled as a result of its proximity to the open hearth.

Just as the architecture of the Mote’s Great Hall was designed to impress upon each
member of the medieval household a sense of who they were and the social role they
performed with respect to those around them, so too was the use of architectural
decoration. At the Mote, the lord’s table, and indeed the whole room, was framed by
timber and stone arches, each of which terminated in a carved corbel. Those of timber
were carved as a set, each depicting a grotesque human figure working to support the
load of the roof. Each figure is different, and they appear to be struggling with their loads
to varying degrees. The figure in the south-east corner, for example, grimaces as he is
crushed by the weight of the roof. His fellow weight bearer in the south-west corner
seems to be coping better, supporting the roof on his back and pulling his mouth open,
perhaps in jest. In the north-west corner a seated figure in epaulets carries the weight on
his shoulders, resting his hands on his knees and lifting his robe to expose his buttocks,
and in the north-east corner a female figure in a wimple shoulders the load with a smile
on her face, playing her drum as she does so (Plate 22).
These figures could be interpreted in a number of ways - perhaps as a group of
entertainers or jesters - but it is apparent that those in the upper bay are less encumbered
by the weight of the roof than those in the lower bay and might therefore be considered to
represent social stratification and the burdens carried by different societal groups. It is
thus interesting to note that, while the man wearing plate epaulets exposing his buttocks
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(assumedly a soldier) and the wimpled lady playing her drum sat looking down upon the
lord’s table, and the struggling figure and the figure pulling a grotesque face looked down
upon the rest of the household, members of each group within the household viewed the
each other’s set of carvings. To residents of the Mote, then, the carvings in the roof mirrored
the social status of the hall members they saw sitting in front of them, rather than their
own social status. These decorations were apparently designed to articulate and express
ideas of social identity to one another, rather than to enforce subjective identities or
empower individuals through their own self-perception.

22. Top left: South-east corner corbel - figure struggling under the load of the arch
Top right: South-west corner corbel - figure ‘making a mouth’
Bottom left: North-west corner corbel - seated figure in epaulets
Bottom right: - North-east corner corbel - female figure playing the drum
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Two further figures were equally visible to all members of the household, as they stood in
the centre of the room, carved into the stone corbels supporting the roof’s unusual stone
arch. These figures wear ragged robes and carry a scroll under each arm, and they smile
happily as they carry the stone arch upon their shoulders. They do not struggle, pull faces,
expose themselves or play music to the room below. Perhaps they are intended to be
clerics, and the lesson to be learned is one of Christian enlightenment and the release of
the secular attachments that burden us. Spiritual warnings are to found, too, in carvings
high in the gables of the room. At the northern end of the room, directly above where the
lord’s table would be positioned, is the face of a bearded man. His cheeks are rotund and
he stares out over the hall with a serious expression. Directly opposite the carving, at the
lower end of the hall, is a ‘green man’ disgorging leaves and branches. The two faces bear
a striking resemblance to one another, but whilst the man at the upper end of the hall is
surrounded by orderly leaves and perfectly coiffed hair, his counterpart at the northern
end is surrounded by chaos: his hair is bedlam, the greenery is out of control, and from his
mouth sprout ever more branches (Plate 23). Sometimes interpreted as a symbol of lust
and sins of the flesh, the green man is a common Christian icon, and at the Mote he
appears to be offering a counterfoil to the orderly lord he looks upon: perhaps he issues a
moral warning.

23. Left: Carving above the lord’s table displaying an orderly appearance. Right: ‘Green man’
carving at the lower end of the hall displaying an unkempt appearance.
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On the lord’s table, beneath the Great Hall’s roof decorations and lit by a stream of
sunlight from at least one large window, would have stood his fine tableware. An
important signifier of wealth and culture,tableware was often the focus of the looting of
soldiers of the Hundred Years’ War, who exhibited a preference for luxury household
goods when shipping their new wares across the channel. Looting this type of item
enabled English soldiers to bring many elements of their ‘borrowed lordships’ back home
with them on their return to England, and to continue to live as gentry using their fine
bed sets and tableware as status symbols to legitimise their place within their households
as well as within society at large. Chroniclers noted how, following French campaigns,
French bedcovers, cutlery, tablecloths, table linen, and bowls in wood and silver, were
suddenly to be seen in the chambers and halls of every English house.31
The type of item that may have been found on Sir Thomas’ table can be inferred
from a total of eleven entries relating to precious items of tableware described in the will
of his friend and successor at the Mote, James Peckham.32 In addition to a total of twelve
silver spoons and two ‘best’ dishes, Peckham bequeathed two ‘pieces of silver’ with
covers (possibly standing covered cups), a basin and ewer, a mazer, four pewter chargers
and a total of seven ‘garnishes’ of pewter (a single ‘garnish’ being a set of a dozen
matching plates, dishes and saucers). Silver spoons count among some of the cheaper
items of Peckham’s precious tableware, usually worth a little over a shilling each, but they
were symbolic items imbued with ideas of status and wealth, and were often bequeathed
in wills: to be ‘born with a silver spoon in one's mouth’ remains a euphemism for
bourgeois identity.33 Other of Peckham’s items would have been more expensive, chief
among them his mazer cup, which was a prized maplewood drinking vessel usually
mounted in gold or silver (Plate 24). We have here glimpses of a sumptuous table, but
insufficient information is given to draw conclusions over just how sumptuous it may
have been.

31

Hist. Angl., i, p. 272.
LPL Reg. Arundel 1, ff. 176b-178. See Appendix II: Possessions bequeathed by James Peckham, d.
1400.
33 P. J. P. Goldberg, ‘The fashioning of bourgeois domesticity in later medieval England: a material
culture perspective’, in Medieval domesticity: home, housing and household in medieval England, ed. M.
Kowaleski and P. J. P. Goldberg (Cambridge, 2008), p. 127. For the price of spoons see C. M.
Woolgar, The great household, p. 190; The silver spoon euphemism is noted in N.R. Amor, Late
medieval Ipswich: Trade and industry (Woodbridge, 2011), p. 112, citing C. Dyer, An age of transition?
Economy and society in England in the later Middle Ages (Oxford, 2005), p. 141.
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24. Mazer, c. 1380. Turned from the knot of a maplewood
tree and mounted in precious metal, a mazer was a
prized item of tableware. [Victoria and Albert Museum:
Museum no. M.165-1914]

More detailed descriptions are forthcoming in the will of Sir Thomas’ grandson, William
Haute. In total, twenty entries relating to tableware occur in Haute’s will, each describing
an item crafted from precious metals.34 In addition to the ubiquitous silver spoons
(twenty-four of them), Haute bequeathed two silver saltcellars, one of which was
described as being gilted and with a cover. These saltcellars are likely to have been
ornamental, and would have operated as an important social marker on the table, placed
before the host and his most important guests.35 A number of further pieces of silver and
gilt were, like the salt cellars, ‘standing’ pieces, probably cups, which were decorated with
an array of patterns such as ‘images’, a branch of the borage flower (a herb of the
medieval garden) and, intriguingly, a hand holding a pineapple. One particularly
ornamental piece must have been Haute’s ‘great rose’, which had a cover with a gilt boss,
whilst a covered piece of silver and gilt was perhaps a cherished inherited item, as it was
affectionally named ‘Le Hert’. Haute also had a a silver and gilt goblet and an array of
mazer cups, two of which were covered and one of which had a single handle. In total,
four of Haute’s pieces were described as ‘standing’, not including the goblet and masers.
These were particularly important items of tableware that were designed, as a statement
of wealth and status, to be easily visible across the hall (Plates 25 & 26).
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KHLC PRC 32/2, ff. 79d-80. See Appendix III: Possessions bequeathed by William Haute, d.1462.
R. Gilchrist, Medieval life: Archaeology and the life course (Woodbridge, 2012), pp. 125-6; B. A.
Hanawalt, Growing up in medieval London: The experience of childhood in history (Oxford, 1993), p. 76.
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25. The Lacock cup, c. 1430-1450 is a rare
example of a drinking cup that would have
been described as a ‘covered’ or ‘standing’
piece of silver and gilt. [The Trustees of the
British Museum]

26. Detail of two standing pieces from an illustration depicting a
feast at Oxford: a covered cup with a single decorated handle and
an uncovered cup with fluted base. Both have been selected by
the illuminator for emphasis with the application of gold leaf.
From The Romance of Alexander, c.1400. [Bodleian Library MS
Bodley 264 f. 72v]
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Private spaces

Although it is clear that the ceremony and layout of the Great Hall, the carvings displayed
around the roof, and the use of sumptuous items on the lord’s table, were designed to
promulgate ideas of social order and identity, it is not at all clear how often the Mote
household might expect to dine with their lord in order to formally exchange these ideas.
Ceremonial feasts apart, it is quite possible that lords of the Mote, dating back to the time
the hall was first built in the 1340s, spent a good deal of their time away from the public
forum in their chamber.
The lord’s chamber at the Mote was almost certainly located on the first floor of
the solar block, behind the Great Hall. Entry into this block was controlled by a single
point of access through a door in the upper end of the hall, which led to a set of stairs that
turned back on themselves, and then into the first room behind the hall’s upper bay via
the stairwell. A number of thresholds had to be crossed in order to gain entry to the
chamber, and the first floor of the solar block therefore represented one of the most private
areas of the Mote.36 The lord's chamber would usually be the most private room of the
house, and so it is possible that the north-south solar of the Mote served this purpose,
rather than the east-west solar usually proposed as the Great Chamber, the latter perhaps
acting as a parlour.37 Ightham Mote’s double-solar block was, after all, built with a new
and modish way of private living in mind, and the notion of a parlour in which to eat and
entertain away from the household fits well with what is otherwise a curiously wellapportioned hall. Evidence that members of the gentry were choosing to take their meals
in their bedchambers rather than the hall towards the end of the fourteenth century can be
found in the 1406 inventory of lawyer Robert Baynard of Messing Hall, Essex, which
describes a table and two trestles, and two iron plates for hot food, in the house’s private
quarters.38 Perhaps the iron grate, or ‘gredhirne’, that Peckham bequeathed to his son in
1400 was similarly located in his chamber (or parlour), for meals eaten away from the hall.
Whether or not the east-west solar was a chamber or a parlour, it would have
provided a primary focus for the lord to retire from the hall into a more private
36

For the measurement of privacy according to access patterns see J. Schofield, ‘Social perceptions
of space in medieval and Tudor London houses’, in Meaningful architecture, social interpretations of
buildings, ed. M. Locock (Aldershot, 1994). pp. 188-206; S. McSheffrey, Marriage, sex, and civic culture
in late medieval London (Philadelphia, 2006), pp. 120-34.
37 Status was generally dependant on proximity to the hall, lending support to the idea that the
east-west solar was the Great Chamber, see G. Fairclough, ‘Meaningful constructions: Spatial and
functional analysis of medieval buildings’, Antiquity 66 (1992), pp. 348-66.
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environment. At the centre of this environment was the bed: a place of not only comfort
and luxury, but the centre of conjugal life (and thus the legitimacy of heirs), as well as the
main seat used for the majority of business activities (Plate 27). 39

27. A medieval bed with a canopy, curtains and a tester. A pillow or bolster can
be seen behind the lady’s head. All are patterned with gold embroidery. The
white bedsheets were probably linen. From the 'Talbot Shrewsbury book', Rouen
1444-1445. [BL Royal 15 E VI, f. 6r]

Its quality was, therefore, a prime indicator of social status. The importance attached to
the bed is clear from the prominence afforded to them in many medieval wills. James
Peckham was no exception to this trend, bequeathing a total of six beds to his children.
For his daughter, Elizabeth, Peckham reserved a bed of northfoke, which included a tester
(hanging for the head of the bed), celure (canopy), and a green tapestry powdered with
‘popyngaies’, or parrots, which was paired with curtains of bluet. Northfoke, was probably
worsted produced in Norfolk, while bluet was a cotton dyed blue. These were not textiles
of the highest grade, the beds of the nobility being noted for their use of fine linens,

39

See G. Burger, ‘In the merchant’s bedchamber’, in Thresholds of medieval visual culture: Liminal
spaces, ed. L. Gertsman and J. Stevenson (Woodbridge, 2012), pp. 239-259.
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velvet, and silk, but they were nonetheless expensive items.40 Furthermore, the use of
worsted could be found in the houses of the nobility, like that of Elizabeth de Burgh, who,
like Peckham, left her daughter a bed of worsted patterned with parrots.41 It is possible,
too, that the Mote household would have stored textiles of differing qualities for different
occasions. The above-mentioned inventory of Richard Baynard, for example, lists ‘queen’s
sheets’, ‘sheets for knights’, ‘canvas sheets’ (presumably for everyone else), and ‘worn
pairs [of sheets] for the servants’. 42
Peckham left no less than three magnificent beds to his eldest son, Thomas. The
first was made of red and black northfoke and had three curtains, a celure, two tapestries
and a coster (side hanging) of the same ‘suit’. The second was made of tapestry work with
a tester of ‘a castle and in the castle sitting a lady’. The third included a coverlet and tester
powdered with leaves and flowers, with which came three curtains, a tester and celure.
An additional ‘hall’ with costers, bankers (bench cushions) and cushions of black and red
worsted was also left to Thomas, and was evidently meant to furnish the lord’s high table,
or perhaps a table within the chamber or parlour, to match his red and black bed set. To
his second son, Reginald, Peckham left a bed with a coverlet and tester of green with
‘chaplett and roses’ or circles of flowers, three curtains and a cellar of bluet. The final bed
was left to Peckham's youngest son, James, who received a set of bluet decorated with
‘chavlett and roses de plonkett’, or circles of flowers of a blue-grey woollen material, and
a tester. In addition, James received a mattress and blanket, and it must be inferred that
these items were intended to go alongside the main bed, perhaps for the use of a servant.
Fifty years later, William Haute was to leave a total of nine beds to his sons and
daughters. Most of these were comprised of much the same items, including hangings,
testers, and curtains, though Haute also makes mention that each of his beds was a
featherbed that came with pillows and bolsters. Haute also described the location of two
of his beds: one, with green hangings, was in the parlour, while another, of red worsted,
was in the great chamber beyond the parlour.
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That bed-sets imparted a particular character to specific rooms so that they became
known by their patterns and colours is hinted at in the will of William Haute, and more
obvious from research undertaken by Chris Woolgar into the furnishings of Caister Castle.
Woolgar’s study of two inventories taken at Caister in 1448 and 1462 reveals that amongst
the chambers were two named after their beds. One was the ‘white chamber’, which was
decorated with white hangings around the bed, the other the ‘shepherd’s, or ‘shoveller’s,
chamber’, which contained a bed surrounded by hanging cloths decorated with either
shepherds or shovellers (a pink wading bird called a spoonbill). 43 Perhaps, during
Peckham’s time at the house, the family referred fondly to the ‘popinjay chamber’ or the
‘rose chamber’ where today we describe the solars dispassionately, and somewhat
abstractly, as north-south and east-west.
That the Mote chambers were used for more than sleep is made clear by the
presence of a hagioscope between the chamber in the east-west solar and the chapel (Plate
28). The hagioscope allowed the most important element of mass, the elevation of the
host, to be witnessed from within the chamber and its existence suggests that the chapel
was a more public space than might be inferred from its first-floor position behind the
hall. Evidence for an indult granted to Ightham Mote for the right to choose their own
confessor and use a portable altar has not survived, but such indulgences are known to
have been purchased by a number of local gentry members. Sir Reynold Braybroke of
Cooling Castle received his indult in 1405, for example; William Lane of Canterbury in
1411.44 An increase in applications for portable altars during the late- fourteenth century is
consistent with a trend, seen among gentry families of the late- fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries, for households to withdraw from daily worship in their parish church and
instead focus upon private devotion.45
Sir Thomas certainly employed the service of clergymen for he had, in at least two
of his retinues bound for France, members of the clergy who can be presumed to have
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accompanied the English soldiers in order to deliver mass and holy communion.46 It
would be likely that Sir Thomas would have sought, and been granted, an indult for a
portable altar under these circumstances, as was the case with Sir Edward Dallingridge of
Bodiam Castle, who received an indult prior to setting out on campaign in 1370.47 In
addition to enabling important services to be delivered on campaign, a portable altar
could be used within a household for services to be given at Matins, Mass and Evensong
to even the busiest of household members; an important factor considering that Ightham
parish church lay almost three miles from the Mote, entailing an undoubtedly
uncomfortable journey in inclement weather conditions. It was convenience rather than
zealotry that was proffered as justification for numerous early, successful, grants for
chapel licences,and there can be no doubt that most households like the Mote would have
found a domestic chapel a highly practical option.48

28. The hagioscope at Ightham Mote, which
allows the chapel altar to be viewed from the
first floor chamber of the east-west solar.
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Thomas Sotherton, clerk, was in the retinue of Sir Thomas in 1369: TNA C 76/52 m. 9. Hugh
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However, it must be suspected that many lords applying for licenses to have their
own altars were interested in more than the convenience of worship in their homes,
finding in the episcopal permissions a sense of social status; certainly the ability to lay
claim to a licence for a personal altar and chaplain was deemed a mark of gentility.49 An
elaborate service in a household chapel was an opportunity to display expensive finery
within a legitimate Christian setting, and to hear music within the home. By the end of the
fourteenth century, domestic chapels had become so ubiquitous that even the household
of a lesser esquire would have included a chaplain responsible for organising its religious
life.50
The well-lit Mote chapel would have been an ideal setting for the display of fine
church silverware, such as the two silver cruets and the silver and gilt pax that William
Haute bequeathed to Bishopsbourne church in his will of 1462. These items were used on
the altar during mass and will have been highly revered and probably very valuable
(Plate 29).51 They would have been surrounded by other sumptuous altar ‘garnishes’: altar
cloths and vestments, a silver chalice, candlesticks, a missal, a psaltery and painted panels
were all to be found, in addition to cruets and a pax, in the chapel at Messing Hall.52 More
remarkable still were William Haute’s reliquaries, which contained, amongst other unnamed relics, a piece of the stone on which the archangel Gabriel stood when he
appeared to the Virgin Mary, a piece of the bones of St Batholomew the Apostle, a piece of
the hair shirt of St. Katherine the Virgin, and a piece of the bones of St. Nicholas.
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29. A silver and gilt altar cruet, c.
1350, used to mix water and wine
during the Holy Communion. [The
Metropolitan Museum of Art’s
Cloisters Collection, 1986: P. Barnet,
N. Y. Wu, The Cloisters, medieval art
and architecture (New York, 2005), p.
110]

The will of James Peckham makes no mention of church silverware or relics, but he
owned a number of books which may have been kept in the chapel. One of his books was
a black psalter, which had been bequeathed to him in 1368 by Sir William Vaus.53 Psalters
contained a book of psalms and often included additional devotional texts, such as
calendars, canticles and a litany of the saints. Surviving examples, such as the Luttrell
Psalter (Lincolnshire, c. 1320-40), contain some of the most outstanding artwork and
illuminations from the period, and they were cherished by wealthier members of the
gentry as reading aids and items of beauty, as well as for their liturgical contents (Plate
30).54 In addition to his black psalter, Peckham owned an unknown quantity of french
books, which he requested his executors give to those who ‘know’ them and asked that
whomever they were given to should read them with the intention of praying for him. It
is not clear whether Peckham’s french books were devotional texts like his psalter, despite
the link he drew between their usage and prayer. On the contrary, recent studies of gentry
experiences of reading suggest that, in the same way that religious books might be read
for stories of secular life, non-religious tracts could be read with spiritual intent and as a
form of prayer.55
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LPL Reg. Langham, f. 121.
BL Add. MS 42130.
55 A. Taylor, ‘Reading and privacy in late medieval England’, in The practice and representation of
reading in England, ed. J. Raven et al (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 41-61; M. C. Erler, Women, reading, and
piety in late medieval England (Cambridge, 2006), p. 4.
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30. Psalm 102 - 103 from The Luttrell Psalter, c. 1320-40. [BL Add. MS 42130
ff. 181v-182]

The meditative qualities of lectio divina required an environment conducive to
introspective piety, and the Mote chapel and its undercroft would have provided suitably
quiet, light spaces. Today, the small, thick-walled undercroft appears an odd place to want
to spend time, and it is therefore generally interpreted as a store room; however, clues that
it was once useable for more than storage can be seen in the presence of a large decorated
lancet window and, most tellingly, a window seat (Plate 31). Here, with bankers and
cushions on the stone seats, one would find a cosy nook for a book. ‘Retreating from the
public prælectio of the hall, one could read to oneself in peace and quiet; one could read
silently.’56
Here would be an excellent place, too, to keep the muniments that were so
essential to a lord’s defence of his title. In 1466 Margaret Paston wrote to her son, John, to
advise him to look after his carefully: ’keep wisely your writings that been of charge, that
(it) come not in their hands that may hurt you hereafter… Remember, that if tho were had
from you, ye could never be no mo such as tho be’. The warning was important, for
properties are known to have been broken into for their muniments. In 1335 Sir Thomas’
father was forced to bring a plea of novel disseisin in Wolverhampton, Staffordshire,
because rivals had entered his home, broken into a chest, and stolen deeds from it.
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A. Taylor, ‘Reading and privacy’, p. 43.
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Similarly, in 1381, James Peckham and an old friend of Sir Thomas, John Freningham,
became a target for peasants rebelling in the locality of Ightham, who sought to destroy
the evidence of manor rolls.57 Locked in chests in the vaulted undercroft of the Mote, or
perhaps in its surviving stone wall cupboard, important manorial documents would be
safe, yet could easily be examined at the light of the window seat at a moment’s notice: for
this it was a perfect space.

