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Cotesbach, a lordship of some eleven hundred acres, lies in the 
southern tip of Leicestershire, almost at the junction of the county 
with Warwickshire and Northamptonshire, and was, therefore, 
virtually the centre of the open-field area of England. The move
ment for the destruction of the open-fields by enclosure for pasture 
began to gather strength in Leicestershire in the middle of the 
fifteenth century. It was especially widespread at the beginning 
and at the end of the Tudor period, and Cotesbach felt the impact 
of both waves. 2 Cotesbach, indeed, became one of the principal 
centres of agrarian discontent and revolt which broke out in the 
Midlands in May, I607, when 'full five thousand' rioters assembled 
there 'to level and lay open inclosures'. In the following pages we 
shall trace the course of enclosure in this lordship and the consequent 
changes wrought in its agrarian economy. In short, to show the 
reason why Burton in I622 described Cotesbach as a 'very fine lord
ship and exceeding good ground, now (for the most part) converted 
into sheep pasturage.' 3 

During the five generations between I485 and I630 the history 
of Cotesbach is one of a long period of stability followed by a short 
period of rapid change. This is reflected both in the ownership of 
the manor and in the village life. From I436 until I59I the manor 
was in the hands of the same family, the Devereuxs of Chartley in 
Staffordshire, who owned five-sixths of its lands; the remainder com
prised only three small freehold farms and the glebe, in all about 
I74 acres. Then came a period of rapid change from I59I to I626: 

lThis paper is substantially a reproduction of chapter IV from my Enclosure 
in Leicestershire, 1485-1607 (MS. thesis (Ph.D.) University of 
London). 

2In Leicestershire the enclosure movement declined rapidly after about 1530 
and was negligible until the 157o's when it once again became more 
general. In so far as I have been able to calculate the acreage enclosed 
during the period 1485-1607 only 8 · 9% of the total took place during 
the fifty years between 1530 and 1580 compared with 42 · 9% during 
the period 1485 to 1530 and 48·2% for the period 1580-1607. At 
least n8 villages and hamlets (possibly as many as 142) or one in 
three of the 'total number in the county underwent enclosure, partial 
or complete, during the period LJ85-1607. 

3Burton. History of Leicestershire. 2nd edition. (1777). p. 72. 
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six changes of lordship within less than forty years, as the manor 
passed successively from one London merchant to another. By 
1626 it had been purchased by George Bennett, a salter of London, 
and it remained in this family for the next hundred years. The 
Bennetts, unlike the earlier purchasers, lived on the manor and 
about 1630 built a large new house, parts of which still stand to-day 
in mutilated but recognisable form. Of the earlier house nothing 
had survived apart from the memory of where it had stood. 4 The 
manor was sold by the Bennetts about 1720 or shortly afterwards, 
and, after passing quickly through several hands, it was bought in 
1763 by the Marriotts who are the · resident owners at the present 
day. Thus another period of rapid change of ownership in the 
early eighteenth century was followed by a long period of stability. 

Similarly, there was remarkably little change in the agrarian 
society of Cotesbach until the end of the Tudor period. Not that 
life stood still entirely. As in so many Midland villages, there had 
been a considerable decline in population since the latter part of the 
thirteenth century or the early fourteenth, though there seems to 
to have been less impoverishment at Cotesbach in the middle of the 
fifteenth century than in many Leicestershire villages. Throughout 
the sixteenth century the population stood at eighteen to twenty 
households, about half of what it had been in the late thirteenth 
century. 5 The enclosure of the demesne lands, comprising about a 
fifth of the lordship, in the opening years of the sixteenth century 
modified the manorial economy by displacing five mixed-farming 
households, and by introducing for the first time the large grazier 
of sheep. Yet four-fifths of the village went on as before for the next 
hundred years. In March, 1603, the agrarian society of Cotesbach 
was fundamentally the same as it had been in 1485. Revolution in 
the agrarian economy of the manor came in the years 1603-1612 

4p,R.O. Exchequer Depositions (hereinafter Exch. Dep.) E 134/10 Jas. I/ 
Trinity IO. John Wright of Cotesbach deposed in 1612: 'he hath 
heard likewise that in the ould Inclosure there was sometyme a 
Mannor house there standinge'. 