31. The window seat in the undercroft of Ightham Mote. The
top of the window has been replaced with stone, but the
window seat is light and would have provided a useful place
for reading, writing and quiet, intricate work.

57

J. Barker, 1381: The year of the peasant’s revolt (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 2014), p. 182.
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Beyond the serenity and ornamentation of the chapel lay the lord of the Mote’s garderobe.
Its positioning beyond the chapel, rather than one of the chambers, seems an odd
decision, yet the same choice was made at Highclere, Hants, in 1374/5, when William
Wykeham, Bishop of Winchester, added a garderobe with two seats and a tiled roof to the
end of his new chapel.58 At the Mote, the chute of the latrine dropped from the first floor
past the undercroft and into the eastern side of the moat, allowing waste to be carried
downstream into the south pond. Nonetheless, the latrine would have smelt, and it is
generally accepted that garderobes were accordingly used as storage spaces for clothes as
the smell deterred moths and insects. It is intriguing to imagine Sir Thomas, a battlehardened soldier, sitting amongst his furs at the end of his chapel as he went about his
private business, perhaps ‘sing[ing] behind the toilet-seat’, as suggested by the Owl of the
Middle English poem Owl and the Nightingale.59

A gentry offering

The environment of the Mote, as much as can be envisaged, was a place of convenience
and quality, allowing its owners to withdraw from life within the Great Hall and from a
large household. Much of its atmosphere is now lost, but the evidence of wills left by
James Peckham and William Haute, contextualised with those left by their contemporary
neighbours in Kent, suggests that objects were more than simply beautiful or designed to
impress. Many were imbued with qualities no longer discernible, such as family history,
sentimentality, and familiarity. Walking through a house and seeing beds familiar from
parents, grandparents, and beyond, must have lent gentry residences an air of history and
legitimate continuance that examinations of materials or craftsmanship can never capture.
The Mote was also large enough to support the size of household expected for a
man of Sir Thomas’ social position - approximately seventeen members - enabling him to
be supported in essential areas such as food preparation and service, chamber service,
religious observance, and the upkeep of his horses. Each of these elements was integral to
the overall habitus of Sir Thomas and also to the picture he was perfecting for the
consumption of onlookers as a bonafide member of the Kent gentry. On offer at Ightham
Mote, then, was a ready-made stage for Sir Thomas to play out his newfound wealth and
social status in front of his household, his locality, and his chosen guests.
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C. Phillpotts, ‘Plague and reconstruction: Bishops Eddington and Wykeham at Highclere,
1346-1404’, Fourteenth Century England I, ed. N. Saul (Woodbridge, 2000), p. 125.
59 Owl and the Nightingale, ed. N. Cartlidge (Exeter, 2001), p. 15, lines 594-5.
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Chapter Four
Appearances

But for to tellen yow of his array,
his hors were goode, but he was nat gay.1

When Geoffrey Chaucer’s ‘verray parfit gentle knight’ set out on pilgrimage to Canterbury
dressed in a coarse and soiled padded tunic, he appears to have felt little need to impress.2
However, for most fourteenth-century individuals, display and appearance were of
central importance to one’s position within a locale. Vast quantities of money and time
were thus spent on ensuring that the message being portrayed was both culturally
sophisticated and readily understood by ‘readers’ of the message. It is therefore
important, if we are to get as close as possible to the wider landscape of Ightham Mote, to
understand the importance of appearance to both Sir Thomas and the people around him.
Unlike Chaucer’s knight, the story told by the legacy of our knight, Sir Thomas
Couen, is that of an individual heavily invested in his outwardly appearance. That legacy
survives in the north wall of the chancel at Ightham Parish Church, where a stone effigy
lies beneath a canopied recess, above which is a two-light tracery window bequeathed by
Sir Thomas in his will, when he left the sum of £20 ‘for one window to be made in the
north part of the Church of Eyghtham, near the altar of St. Mary’ (Plate 32).3 Although no
further description of the window was given in the will, a seventeenth-century
description records the presence of stained glass depicting Sir Thomas’ coat of arms
alongside those of his wife, Lora Moraunt.4

1

The riverside Chaucer, ed. L. Benson, 3rd edn. (Oxford, 1992), lines 73-4.

2

ibid, lines 72-9. Interpretations of the knight from the poor state of his clothes, and his career in
general, range from an anxiously pious man, going on religious crusade and pilgrimages, to a paid
mercenary who had pawned his armour. See T. Jones, Chaucer’s knight:The portrait of a medieval
mercenary (London, 1980). Either way, Chaucer’s knight is a man for whom military action, rather
than appearance, is of primary concern.
3

KHLC U601 T134-137.

4

Although the glass has not survived, a description of the glazing was made by Sir Edward Dering
in around 1630 in his Church Notes as follows: ‘In the north window—Per pale, azure and gules, a lion
rampant double-tailed; also, the same, with femme, gules, on a chevron argent.... sable.’ See KHLC U350
Z24, as described in ‘Miscellanea: additional note on the window in Ightham Church’, AC V (1863),
p. 324.
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32. The ‘Cawne effigy’ at Ightham Church lies beneath a carved
canopy and decorated window, which was originally glazed with
the arms of Sir Thomas Couen and his wife, Lora Moraunt.

The effigy below Sir Thomas’ window depicts a knight laying supine in full armour with
his right arm across his chest, his head resting on two pillows and his feet propped
against a small lion. His head is protected by a decorated bascinet, from which drapes an
aventail, a mail cape reaching to the shoulder. Over the body is worn a jupon, a sleeveless
padded garment, under which is a hauberk, or shirt of mail. An extremely detailed
carving of an embellished, bejewelled belt, the traditional mark of a dubbed knight, sits
around the waist, though the sword and dagger that were once worn to the left and right,
respectively, are now lost. Each leg is protected by plate incorporating a cuisse attached to
a poleyn, or knee plate, above a set of greaves, whilst the feet are covered by riveted
sabatons. The arms are similarly protected by plate, the hands by a pair of highly detailed
bejewelled gauntlets. Around the ankles is buckled a set of rowel spurs, presumably in
representation of the gilt spurs that served as the knights’ badge of honour and distinction
(Plates 33-5).5

5

T. Jones, Chaucer’s knight, pp. 18-19, 240, n.7.
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33. (top left) 34. (top right) and 35. Details of the gauntlet, spurs and
belt depicted in the Cawne effigy. The gauntlet and belt, in
particular, are very finely detailed.
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Although detailed funeral and memorial plans are omitted from his will, we should
expect that the effigy at Ightham Church was created in line with Sir Thomas’ wishes. The
matter had probably been discussed, perhaps even documented, in the presence of his
executors, whose responsibility it was to place the contract and ensure that the final
commission was delivered to specification.6 References to funerary organisation and the
commissioning of monuments are to be found in numerous wills, and it was usual for a
gentry member to suggest a desired place of burial, as well as designating bequests to
offset funeral costs.7 The Black Prince, for example, devoted around a fifth of his will to a
description of his own burial and commemorative requirements,8 whilst James Peckham
made reference in his will to a desire to be buried in the churchyard of Wrotham Parish
Church, for prayers to be said and masses celebrated for five years, and for alms to be
given on the day of his funeral and his ‘year’s day’. Peckham also described his wish for a
‘stone’ to be placed upon the burial place of himself and his sons, (his elder son, Thomas,
being shortly deceased), setting aside twenty marks for the making of each.9
Peckham’s request that twenty marks be set aside for his ‘stone’ raises the
interesting point of the possible costs involved in the making of the Cawne effigy. The
amount spent by high-status families on their funerary monuments could be staggering.
In 1372, for example, John Hastings, Earl of Pembroke reserved the immense sum of £160
in anticipation of a monument to be placed in St. Paul’s Cathedral at his death, whilst
John of Gaunt spent £486 on effigies for himself and his wife in 1374, also at St. Pauls.10

6

A valuable example of executors stepping in when an effigy was not completed to their
satisfaction can be found in the action brought by William Marchant and William Barnes, the
executors of Sir John Dallingridge’s will, against freemason John Petit of London. TNA CP 40/642
rots. 129, 321-6 as discussed in N. Saul et al., ‘Grave Stuff: Litigation with a London tomb-maker in
1421’, Historical Research 84 (2011), pp. 572-85. Like Sir Thomas, Dallingridge did not make mention
of a tomb or effigy in his will, but his executors were clearly guided by strong design principles.
7

See, for example, those in F. J. Furnival, The fifty earliest English wills in the court of probate, London,
A. D. 1387-1439: with a priest's of 1454 (London, 1882). For numerous mid-to-late fourteenth century
Kent wills see the registers of Archbishops Simon Langham, Simon Sudbury, William Courtenay,
and Thomas Arundel : LPL Reg. Langham, ff. 110-23; LPL Reg. Sudbury, ff. 78-109; LPL Reg.
Courtenay, ff. 188-241; Reg. Arundel I, ff. 153-257. An index of these wills can found in J. Challenor
Smith, Index of wills recorded in the archiepiscopal registers at Lambeth Palace (London, 1918).
8

S. H. Gertz, ‘Staging Arthur, the future king: Signs of Edward, the Black Prince, in Speaking
pictures: The visual/verbal nexus of dramatic performance, ed. V. Mason et al. (New Jersey, 2010) pp.
39-40; for the Black Prince’s effigy see D. B. Tyson, ‘The epitaph of Edward the Black Prince’,
Medium Aevum 46 (1977), pp. 98-104.
9

LPL Reg. Arundel, i, ff. 176b-178. Peckham’s elder son, Thomas, was alive at the time of
Peckham’s original will, made on 12 May 1400, but had died by 30 September, on which date his
father added a codicil to the will.
10

F. Cheetham, English medieval alabasters; With a catalogue of the collection in the Victoria and Albert
Museum, 2nd edn. (Woodbridge, 2005), p. 15.
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These figures pale in comparison, though, with the costs of a funerary monument
commissioned by Richard II for himself and Queen Anne at Westminster Abbey, which
totalled almost £1000.11 Peckham’s forecast was more in-keeping with the cost of a nonmagnate gentry effigy, such as that commissioned in 1419 by Katherine Green and the
executors of her husband, Ralph Green, at Lowick church in Northamptonshire. The cost
to Green’s executors was £40, more than twice that set aside by Peckham, but the
monument created at Lowick was very large, incorporating two alabaster effigies laid side
by side on a double chest (Plate 36).12
On the other hand, in 1416 the executors of Peckham’s neighbour, Sir John
Dallingridge of Bodiam, were charged eighty-two marks for the production of a single
freestone effigy, chest and carved doors, and its carriage to Robertsbridge abbey in
Salehurst, Sussex. The cost of the monument suggests a composition of some scope;
however, little can be said about what could be bought for this price because the effigy
produced by stonemason John Petit under this contract was found to be of insufficient
quality. Dallingridge’s executors accordingly placed a second contract with a new
workshop specialising in alabaster, and the ultimate price agreed is not known.

36. The effigies of Ralph and Katherine Green, at Lowick church in
Northamptonshire.
11

D. M. Palliser, ‘Royal mausolea in the long fourteenth century (1272-1422)’, Fourteenth-Century
England III, ed. W. M. Ormrod (Woodbridge, 2004), pp. 1-16.
12

F. H. Crossley, English church monuments, A.D. 1150–1550 (London, 1921), p. 30; J. S. Roskell et al.
(eds), ’Green, Ralph (c.1379-1417), of Drayton, Northants.’, The history of Parliament: the House of
Commons 1386-1421 (1993-) [accessed 14 Feb 2015: http://list.english-heritage.org.uk/
resultsingle.aspx?uid=1336303]
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There can be no doubt that the executors of Sir Thomas’ effigy were pleased with their
final commission, as his monument was carved to the highest of standards. Extrapolating
from the cost of Dallingridge’s original monument and that of the Greens, as well as the
amount set aside by Peckham, it can be inferred that the cost of Sir Thomas’ effigy and
canopy would have been around £30-£40. The window, we know, was expected to cost as
much as £20, suggesting that the total cost of Sir Thomas’ monument may have been as
much as £60; far more than the ‘stone’ requested by Peckham, or even a large
commemorative brass.13 Commissioning a monument of such ambition was evidently a
serious financial undertaking, and not a decision to be taken lightly.
Sir Thomas’ monument was well planned and executed to a high standard, and
though it is now bare stone, its original polychromy would have made for a spectacular
and imposing vision (Plate 37).14 The conspicuous consumption inherent in the
commission of such an expensive monument, the appropriation of a knightly effigial
attribute, and its placement in Ightham’s chancel, all fostered the legacy of a wealthy,
chivalrous and pious local patron: this instalment was a local power play. But ,while the
tomb was an important vehicle for the display of elite status and a useful indicator of the
family’s social ambitions, it would also have performed an invaluable role in the
remembrance of Sir Thomas, providing a focus for prayers and eliciting suffrage.15
Medieval ‘rituals of gazing’, which involved the use of imagery during devotional
practices, were bound up in the idea that communication could be achieved through
visual contemplation.16 The perceived power of a lifelike effigy to expedite safe passage
through purgatory meant that significance was attached, as Paul Binski states, to all
aspects of the monument, including the “colour, finish, expressivity, structuring,
iconography, and even idiom of medieval images and installations.”17 An excellent (and

13

T. Tolley, ‘Visual culture’, in Gentry culture in late medieval England, ed. R. Radulescu and A.
Truelove (Manchester and New York, 2005), pp. 175-6.
14

It was usual for effigies to be adorned with polychromy. Traces of paint can still be found on a
number of fourteenth- and fifteenth-century effigies, such as that of Sir William Gasgoine (d.1465)
at Harewood in Yorkshire, which retains its gold suns and roses: P. Routh and R. Knowles, The
medieval monuments of Harewood (Wakefield, 1983), p. 67.
15

R. Dressler, ‘Sculptural representation and spacial appropriation in a medieval chantry chapel’,
in E. Gertsman and J. Stevenson, eds., Thresholds of medieval visual culture: Liminal spaces
(Woodbridge, 2012), 217, 220.
16

T. Lentes, ‘“As far as the eye can see…”: Rituals of gazing in the late Middle Ages’, in The mind’s
eye: Art and theological argument in the Middle Ages, ed. J. Hamburger and A. Bouché (New Jersey,
2005), pp. 360-2.
17

P. Binski, Medieval death: Ritual and representation (London, 1996), p. 75.
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thus costly) level of workmanship therefore held more than just aesthetic significance: the
more ‘lifelike’ or identifiable the qualities of the effigy, the more assistance was given to
the imagination and thus perception of spiritual communication. That this phenomenon
was taken seriously is clear from the evidence of the polychromy used on the effigies of
William, 9th Earl Arundel, and his wife, Joan Neville, in which the accurate imitation of
jewelled collars and belts, and even complicated fabrics such as relief brocades, was
painstakingly achieved through the skilful layering of yellow oil and gold leaf.18 At
Ightham, the simulation of Sir Thomas’ outwardly appearance in his effigy was designed
to enable the piety of parishioners to be channeled more effectively and personally than it
would by gazing on a less easily-identifiable icon, or no icon at all.19 The benefits to the
patron were manifest, as intercessory prayers said on an individual’s behalf were thought
to have possessed greater soteriological force than general prayers.20 This effect was
further enhanced by the proximity of Sir Thomas’ effigy to the altar, which would have
provided a perceived intensification of spiritual salvation.21
The importance of these effects to the deceased and his family cannot be
overstated: easing the passage of souls in purgatory through suffrage, prayer and masses
had become a major preoccupation of Christian mentalities by the late thirteenth
century.22 That Sir Thomas was no exception to this trend of indoctrination is
demonstrated by his request that the vast sum of £200 be distributed among the religious
brotherhoods of London and Kent in order to pay for the celebration of masses for his
soul, and the souls of all the faithful, at his death.23 It was significant, too, within the
doctrine of purgatory, that Sir Thomas’ effigy depicted him as an unblemished, wakeful
knight dressed in socially exclusive garb, so as to present him to the afterlife in his most
perfect state. This attention to detail was designed to ensure that Sir Thomas was able to
carry his privileged position with him after death, as well as to impart ideas of the
family's wealth and status to parishioners on earth.24
18

A. Broderick and J. Darrah, ‘The fifteenth-century polychromed effigies of William FitzAlan, 9th
Earl Arundel, and his wife, Joan Neville, the FitzAlan chapel, Arundel, Journal of the Church
Monuments Society 1, part 2 (1986), pp 65-91, especially 71, pl. 4.
19

J. Stevenson, Performance, cognitive theory, and devotional culture: Sensual piety in late medieval York
(New York, 2010), pp. 70-77.
20

P. Binski, Medieval death: Ritual and representation (London, 1996), p. 56.

21

C. Daniell, Death and burial in medieval England, 1066-1550 (London and New York, 1997), p. 101.

22

For purgatory see J. Le Goff, The birth of purgatory, trans. A. Goldhammer (London, 1984); P.
Binski, Medieval death: Ritual and representation (London, 1996), pp. 181-8.
23

CKS U601 T134-137.
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N. Saul, ‘“Forget-me-nots”: Patronage in gothic England’, in Age of chivalry: Art and society in late
medieval England, ed. N. Saul (New York, 1992), p. 45.
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37. Charles Stothard’s
hand-painted details of the
Cawne effigy provide a
valuable reconstruction of
the original polychromy
that would have adorned
the figure. It is not clear
how Stothard arrived at
these colours, but it is
known that he used coeval
illuminated manuscripts to
inform himself when
making effigial
observations. It is also
possible that traces of
polychromy survived at
the time of Stothard's visit
to the Cawne effigy in the
early nineteenth century.
[C. A. Stothard,
Monumental effigies of Great
Britain (London, 1832)]
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Identification and identity

The upon seen upon the Cawne effigy was charged with a lion rampant queue forché ermine
- a detail of paramount importance to the identification of the effigy as belonging to Sir
Thomas, whose arms have been described as both per pale, azure and gules, a lion rampant
queue fourché argent and per pale, azure and gules, a lion rampant ermine in the Dictionary of
British Arms (Plate 38).25 The earliest record of these arms, as associated with the Couen
family, dates from the Ordinary of William Jenyns, c. 1380, and as Sir Thomas did not come
from an armigerous family it can be inferred that he assumed the device during the course
of his military career.26 As discussed above, in the Introduction, heraldry was a popular
method for individuals and families to depict their military calling and elevated social
status, and a prime indicator that the bearer of the arms wished to be seen as a participant
in the cult of chivalry. The use of heraldry of Sir Thomas’ effigy is thus neither surprising
or unusual, but it is interesting to speculate on how Sir Thomas came to settle upon this
particular charge.
During the mid- to-late fourteenth century, rich mercenary soldiers were notorious
for wearing golden spurs and calling themselves knights but, whilst the appropriation of
the title attracted complaints, self-assumption of arms was commonplace and generally
only considered a problem when the arms of another family had been consciously
assumed to the latter’s detriment.27 That problems did arise is clear from cases brought in
front of the Curia Militaris, or ‘Court of Chivalry’, but Sir Thomas’ claim to per pale, azure
and gules, a lion rampant queue fourché argent seems to have been secure.28 It is not out of the
question, of course, that this coat, or one very similar, belonged to the mainline de Couen

25

D. H. B. Chesshyre and T. Woodcock (eds), Dictionary of British arms: Medieval ordinary 1 (London,
1992), pp. 158, 179. For a detailed examination of the identification of Sir Thomas’ arms see
Appendix X.
26

A. R. Wagner, A catalogue of English medieval rolls of arms (London, 1950), pp. 69-71.

27

T. Jones, Chaucer’s knight’ , pp. 18-19.

28

The most celebrated of these is the case of Scrope v Grosvenor: The Scrope and Grosvenor
controversy, ed. N. H. Nicolas, 2 vols (London, 1832). See also the cases of Lovel v. Morely and Grey v.
Hastings, as discussed in M. Keen, Nobles, knights and men-at-arms in the Middle Ages (London, 1996),
pp. 107-7; A. R. Bell, ‘The fourteenth century soldier - more Chaucer’s knight or medieval career?’
in Mercenaries and paid men: The mercenary identity in the Middle Ages, ed. J. France (Leiden, 2008), pp.
301-15.
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38. (top) Detail of the jupon
depicted in the Cawne effigy,
charged with a lion rampant, queue
forché ermine.
The arms of Sir Thomas Couen: per
pale, gules and azure, a lion rampant,
queue forché argent.

family, whose members had been knighted since at least the twelfth century.29 Given that
Sir Thomas held the right to lands and services at Coven Manor during the mid-1360s,
and had an active interest in nearby Wolverhampton during the same period, he can be
assumed to have had strong links with the mainline de Couens, perhaps to the extent that
their arms were extended to him. Indeed, a lion rampant queue forché, a lion standing erect
with a split or doubled tail, is relatively rare, yet it is known to have appeared in the arms
of a cluster of Staffordshire families from Sir Thomas’ locality, Cannock Chase: namely the
families of Wasteney, Stapletone, Sutton and Dudley. It is therefore possible that Sir
Thomas reverted to knowledge of local charges from his home county in choosing his
arms, perhaps noting that the manorial branch of his own family shared a feudal superior
with these families at some point in history. If so, the de Montfort Earls of Leicester (gules,

29

Alan de Covene, Sir Thomas’ ancestor, was named as a sub-tenant of the king in the Cartæ
Baronum of 1166: H. Hall (ed), The Red Book of the Exchequer 1 (1896), p. 267. That the de Couen
family arms may have been charged with a lion is suggested by records of Sir Thomas’ kinsman,
Robert Couen, who had a lifelong lease on a courtyard house on Watlyngstrete called ‘ye lyon ate
Dore’, which was so called because a large timber lion stood at the courtyard gate: R. R. Sharpe
(ed), Calendar of letter-books of the city of London: Letter book G [1352-1374] (London, 1905), p. 218; In
1603 chronicler and antiquarian John Stow described the property as ‘a place so called, of a great
Lion of Timber placed there, at a gate entering to a large Court, wherein are divers fair and large
Shops, well furnished with Broad-cloths, and other Draperies of all sorts to be sold’. J. Stow, A
survey of the cities of London and Westminster, 3 (London, 1633), p. 15 [accessed 2 Nov 2012: http://
www.hrionline.ac.uk/strype/TransformServlet?page=book3_015].
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a lion rampant queue forché argent) are a possible candidate. 30 Perhaps we may see here, in
Sir Thomas’ adoption of a lion rampant queue forché, an example of armorial dissemination
- the process by which the arms of a prominent man would be adopted and adapted by
men within his locality and affinity.31 However the choice of heraldry may have come
about, the existence of a common Staffordshire charge on the jupon of an Ightham knight,
whose effigy was created within years of Sir Thomas’ death and placed below his
window, means that it would be counterintuitive to read the monuments as anything
other than a single composition commissioned in memory of Sir Thomas.
Because Sir Thomas’ effigy was designed to depict him in an idealised lifelike
state, rather than his actual state in life, at the behest of his executors, who were keen to
depict him in the best light possible, the figure is almost certain to have been based upon
the exemplum, or approved design, of a trusted stonemason. Specifics of the armour may
well have been informed by objects available to the stonemason as he made his drawings,
or conjured up from his visual experiences and imagination, but without material
evidence of Sir Thomas’ armour we simply cannot know how far his effigy can be used to
inform us about his outwardly appearance. The monument nonetheless bring us closer to
the knight, giving witness to his, and his inner circle’s, hopes and anxieties. Though some
thought must be given to how far the effigy is reflective of Sir Thomas’ executors
anxieties, rather than his own, the close relationship between the men involved, and the
fact that James Peckham had a vested interest in promoting the Couen lineage once it was
decided that he would marry Sir Thomas’ wife Lora, mean that it is unnecessary to
exaggerate any differences that may have existed between Sir Thomas’ desired legacy and
that depicted by his effigy.32 The aspirations of the group involved in the creation of the
monument are manifested in the plate armour in which Sir Thomas is depicted, in the use
of arms and the emblematic use of a lion as a foot rest, and in the placement of the
monument within Ightham chancel: this was a group whose self-image was entirely
bound up in their position within the military community.

30

D. H. B. Chesshyre and T. Woodcock (eds), Dictionary of British arms: Medieval ordinary, 1
(London, 1992), pp. 177-9. I am grateful to The Hon. Christopher John Fletcher-Vane, Portcullis
Pursuivant of Arms in Ordinary, for his suggestions on this point, and for his expertise on heraldic
devices.
31

For the process of armorial dissemination see: J. H. Round, Geoffrey de Mandeville (London, 1892),
pp. 392-396; D. Crouch, The image of aristocracy in Britain, 1000-1300 (London, 1992), pp. 233-255; P.
Coss, The knight in medieval England, 1000-1400 (Stroud, 1993), pp. 79-81; A. Ayton, ‘Sir Thomas
Ughted and the Edwardian military revolution’, in The age of Edward III, ed. J. Bothwell
(Woodbridge, 2001), pp. 115-118.
32

For a discussion of this see: N. Saul, Death, art, and memory in medieval England: The Cobham family
and their monuments, 1300-1500 (Oxford, 2001), p. 229.
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Self-image

The extent to which Sir Thomas’ depiction is idealised in his effigy is difficult to ascertain
because, whilst invaluable as a guide as to Sir Thomas’ wealth, local position, religious
anxieties and adherence to a popularised cult of chivalry, the monument is extremely
limited as a source of information regarding his dress. However, we may glean some idea
of the types of garment he may have worn away from the battlefield from the evidence
available for his circle of friends. As already discussed, the man we may associate most
closely with Sir Thomas is James Peckham. Peckham appears regularly in the
documentary record alongside Sir Thomas: as his witness to land transactions, as his
attorney whilst on campaign, and as his foeffee and friend. Peckham also went on to
marry Sir Thomas’ widow, Lora Moraunt, shortly after his friend’s death, succeeding the
knight as lord of Ightham Mote. His will is therefore invaluable as a source for material
culture at and around the Mote, describing, as it does, a number of garments which must
have made up part of his every-day world, as well as the world of Sir Thomas.33
Of first interest is the armour that Peckham left to his second son, Reginald, which
consisted of at least three pieces: a hauberk, or tunic of mail; a basinet with its aventail;
and a pair of plate gloves. Reginald also received his father's ‘best’ sword, whilst his
younger brother, James, received another sword, presumably of lesser significance or
value. Little can be said about this armour other than that Peckham’s possession of these
three pieces emphasises the likelihood that Sir Thomas would also have had similar items
stored at his home ready for war or ceremonial occasions, and that the statement made by
the armour of his idealised effigy cannot have been too far from the truth at least in its
makeup, if not in its quality and embellishment.
In addition to his armour, Peckham bequeathed a number of 'every day’, that is to
say non-military, though possibly still ceremonial, garments to his family. The record of
these items provides an intriguing, if limited, glimpse, into his wardrobe. A total of nine
items were described in his will: two ‘gounes’, one of black worsted and furred with
beaver, the other white and furred with miniver; four furs of calabria (the red or brown
pelts of squirrels from the Chestnut forests of Calabria in southern Italy); and three furs of
‘foyns’ (brown and white pelts of stone martens). In the late 1360s the term ‘gown’ became
associated with a type of voluminous, pleated tunic that disguised the figure and made it
33
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difficult for observers to distinguish men from women when viewed from behind. The
flowing style was the height of fashion following the Battle of Poitiers, and was
considered by some commentators to be part of a riotous trend of corporeal, and thus
immoral, ornamentation.34 Whether Peckham’s gowns could be described as such is
debatable - worsted was an inexpensive domestic cloth, and although black fabric could
push the price of a garment up, as it required double-dying, a black worsted tunic might
be considered more an example of display through modesty, even with voluminous
pleated arms.35
The presence of beaver and miniver in Peckham’s wardrobe is, though,
significant, because both were expensive furs.36 Miniver, the white winter belly of the red
squirrel, in particular, was extremely valuable due to its luxurious thickness. The
sumptuary laws of 1363 accordingly prescribed that only knights with an annual income
of between 400 marks and £1,000 could wear ‘gowns furred with pure miniver’, a law
which ought to have precluded Peckham from wearing such garments on account of his
station.37 The absence of prosecutions under the sumptuary laws does evidence the ability
of individuals to wear garments above their station without indictment, but a non-knight
wearing a fur restricted to the richest upper echelons of the knightly rank would be a bold
move. However, the white gown in question was bequeathed by Peckham to his only
daughter, Elizabeth, and so may well have been a women’s gown. Unlike their husbands,
the wives of esquires with an annual income of more than 200 marks were allowed to
wear miniver. As both Peckham’s wives, Margaret and Lora Moraunt, pre-deceased him,
it is quite possible that the white gown had passed to his wardrobe as a keep-sake ready
to be passed to a favoured daughter at a later date.38 Echoes of this pattern of bequests can
also be seen at the Mote more than half a century later, when Sir Thomas’ grandson, Sir
William Haute, left three gowns furred with beaver to his sons Richard, Edward and
James, and one furred with miniver to his daughter Alice. Unlike Peckham’s monochrome
wardrobe, though, Haute’s gowns were of red and violet - exclusive and expensive dyes.
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The use of fur was not limited to the linings or turn-outs of Peckham’s garments,
as three of the the furs of calabria and foyns were described as ‘long’; almost certainly
cloaks . Unlike Elizabeth de Burgh, who listed the six robes she left to her ladies-inwaiting according to their quality, from best to worst, Peckham appears to have
distributed his furs evenly amongst his three sons.39 Each was therefore reserved a long
fur of each pelt, Reginald receiving an additional short fur of calabria.40 These cloaks were
ordinarily worn thrown over a gown when outdoors, and their sumptuousness would
have helped to differentiate Peckham from his less-wealthy neighbours.
Another stand-out item in Peckham’s wardrobe was a silver belt. Belts were often
the subject of wills, possibly as a result of the use of precious materials such as silver and
silk, but also because they were particularly notable personal accessories; part of an
individual’s ‘signature’ wardrobe. 41 Peckham’s belt does appear to have been imbued
with some sort of recognisable quality or value, as it was the focus of a tradition of giftgiving within his circle of friends. The accessory in question was a precious girdle made of
silver, which had originally belonged to Roger Digge of Barham, in Kent. Digge was a
prominent man within the county, appearing on numerous commissions during his life,
and he appears to have been a servant of the Archbishop of Rochester at his death, though
he was steward of the Archbishop of Canterbury’s household as a young man. 42 On 26
December 1374 Digge drew up his will, in which he recorded his wish that Simon Monyn,
who was married to his sister, Ellen, should have his ’long silver girdle’. At the same time,
he wished to leave his ‘short silver girdle worth about 10 marcs’ to James Peckham, who
was standing as his feoffee in Wrotham, a position denoting trust and friendship.43
Peckham thus came into possession of the silver girdle on Digge’s death sometime in
1375. Though this was surely a cherished item, Peckham appears to have lent the girdle to
another of his good friends, Stephen Norton. Norton was also a Kentish member of the
Digge circle of friends, and had stood as the executor of the will of John Digge, Roger’s
brother, alongside Simon Monyn, the recipient of Roger’s long silver girdle, in 1375.44
Peckham selected Norton as the supervisor of his will, which was drawn up on 12 May
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1400, and in it he bequeathed the ‘silver girdle, which [Stephen Norton] has, that was
Roger Dygg’s’ to Norton on a permanent basis.
Other than the two silver girdles, little evidence can be found within Peckham’s
circle of the kinds of precious adornment that the friends might have worn. Peckham
bequeathed a set of silver and gilt ‘bedes’ to the wife of Stephen Norton, and Roger Digge
bequeathed rings to three ladies, two of whom were kin, requesting that John should
choose each item on his behalf, but that is all the evidence of jewellery we have. However
Peckham did request that his executors, Sir John Norton, chaplain of the Collegiate
Church of Cobham, and John Kirkeby, Lord of Horton, commission four gold rings to be
engraved with ‘pense de moy’ and worth worth 40s each, as gifts to his friends and
feoffees John de Freningham, John Culpepper, William Makenade and Thomas Brokehill.
Taken together, the bequests made by Peckham of fashionable gowns and
expensive furs, in addition to those of gold rings and a valuable silver girdle, indicate that
he would have made quite an impression as he rode through Kent on his travels. It would
surely have been unmistakable from this man’s outwardly appearance that he was, as
William Skele complained to Parliament in 1381, ‘so feared and so strong in the country
that [a less powerful person] has never been able to have justice’.45
On the other hand, Peckham was certainly not the best dressed gentry member to
be seen out and about in the locality, and a number of his neighbours would have cut
rather more of a dash than he, according to the evidence of their own wardrobes. Sir
Andrew Sackville was one such neighbour, who was often to be found travelling through
Kent on his way between London and his Sussex estates. 46 In Sackville’s wardrobe hung
not only a miniver-furred gown comparable to that belonging to Peckham, but, quite
surprisingly, a white surcoat furred with miniver and paired with long ermine cuffs.47
Ermine was an extremely valuable fur that was limited, according to the sumptuary laws
of 1363, to the use of the greatest magnates and prelates. It was specifically precluded
from the otherwise broad list of furs and fabrics that could be worn by knights in even the
highest income bracket of between 400 marks and £1,000; that Sackville owned such an
item is unexpected.48 If he was to be found socialising with Peckham, each in their Sunday
best, there can be no doubt that Sackville’s miniver-lined gown and white, ermine-cuffed
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surcoat would have compared favourably with Peckham's black worsted beaver-lined
gown and brown calabria cloak.
Nonetheless, the evidence of James Peckham’s wardrobe strongly implies that he
was a man with a strong sense of status and the desire to communicate that status
through his outwardly appearance. It is a desire echoed in the expensive and imposing
Cawne effigy constructed at Ightham church, and it is also seen in the circulation of
valuable accessories amongst a small group of close-knit friends. These ideas of status,
the desire to be looked upon as wealthy, powerful and ‘in the gang’, or as a member of a
closed gentry social circle, were integral to the lives of the men who lived at Ightham
Mote.

‘In the gang’

The evidence of Sir Thomas’ effigy at Ightham Parish Church, with its idealised portrayal
of a chivalrous knight dressed in expensive bejewelled and inscribed plate armour,
describes a legacy designed to impress a particular message upon the wider landscape.
That message was one of its time: this man was important, he was part of the military
elite, a participant in the cult of chivalry, and he was wealthy. In short: he was gentry. The
use of heraldry upon the monument provided a further endorsement of Sir Thomas’
social position, implying lineage and legitimacy as well as providing a useful reminder of
to whom the monument belonged. There can be no doubt that the Cawne monument was
specifically designed to relay a constructed appearance that would cast both Sir Thomas
and his family members in the best possible light within the community. In many ways
this constructed appearance in death was no different to the way in which Sir Thomas is
likely to have presented himself to the outer world in life, albeit in ‘everyday’ attire rather
than his armour. From the extant wills of James Peckham’s close friends and Sir Thomas’
own grandson we find evidence of sumptuous fabrics, furs and accessories with social
meaning attached to them, and we know that these items were important to the
individuals involved because they gifted them to one another both in life and in their
wills. In this manner, each man participated in a shared cultural identity that demarcated
them as part of an elite group and a member of the gentry. The creation of identical rings
for a circle of friends to wear after the death of one member provides a strong illustration
of the high importance attached to shared appearances and the ability of shared identities
to bond together individuals within the landscape into a distinctive social network.
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Chapter Five
Social Networks
‘To me, that am thy cosyn and thy brother,
Ysworn ful depe, and ech of us til oother’1

Peckham’s social circle, glimpsed in brief through the names of ten men appearing in each
other’s wills as executors, supervisors and recipients of gifts,2 raises an interesting point
regarding the types of social interactions in which the fourteenth-century gentry were
involved, and how their social networks might have operated. In Peckham’s case, a first
note of interest is that his ‘inner-circle’ appears to have been made up of prominent men
resident in northern Kent: men who can be found serving as Kent county sheriffs, Knights
of the Shire, and commissioners of the crown. As a result, it is possible to see, in the
associations of this particular social circle, the workings of an intra-county community
whose bonds were formed through horizontal relationships borne as much of
geographical proximity as of shared lifestyles and mentalities. We are not fortunate
enough to have documents detailing the friendship groups of Sir Thomas in the same
way, and so it is necessary to undertake prosopographical and network relational studies
in order to understand the types of connection Sir Thomas Couen had with the people he
met throughout his life, and how his social network may have changed over time.
By some margin, the fullest record we have of Sir Thomas’ social networks comes
not from wills, but from his involvement in the wars of Edward III, both because a large
number of men were involved in the campaigns and because the names of numerous of
those men have been captured in records connected with the issue of letters of protection
and charters of pardon. Although each record is only partial, it is possible to retrieve the
names of ninety-six men serving under Sir Thomas’ captaincy over the course of the five
royal campaigns to France in 1356-8, 1359-60, 1369, 1370-1 and 1372 (Appendix III). The
records that have survived present an incomplete picture of each of Sir Thomas’ retinues,
and of his social network as a whole, but it is nonetheless possible to draw out patterns of
recruitment from the data in order to gain an understanding of his relationships and
recruitment reach. Added to this list of retinue members are the names of seven
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prominent soldiers, most of them military captains in their own right, who were
mentioned by contemporary chroniclers as close associates of Sir Thomas in France. Taken
together, the surviving evidence for Sir Thomas’ military associations provides a total of
103 names.
Evidence for Sir Thomas’ network outside of his military campaigns is also sparse,
relying largely on the survival of administrative records such as land grants, wills, and
pleas. However, it is possible to retrieve the names of 42 men recorded alongside Sir
Thomas in legal or financial records between 1345 and 1372. The picture is again partial,
but much can be said about the pattern of relationships revealed by the data, and
comparisons can be drawn between this social group and Sir Thomas’ military contacts to
reveal a fluid and dynamic social circle which grew alongside Sir Thomas’ personal
experiences so as to reflect a network that was at once highly localised and far-reaching.

Early associations

In order to understand the way in which Sir Thomas’ social network and social standing
was impacted by war, it is necessary to begin with a look at his early associations. As a
result of both his relative youth and low social status, records of Sir Thomas prior to
around 1360 are rare. There are therefore few names to be found in his association during
his early years, but those that do exist provide valuable contextualisation for a poorlydocumented period of his life. The most extensive records come from enrolled pleas and
letters patent detailing Sir Thomas’ involvement in litigation arising from his part in local
skirmishes and feuds.
The first record to provide a list of names in association with Sir Thomas comes
from 1345, when he was accused of hunting deer and harassing and assaulting the men
and servants of John de Sutton of Sedgley, in Dudley, alongside his two brothers and four
friends: John and Richard Buffrey, of Netherpenne and Wolverhampton; Clement Waleys
of Wolverhampton; and Adam Colet of Sedgley.3 The Buffrey brothers were the nephews
of Sir Thomas Buffrey, who was a tenant of John de Sutton at the Manor of Netherpenne.4
John Buffrey had found service with John de Aston, the sheriff of Stafford, as a ‘receiver of
the money’, before later being appointed as a bailiff of Philip de Weston, Dean of the
3
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Church of Wolverhampton.5 The bailiff of the Dean was traditionally a burgess of
Wolverhampton, indicating that Buffrey had acquired a burgage tenement by the time of
his appointment. He settled in the town, often receiving the epithet ‘of Wolverhampton’.6
It was undoubtedly in Wolverhampton that Buffrey became acquainted with the Couen
brothers, whilst his links to Sedgley were almost certainly the result of personal or familial
opposition to his uncle’s feudal overlord. John Buffrey could still be found in Sir Thomas
Couen’s social circle more than ten years after the Segdley hunting incident, indicating
that this was a real and long-standing friendship.7 The two men must have known one
another well, doing business, talking politics, and socialising together on
Wolverhampton’s market place, and it is John Buffrey who appears to have been the key
social link to the formation of the group of friends hunting de Sutton’s deer in 1345 (Fig.
10).
Wolverhampton
Clement Waleys
Thomas Couen
John de Couene (I)
John de Couene (2)

John
Buffrey
Adam Colet

Robert
Buffrey

Netherpenne

Sedgley

Fig. 10. The geographical relationship of men who went hunting with Sir Thomas in 1345
indicates that the key link between the men and their appearance in Sedgley was John Buffrey.
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In 1358 Sir Thomas was again mentioned for his part in local unrest when he joined nine
men, including John Buffrey, breaking into the house of Elizabeth Gerveys in
Wolverhampton. The men involved included a blacksmith (ferour), two chaplains and a
miller (muleward), and all but one of those identified were local men, coming from
Wolverhampton and the local villages of Tettenhall, Bushbury, Allesley and Wednesfield.
The one non-local man, Henry atte Lake, came from Sandon, north of Stafford, around 25
miles from Wolverhampton, and one man, Walter le Corl, could not be identified.8
The final records we have of Sir Thomas during this period are further legal pleas
similarly brought against him for his part in the town’s local rivalries. In 1358 he was sued
for a Breach of the Peace by Roger de la Lone of Wolverhampton, whose family had been
attempting to lay claim to a messuage owned by the de Couen family in Wolverhampton
since 1338,9 and the following year he was sued for entering the home of John de Waltham
alongside his mother, Juliana de Covene, and four men: Robert Sherman, from
Wolverhampton; Roger Brown, from Evenfeld near the Staffordshire border; and Roger
Gough and Robert Doncan, who could not be identified.
Taken together, we have the names of 23 individuals, excluding members of the de
Coven family, who occur alongside Thomas Couen in the documentary record for the
period 1345-1359, twenty of whom can be identified. Of that number, nine individuals
were residents of the town of Wolverhampton, eight individuals lived in villages within a
five mile radius of Wolverhampton, and two individuals lived further than ten miles away
from Wolverhampton (Fig. 11).10 This social network can therefore be seen to operate, in
the main, on two territorial levels: Wolverhampton and Seisdon Hundred. Sir Thomas’
network therefore appears to have been limited to two levels of identity, described by
Peter Coss in 2003 with regards to the thirteenth century as the ‘immediate
neighbourhood’ and the ‘broader locality’. In Coss’ model, additional identities were also
possible, including the ‘lordship or component of a lordship’, the ‘sub-county’ and the
‘county’.11 That Sir Thomas’ network was, at this time, focused upon affiliation by
proximity is of note as it implied that any ability he had to network further afield from the
broader locality of Wolverhampton was either limited, or under-utilised.
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Sandon (1)