5For the population of Cotesbach in the 16th century see below p. 51-2. In 
1279 there were 33 villeins holding 33 virgates and 6 freeholders with 
6½ virgates of land, i.e., probably 39 families. The tax quotas 
payable by the various counties for the Tenth and Fifteenth were 
fixed in 1334. Subsequent waves of bubonic plague and the long 
depression of the 15th century resulted in impoverishment. In 
consequence reductions were made and in 1445 Leicestershire's quota 
underwent an average reduction of r5 · 5%. Cotesbach's quota, 
however, was cut by only 5%. For the tax reductions for Leicester
shire in 1445 see an early transcript preserved at the City of Leicester 
Muniment Room (Subsidy 71/22). The list published by Nichols in 
his History of Leicestershire, Vol. I, pt. I, p. lxxxix, is inaccurate. 
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and coincided with those rapid changes of manorial ownership, 
when the manor became the economic spoil of the merchants and 
financiers of the City of London. 

I 

Enclosure on a large scale was first carried out at Cotesbach 
about the year ISOI by Thomas Grey, marquis of Dorset, who held 
the manor at that time by virtue of his wardship of Walter Devereux, 
lord Ferrers of Chartley, then a minor. 6 It was Walter Devereux's 
great grandfather who first inherited the manor in I436. The manor 
then remained in their hands until I59I, when it was sold by the 
family's most illustrious son, Robert, the second earl of Essex. 

Enclosure at Cotesbach was twice brought to the notice of the 
enclosure commissioners sent out by Wolsey; first, on the 27th 
August, I5I7, when they were sitting at Lutterworth, less than two 
miles from Cotesbach, and, secondly, at Leicester on the 23rd 
August, I5I8. At the earlier session it was declared that: -
'Thomas nuper Marchio Dorsett nuper habuit Custodiam Walteri 
Devereux Militis domini Ferrers de Chartley et terrarum et tenemen
torum suorum racione minoris etatis ipsius Walteri ........ .idemque 
nuper Marchio de tenementis illis de hereditate predicte Walteri sic 
possessionatus secundo die Marcii anno regni ipsius nuper Regis 
decimo octavo (i.e. 2nd March, I503) decem virgatas terre arrabilis 
continentes in se Centum acras terre ad anuum valorum quatuor
decem librarum in Cottysbeche in Comitatu predicto que ante tune 
a toto tempore de quo memoria hominum non existit fuerunt in usu 
culture posite sepibus inclusit et que terre sic incluse adhuc 
remanet [sic]et in pasturam ovium et aliorum animalium convert
untur et use sunt per quod quinque aratra ibidem deponuntur et 
triginta persone ibidem minuuntur'. But in the following year the 
jury presented that: -'Thomas Marchio Dorsett nuper racione 
minoris etatis 'Johannis Devereux militis domini ferrers habuit 
custodiam ipsius J ohannis ac omnium terrarum et tenementorum 
eiusdem Johannis ......... per quod idem marchio possessionatus 

6There were three noble families who were resident in Leicestershire at this 
time :-the Hastings at Ashby-de-la-Zouch, the Ros (succeeded by 
the Manners, earls of Rutland) at Belvoir, and the Greys of Groby 
and Bradgate. The Greys inherited Groby and Bradgate from a 
cadet branch of the Ferrers, earls of Derby, in 1445. Thomas Grey 
who enclosed at Cotesbach was the son of Sir John Grey who was 
killed in 1461 fighting for Henry VI, and Elizabeth, daughter of 
Richard Widville, rst Earl Rivers . His mother later married 
Edward IV and Thomas was created by his royal stepfather first earl 
of Huntingdon, and then in April, 1475, marquis of Dorset. 
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[est] de quinque mesuagiis et centum acris terre arrabilis in Cottes
byche in Comitatu predicto videlicet cum quolibet mesuagio 
eorundem quinque mesuagiorum viginti acre terre arrabilis ad 
firmam tradite et occupate et in usu iconomie usitate .................. Et 
predictus Marchio de tenementis predictis ............... possessionatus 
existens.. ... .. . .. . .. xxjmo die Novembris anno xvij predicto [i.e. 
21st November 1501] predicta ............... mesuagia in ............. . 
Bottysbyche [ sic J predicto destrui et devastari ac terras predictas 
in pasturam animalium converti fecit et tenementa illa sic adhuc 
existunt. ' 7 