Abbots Bromeleye
Stafford

Rugeleye
10

Litchfield
5
3

Bissebury (1)
Allerleye (1)

Tettenhall (2)

Wednesfeld (1)

Wolvernehampton (9)

Walsall

Netherpenne (1)

Seggesleye (2)

Birmingham
Evenfeld (1)

Fig. 11. The geographical relationship of individuals associated with Thomas
Couen in the documentary record between 1345 - 1359. His social network
appears to have been largely bound by proximity to Wolverhampton.*
* The documented spelling of place-names has been retained.
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The early retinue: c. 1357-62

Sir Thomas ‘retinue’ is, of course, more correctly described as a series of retinues, as each
was raised separately with a specific campaign in mind. The retinue Sir Thomas
assembled in 1369 was therefore a different entity to that raised 1370, and they from that
of 1372. The paucity of useable material for Sir Thomas’ military service prior to 1369
makes interpretation of Sir Thomas' early retinue and military associations highly
problematic, and discussion of the social composition of the retinue unfeasible. As
discussed above, in Chapter Two, ‘Lordship in absentia’, the circumstances of Sir
Thomas’ early military service are somewhat ambiguous. That he was captaining the
fortress of Le Neubourg from the autumn of 1357 until the conclusion of evacuations
under the Treaty of Brétigny in around March 1362 seems certain, but with whom might
he have served? In order to answer this question we must turn to the enrolled letters of
protection available for 1360, where the names of two men serving under Sir Thomas in
have survived: John de Cornewaille, chivalier, and Giles ate Hide, both of whom were
were issued their letters on 22 October.
The presence of Giles in Sir Thomas’ service is of immediate interest as there is a
long-standing link documented in the historical record between with de Couene and de
Hyde families. Giles ate Hide and Sir Thomas were of the same generation, and both
younger sons without manorial inheritances.12 Giles was a relatively young man when he
travelled to serve with Sir Thomas in France in 1360, 13 and had a long military career
ahead of him with numerous captains, serving the Black Prince in Acquitaine in 1369, 14 Sir
John de Charleton, 3rd Baron Charleton, on a naval expedition in 1372,15 and the Earl of
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Stafford in Scotland in 1400.16 Given the length of this service, it is quite possible that
Giles’ military career began in the company of Sir Thomas.
Like Sir Thomas and many of the deponents of Scrope v Grosvenor, Giles appears to
have been a busy and well-travelled soldier.17 He evidently did well for himself, and was
granted a life annuity of £10 from Richard II from the issues of Stafford in 1399, at which
time he was described as a king’s esquire.18 Giles’ progression from service with a
militarily successful family friend, relative, and neighbour, into the retinues of John de
Charleton, whose barony was centred upon Shropshire, and the Earl of Stafford, who was
tenant-in-chief of the Hyde lands and a probable patron of Giles’ father, Thomas de Hyde,
displays a tendency towards transitory, but nonetheless local, patronage. For his own part,
Sir Thomas chose Giles’ kinsman, Ralph Hyde, as his attorney in 1367, entrusting him to
deliver seisen of lands in Coven to his kinsman, John de Coven.19 More than two decades
later, Giles ate Hide witnessed the same John de Coven’s grant of Coven manor to one of
his own kinsman, William de Hyde, indicating that this family friendship was still as
strong as ever. 20 Giles may therefore have followed Sir Thomas to war in 1360 as part of
the captain’s military network, but their relationship extended into friendship and
kinship, resulting in a bond of trust that enabled the men to help one another with their
manorial administration.
The knight who took out protections alongside Giles ate Hide under the captaincy
of Sir Thomas in 1360, John de Cornewaille, is somewhat more difficult to identify,
particularly as the details of his background are easily confused with those of another
man of the same name and origin. The John de Cornewaille who received letters of
protection with Sir Thomas was probably the son and heir of Brian de Cornwaille of
Kinlet in Shropshire, who served as sheriff of Shropshire and Stafford six times between
1369 and 1383. However, without further evidence to distinguish one John from another, it
would be unwise to comment further. What can be said, though, is that, like Giles, John de
Cornewaille came from Sir Thomas’ locality, Kinlet being a day’s ride south-west of
Wolverhampton.
In addition to the letters of protection of John de Cornewaille and Giles ate Hide,
eight pardons have survived for men serving in the retinue of Sir Thomas in 1360.
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Unfortunately, little can be said about these soldiers, as the individuals are not well
documented. Nicholas Berchere, for example, cannot be traced with any certainty, as there
does not appear to be any record of him other than the pardon of 1361, which was
reiterated with special grace in 1365.21 Two further men receiving pardons, John and
Thomas Bouman, were almost certainly kinsmen serving together, but are difficult to
identify because their names are very common. 22 Their surname may have been
occupational, indicating that they were bowmen, but it is impossible to be sure. The men
were, however, pardoned for killing a man named Henry Proudyn, who can be identified
as coming from Billingsborough hundred in Lincolnshire, although again there is no
evidence linking the pardoned men with the area they committed their crime.23
Two pardons do, however, provide further geographical details: those of Ralph
Marchall and Peter Wynemere, which specified that the men came from Huntingdon and
Uppyngham (in Rutland), respectively.24 A final pardon is more useful, as the soldier,
Alexander, son of John Pirye, can be traced to Perry Barr in the hundred of Offlow in
Staffordshire.25 Pirye came from the same area as John de Somerville, who was killed by
Sir Thomas whilst they were serving together in Normandy during 1359.26 Somerville was
a respected member of the military community and had acted as attorney for Sir Rese Ap
Griffith in 1345, whilst he was in the king’s service, as well as in 1359 for a group of
prominent knights and esquires: namely, Ralph Giffard, Roger Audley, Richard de
Stafford, James Audley, and, again, Ap Griffith.27 These were proud military men with
strong links to Staffordshire and Shropshire, suggesting that Somerville was an active and
well-known member of the midlands soldiery.
In addition to the nine soldiers discussed above, the names of three further men
serving with Sir Thomas in Normandy during the late 1350s can be gleaned from the
historical record, having been preserved in French documents describing the events of
1357. Thomas Wisse, Ralph Waleton and William Winsselore are said to have been serving
in the Le Neubourg garrison in 1357, when they undertook a siege on the fortified town of
Poix-de-Picardie, twenty miles south of Amiens, capturing it from the lord of Poix and
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Mareuil, Jean de Tyrel.28 Le Neubourg was under the captaincy of Sir Thomas at this time,
indicating that Wisse, Waleton and Winsselore were operating as part of his retinue and
were playing an active part in the well-documented raids out of the fortress in an attempt
to further the Anglo-Navarrese cause. Whilst there is little further detail to be found in the
historical record about these three men, it is interesting to find that that Thomas Wisse
appears to have come from Lichfield in Staffordshire, close to Sir Thomas’ home, whilst
Ralph Waleton came from the midlands village of Sharnbrook in Bedfordshire and later
served Humphrey de Bohun, the Earl of Hereford.29 Like many of Sir Thomas’ known
military associates during this period, then, Wisse and Waleton may well have joined the
retinue of a local captain midlands captain in around 1355.
Given that the sample of names available for the period 1355-1362 is so small, and
so little is known about each of the individuals, any correlation between these men would
be statistically improbable; However, a striking correlation exists between these men
when place of origin is taken into consideration: half of those whose place of origin can be
ascertained came from the Sir Thomas’ home counties of Staffordshire and Shropshire,
and all that can be identified were, without exception, from the Midlands (Table 3 and
Fig. 12).
Table 3. The origins of men serving with Sir Thomas Couen, c. 1359-61
Soldier

County

Place

On Fig. 12

Cornewaille, John de, Kt.

Shropshire

Kinlet/Burford

1

Hide, Giles atte

Staffordshire

Hyde

2

Somerville, John de

Staffordshire

Alrewas

3

Wisse, Thomas

Staffordshire

Lichfield

4

Pirye, Alexander

Staffordshire

Perry Barr

5

Marchal, Ralph

Warwickshire

Harborough

6

Wynemere, Peter

Rutland

Uppingham

7

Waleton, Ralph

Bedfordshire

Sharnbrook

8

Bouman, John

Lincolnshire*

Billingborough*

9

Bouman, Thomas

Lincolnshire*

Billingborough*

10

Berchere, Nicholas

-

-

-

Winsselore, William

-

-

-

*tentatively identified
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Fig. 12. Men appearing in the documentary record alongside Sir Thomas Couen, 1359-61

Without doubt, the connection between Sir Thomas and Giles ate Hide is the strongest
example of the type of connection this captain could call upon when recruiting, and one
we might expect to see, given the tradition of the de Coven and Hyde family working
together. The presence of other local men without known links to their captain indicates
that the Sir Thomas was drawing upon a range of social connections from within the
social network he was familiar to - a ‘home zone’ - and it should be expected that, for each
of Sir Thomas’ own links, many more existed between his soldiers. For their part, the men
who joined Sir Thomas’ retinue, either as individuals or as part of small sub-retinues,
appear to have chosen to serve him not because he was a wealthy or powerful man able to
offer them patronage or political protection, but because he was a local man, a known
entity, and one who was probably either known to them personally or through an
intermediate contact: it is not hard to imagine Sir John de Cornwall teaming up with a
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neighbour and man-at-arms like Giles ate Hide, as well as a group of trusted local archers,
to form a small unit or sub-retinue ready to travel to Le Neubourg and join the campaign
of a rising Staffordshire captain such as Sir Thomas.

The later retinues: 1369

When war recommenced in 1369, Sir Thomas returned to France as a retinue captain in
the expedition of John of Gaunt to Calais. Though it was one of the largest armies to be
sent to France between the renewal of war in 1369 and 1380, the army of 1369 (around
6,000 men) was approximately half the size of that which had sailed during Sir Thomas’s
last campaign in 1359.30 It was for this campaign that Sir Thomas was described as part of
Edward III’s retinencia regis;31 however, as he did not indent directly with the Crown,
evidence of the part played by Sir Thomas in the army is sadly lacking. The size of his
retinue is not known, and attempting to reconstruct his retinue from the fragmentary
evidence is highly problematic. Twenty men did, however, take out letters of protection in
Sir Thomas’ service prior to the campaign, and analysis of the composition of that part of
the retinue we have evidence for is both illuminating and contextually valuable.
Within the records of letters of protection issued for the 1369 campaign, we find
the names of 21 men in Sir Thomas’ service (Appendix III). The letters were issued during
the second and third weeks of July 1369, one month after John of Gaunt had sealed an
indenture with Edward III to serve for six months with 499 men-at-arms, 1000 archers, 300
lances and bowmen, and 40 miners. 32 Sir Thomas’s letters were issued in three main
batches, eleven on 2 July, followed by an additional five on 8 July, and then a nine day
pause before another five were issued on 17 July. The long pauses between the two
batches are likely to have been the result of three main recruitment drives by Sir Thomas,
though the pause before the final batch may well have been as a result of the death of
Queen Phillipa and the beginning of a period of mourning.
The letters of protection issued for Sir Thomas’s retainers on 2 July were
particularly detailed, and supply valuable information in the way of a place of origin or
profession for all but one of the men. In addition, although those letters issued later in the
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For the army of 1369 see J. W. Sherborne, ‘Indentured retinues and English expeditions to France,
1369-1380’, EHR 79, (1964), pp. 718-746.
31 TNA E403/438, m. 38.
32 TNA E 101/68/4 no. 87.
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month do not supply the same level of detail, the majority of the men who received
protections can be identified through prosopographical research. As in 1359-61, a number
of Sir Thomas’s retainers were described in their letters of protection as coming from
locations within Sir Thomas’ ‘home zone’, namely William de Somerford of Seisden,33
Walter de Stafford of Levedale,34 and Thomas Sotherton of Mitton.35 Mitton and Levedale
are located less than two miles apart, and just eight miles from Wolverhampton, while
William de Somerford came from a family who, like the Hydes, were friends of the de
Coven family and shared distant relatives. 36 William was to return to Sir Thomas’ service
again in 1371, received letters of protection in that year to join Sir Thomas in France.37 Two
further men serving with Sir Thomas during the 1369 campaign appear to have been from
the Midlands: John de Horpole was possibly the man from Willebeye in
Northamptonshire receiving a pardon in 1347 for service at Crécy;38 John Scot, on the
other hand, was described as being from Cambridge in his letter of protection. 39 The latter,
John Scot, may the kinsman of another man serving that year, Henry Skot, though the
prevalence of the surname makes it impossible to be sure that the two were related.
Richard Holbeche, on the other hand, was almost certainly a close relative of Robert
Holbech, both of whom joined Sir Thomas in 1369. 40
Another eight men were described, at the time their letters of protection were
issued, as being ‘of London’ and two more can be identified as London grinders, though
their place of residence was not recorded in their letters. One, Henry Hasylwode, whose
area of London was unspecified, was a haberdasher,41 while William Berkhamstede was a
fuller who owned a messuage with appurtenances in Stratford Longthorn.42 Three of the
men were described in their protections as coming from the parish of St Laurence,43 while
a fourth, John Ried, came from the neighbouring street, within the parish of the Blessed
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Mary at Bow (St Mary le Bow).44 Detailed research of the other men in receipt of
protections has revealed that two further men were from the vicinity of St Mary le Bow:
Thomas Bosseworth (alias de Marchall) was a blacksmith from All Hallows de
Bredestreet,45 whilst William Doget came from a long line of vintners and owned a tavern
called Le Cheker on Candlewick Street in Eastcheap;46 surely a reason to believe that he
would be well known locally, though the wine was allegedly bad. 47 A total of at least six
men in the retinue of Sir Thomas therefore lived within one small area of London, and it
would be counter-intuitive to suspect that these men were not familiar with one another.
That at least a part of this London group were friends who joined Sir Thomas’s retinue
together, perhaps as a sub-retinue, is demonstrated most clearly in the case of there of the
men from Eastcheap: Thomas Bolton, William Bretteford and Henry Demnore.48 The
letters of protection for these men were all issued on the same day and with the identical
description (of the Parish of St Laurence), indicating that they applied for their letters
together and intended to serve as a group. It is likely that more men would have joined
alongside this group, though without letters of protection their service is invisible to us.
Intriguingly, the link between the London men who joined Sir Thomas’ retinue in
1369, and Sir Thomas himself, appears to have been Sir Thomas’ kinsman, Robert Couen
(alias Jones), who took delivery of seisin of Sir Thomas’ lands in Coven via Ralph de Hyde
in 1365. Robert was a skinner who lived in a courtyard tenement on the corner of Watling
Street and Bread Street called ‘ye lyoun atte Dore’.49 The tenement he leased included a
number of shops whose tenants were recorded as Walter Elmbrigge, a tailor, William
Thyndone, a pouchmaker, and John le Young, a glover, and his tenement was both large
and notorious as a result of the large timber lion standing at the gate.50 Seven of the eight
citizens of London that served with Sir Thomas in 1369 lived either within Robert’s ward,

44

TNA C76/52, m. 9.
TNA C76/52, m. 6; TNA C76/67, m.3; CPR 1381-85, p. 334; R. R. Sharpe (ed), Calendar of letterbooks of the city of London: Letter book H [1375-1399] (London, 1905), p. 292.
46 TNA C76/52/9; ’Bridge House Rental 3: Account for 1461-2’, London Bridge: selected accounts and
rentals, 1381-1538 (1995), no. 307.
47 In 1364 John Righways and John Penrose were forced to drink their own wine as a punishment
for selling it ‘unsoured and unwholesome’ in the tavern of Walter Doget in the parish of Eastcheap;
S. Beadle Dogget, A history of the Dogget-Daggett family, (Boston, 1894), p. 6.
45

48

All TNA C76/52. m. 9.

49

R. R. Sharpe (ed), Calendar of letter-books of the city of London: Letter book G [1352-1374] (London,
1905), pp. 169, 218.
50

ibid, p. 151; J. Stow, A survey of the cities of London and Westminster, 3 (London, 1633), p. 15
[accessed 2 Nov 2012: http://www.hrionline.ac.uk/strype/TransformServlet?page=book3_015]
!177

Cordwainer, or directly next to it, in Candlewick Ward (Table 4).

Given that Sir Thomas travelled to London on a regular basis throughout the mid- to late
1360s (see Chapter Two, ‘Lordship in absentia’), it is quite possible that Robert Couen's
courtyard house provided Sir Thomas and his riding household with accommodation on
a number of occasions. The opportunity would have been available, in this case, for Sir
Thomas to have met some of the men who intended to serve with him in 1369 during his
trips to the capital. A personal connection is implied by this theory, lending credence to
the notion that, just as Sir Thomas appeared to have recruited from his ‘home zone’
around Wolverhampton and the Midlands at the start of his military career, as he became
more familiar with London the change was reflected in the makeup of his retinue.
Table 4. Citizens of London receiving Letters of Protection for service with Sir Thomas
Couen, 1369
Soldier

Ward

Doget, William

Candlewick

Denmore, Henry

Candlewick

Bretteford, William

Candlewick

Bolton, Thomas

Candlewick

Ried, John

Cordwainer

Hasylwode, Henry

Cordwainer

Bosseworth, Thomas (alias Marchall)

Cordwainer

Holbeche, Richard

Cordwainer

Holbech, Robert

Cordwainer

Hasylwode, Henry

-

Accordingly, of the twenty-one men who were issued letters of protection in the service of
Sir Thomas in 1369, both the Midlands and London were well-represented. In addition to
suggesting that Sir Thomas’ retinue was predicated upon social links engendered by
geographical proximity, the makeup of the 1369 retinue indicated that Sir Thomas’s
recruiting reach and scope was widening as time went by. Rather than recruit largely, or
perhaps even solely, within the Midlands, in 1369 Sir Thomas was represented by a
retinue made up of men from areas outside of the social network seen in the composition
of his earlier retinue (Table 5 and Fig. 13).
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Table 5. Men receiving letters of protection for service with Sir Thomas Couen, 1369
Soldier

County

Place

On Fig. 13

Sotherton, Thomas

Staffordshire

Mitton

1

Stafford, Walter de

Staffordshire

Levedale

2

Somurford, William

Staffordshire

Somerford

3

Horpole, John

Northants

Willebeye (Wilby)

4

Scot, John

Cambridgeshire

Cambridge

5

Bokkeleye, William

-

-

-

Bolton, Thomas

London

Parish of St Laurence Eastcheap

6

Bosseworth, Thomas

London

All Hallows de Breadstreet

7

Bretteford, William

London

Parish of St Laurence Eastcheap

8

Cruwe, Thomas

-

-

-

Denmore, Henry

London

Parish of St Laurence Eastcheap

9

Doget, William

London

Parish of St Laurence Eastcheap

10

Godewyne, William

Kent

Middleton

16

Hasylwode, Henry

London

-

11

Holbech, Robert

London

All Hallows de Breadstreet

12

Holbeche, Richard

London

All Hallows de Breadstreet

13

Hunte, John

-

-

-

Ried, John

London

Parish of Mary le Bow

14

Berkamstede, William

Essex

Stratford Langthorne

15

Skot, Henry

-

-

-

Straggy, Adam

-

-

-
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York

1
Wolverhampton
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3
4

5

Cambridge

Oxford
6 - 14
LONDON

15

16

Southampton

Fig. 13. Men receiving Letters of Protection for service with Sir Thomas Couen, 1369

The later retinues: 1370-72

The body of evidence for Sir Thomas’ retinue is at its fullest in 1370, both because an
exchequer document detailing information about the size and structure of retinues
intending to serve in Robert Knolles’ campaign provides our first concrete evidence of Sir
Thomas’ recruiting reach, and because a large number of Letters of Protection and
pardons have survived from the campaign.51 The exchequer document detailing Knolles’
army is made up of three manuscripts bundled together under E 101/30/25 at The
National Archives. The document was described by James Sherborne, in 1964, as an
‘incomplete retinue list’ though it is in fact a series of three lists, each representing a

51

TNA E 101/30/25.
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different administrational phase in the organisation of Robert Knolles’ army prior to final
muster.52 None of the documents can truly be considered as a retinue list in the true sense
of the meaning.53 Of the three manuscripts that make up this document, it is the first two
which have been studied in most detail. Manuscripts one and two contain successive
copies, henceforth Lists A and B, of essentially the same list of 30 captains intending to
serve in Knolles’ army, alongside a breakdown of the retinue strengths of each captain.
Marginalia notes describe the value of prests received by nineteen of the men. The third
and final manuscript of the series supplies a further, condensed and much amended,
register, henceforth List C, of Knolles’ captains and their retinue strengths. In addition,
extensive marginalia notes were made to List C, recording groups of pledgers vouching
for specified sums of money on behalf of each captain. 54 The contents of all three lists are
highly enigmatic, and it is not clear whether all of the information was recorded in
advance of the expedition, however the body of evidence provides an invaluable and
illuminating glimpse into the dynamic generation of Sir Thomas' retinue.
At the time of List A’s creation, Sir Thomas was recorded as the captain of a mixed
retinue of sixty men-at-arms and sixty archers in the army of Robert Knolles: the fourth
largest retinue recorded on this particular list. Twenty nine other captains were leading
retinues under the command of Knolles in 1370, of whom three were barons, twenty-one
were knights, and nine were esquires. Retinue sizes ranged from 500, captained by John
Minsterworth, to a single knight, Thomas Trivet, who was listed as a single man-at-arms.
Other than Trivet, every retinue recorded was comprised of both men-at-arms and
archers, often of equal representation, illustrating a growing tendency for retinues to
recruit men at a man-at-arms-to-archer ratio of 1:1.55
The army of 1370 appears to have been steadily growing between the creation of
List A and List B as a a number of retinues became larger, among them Sir Thomas'
retinue, which increased to eighty men-at-arms and eighty archers, and that of John Lisle,
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which increased by forty men-at-arms and forty archers. 56 By Saturday 6 July, the date on
which Sir Thomas’ entry on List C was made, his retinue had grown again, having been
supplemented with an additional 40 men-at-arms and 100 archers to form a mixed retinue
totalling 300 men. The additional archers meant that the standard structural composition
of a 1:1 ratio of men-at-arms to archers that Sir Thomas had maintained throughout the
summer was lost, replaced by a more unusual ratio of 2:3. Interestingly, John
Minsterworth, captain of the largest retinue in of the 1370 army (other than that of Knolles
himself) was also fielding a retinue with a ratio of 2:3, and had done so since his details
were first entered on List A. Whether Sir Thomas’ retinue increased so dramatically
because he was able to draw in more men, or whether he was ordered to do so is unclear,
but the ongoing negotiations over the army’s final structure points towards an increasing
prominence on the part of Sir Thomas and his retinue prior to the campaign.
Without a sub-contract of service there is, unfortunately, no way to know whether
the retinue Sir Thomas was recorded with on 6 July was the size and composition he had
originally intended to raise, nor can it be known for certain whether the retinue’s structure
remained the same between 6 July and departure approximately two weeks later. It is, in
fact, quite possible that Sir Thomas' retinue continued to be revised throughout the final
weeks in England; a fourth amendment to the list of Knolles’ captains appears to have
taken place between 6 and 10 July, on which date only thirteen retinue leaders swore an
oath of allegiance before the king.57 A number of those who swore their oath to Edward III
on that day do not appear on Lists A-C, suggesting that the lists of retinues we have for
the campaign are far from complete.
The progressive expansion of Sir Thomas' 1370 retinue over the course of a
number of administrative reviews builds an intriguing picture of not only the structure of
his retinue, but the way in which it was generated. The recruitment of the rank and file
troops serving in the royal army of 1370 is in itself an intriguing topic, and it is therefore
expedient to begin by drawing a number of salient points about Knolles' own personal
retinue in that year. 58 Knolles had been made aware of the decision that he would captain
the army of 1370 early in the year, and began applying for letters of protection for his
retinue on 30 April, continuing until 12 June, one day prior to his agreement to enter into
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sub-contracts with Sir Thomas Grandison, Sir John Bourchier and Sir Alan Buxhill. 59 The
three sub-contractors agreed to share the burden of recruitment in return for an equivalent
proportion of the profits,60 and it seems likely that Knolles postponed the creation of subcontracts until he had ensured that his personal retinue, and thus his share of the profit,
was secure. Bourchier, Buxhill and Grandison did not begin to apply for letters of
protection for their own retainers until after their sub-contracts had been sealed on 13
June. Apart from three letters of protection issued on 17 May to John Minsterworth, there
is no indication that any other captains had been recruiting combatants in preparation for
Knolles’ army prior to the sealing of the subcontracts. Whether this indicates that Knolles
sub-contracted with a number of further captains, or whether Bourchier, Buxhill and
Grandison themselves entered into sub-contracts, is not clear. However, after 13 June a
number of letters of protection were issued on the application of a total of seventeen
captains, including Bourchier, Buxhill, and Grandison.61
The surviving letters of protection issued to men for service with Sir Thomas in
1370 total 46 - only a sixth of the total number his recruits - and of these men, 40 can be
identified securely. We have seen how, in previous campaigns, Sir Thomas utilised his
social connections, turning to men local to Wolverhampton and Staffordshire, to men of
the midlands, and, in 1369, to citizens of London in order to generate his retinue. In 1370
Sir Thomas revisited the same connections in order to recruit soldiers, and we accordingly
see a cluster of recruits from London once more. Notable among them was Thomas de
Bolton, 62 who had served with Sir Thomas the previous year. On his return to the retinue
in 1370 he brought two kinsmen: William Bolton and his bother, John Bolton.63 We find
out from the letters of protection that William was a pepperer, though little else about
their lives in London. From Bread Street in the next ward, Cordwainer, came Ralph Prote,
a fisherman, and Thomas de Elmerugge, who was kinsman to the the tailor, Walter de
Elmbrigge, tenanting one of Robert Couen’s shops at Red Lion Court.64 In addition to his
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letters of proteciton, Thomas de Elmerugge took out letters of attorney, nominating John
de Weston and his kinsman Sir Roger Elmerugge, who had been captain and warden of
Portchester the previous year, as his attorneys. Another two citizens of London also joined
Sir Thomas, and although their letters of protection did not state which locale they were
from, one of them, Robert Hales, may have been the Clerkenwell Prior who joined Ralph
St Leger on campaign in 1378.65 From just outside of the walls of London we find two
more recruits: John Mortymer and William Terry. 66
In 1370, for the first time, Staffordshire men were far less-well represented in the
Sir Thomas’ retinue, or at least in the documentary record, with John ate Wode of Pinley
and William de Keresley of Coventry the only men from Sir Thomas’ original ‘home zone’
to take out letters of protection. On the other hand, the Market Harborough link Sir
Thomas had made the previous decade with retinue member Ralph Marchal bore fruit.
Ralph’s kinsman, Roger Marchal, enrolled with Sir Thomas along with five other men
from the locale: Richard de Bramton, Roger de Hilton, John Judde, John Haverburgh and
John Nevyle, all of whom received their letters of protection on the same day as Marchal.67
Furthermore, Haverburgh and de Hilton, who was parson of the church of Farndon, took
out letters of attorney as well as protection, nominating the same men as their attorneys
and further evidencing that this group of men joined Sir Thomas’ retinue as a single
unit. 68 There is thus a high possibility that the Harborough group represent a sub-retinue
of soldiers.
A similar occurrence can be seen in the issuance of letters of protection in the
service of Sir Thomas on 29 July 1370 to two men from Northumbria: Alexander de
Mitford of the manor of Molesden and William de Mollesdon. 69 Both had letters of
attorney drawn up the following day, and both nominated Mitford’s kinsmen, Hugh and
John de Mitford, as their attorneys.70 Two men from Henley-on-Thames in Oxfordshire
also joined Sir Thomas’ retinue at a similar time, Walter Burnham receiving his letters of
protection on 11 July and Walter Saddler two days later.71 A larger sub-retinue similarly
joined Sir Thomas’ retinue together from Cornwall, as three soldiers and neighbours took
out letters of protection together on 7 August, perhaps at the behest of the Parson of
65
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Roche, Hugh Filbert, who had received his letters for service with Sir Thomas on 11 July. A
further example of soldiers joined Sir Thomas’ retinue together can be found in the
pardons issued to a soldier named Richard, who was described as the son of Robert de
Merclesden, and Thomas, son of Richard le Parker, of Alkincoates , who were relatives
living in Colne in Lancashire. 72 The presence of another kinship group in the retinue, John
and William Petite, suggests, albeit in a limited way, that retinue service with one’s family
members may have been a common occurrence.73
It is perhaps surprising that Sir Thomas did not recruit large numbers of soldiers
from Kent in 1370, as he had been resident in the county for at least four years and had
already served twice as Knight of the Shire. Sir Thomas certainly had military contacts
within the county, and the two Kent men who took out letters of protection for service
with him were both socially prominent and wealthy. One, William de Septvants, was a
knight who had recently come into his inheritance.74 In 1370 he was just 24 years old, and
held the manor of Aldington Thurnham, near Maidstone, in capite.75 Another young and
prominent member of the Kentish gentry joining Sir Thomas' retinue was John de
Freningham, who was also 24 years old in 1370. Freningham had inherited his father’s
manor of Farningham, along with numerous lands around Maidstone, in 1364, and his
first service came in 1369 in the company of Sir William Windsor in Ireland. Freningham
was closely connected to the Earl of Stafford, from whom he held land at in East Barming
with a co-tenant, who was none other than Sir Thomas' family friend and former retinue
member, Giles de Hyde.76 Freningham’s personal link with Sir Thomas is not known, but
he became a close friend and feofee of James Peckham, and was one of only four men
bequeathed a golden ring in Peckham’s will in 1400. Freningham probably served Couen
as an esquire, as he was distrained on 22 February 1401, and his later position within Sir
Thomas’ circle of friends suggests that his appearance in the retinue of 1370 was borne of
a bond of friendship.77
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In Sir Thomas’ retinue of 1370, then, we see the operation of smaller sub-units much more
clearly than in his earlier retinues. Small groups of men from London, Market
Harborough and Cornwall appear to have joined the retinue together, and on a lesser
scale there are groups from Coventry, Stratford-atte-Bow, Molesdon, Henley-On-Thames
and Colne. The scope of the network is, though, far larger than that seen in 1369, without
a clear focus upon a particular area and an almost complete departure from Sir Thomas’
original ‘home zone’ in Staffordshire (Table 6 and Fig. 14).

Table 6. Men receiving Letters of Protection for service with Sir Thomas Couen, 1370
Soldier

County

Place

On Fig. 14

Skelton, Clement de
Jnr

Cumberland

Skelton

1

Mitford, Alexander de

Nothumberland

Molesdon

2

Mollesdon, William de

Nothumberland

Molesdon

3

Dirlton, John fitz John

Durham

Drilton

4

Gayrgrave, William de

Yorkshire

Wakefield

5

Keresley, William de

Staffordshire

Coventry

6

Wode, John atte

Staffordshire

Pinley

7

Hilton, Roger de

Warwickshire

Harborough

8

Judde, John

Warwickshire

Harborough

9

Marchal, Roger

Warwickshire

Harborough

10

Bramton, Richard de

Warwickshire

Harborough

11

Nevyle, John

Northamptonshir Farndon
e

12

Haverburgh, John

Northamptonshire Braybrooke

13

de Lodelowe, Thomas
fitz William

Gloucestershire

Campden

14

Wolph, Philip

Buckinghamshire*

Beauchampton*

15

Thurkill, Nicholas

Buckinghamshire*

Beauchampton*

16

Taillour, Simon

Cambridgeshire

Great Grandson

17

Leche, William

Oxfordshire

Oxford

18
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Burnham, Walter

Oxfordshire

Henley-on-Thames

19

Saddler, Walter

Oxfordshire

Henley-on-Thames

20

May, John

Berkshire

Cookham

21

Bolton, John de

London

Parish of St Laurence
Cheapside

22

Balton, William de

London

Parish of St Laurence
Cheapside

23

Stanfelde, Thomas

London

-

24

Bolton, Thomas

London

Parish of St Laurence
Cheapside

25

Elmerugge, Thomas de

London

All Hallows de Breadstreet

26

Prote, Richard

London

All Hallows de Breadstreet

27

Mortymer, John

Middlesex

Stratford atte Bow

28

Terry, William

Middlesex

Stratford atte Bow

29

Skynnere, John

Hampshire

Eling*

30

Straunge, Peter

Norfolk

Farnham Parva

31

Puttenham, Roger de Jnr

Hertfordshire

Puttenham

32

Fernyngham, John de

Kent

Farningham

33

Stepvantz, William de Jnr

Kent

Aldington

34

Enys, John

Cornwall

Brethey

35

Lanbron, William de

Cornwall

Lamborn

36

Rosogan, Richard

Cornwall

-

37

Filbert, Hugh

Cornwall

Roche

38

Hales, Robert

London*

Clerkenwell*

-

Almaly, Peter

-

-

-

Bowels, John

-

-

-

Fere, Richard

-

-

-

Leghe, William de

-

-

-

Petit, John

-

-

-

Petyt, William

-

-

-

Skelbrok, Thomas

-

-

-
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2-3
1
4

York
5

Wolverhampton
8-13

6-7

Cambridge
14

17

15-16
18

Oxford
19-20

22-27
28-29
LONDON

31
30

21

33
32
34

Southampton
35-38

Fig. 14. Men receiving Letters of Protection for service with Sir Thomas Couen, 1370

Why did Sir Thomas’ retinue change from a midlands-centric entity to a more scattered
retinue in 1370? The refashioning of Sir Thomas’ retinue is likely to have been the result of
the particular nature of the army that was gathered in that year. As discussed above, in
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Chapter Two: ‘Lordship in absentia’, the army planned for 1370 was unusual: it was to be
lead by a non-magnate captain in a power-share with three other leaders sworn to
allegiance, and it was to become self-funding after thirteen weeks in the field. In many
respects this was an unorthodox set-up, and the lack of magnate leadership meant that the
majority of the Crown’s noble leaders did not take part in the expedition: new men like Sir
Thomas, relying upon their experiences in the late 1350s and the previous year, were at
the helm of a force of over 4000 men for the very first time. That the campaign must fund
itself added additional pressure to an already difficult situation, and discipline is thought
to have been poor even prior to departure. When England’s prisons were opened to
produce manpower serving for pardons, discipline was further degraded, and it is
difficult to imagine quite how difficult the captains of this army must have found the
challenge of recruiting suitably equipped and experienced soldiers, particularly as many
of the men may have been serving for only their first or second time following almost a
decade of truce with France.
We know that, in order to ensure that sufficient numbers of troops mustered,
Edward III publicly requested that hopeful men-at-arms and archers should muster at
Southampton as of 6 May.78 On arrival the volunteers, some of whom may have been subcontracted, were assigned to a captain ready for muster and review, and it must be
wondered whether many of them had previous links to their captains at all. We have
already seen how Sir Thomas' retinue grew dramatically sometime before 6 July, from 180
men to 300, with a preponderance of archers, and it is probable that this expansion reflects
the addition of groups of men arriving in Southampton as a result of the public
announcement. Certainly, the group of men from Market Harborough and the two men
from Colne all received their letters of protection and pardons, respectively, on the same
day; a day on which no other letters of protections were issued for members of Sir
Thomas' retinue. These two groups joining together and without demonstrable links to Sir
Thomas, or each other, are likely to represent the arrival of recruits at the muster centre on
1 July.
If indeed the arrival of volunteers and prisoners at muster provided much of the
manpower for Sir Thomas' retinue in 1370, questions must be asked about the impact a
sudden influx of groups of soldiers without links to their captain on the cohesion of the
retinue. Of primary concern is that the social composition of the retinue is likely to have
changed considerably both when one hundred additional archers were added to the
78
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group and when men serving for pardons arrived. Sir Thomas’ previous retinues had
exhibited a noticeable adherence to a particular regional group, who undoubtedly shared
some threads of a common identity, perhaps through regional accents, similarities in
armorial charges, and stories about notable local characters or events. How, though, could
a group of men from Cornwall offering protection to a local parson hope to bond with a
group of men from the border of Scotland, or Kentish knights with northern criminals?
There is no clear answer to this question, and we must suspect that the social composition
of Sir Thomas' retinue in that year was far more fragmented than during earlier years,
when he fielded a smaller retinue that seems to have been draw, in the main, from his own
social ties.
It is important, however, not to overstate the problem. As we have already seen, a
larger, or at least more visible, proportion of the group appears to have been enrolling for
service as part of a pre-made group. Even some of those serving for pardons had
demonstrable links with one another as kinsmen or friends, and the overwhelming
impression is of a retinue made up of multiple sub-retinues added as complete units to
create a large retinue under Sir Thomas’ captaincy. In many way, then, these threads of
unity between the smaller sub-units must have lent cohesion to the group, enabling the
retinue to function as small modules within a larger, more easily administered, whole. On
the other hand, of course, the army of 1370 is notorious for the way in which both
discipline and the chain of command broke down quickly in the field, resulting in a
splintered force and the massacre of the majority of English soldiers as they attempted to
flee from the beaches. If we see in Sir Thomas’ retinue hints of a lack of cohesion or
common identity as a result of its rather haphazard make-up, it is perhaps because we are
seeing the reflection of a very real and tangible issue with the way in which this particular
retinue was recruited.

Final service

Sir Thomas' final period of service took place in 1372, when he indented directly with the
king to serve on Edward III’s latest expedition. One of a series of similar indentures
drawn up between the king and his captains over a two-day period beginning 24
February,79 the contract specified the conditions upon which Sir Thomas' military service
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was to be performed, detailing the size and composition of the fighting force, the period
and place of service, and remuneration intervals. In common with all military indentures
of this period, the document opens with a definition of the size and composition of the
contingent Sir Thomas was to bring to muster, detailing a retinue of 120 men comprising
39 men at arms, two of whom were to be ‘compaignons chevaliers’, as well as 80 archers.80
Of the 120 men serving with Sir Thomas in 1372, enrolled letters of protection were
supplied for fifteen men. Unfortunately very little information can be found out about any
of them, and, like the majority of records discussed above, the Treaty Roll record of the
issue of these letters does not specify status or military ranks for any of the men named.
However, many of the men who took out letters of protection to serve with Sir Thomas in
1372 had served with Sir Ralph de Ferrers during 1371-2.81 No less than seven the men
mustering with Ferrers’ in 1371-2 went on to take out protections with Sir Thomas in 1372:
five men-at-arms, all esquires,82 and two archers.83 All but one of these soldiers, John
Bernard, began their service for Ferrers on 16 October, almost certainly in 1371, when
Ferrers was appointed Admiral of the North. Yet what appears to be significant evidence
of re-service may be misleading. Edward III’s 1372 campaign had originally been planned
as a naval expedition, and here we are likely to be seeing the muster of sailors, perhaps
the crew for a particular ship that was intended for Sir Thomas’ use, being redeployed as
a group for the 1372 expedition.
Although the re-deployment of sailors across naval expeditions does not help
greatly with analysis of Sir Thomas’s own networks or recruiting reach, it nonetheless
raises an important methodological point: our view of the cohesion or stability of a retinue
is largely reliant upon fragmentary evidence, and as the three manuscripts detailing the
growth of Sir Thomas’ retinue throughout the summer of 1370 show, the picture changed
as circumstances changed. What does seem evident, though, in the case of Sir Thomas’
retinue, is its ephemeral nature. Evidence of repeat service and important relationships
can be found - such as the case of Thomas Bolton, who served Sir Thomas in 1369 and
brought kinsmen along with him on his return in 1370, or of William de Somerford, who
served Sir Thomas in both 1369 and 1371. Important too, is the ongoing link between Sir
Thomas and Harborough which brought members of the Marchal family to his service a
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decade apart. Yet this repeat service presents a tiny proportion of the retinue as a whole;
rather, each retinue appears to have been recruited on a short term basis with the
expectation that soldiers would freely choose their next campaign and captain. Even
where sub-units joined Sir Thomas’ retinue in order to serve with friends and family on
on ongoing basis, those sub-units do not appear to have adhered to a particular captain
for long.
This transience within the royal host was a distinctive characteristic of later
fourteenth-century retinues, marking a change from the previous retinues of the earlymid- fourteenth century retinues, which retained ‘dynamic stability’ from one campaign
to the next through the reappearance of key individuals and the adherence of groups of
retinue members to particular magnates based on complex traditions of family service,
bonds of patronage, and personal motivations. 84 The stability of Sir Thomas’ retinue
between the late 1350s and early 1370s thus compares unfavourably with, for exmaple,
that of Sir Thomas Ughtred between the 1330s and 1360s, thirty-three percent of which
served with him on more than one occasion.85 Yet the presence in Sir Thomas’ retinue of
pockets of associated men, for example those from Staffordshire, Market Harborough,
Northumbria, Lancashire, and certain London wards, indicates that he was reliant upon
key individuals and their own ability to recruit sub-retinues, and that these groups may
well have served together repeatedly, albeit under different captains. This element of
repeated service within sub-retinues joining together in a retinue of their choice may well
have brought a consistency that is difficult to discern in the documentary record, but that
was highly tangible whilst on campaign.
Where the talents and personalities of individual captains like Sir Thomas were
most valuable, then, was in ensuring that recruitment reach was optimal, so that as many
key individuals could be reached when a campaign was announced, ready to begin the
process of assimilation. New men like Sir Thomas, and the men who subsequently served
under new men, are unlikely to have viewed the retinues of the later fourteenth century as
a unified groups with threads of continuance passing down the generations in the way
that a magnate and their retainers might. Instead, it must be suspected that the primary
challenge of military captaincy was the maintenance and growth of suitable military and
social connections from one campaign to the next. The business of knightly captaincy
must have been time consuming, even without considering the difficulties that must have
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arisen as a result of assimilating crowds of disparate sub-retinues ready for war. In this
respect the marked difference in Sir Thomas’ utilisation of his own social network for
recruiting his retinue between the late 1350s and the early 1370s is important. The
addition of contacts in London, Kent, Lancashire, Cornwall and Warwickshire and the
apparent loss of recruiting reach in his initial ‘home zone’ of Staffordshire meant that, by
his death in 1372, major changes to his recruiting reach and the scope of his network had
been realised, but also that he may potentially have lost the ability to recruit large
numbers of individuals from within Staffordshire, resulting in a less unified network and,
ultimately, a less cohesive retinue. It could consequently be argued that, for the retinue of
Sir Thomas, whose own recruiting reach was limited by his non-comital social status and
economic means, it was increasingly the smaller sub-retinues he recruited that produced
the most significant source of retinue stability and cohesion.

Social Network Analysis, c. 1345-1372

The way in which Sir Thomas’ early retinue was related to his own residency in
Wolverhampton can be seen diagrammatically through the creation of a social network
model of individuals appearing with him in the documentary record. Social Network
Analysis modelling allows each of the individuals linked to Sir Thomas as in the
documentary record, as described above, to be plotted as a ‘node’, the relationship
between the two individuals being recorded as a ‘link’.86 Additional complexity can be
added by introducing geographical nodes so that the nuances shown by the maps used in
the previous sections are replicated within the model.
The first model generated (Fig. 15) describes the entire known network of Sir
Thomas in his early years. Nodes were generated from the names of eighteen individuals
appearing in the documentary record alongside Sir Thomas during the years 1345-1360,87
as well as the twelve men who appear to have served in his retinue between 1355-1360
(Table 3). A further eight names were provided from references made to Sir Thomas
alongside individuals in contemporary chronicles prior to 1361 (James Pipe, Thomas Fogg
et al, see Chapter Two, Lordship in absentia).
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The model generated reveals that there were two strong clusters of individuals,
one representing Staffordshire, and specifically Wolverhampton, and the other
representing Normandy. This is to be expected, as the parameters of the model were
predicated upon geographical links.88 The first cluster (1. Individuals linked to
Wolverhampton locale) is quite tightly associated; each member has links with multiple
individuals from within the same network. The strength of the sub-network seen to the
top right of this cluster is likely to have been generated by cross-links caused by a paucity
of evidence, rather than a particularly interlinked network. The second cluster (2.
Individuals linked to Normandy) is a little more dispersed, although a number of
individuals do display inter-related linkages. Particularly interesting is the connection
between these two clusters. This link is provided by the node ‘Staffordshire’, because
connected to this node are a number of individuals whose place of origin was
Staffordshire, and who were also present in Normandy with Sir Thomas during the
period under investigation. Selecting the ‘first neighbours’ of the Staffordshire node and
looking at a different view of the model reveals how the two networks (a military network
based on service in Normandy with or for Sir Thomas, and a social network based on
links made through geographical proximity in England) over-lay one another and share
nodes heavily (Fig. 16). This view of the model makes the relationship of Staffordshire
men appearing alongside Sir Thomas very apparent.
A number of other points of interest can be made relating to the key nodes seen in
this diagram. First, the importance of James Pipe is evident. He was a member of both the
Staffordshire grouping and the Normandy grouping, but also displays links (seen within
the documentary evidence relating to Sir Thomas rather than through research focussing
on his own social networks) to numerous other captains important to the Hundred Year's
War. In particular, his link to Robert Knolles should be noted. Knolles himself also
displays a number of important links, specifically to Charles of Navarre and John of
Gaunt, as well as to Cheshire and Normandy.
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1. Individuals linked to
Wolverhampton locale

Fig. 15. The social network of Sir Thomas, c. 1345-1360.
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2. Individuals linked
to Normandy

Staffordshire : Normandy correlation

Fig. 16. Staffordshire members of Sir Thomas’ military retinue.

Also notable is a single node, labelled ‘Kent’. The isolation of this node demonstrates that
Sir Thomas’ social network between c, 1345 and 1360 was largely focused on
Wolverhampton and Normandy, and that the broader environment of Staffordshire
provided a link between the two, but that Kent had not yet gained any importance to Sir
Thomas’ social or physical world. The implication is, then, that an event occurred between
the operation of the social network modelled here (ending c. 1360), and Sir Thomas’ move
to Kent in 1363. Sir Thomas’ only link to Kent in his early years (as represented in the
documentary record) was through Thomas Fogg, his fellow captain in Normandy. Fogg
was the soldier who had defeated the French with Sir Thomas at le Favril in January 1360
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and the captain of Le Neubourg’s neighbouring fortress, d’Auvilliers.89 The men had also
worked together on the fulfilment of the terms of the Treaty of Brétigny during 1361-2,
being the commissioners placed jointly in charge of the evacuation process within the Ilede France, Perche, Chartrain and the Pays de Dreux (see Chapter 2: ‘Lordship in
absentia’). 90 Although Fogg ( and thus Kent) appear to be minor actors in the network
modelled above, it is clear that he and Sir Thomas were consistent companions during
their time in Normandy between c. 1357 and 1362. These were formative years for Sir
Thomas, and the two men must have been inextricably linked following the skirmish at le
Favril, as they both had claims to the ransoms of the same hostages and subsequently
shared important memories and stories.
Evidence that it may have been Fogg who introduced Sir Thomas to Sir Thomas
Moraunt, precipitating the marriage of Sir Thomas and Lora Moraunt as Sir Thomas’
move to Kent, is forthcoming. Sometime prior to 1365 Fogg was married to Joan
Valoignes, whose inheritance included lands in Ashford, in the south of Kent.91
Singificantly, it was manors around Ashford including Warhorne, Hastingleigh and Snave
that were brought by Lora Moraunt to her marriage to Sir Thomas. Moraunt and Fogg are
likely, therefore, to have known one another, and Fogg may well have provided the
introduction necessary for Sir Thomas needed to marry into a Kentish landholding family.

Inner Circle

Once Sir Thomas had married into the Moraunt family, he was able to generate a plethora
of social and local links vital to the everyday running of gentry life. Sir Thomas was, like
many of his gentry neighbours, a well-travelled man, but he was nonetheless largely
reliant upon on a small circle of men within the Kent community. At the centre of this
circle were his father-in-law, Sir Thomas Moraunt, and his close friend James Peckham.
Together the two men witnessed Sir Thomas’ purchase of lands in Ightham in 1363,92 and
continued to appear in records alongside Sir Thomas from this point forth. Both were
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nominated by Sir Thomas as attorneys whilst on campaign in 1372,93 as well as heading
his list of feoffees in the same year.94 Peckham also acted as Sir Thomas’ attorney in 1371.95
Perhaps the most significant of Peckham’s services to his friend was, though, to take Sir
Thomas’ widow as his wife and provide a strong father-figure to the Couen children, as
well as ensuring that their father’s legacy lived on in a respectful and beautifully carved,
chivalric effigy at Ightham Church.96
The complexities of Sir Thomas’ links to his other attorneys during the same
period, Sir Thomas de Ludlow and Richard Norwich in 1369,97 Roger de Burton in 1371,98
and Nicholas Heryng and Richard de Norwich (for the second time) in 1372, 99 are more
difficult to discern, but each had links to Kent, Surrey and London. This ‘business’
network of attorneys within South East England made practical sense: Sir Thomas would
naturally have preferred to use men of local talent to administer or manage his affairs in
Kent rather than looking further afield. But social and business networks often
overlapped, and a number of Sir Thomas’ circle, including Richard de Norwich and John
Kirby (in addition to James Peckham), later supported Sir Thomas’ son and heir, Robert
Couen, during some difficult times as a result of his imprisonment in the Tower of
London for attempted murder.100 The involvement of Sir Thomas’ friends in the troubles
of their deceased friend’s eldest son were likely, in this case, to have been as much in the
interests of Peckham, Robert’s step-father, as Robert himself, but the event provides a
valuable reminder of the entanglement of networks over time, and the ability of one
relationship to give rise to further, new connections, within small pockets of the
landscape.
That Sir Thomas’ business and administrative networks could be predicated upon
existing social networks becomes clear from a letter of attorney drawn up in 1366, in
which Sir Thomas gave power to Ralph Hyde to deliver possession of his lands and
services in Coven, Staffordshire, to his kinsman Robert Couen (alias Jones), a skinner of
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London. Robert subsequently conveyed all the lands of the feoffment to another of Sir
Thomas’ kinsman, his brother John de Coven (See above, Chapter Two: ‘Lordship in
absentia’) who, in turn, made one of Ralph Hyde’s kinsmen, William Hyde, feoffee of the
messuage he had received.101 Here we see multiple members of two families working
together in positions of trust and, significantly, over county boundaries. Sir Thomas’
choice of of attorney was, in this case, informed by more than Hyde’s administrative
abilities. As discussed, the main branches of the de Coven and Hyde families were old
friends, and can be found witnessing land transactions together, as well as for one
another, throughout the thirteenth, fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.102 The association
between the families was evidently ancient and strong, and Sir Thomas' employment of
Ralph Hyde as his attorney in Staffordshire suggests that it was an existing social
relationship with Ralph, or other members of the Hyde family, that was the basis of the
connection. Furthermore, that Sir Thomas chose Robert Couen, a family member living in
London but who evidently retained ties to Coven Manor, as his feoffee provides an
intriguing example of the way in which key individuals could instigate chains of events
that relied upon, but also engendered, social connections over long distances and over
generations.

Credit networks

One aspect of Sir Thomas’ business network was created and maintained through a
network of credit, which was operational during the early 1360s. This network enabled Sir
Thomas to make some important connections to wealthy individuals. It was 1362 by the
time Sir Thomas was able to return from war in France and settle in England for an
extended period of time. From around March of that year the final evacuations agreed
under the terms of the Treaty of Brétigny were more or less complete, and Sir Thomas'
work as a commissioner was concluded. Evidence suggests that lasting peace was the
intention of both sides to the treaty, and repatriation the objective of the majority of
unemployed English soldiers. Sir Thomas appears, at this point, to have utilised his newfound wealth to pursue an agenda of personal advancement by extending credit lines to
debtors of social and political benefit.
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Far from being an indicator of poverty or financial crises, debts produced by credit
in the form of bonds and loans played a central role in medieval trade, and thousands of
transactions took place each year between individuals both extending and receiving
credit. Wool traders, in particular, regularly sought loans for long enough to realise the
proceeds of the sale of their wool in cash, and then repay their debts,103 while village
commerce functioned largely through inter-peasant lending.104 In addition to providing
the capital required for commerce, loans brought about and developed social relationships
between superiors, equals and inferiors, and could be useful vehicles of patronage.105
Evidence of the credit agreements of the traders of fourteenth-century Coventry suggests
that merchants would often take small short-term loans from a ‘debt hinterland’
surrounding the market centres in which they regularly traded, creating and extending
credit-networks with a plethora of social connections that transcend social and economic
worlds.106 For the creditors involved, then, the risk of lending was often offset by benefits
brought by a widening of their social and political networks.
On the occasion that debtors defaulted on their loans, creditors could seek redress
either from chancery, if the debt had been enrolled on the dorse of the Close Rolls or, as
became common for merchants, through the staple courts. The ability of staple courts to
deal with credit transactions was an innovation of the Statute of the Staple 1353, which
extended the rights of certain mercantile borough courts under the Statute of Merchants
1285 to new staples. The new stature also simplified the process of recovery, eradicating
the need for multiple stages of county and central administration. Instead, under Statute
Staple, creditors could deposit a certified copy of the unpaid debt in chancery, which
would then issue a writ of capias et extendi facias to be sent to the sherif of the county in
which the debtor held his property. This writ authorised the sherif to immediately arrest
the debtor and seize his lands and chattels, and to make extent (enquiry) of them before
the debtor had chance to sell. Once the enquiry was complete, seisin of the goods and
land could be turned over to the creditor until the balance was settled.107 It is this process
of recovery which provides evidence, in the form of Certificates of Statute Staple
deposited in chancery, of two credit agreements made by Sir Thomas in 1361.108
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In the early 1360s, and prior to his marriage to Lora Moraunt, Sir Thomas’ assets
were largely, if not solely, in moveable wealth; the result of six years of plunder in
Normandy and a number of large ransoms paid in cash. He therefore had ready coinage
and was able to make a number of loans. The first of these, for which we have evidence,
was a loan of £20, which occurred in the summer of 1361 and was made to John de
Carleton, a member of the Shropshire gentry whose family was involved with the
merchant wool trade.109 The Charletons had a long history in wool, John de Charelton’s
grandfather, also John, having been mayor of the merchants of the Westminster Staple in
the 1320s.110 Family members were men of local stature, as could be seen quite plainly
through the impressive fortified houses they were able to build in Shropshire from the
proceeds of their business, and John de Charleton the younger, Sir Thomas' debtor, held
four manors, as well as a number of additional parcels of land in Shropshire at his
death.111 However, Charelton’s credit network was not limited to Shropshire and, in the
early 1360s, he was able to secure loans in the staples of Coventry and Westminster in
addition to Shrewsbury. 112 Perhaps chief amongst his creditors was his cousin, John de
Charleton, third baron de Charleton, Lord of Powys, who lent him £1000 in March 1362.
Baron Charleton was married to Joan de Stafford, daughter of Ralph, Earl of Stafford, and
cut an impressive figure having served in the company of the Black Prince in Acquitaine
in 1369 before becoming a banneret of Edward III.113
Sir Thomas' second debtor of 1361, John de Ludlowe, was even better-connected.
Ludlowe came from a powerful Shropshire family that had spread into Lincolnshire,
London and Kent. John de Ludlowe was a direct descendant of Laurence de Ludlow, one
of the richest wool merchants in England and head of an international wool business. John
de Ludlowe was Laurence’s great great grandson and was a wealthy property owner as a
result, holding 11 manors and 3 advowsens in Shropshire alone.114 John’s capital fee was
Stokesay castle, built by Laurence from the proceeds of the wool business (Plate 39).
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39. Stokesay Castle in Shropshire was owned by Sir John de Ludlowe, who
borrowed £120 from Thomas Couen in 1361.

At the time of Sir Thomas' loan, John de Ludlowe had already served as a knight of the
shire twice (in 1358 and 1361); as Sheriff of Shropshire (in 1359); and had received the
promise of an annual grant of 100s from the crown in January 1361.115 He was of a similar
age to Sir Thomas, having been born in around 1327, and had inherited his father’s
business and lordship in 1353. Sir Thomas’ connection with the Ludlowe family is likely
to have been a result of geographical proximity, but it resulted in a longer-lasting tie, as
Thomas de Ludlowe, son of William de Ludlowe of Campden in Gloucestershire, acted as
Sir Thomas’ attorney when he went to war in 1369 and subsequently joined Sir Thomas’
military retinue in 1370.116
Further evidence that Sir Thomas was systematically focusing on debtors in
Shropshire comes from an entry on the close rolls which describes the process of Sir Roger
Cheyne petitioning against his arrest in 1367, following his failure to pay Sir Thomas a
debt of 200 marks. Cheyne was from Cheyne Longeville in Shropshire and a neighbour of
John de Ludlowe.117 At the time of his petition he had represented Shropshire at
parliament once, in 1365, at which time his brother, Hugh Cheyne, was a yeoman of
Edward III and constable of Shrewsbury castle.118 Unfortunately, the close roll entries
dealing with Cheyne’s debt do not record the date of the loan or its registration as a debt.
Sir Thomas decision to lend capital to these men was astute: each transaction created an
extremely strong bond of patronage, and as one connection was made, many more
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avenues opened. Analysis of part of Sir Thomas’ credit network was made of surviving
records of certificates of Statute Staple in classes C 241 and C 131 at the National Archives
using a credit network analysis model. In this model, a link was created between any two
individuals (a ‘node’) involved in a credit transaction. The process began with the
certificates of Sir Thomas . Each of the individuals he lent money to were plotted (Thomas
Grandison, Nicholas de Holborn, John de Charleton, and John de Ludlowe). Each of these
individuals thus became a node in their own right, and so any certificates relating to their
credit transactions generated further nodes and links. The process was repeated three
times in order to build out the model.
The resulting diagram reveals a web of borrowing and lending that resulted in
linkages between a wide range of individuals (Fig. 17). Members of Sir Thomas’ extended
credit network varied tremendously. Matthew Gournay, for example, was a knight who
had accrued vast amounts of moveable wealth during his service in France in the 1350s
and subsequently made large loans to the nobility, such as that of £2000 made to John de
Beauchamp, brother to the earl of Warwick.119 At the other end of the spectrum was
William de Corby, a burgess of Coventry and coroner and clerk of the market, who united
with John atte Gate to make a loan of £100 to John de Charleton of Powys. Not only was
the credit network varied and wide-ranging, sub-networks can be seen to have existed, in
which multiple transactions were taking place between all members of the group: the
wealth, and thus patronage, moved fluidly from one member of the network to another so
that the economy of the group, and their type of social connection, was constantly in flux.
This phenomenon is seen most keenly in the credit network of Thomas de Beauchamp,
earl of Warwick who, as the network model suggests, was a primary player (an important
node) in providing credit agreements to those around him, and them in providing lines of
credit to him. A large number of inter-related lines of credit existed around the earl and, as
can be seen from the resulting network model, Sir Thomas’ patronage of John de Ludlow
essentially had the effect of extending a line of credit to the earl of Warwick through their
intermediaries. It is probable, therefore, that credit agreements could be facilitated
between a key individual’s links, providing debtors with access to larger pools of credit,
and in this way we may assume that there was potential for Sir Thomas, through John de
Ludlow, to be affiliated with John de Beauchamp should either party seek new financial
contacts.
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Given the evidence that, as recently as 1361, Sir Thomas was focusing his energies
on ties to the midlands, and the creation and maintenance of patronage within the region
through credit networks, marriage to the daughter of a member of the Staffordshire, or
perhaps Shropshire, gentry in the early 1360s might be expected. Instead, Sir Thomas
married Lora Moraunt of Kent. Intriguingly, this change of direction finds a parallel
within the credit networks being examined: in October 1362 Sir Thomas arranged to make
a loan to Thomas de Grandison, a member of the Kentish gentry. On 1 October Sir Thomas
went to Westminster with a man named Nicholas de Holburn in order that they could,
together, have their loan of £100 to Grandison formally recognised and enrolled on the
close rolls.120 Unlike the previous loans Sir Thomas had made, Grandison’s debt was not
sealed under the recognisances of statute staple, and was instead registered in chancery
by enrolment on the dorse of the Close Rolls. This meant that it was recoverable only by
common law under the process of elegit, a more cumbersome and slower process
requiring verification of the account of debt before it could be levied. This particular loan
is interesting, though, in that the levy was to be made of Grandisons lands and chattels in
the county of Kent. This is the first record of Sir Thomas having an involvement with
lands in Kent, and it is particularly significant given that it involved a large debt which
could be levied against those lands.
At the time of Sir Thomas’ loan, Grandison was a young man waiting upon his
baronial inheritance and only just beginning to rise to prominence. Like Sir Thomas,
Grandison was from the midlands, having been born in Hereford, and providing support
to Grandison was therefore an astute move by Sir Thomas, building patronage in
anticipation of future returns. Though the nature of the loan is not recorded, it is probable
that Sir Thomas provided financial backing for war expenditures. Grandison was of full
age by his father’s death in 1359 and is likely to have gained military experience prior to
being made a knight of the garter in 1369. Although it is not possible to be certain how or
where Sir Thomas and Grandson might have met, their credit agreement so shortly after
Sir Thomas had spend a good deal of time at war indicates that theirs was a military
link.121
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Fig. 17. The credit network of Sir Thomas Couen and his debtors, c. 1361.

Whatever the nature of the relationship between Sir Thomas and Grandison may have
been, Sir Thomas appears to have been able to gain patronage through financial backing,
resulting in entry to Grandison’s Kentish social circle. One of Grandison’s neighbours in
western Kent was Sir Thomas Moraunt, with whom he shared a pocket of lay power,
sandwiched between the lands of the Archbishop of Canterbury. The ‘zone’ encompassed
a strip of adjoining parishes held of the Duchy of Lancaster, namely Brasted, Chevening,
Sevenoaks, Kemsing, and Seal. Grandison and Moraunt shared a further social tie;
Moraunt served in the retinue of the Earl of Salisbury, husband to Katherine de
Grandison, Thomas de Grandison’s aunt. This link of familial service is likely to have
strengthened the ties between the lordships of Moraunt and Grandison. As neighbours
they would have met regularly on local business and to witness each other’s deeds, as
well as those of other local men.
Unfortunately, documentary evidence for the lives of both Grandison and
Moraunt is scarce; however one of the only extant records for either man is a 1361
indenture of land from Richard Rokesle to Thomas Grandison, witnessed by Thomas
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Moraunt. 122 The chance survival of this document substantiates the inference that, as
major lay landowners in an area of predominantly ecclesiastical lands, Moraunt and
Grandison would have done regular business together and were more than likely close
friends. It is therefore probable that it was Sir Thomas' ties with Grandison which led him
to Sir Thomas Moraunt either in England or whilst on campaign. However the meeting
between Moraunt and Sir Thomas came about, the two knights appear to have formed a
firm and sincere friendship; Moraunt married his only daughter and heir to Sir Thomas
sometime before 1365 and continued to support Sir Thomas as his feofee, signatory,
attorney and, finally, executor, throughout his life.

Sir Thomas’ connections

The social network of Sir Thomas is highly complex, and only a partial picture can be
gleaned from the documentary record. Yet what is clear is that the nature of his network
varied based on his life experiences and needs. Connections made by Sir Thomas at an
early stage in his life, and notably before his first service, focused strongly on
Wolverhampton and the surrounding area. Following the start of his military career, Sir
Thomas continued to rely upon associations made close to his home, but the scope of his
network extended to the rest of the midlands as well as Staffordshire. By 1369 the
associations between Sir Thomas and Staffordshire appear to have weakened, and the
evidence of letters of protection issued in 1370 indicate that, by this year, ties to the
midlands had weakened significantly. Instead, Sir Thomas’ military network appears to
have been made up of points of contact around whom men clustered in ready-made subunits of soldiers. However, at the same time, Sir Thomas was building a social network in
Kent with entirely different elements to his military network. Whilst the former seems to
have been based originally on ties of friendship and familiarity which seem to have
petered out over time to be replaced with associations of circumstance and requirement,
Sir Thomas’ ‘inner circle’ was based upon a foundation of personal trust and tradition,
including gift giving, administrative interdependence, credit networks and visual culture.
This type of connection was less ephemeral, and could last through generations, and even
centuries.
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Furthermore, whilst the friendship ‘circles’ seen around Sir Thomas are localised
networks that lend support to the idea of a county community operating during the
fourteenth century, the military networks that were so prevalent during the Hundred
Years War were far-reaching and certainly not bound by county borders (Fig. 18). The
‘types’ of connection Sir Thomas made are revealed only in fragmentary records, and
though we can say with some certainly that he had military, financial and business
connections, as well as friendships, we can be less certain about what other types of
relationship he had or how they were forged. We have no information, for example,
regarding links between Sir Thomas and his feudal overlord at Ightham Mote, William la
Zouche of Harringworth, 2nd Baron Zouche, though we know that his elder son, also
William, was militarily active in the retinue of William Windsor to Ireland in 1369 and was
present in the retinue of Robert Knolles in 1370, and that his younger son, William junior’s
brother, served the Earl of Lancaster in the campaigns of the early 1370s.123
What is clearer is the way in which Sir Thomas’ network changed over time
according to his personal circumstances and experiences. In no way could we state ‘what’
or ‘who’ Sir Thomas’ social networks were, only propose some threads of continuance and
patterns of change between distinct moments captured in the historical record. The lives
of fourteen-century individuals were thus no more crystallised according to a model of
‘gentry society’ than modern lives are according to current social models. However, what
they could be is both localised and far-reaching in scope at any one time.
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Fig. 18. A Social network model displaying the every individual mentioned in the
documentary record alongside Sir Thomas Couen from 1345-1372. The network is vast;
however it is noticeable that while the non-military networks were interconnected and
focused on key individuals, the military networks largely stand alone. Only Thomas
Bolton appears to have provided cross-links between these entities.
On the above diagram nodes representing military retinues have been highlighted in
purple. A number of individuals who appear to be key actors within the network have
been highlighted in red and are, as follows: Sir Thomas Couen (to be expected); James
Peckham; Robert de Covene (Robert Couen in the text); Thomas de Ludlowe; Thomas
Bolton.
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Concluding remarks

This thesis was set out to present a detailed revision of the history of Ightham Mote, to
challenge its status as a house of men lacking in ambition, and to provide a case study of
its gentry owners during the fourteenth century through an interdisciplinary approach
known as ‘lived experience’. The methodology chosen was designed to provide an
experimental, experiential approach to the built environment in order to enable a view to
be taken of Ightham Mote which was at once broad in scope yet full of detail. The
necessity of a study of this type, with a phenomenological approach, was manifest from a
review of the current state of building studies, gentry studies and military studies. Current
approaches, which compartmentalise these disciplines and consider them within
overarching political themes, have consistently failed to achieve a synthesis of the
information available. The result is that each discipline seems disparate, disconnected
from contemporary themes, and fails to take all available evidence into account. That this
was the case in building studies, in particular, was made abundantly clear by Anthony
Emery’s detailed research into the surviving great houses of England and Wales. Emery’s
study concluded with the statement that ‘[a] quintet of ownership, setting, architectural
form, purpose and content should be the bedrock of medieval house studies’.1 The present
thesis has taken up the challenge of that statement in order to readdress our
understanding of Ightham Mote and its role in the lives of those who lived there.
One of the most important findings of this study is, therefore, that a demonstration
that, although the architecture of a house is allied to the people within, the recognisable
structuring of space and style as a signifier of contemporary habitus is of greater import
than as a signifier of wealth, ambition or power. This is not to argue that these elements
were not the bedrock of the ability or desire of individuals to undertake building projects,
but to argue that men of wealth, ambition and power who chose not to build for personal
(and often unknowable) reasons are maligned by the approach. The present thesis
provides an ideal demonstration of the way in which the architectural style of a house has
informed opinions about its owners, even though the history of those owners has never
been studied and is not known. Ightham Mote does not look, within our narrow fields of
definition, to be the home of an aspirational man, or a man of national importance, yet
this study has shown that the part Sir Thomas and his fellow knightly captains played in
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the shaping of the nation’s identity during the Hundred Years War should not be
underestimated.
The role of knightly captains like Sir Thomas is of particular significance to the
history of Kent and South East England, because it was here that the military community
was crystallised by the constant comings and goings of the royal host, its soldier
volunteers and, perhaps most importantly, a large number of soldiers who moved into
North West Kent. Given that these new residents were men with the wealth and
connections to undertake such a move, it is apparent that the lifestyles of the gentry of
Kent provide particularly useful and pertinent material for case studies like the present
thesis. Interdisciplinary gentry-military-building studies should be the norm for this
county, if no other.
The research undertaken in Chapter One of this thesis provided a background for
the house and its place within the wider landscape, and is important as a stand-alone
revision of the history of the building’s earliest owners. It also set the parameters for
research into Sir Thomas’ lifestyle, as the location of the building between London and the
ports and the division of its spaces were key to subsequent research undertaken in
Chapter Two, ‘Lordship in absentia’ and Chapter Three, ‘Life at the Mote’. However, a
point to note is that there may be far less significance to tenurial connections and the
military studies than traditionally described - the building history of the Mote is of limited
relevance to much of the later analysis of Sir Thomas’ lifestyle, appearance or social
networks. In particular, the Zouche family, who were the Mote owner’s feudal overlords
and were certainly militarily active at the same time as Sir Thomas, never appear to
encroach upon the histories of Sir Thomas or James Peckham at the Mote. That
administration touching upon the manorial courts took place is certain, because the Mote
owners have been shown to owe fealty and customary incidents to Ightham Manor, yet
the lords Zouche never appear in the documentary record alongside Sir Thomas.
Although the record is fragmentary and limited, the non-appearance of the Zouche family
within Sir Thomas’ social network indicates that feudal tenure was largely irrelevant to
both his everyday circle of friends, and his role as a knightly captain; fealty was, for Sir
Thomas, a purely academic exercise.
That this was the case is seen most clearly in Chapter Five, as no link was found
between Sir Thomas’ fealty and his military service, nor to the generation and recruitment
of his retinue. Sir Thomas drew soldiers from far and wide based on social links he had
generated over time through his campaigns and movement around the country, or
recruited them at muster as and when they arrived, rather than because of his feudal or
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tenurial connections. Geographical links were present, but it appears that this
phenomenon was the result of groups of men organising themselves into sub-retinues
based upon existing social networks before looking to men more closely allied with the
military community to provide captaincy, and thus their wages. In addition to challenging
the role of feudal links within the retinues of the Hundred Years’ War, a point already
made recently by Andrew Ayton and Adrian Bell, this thesis also presents the opportunity
to reconsider our understanding of knightly, as oppose to magnate, retinues.
Military networks modelled on the evidence of Sir Thomas’ war experiences
demonstrate that his personal retinue was a highly ephemeral entity, and that many of the
soldiers serving with him did so only once. Even men like Giles de Hyde, who had
extremely strong familial-friendship links with Sir Thomas, moved between captains
regularly as their careers progressed, rather than forming bonds of loyalty to one
particular individual or his comrades within the network. The notion of ‘dynamic
stability’ that characterised the retinues of the early- mid- fourteenth century retinue does
not appear to apply to Sir Thomas’ own retinue, corroborating the idea that retinues
became increasingly transient towards the end of the century. For Sir Thomas, his ‘retinue’
was largely an administrative construct: it lacked threads of tradition within particular
families or strong bonds between captain and soldiers. On the other hand, evidence of Sir
Thomas’ retinue exhibits hints of important relationships within it, buried within the subretinues being assimilated. The difficulty of bringing together, and ensuring the discipline,
or these disparate groups must have made non-noble captaincy a time consuming and
challenging task. Yet, often made up of friends or family, or simply of men from particular
localities looking to serve together abroad, the sub-retinues of Sir Thomas’ retinue created
the building blocks of his military success, and though they are largely out of sight of the
documentary record, network relational studies go some way to enabling the true
significance of particular relationships to be seen. Identifying key actors within networks,
including the military community and gentry circles, cannot be achieved through
traditional historical narrative alone: prosopographical studies and, ideally, network
modelling through social network analysis, is required.
Further to this point, it is manifestly clear from this study that there is a
discrepancy between what we see in the archaeological and architectural record and what
life was truly like for men during the Hundred Years’ War. Surviving gentry houses are
hugely important to our understanding of medieval society and lifestyles, yet, as this
study has shown, residences may only have played a limited role in the lives of the gentry,
and particularly those members of the gentry who were busy soldiers taking part in
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foreign campaigns. In addition to regular perambulations between estates, soldiers
travelled regularly abroad and were often absent from their homes for long periods of
time. Studies that take into account lordship in absentia as a result of war would therefore
be of great significance to the aim of achieving a more holistic, experiential
understanding of gentry buildings.
That home was important to lords in absentia is evident from this study:
expenditure on sumptuous items for display within halls, chambers and chapels was
common, and gentry men filled their wardrobes with suitable attire to communicate their
status within the locality. Even Sir Thomas, for whom evidence of life within Kent is
extremely sparse, can be found to be engaged in life at his home - repairs, land
transactions and the like - when time was available. In order to administer his life, Sir
Thomas employed a large household, and to these people gentry residences were of key
importance, both for food, shelter and wages, and as the backdrop of their everyday
experience of living. The willingness of men like Sir Thomas to live the life of a
professional soldier for long periods of time in order to maintain their gentry lifestyle at
home is a key indicator that building and gentry studies should be interdisciplinary in
their research aims. The role of gentry houses within a far broader spectrum of experience
is an area which requires further attention: the life of a soldier like Sir Thomas was rarely
provincial or bound by county borders.
The present thesis has therefore taken the evidence of a number of seemingly
disparate entities: a house in Kent; the bequests of gentry members; a church effigy; and
multiple retinues going on campaign in France, in order to draw out common themes of a
life lived by one particular individual, Sir Thomas Couen, at one particular house in Kent,
Ightham Mote. Discovering that the fabric of the house provides only glimpses of life
lived within its walls, and nothing whatsoever of the rest of a very full life lived outside of
its walls, has proven a successful challenge to the idea that site hierarchy is aligned with
social status. Even an ‘off-the-peg’ medieval house is as individual as its owner, and
without a full and detailed investigation into the reality of life, as far as is possible, for
that owner, conclusive statements about personal ambition or importance cannot be as
nuanced as is required. The same is true of the study of gentry members. Without a full
understanding of the impact of shared war experiences within the group, particularly as
regards the operation of broad military networks in addition to more localised gentry
circles, the identity of the gentry community cannot be known.
The approach taken is necessarily limited by both the paucity of the evidence and
the complexities of an attempt to synthesise multiple strands of one individual’s
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experiences. This thesis has not achieved the aim of ‘seeing the Mote through Sir Thomas’
his eyes’. What has been revealed instead is a dynamic pattern of movement and change,
as well as patterns of consumption, which point towards a certain type of itinerant
lifestyle underpinned by a social network that was at once broad and highly localised.
This is not the same as knowing who Sir Thomas was, but it does allow us to know
something about what he was doing, where he was doing it, and with whom. The study
has also allowed us to more successfully imagine what life looked like to Sir Thomas and
other Mote owners in the fourteenth century, as well as how they themselves looked as
they went about their lives. This information is largely case-study based but it has
relevance as contextualisation within a broader body of gentry research and, it is hoped, a
growing and evolving body of military research that places individual soldiers at its
centre. The approach has also proven methodologically complex, because each area to be
researched is linked inextricably with all others. Social networks cannot be discussed
without reference to biographies, biographies without reference to family and properties,
and properties without reference to material culture. None of these areas is discrete, as the
amalgamation of elements within the present thesis has shown.
A further limitation of the present study is that religious life has been touched
upon, but not dealt with in full. Without strong evidence of Sir Thomas’ religious life, no
detailed statements can be made: he left bequests for prayers for his soul, his home had a
private chapel and probably a chaplain, and his effigy was placed in his parish church. So
much is evident. To delve further into the topic would have necessarily taken the thesis
away from its aim of providing a case study that tackles issues of interdisciplinary
methodology and approach and into a piece of broad and contextual research into the
religious lives of the Kent gentry. The omission, though necessary, shows how
interdisciplinary studies can suffer as a result of a lacunae in the source material. For Sir
Thomas that lacunae was around his religious life more than any aspect. For other
members of the gentry or soldiers of the Hundred Years’ War, the omission may be their
social network, property, or belongings.
Yet the approach taken is nonetheless valid, and the conclusions drawn herein
have implications for future research. Further studies of the ‘new men’ of the Hundred
Years’ War are key to our understanding of the military community of the period, the
architecture of Kent and South East England and also the wider formation of gentry
identity in the fifteenth century. A multi-faceted view of multiple individuals operating
within and influencing fourteenth-century communities is currently sadly lacking, and
much work is still to be done. How many other soldiers moved, like Sir Thomas, to a new
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county following military service and rose from humble beginnings to a position amongst
the gentry is currently unknown. Studies which relate, in as much detail as is possible, the
assimilation of wealth through military service to a specific individual’s lifestyle and
social network will be key to contextualising this point. Ascertaining how ‘usual’ such
seemingly unusual circumstances may have been during the mid- to late-fourteenth
century will be important to future studies aligned with the aims of this thesis. In
particular, much remains to be said about the ‘normal’ operation of sub-retinues and the
types and strength of links between these groups of men and their knightly captains.
What proportion of the networks modelled of Sir Thomas were predicated upon direct
relationships with retinue members, and what proportion generated by external contacts
or key actors within a wider community is not known. Further research through case
studies of fourteenth-century characters with similar life experiences to Sir Thomas, and
using a similar methodology, will be of great significance going forward; the question of
how representative the retinue and social network of Sir Thomas was awaits its answer.

!214

Richard

Nicholas

Alicia
d.s.p

Margery = Robert

Amice = John Waterfall

John = ?

John

Robert de Couen = Joan Jones
alias Jones

Thomas
d.s.p

James Charles,
d.s.p

Richard Charles, = Alicia, d. 1400 = Nicholas de Haute,
d. 1387
d. 1416

Reginald de Peckham

Thomas, d. 1372 (1) = Lora Morant = (2) James de Peckham, d. 1400

? (1) = Juliana = (2) Richard

Walter = ?

Robert = ?

Mote owners have been highlighted in red

Dau.

Margaret = John

William

Adam = Agnes

William
d.s.p

Ralph

Hugh de Pendeford = ?

Phillipa = Henry Wyverstone

Walter

Appendix I: Sir Thomas Couen’s family tree: de Coven-Haute

John
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? = Ralph

Juliana = John

= ?

Ralph = ?

Ralph de Pendeford
alias Covene

Robert de Pendeford (1) = Alice = (2) Thomas Sany

John = Leticia de Gunston

John de Pendeford = Agnes

Ralph Streche = Margery

Ralph = Margery Bagot

Edelina

Simon = ?

Alan de Couene =

Thomas Couen’s family tree
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Appendix II: Possessions bequeathed by James Peckham, d. 1462
Possessions bequeathed by James de Peckham in his will, dated 12 May 1400 and
(codicil) 30 September 1400, proved at the Cobham 20 November 1400 (LPL Reg.
Arundel, i, ff. 176b-178)

Item

Description

Recipient

Relationship

FURNISHINGS
Bed set

A bed of Northfoke with tester, Elizabeth
celur, with tapestry of green
and powdered with
popyngaies with curteyns de
blewairde.

Daughter

Bed set

A bed of Northfoke red and
black with three curtains of
the same suit with a celure
and two tapestries of
tapestwerke of the same suit
and with costers of the same
suit.

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

Bed set

A bed of Tapestrie-werk with a
tester in which is made a
Castle and in the Castle
sitting a Lady.

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

Coverlet and tester

of Northfolk powdered with
leaves and flowers, three
curtains with tester and celur
complete.

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

A hall

With costers and bankers and To Thomas (then
guysshons of black and red
Reginald, then James)
worsted.

Eldest son

Coverlet

With tester of green with
chapelett and roses three
curtains and a celdure
complete of bleweared.

Reginald

Younger son

Bedding set

a bed of blewet with chavelett
and roses de plonkett with the
tester of the same suit, a
materas and blanket.

James

Youngest son
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HOUSEHOLD ITEMS
A piece of silver

with cover

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

Six spoons

Silver

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

Six“doseyngum de
vessell de peuter
garnysshid”

with four chargeours

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

A basin and ewer
Three brass pots

of the best

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

Two dishes

best

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

A gredhirne

of iron

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

Four iron spits

To Thomas (then
Reginald, then James)

Eldest son

Four silver spoons

Reginald

Younger son

A pair of silver and
gilt bedes

Alice

Wife of
supervisor of
will, Stephen
Norton

A maser cup

Alice

Wife of
supervisor of
will, Stephen
Norton

Elizabeth

Daughter

Richard Sewer

Son in law:
husband of
Elizabeth

Two silver spoons

A piece of silver

With Cover

A doseyn de vessel
peuter engarynsshed
ARMOUR
A hauberk and
basinet

with le Venraill

Reginald

Younger son

A pair of gloves

of platys (plate)

Reginald

Younger son

Sword

my best

Reginald

Younger son

James

Youngest son

Sword
DRESS
A long fur

of calabri

Thomas

Eldest son

A fur

of foyns

Thomas

Eldest son
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A long fur

of foynes

Reginald

Younger son

A long fur

of calabr

Reginald

Younger son

A short fur

of calabr

Reginald

Younger son

Fur

of foynes

James

Youngest son

A long fur

of calabr

James

Youngest son

Residual garments

of my body

Famulos

Attendants

A silver girdle

which he has and was Rogers Stephen Nortone
Dygg’s

A gown

a gown of black worsted
furred with bewer

Sir John Thorston,
chaplain

A gown

a white gown furred with
menyver

Elizabeth

Daughter

John of Frenyngham,
John Culpepir of
Oxonode,
William Makenade,
Thomas Brokehill

Executors of
will

Supervisor of
will

JEWELLERY
Four rings of gold

of the finest work, in each
ring to be written Pense de
moy each ring worth 40s

LIVESTOCK
Oxen

Ten

Reginald

Younger son

Sheep

Two hundred

Reginald

Younger son

Plough

Plough with all belongings

Reginald

Younger son

FOODSTUFFS
A quarter of wheat

Johan, wife of Robert
Chamberleyn

A cheese

Johan, wife of Robert
Chamberleyn
BOOKS

Books

French books

to those knowing them
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Appendix III: Possessions bequeathed by Sir William Haute, d. 1462
Possessions bequeathed by Sir Thomas Haute, esq in his will, dated 9 May 1462,
probated 4 October 1462 at the Consistory Court Canterbury (PRC 32/2 fold.79d-80)
Item

Description

Recipient

Relationship

FURNISHINGS
Bed Set

whole set of bed clothes, of the Green hangings
in the parlour with all its furnishings, viz.
Featherbed, “traunson”, a pair of fustians

William

Eldest son

Bed Set

in the great chamber beyond the parlour a set of
bed clothes of red worsted and all its apparel
hanging in the same chamber with the
featherbed, traunson and one pair of fustians

William

Eldest son

Bed Set

viz. selour, tester, three curtains and worsted
Richard
coverlet, one featherbed a traunson, two pairs of
linen sheets, one pair of fustians, and two
pillows

Younger son

Bed Set

viz. selour, tester, three curtains, a coverlet, a
Edward
featherbed, a traunson, two pairs of linen sheets,
one pair of blankets, two pillows

Younger son

Bed Set

with selour tester, three curtains, a coverlet,
featherbed, a traunson, two pairs of linen sheets,
a pair of blankets, two pillows

James

Youngest son

Bed Set

with selour, tester, three curtains, a coverlet, a
featherbed, traunson, two pairs of linen sheets, a
pair of blankets, two pillows

Anne

Younger
daughter

Bed Set

set of bedding with selour tester, two curtains, a
coverlet, a featherbed, traunson, two pairs of
linen sheets, a pair of blankets, two pillows

Elizabeth

Younger
daughter

Bed Set

a set of linen with Okylevys, viz. selour tester, a
Johanna
coverlet of the same, three curtains of white linen
cloth, a featherbed, a traunson, one pair of linen
sheets, a pair of fustians

Younger
daughter

Bed Set

Spever, of white linen cloth with curtains of the
same, a coverlet, a featherbed, a traunson, two
pairs of sheets, a pair of blankets, two pillows

Margaret

Youngest
daughter

One pair of of le Raynes of the best
sheets

William

Eldest son

One pair of of Raynes
sheets

Anne

Younger
daughter

One pair of of Raynes
sheets

Johanna

Younger
daughter
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HOUSEHOLD OBJECTS
A piece of
silver and
gilt

with cover of the same called Le Hert

William

Eldest son

Silver
salsars

2 silver salsars one all le Stremes gilt,of which one William
with cover and the other without

Eldest son

William

Eldest son

Six silver
Spoons
A great
rose

covered with gilt boss

Richard

Younger son

Silver
spoons

six silver spoons

Richard

Younger son

A piece of
silver and
gilt

swaged

Edward

Younger son

Edward

Younger son

James

Youngest son

James

Youngest son

Six silver
spoons
A flat piece
of silver &
gilt

standing with a Borage branch

Six silver
spoons
A flat piece
of silver
and gilt

covered

Anne

Younger
daughter

A piece of
silver &
gilt

standing with support

Johanna

Younger
daughter

A Pynaple

Johanna

Younger
daughter

A silver
powder
box

Johanna

Younger
daughter

A piece of
silver

standing silver with boss of Asur

Elizabeth

Younger
daughter

A piece of
silver and
gilt

decorated with images

Alice

Eldest
daughter

A flat piece

of silver covered

Margaret

Youngest
daughter

A goblet

of silver and gilt

Johanna

Daughter in
law: wife
William
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A standing
maser

of silver and gilt covered

Johanna

Daughter in
law: wife
William

A small
piece of
silver and
gilt

standing and covered Swaged

William

Grandson:
son of
William

A small
maser

of silver and gilt covered with handle of same

Friar Thomas
Cok
of the Friars
Minor
Canterbury

A small
maser

of silver and gilt not covered

Friar John
Godwyn,
Prior of the
Augustinian
friars
Canterbury

Two silver
cruets

and a pax of silver and gilt

Bourne church

Residue of
silver plate

The residue of my silver plate not legally sold to
be spent to pay my debts
DRESS

A skirt

of red woollen cloth lined with minever

Alice, wife of Sir Eldest
John Fogg
daughter

A long
gown

of violet lined with beaver

Richard

Younger son

A blood
gown

lined with beaver

Edward

Younger son

A short
gown

violet, lined with beaver

James

Youngest son
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RELICS
Relic

a piece of white stone which Gabriel the
Archangel extended when saluting the Beata
Virgo Maria

to the image of
Beata Virgo Maria
in Bourne
Church to stand
under her feet

Relic

a piece of St. Bartholomew the Apostle

Waltham
Church

Relic

a piece of the hair shirt of St. Katherine the
Virgin

Church of
Augustinian
friars
Canterbury

Relic

a piece of the bone of St. Nicholas

Church of
Augustinian
friars
Canterbury

Residue of
my relics

William (then to
the Augustine
friars church)
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Son

Appendix IV: The Couen arms in Staffordshire and Kent
This discussion presents evidence that the Thomas de Couene recorded in Wolverhampton
during the 1340s-50s and the Sir Thomas Couen recorded as a knight in France and Kent
are one and the same man.
Between 1628 and 1634 Edward Dering identified a coat of arms displayed in a
window at Ightham Church as those of Sir Thomas Couen, yet there did not
appear to be any explanation for the presence of the Staffordshire knight in Kent. It
was not until 1861, when Couen’s will recording his ownership of Ightham Mote
was discovered in the Surrenden papers that it transpired that Sir Thomas had
lived at and owned Ightham Mote.
The Staffordshire origin of Sir Thomas appears to have been accepted
almost without question. This is important, as there is no evidence that it was
Dering himself who made a connection between the arms he recorded and a
Staffordshire family.1 Rather, the link was probably first made by antiquarian
Thomas Philipot, who describes, in his Villare Cantianum of 1659, the effigy of
Couen at Ightham Church in the following way: ‘This was Sir Thomas Cawne,
extracted originally out of the county of Stafford…. his arms, as they are inserted
in the rolls and registers of Staffordshire, are empaled in the chancel window with
the arms of Morant.’2 More than a century later, Edward Hasted followed
Philipot’s description of Couen almost verbatim in his History and topographical
survey of the county of Kent, thus: ‘[Cawne] was originally extracted from
Staffordshire…. his arms, impaling those of Morant, were in one of the chancel
windows of [Ightham] church.’3 William Ireland similarly glosses Philipot’s
paragraph on Couen: ‘He was originally from Staffordshire… his arms, empaling
those of Morant were in one of the windows of [Ightham] church’.4 Neither Hasted
1

It must not be forgotten that, although Couen’s will was not published until 1861, it was
‘discovered’ in the Surrenden collection, most of which was collated by Dering himself. It is quite
possible that Dering was in possession of Couen’s will at the time of his visit to Ightham Church
and, through it, was able to ascribe the arms he saw to Couen without worrying unduly about their
origin as those displayed in the light at Ightham Church were impaled with Morant's in the sinister
half; a traditional method of combining the arms of man and wife.
2 T. Philipot, Villare Cantianum (London, 1776), p. 142.
3 E. Hasted, The history and topographical survey of the county of Kent, vol. 5 (London, 1798), p. 44.
4 W. H. Ireland, England’s topographer, 3 (London, 1829), p. 545.
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nor Ireland references Philipot, and Philipot does not reference his own sources, so
the original hypothesis that became Couen came from Staffordshire is largely
unsubstantiated. It has nevertheless become received wisdom, and forms a central
premise of the present thesis.5 A reassessment of the evidence for the premise is
therefore necessary.
The ‘rolls and registers of Staffordshire’ of which Philipot spoke were
almost certainly documents recorded in the ‘Visitations’ of Staffordshire:
manuscripts which recorded the visitations of the heralds of the College of Arms
on a county in order to ascertain the genealogies of armigerous families on a given
date. More specifically, the text Philipot used is likely to have been a copy of the
work of Somerset Herald Robert Glover, who undertook a visitation of
Staffordshire in 1583 and appended to the record of his own enquiries a
transcription he made of a roll, created under the reign of Edward III, containing
details of the arms held by families in Staffordshire: a ‘County Roll’. The
manuscript Glover produced following his visitation went missing in its entirety
from the office of the College of Arms, having been ‘purloined’ relatively soon
after it was deposited, and so we must expect that, unless he accessed the original
County Roll consulted by Glover, the ‘rolls and registers’ Philpot relied upon in
identifying Thomas Couen as ‘extracted from Staffordshire’ were, in fact, copies of
Glover’s own transcription.6 This is problematic, because all known copies of
Glover’s manuscript were altered with omissions, insertions and compilations,
some extensively so. Thus, while the County Roll of Edward III was transcribed
into most copies of Glover’s work,7 the lists of names and description of arms
were substantially amended, and even lengthened. Given that only one copy
provides marginalia to differentiate between the end of the original roll and new

5

Couen’s Staffordshire origins have been referred to repeatedly. Most recently in: M. Hall,
‘Ightham Mote, Kent’, Country Life 184 (June 28, 1990), p. 142; G. Gibbons, Historic Houses of Britain
(London, 1994), p. 24; The National Trust, Ightham Mote guidebook (National Trust, 2005), p. 36.
6 It is unlikely that Philipot viewed the original document, otherwise he would surely have made it
clear that his information came from a document the College of Arms; a much more convincing
source than the anonymous ‘rolls and registers’ he states he used.
7 BL MS Harley 6128 and WSL MS Salt 462 both show blank shields where WSL MS Salt 413
describes the arms of Sir Thomas Cawne.
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additions, it is highly likely that, where copyists made alterations, they generally
went unmentioned.8 With Glover’s original copy missing, and no evidence that
Philipot access the original County Roll, there is a strong likelihood that the
antiquarian was relying on a simulacrum during his research.
It is important, therefore, to ascertain, as confidently as possible, that
Philpot’s conclusions were correct. The best recourse would undoubtedly be to
refer to the original County Roll manuscript in the College of Arms. Unfortunately
the manuscript is now lost. Glover’s stolen manuscript survived, however, in a
private collection and was acquired, in 1701, by Queens College Oxford as part of
the legacy of Sir Joseph Williamson.9 It is therefore possible to study Glover’s
original transcription of the County Roll in order to be satisfied, as far as is
possible, that the arms displayed in Ightham Church were those recorded in
Staffordshire during the reign of Edward III under the name ‘Cawne'. An
examination of the manuscript reveals, on folio 15v, a drawing of a coat of arms
entitled ‘Sir Thomas Cawn’ which match the description given by Dering of those
at Ightham Church: Per pale azure and gules, a lion rampant double queued
argent.10 Glover was considered to be a highly competent and professional herald
so is likely the arms in his manuscript are a faithful reproduction of those on the
County Roll.11 The veracity of Glover’s transcription of the County Roll can be
further ascertained by comparison with a contemporaneous copy of the same
manuscript transcribed by the Staffordshire antiquary and Rouge Croix
pursuivant, William Wyrley. Wyrely’s copy, compiled into his Booke in the late
sixteenth century and held by the Society of Antiquaries (MS/99 ff. 4v-5) also

8

BL MS Harley 1570
QCL MS 106, f. 15v
10 The Couen tomb displays arms: per pale azure and gules, a lion rampant double queued ermine.
It is unclear which is correct, though it is possible that ermine would look, or even be, argent in
small depictions, particularly on stained glass. Couen’s arms are, though, also listed as Per pale
gules and azure, a lion rampant ermine (note that this listing does not specify a forked tail): D.H.B.
Chesshyre and T. Woodcock (eds), Dictionary of British arms: Medieval ordinary 1 (London, 1992), pp.
158, 179.
11 William Dugdale considered Glover to be ‘the best Herald that ever did belong to the office.’ As
quoted in the introduction to The Visitation of Staffordshire made by Robert Glover, al’s Somerset Herald,
ed. H.S. Grazebrook (London, 1883).
9
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contains a drawing of the arms of ‘Sir Thomas Cawne’ which match those
depicted by Glover and described by Dering.
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Appendix V: Nominal roll of Couen’s retinue 1356-1372
A nominal roll of the men who served in Couen’s retinue. Known garrison
members as well as members of the expeditionary force are listed.

This information has been included to provide an easily-accessed, alphabetically
organised, list of men who served, or intended to serve, in Couen’s retinue
alongside the source reference relied upon as evidence of that service.

Original spelling of names have been retained. All known knights are indicated as ‘Kt.’

Key to the missions

1356-8

Normandy-Brittany (military)

1359-60

Rheims campaign (military)

1369

Calais (military)

1370-1

Brittany (military)

1372

Naval
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Almaly, Peter

1370-1 (C76/53/19)

Bacon, John

1372 (C76/55/24)

Berchere, Nicholas

1359-60 (CPR, 1358-1361, 524)

Berkamstede, William

1369 (C76/52/9)

Bernard, John

1372 (C76/55/24)

Bokkeleye, William

1369 (C76/52/9)

Bolton, John de

1370-1 (C76/53/19)

Bolton, Thomas

1369 (C76/52/9); 1370 (C76/53/19)

Bolton, William

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Bosseworth, Thomas

1369 (C76/52/6)

Bouman, John

1359-60 (CPR, 1358-1361, 396)

Bouman, Thomas

1359-60 (CPR, 1358-1361, 396)

Bowels, John

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Bramton, Richard de

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Bretteford, William

1369 (C76/52/9)

Bron, Peter

1372 (C76/55/24)

Bryssyng, John

1372 (C76/55/24)

Burnham, Walter

1370-1 (C76/53/9)

Clobbe, Richard

1372 (C76/55/24)

Cornewaille, John de, Kt.

1359-60 (C 76/40/4)

Croukshagh, John de

1370 (CPR, 1367-1370, p. 457)

Cruwe, Thomas

1369 (C76/52/6)

Denmore, Henry

1369 (C76/52/9)

Doget, William

1369 (C76/52/9)

Duxmuth, William de

1372 (C76/55/24)

Elmerugge, Thomas de

1370-1 (C76/53/15)

Enys, John

1370-1 (C76/53/6)

Filbert, Hugh

1370-1 (C76/53/6)

Fitz John, John

1370-1 (C76/53/15)

Fostryk, John

1372 (C76/55/24)

Freningham, John de

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Frere, Richard

1370-1 (C76/53/19)
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Gayrgrave, WIlliam de

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Godewyne, William

1369 (C76/52/9)

Hales, Robert

1370-1 (C76/53/17)

Hasylwode, Henry

1369 (C76/52/9)

Haukyn, John

1372 (C76/55/24)

Haverburgh, John

1370-1 (C76/53/16; C76/53/15)

Hide, Giles atte

1359-60 (C 76/40/4)

Hilton, Roger de

1370-1 (C76/53/16; C76/53/12)

Holbech, Richard

1369 (C76/52/9)

Holbech, Robert

1369 (C76/52/9)

Horpole, John

1369 (C76/52/9)

Hunte, John

1369 (C76/52/6)

Judde, John

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Keresley, William de

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Lanbron, William de

1370-1 (C76/53/6)

Leche, William

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Leghe, William de

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Lodelowe, Thomas de

1370-1 (C76/53)

Marchal, Ralph

1359-60 (CPR, 1358-1361, 396)

Marchal, Roger

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

May, John

1370-1 (C76/53/9)

Merclesden, Richard (son of Robert de)

1370 (CPR, 1367-1370, p. 457)

Mitford, Alexander de

1370-1 (C76/53/16; C76/53/15)

Molefre, Thomas

1372 (C76/55/24)

Mollesdon, William de

1370-1 (C76/53/16; C76/53/15)

Mortymer, John

1370-1 (C76/53/21)

Nevyle, John

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Parker, Thomas (son of Richard le)

1370 (CPR, 1367-1370, p. 457)

Petit, John

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Petit, William

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Pirye, Alexander

1359-60 (CPR, 1358-1361, 524)

Prote, Ralph

1370-1 (C76/53/6)

Puttenham, Roger de jnr

1370-1 (C76/53/16)
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Reedhode, John

1372 (C76/55/24)

Ried, John

1369 (C76/52/9)

Roos, John

1372 (C76/55/24)

Rosogan, Richard

1370-1 (C76/53/6)

Saddler, Walter

1370-1 (C61/83/5)

Savage, William

1372 (C76/55/24)

Scot, John

1369 (C76/52/6)

Scot, Henry

1369 (C76/52/6)

Septvans, William de jnr, Kt.

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Skelbrok, Thomas

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Skelton, Clement de jnr

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Skynnere, John

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Somurford, William

1369 (C76/52/6); 1371 (C76/54/14)

Somerville, John de

1356-8 (CPR, 1358-1361, 190)

Sotherton, Thomas

1369 (C76/52/9)

Stafford, Walter de

1369 (C76/52/9)

Stanfelde, Thomas

1370-1 C76/53/18)

Straggy, Adam

1369 (C76/52/9)

Straunge, Peter

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Taillour, Simon

1370-1 (C76/53/16)

Waleton, Ralph

1356-8 (AN X1A, 17)
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Appendix VI: Biographical events
List of events discussed in the text.

Pre- August, 1345:
Assumed presence of Thomas Couen (de Covene) in the household of Richard de
Covene, High Green, Wolverhampton, Staffordshire.
20 August, 1345:
Commission of Oyer and Terminer at Westminster, London, to investigate
accusation that Thomas de Covene et al. hunted in Sedgley Park, Staffordshire.
Autumn, 1357:
Thomas de Caon, captain of the fortress of Le Neubourg.
Hillary Term, 1358:
Thomas de Covene of Wolverhampton sued by Elizabeth, former wife of John
Gerveys for trespass in Wolverhampton. Thomas did not appear, and had found
bail.
Easter Term, 1358:
Thomas de Covene sued for Mayhem and Breach of the Peace by Roger in the
Lane. Thomas did not appear.
June, 1358:
Thomas Coun in the employ of Charles of Navarre in the Ile de Paris.
11 July, 1358:
Thomas Caun enters the Royal Palace in the Ile de la Cite.
October, 1358:
Charles of Navarre’s forces occupy fortresses of the Ile de France and Seine
Valley. Thomas Couen assumed to remain among them.
Easter Term, 1359:
Thomas de Covene sued by John de Waltham for trespass in Wolverhampton.
Thomas did not appear.
23 April, 1359:
Thomas de Cooun/Caun pardoned for murder by Edward III at Windsor.
December, 1359:
Thomas Couen likely to have been at the Siege of Reims, undertaking large
scale raids and chevauchées in the area to secure provisions. Assumption of
whereabouts predicated on raids at El Bouef in January.
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January/February, 1360:
Thomas Couen leads a ‘large band’ in a raid on El Bouef, near Rouen.
March, 1360:
Thomas Couen leads 80 soldiers to battle at Favrill, a village west of Le
Neubourg.
26 August, 1360:
Thomas Covene issued with Letters of Protection for service in France.
Present in England but whereabouts unknown.
October, 1360:
Letters of Protection issued to members of the retinue of Thomas Covene for
service in France; Thomas Couen made Commissioner of the Treaty of Brétigny.
January-March, 1361:
Thomas Couen assisting in the evacuations of France. Pardons provided to
men in his retinue between 22 March and 3 May indicate that Couen had left
France by the stipulated evacuation date of February 1361.
30 July, 1361:
Chancery record of debt of £20 owed by John de Charleton of Appley to
Thomas Cowen, knight. Taken in Shropshire.
1 October, 1362:
Thomas Grandisaone acknowledges a debt of £100 to Thomas Cone, knight, and
Nicholas Holburn at Westminster.
23 September, 1363:
Thomas Cauen, knight purchases a moiety of a tenement called Nulcombe in
Sele [Seal] and Ightham from Roger de Ashburnham, heir of Henry de
Grofherst. Deed witnessed by James de Peckham.
5 December, 1363:
Recognisance between Thomas Coun, knight, and Simon de Newenton, for
£4,000 to be levied in Kent. Indenture drawn up in London on 6 December.
Attendance assumed as the negotiation between de Newenton and Couen is
likely to have taken place face to face in the attendance of their named arbiters.
14 March, 1364:
Thomas Coun, knight, releases Simon de Neuton, esquire, of all actions real
and personal by writing. Simon de Neuton provides the same. Dated at
London. It is likely that both men were present at the time of writing as the
dates for each release are the same.
!234

Early 1365: Robert’s wife, Lora, falls pregnant with Thomas’ son and heir, Robert de
Couen.
June 1366:
Thomas’ father, Richard de Covene dies. Assumed presence in Staffordshire as
Thomas is the next heir of the burgage tenement, and he has brought a case of
novel disseisin by January 1367.
1366:
Sir Thomas Coven, knight, conveys all his lands and services in Coven
Manor to Robert Jones [de Coven], skinner of London. He provides a letter of
attorney enabling Ralph Hyde to deliver possession to Robert.
23 January, 1367:
Thomas de Covene appears in person in the Chancery at Westminster in a
case of novel disseisin regarding his late father’s burgage tenement in
Wolverhampton. In February, he may have appeared again in London in
connection with an unpaid debt of 200 marks owed to him by Roger Cheyne,
knight.
Easter, 1367:
Thomas de Covene appears in the above mentioned case of novel disseisin.
Trinity - Michaelmas terms, 1367:
The above mentioned case of novel disseisin continues before being removed by a
writ of nisi prius to be heard at Lichfield in Michaelmas term.
February 1368:
Thomas Coune returned to parliament to represent Kent as Knight of the
Shire.
May, 1368:
Thomas Caune attends parliament at Westminster between 1 and 21 May.
May 1368 onwards:
Thomas Couen is Knight of the Shire of Kent. Lora, Thomas’ wife, falls pregnant
with a younger son, Thomas de Couen.
April, 1369: Thomas Couen is summoned to parliament to represent Kent as Knight of the
Shire.
June, 1369:
Thomas Couen attends parliament at Westminster between 3 and 11 June with
fellow Knight of the Shire Thomas Apuldrefeld, and is reimbursed with £4 16s. for
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travel and twelve days’ worth of expenses. On 12 June Thomas Coune receives
Letters of Protection and attorney for service as a man at arms in France.
July, 1369:
Assumed presence of Thomas Couen in Kent to organise supplies, retinue, and
household before leaving on campaign. Twenty one Letters of Protection are issued
for men joining Couen’s retinue.
August, 1369:
Thomas Cowarne receives mourning robes after the death of Queen Phillipa on 15
August.
September, 1369:
Thomas Couen named as retinencia regis. It is unclear how long Couen had
been a member of the King’s household.
October, 1369:
Thomas Couen is in the company of John of Gaunt at Bolbec, thirty kilometres east
of Harfleur. Couen captains a group of men who take part in Gaunt’s great
chevauchée across northern France.
7 February, 1370:
Sir Thomas Kowune, knight, is paid £78 18s 1/2d by Henry de Brantingham,
keeper of the King’s wardrobe, for the expenses of himself, his men at arms and
archers in the war.
30 June, 1370:
Thomas de Couene receives Letters of Protection for service as a man at arms in
France in the army of Robert Knolles.
11 July, 1370:
Thomas Coune again receives Letters of Protection for service as a man at arms in
France in the army of Robert Knolles.
July-August, 1370:
Thomas Cauene/Couene, knight, musters as a man-at-arms and captain of
Knolles' army in Rye and Winchelsea, Kent.
August - December, 1370:
Assumed whereabouts of Thomas Couen in France as one of Knolles known
captains. It is not known which of the captains Couen was affiliated with after
the army separated into four factions.
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November, 1371:
Thomas Couen, knight, receives Letters of Attorney for service as a man at arms in
France.
25 February, 1372:
Thomas de Cowune, knight, seals an indenture at Westminster to serve the king in
France as a man at arms with 39 men and arms and 80 archers.
March, 1372:
Thomas Couen sues John Deye for failing to properly maintain his mill at Ightham
Mote.
August, 1372:
Thomas Couen, knight, receives Letters of Attorney for naval service as a man-atarms on 6 August, and Letters of Protection for the same on 7 August.
14 August 1372:
Thomas Couen gathers his friends and family at Ightham Mote in order to enfoeff
executors with his property and write his will.
26 September, 1372:
Thomas Couen dies whilst onboard a ship moored off the coast of Sandwich after
Edward III’s fleet is prevented from crossing the channel as a result of winds. The
cause of Couen’s death is unknown.
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