The interpretation of these returns presents some difficulties. 
Although the substance of each is identical, namely, the conversion 
and enclosure of a hundred acres of arable to pasture, the lack of 
agreemen<. among the details given in each might at first sight 
suggest that different enclosures were being recorded. These dis
crepancies, however, are not fundamental and most likely arose out 
of the imperfect knowledge of the jurymen. That the encloser is 
described in the second inquisition as Thomas, marquisofDorset, but 
in the first as Thomas late marquis of Dorset certainly appears to 
have some significance when considered in the light of the fact that 
Thomas, the first marquis of Dorset, was succeeded before the end of 
September, 1501, by his son, also named Thomas, who was living 
when the returns were made. 8 Nevertheless, it is hardly likely that 
the two juries were thinking of different enclosures becausei such a 
distinction does not tally with the other details given in their pre
sentments. For, whilst it would have been possible for the second 
marquis to have enclosed on the 2ISt November, 1501, as stated in 
the 1518 inquisition, his father could not have enclosed on the 2nd 
March, t503, as given in the 1517 inquisition as he would have been 
dead by that time at least eighteen months. Moreover, the dates 
specified in these presentments must not be taken too rigidly. 
Precise dating is hardly to be expected from juries making pre
sentments nearly twenty years after the event, and since the differ
ence between the two dates here given is so small-a matter of only 

1Domesday of Inclosures edited by I. S. Leadam (1897) vol. 1, p. 240-1; 
P.R.0. Exchequer, Lord Treasurer's Remembrancer Memoranda 
Rolls (hereinafter L.T.R.M. Rolls), Hilary, 14 Hen. VIII (E 368/296) 
and Chancery, Common Law Pleadings, C 43 / 28 / 5. 

BThe date of the death of Thomas, first marquis of Dorset, is a little un
certain. According to an inquisition taken on the 15th Oct., 1502, 
it was the ISt Sept., 1501, but an inquisition of the 3rd Nov., 1504, 
puts it on the .2oth Sept., 1501, and in a third inquisition taken on 
the 29th Jan., 1505, it is said to have been the 9th Nov., 1500. See 
P.R.O. Calendar of Inquisitions 21 Hen . VII (unbound vol.), pp. 
426, 461, 48r. 
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sixteen months-we may be pretty certain that both juries had in 
mind the same enclosure. Whether the encloser was the first or the 
second marquis of Dorset can only be conjectured. Since the first 
marquis was enclosing in the last decade of the fifteenth century not 
only elsewhere in Leicestershire but also in Warwickshire and 
Northamptonshire, 9 it was in all likelihood he and not his son who 
enclosed at Cotesbach; which would put the date of the enclosure 
about the year rsor. 10 

The question of the real extent of the enclosure, too, arises, 
despite the fact that in each return it is given as a hundred acres. 
For the interpretation of the earlier presentment is not so self
evident as would appear. The key-phrase is 'decem virgatas terre 
arrabilis continentes in se Centum Acras terre'. If we translate it 
literally as 'ten virgates of arable land containing a hundred acres 
of land,' the virgate at Cotesbach would be only ten acres in extent. 
But on this manor it was twenty acres, 11 and ten virgates would 
therefore, be two hundred acres. Why then did the jury say a 
hundred acres? Perhaps a scribal error or an undervaluation? We 
think not. The solution to the problem, here, we suggest, is to 
translate the phrase as 'ten virgates of land [i.e. ten virgates in the 
common fields J containing a hundred acres of arable'. Translated 
thus it would follow that the total extent of Dorset's enclosure would 
be two hundred acres, and since this would include the pasture and 
meadow (the appurtenances), which formed part of a virgate of 
land in the open fields, it would still tally with the later presentment; 
for the former arable land within the enclosure would amount to a 

9See below, pp. 47-8. 
10Note also that the jury in 1518 in naming Dorset's ward as John Devereux 

were confusing father and son. 

llSee (a) a survey of the manor made on the 12th October, 1589. P.R.0. 
Exchequer, Special Commissions (E 178 / 1258). 'xxxj yardland 
errable with the appurtenances lienge in the Common feildes of 
Cotesbach containing by estymacion Six Hundreth acres'. (b) The 
freehold farm in Cotesbach called Goddard's Farm contained three 
yardlands. (Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25). In depo
sitions taken four years later it is stated to contain 4 acres of meadow 
and 56 acres of land (arable) and pasture. (Exch. Dep. E 134/13 
Jas. I/Michaelmas 29). (c) A yardland of glebe was estimated at 
22 acres of arable, leys, meadow and pasture. (Star Chamber Pro
ceedings (hereinafter St. Ch. Proc.) 8/16/13). It is, thus, abun
dantly clear that the virgate or yardland in Cotesbach was on an 
average twenty acres. 
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hundred acres. In other words, the arable of the virgate amounted 
to ten acres only, the remaining ten acres already being pasture and 
meadow. 12 

That the enclosure was in fact not less than two hundred acres 
we learn from depositions taken at Cotesbach early in the seventeenth 
century. 13 In 16r2 enquiry was made among other things into the 
extent and nature of what was known as the 'Old Enclosure'. One 
deponent declared: - 'that the said Mannor doth Consist of ould 
inclosure and new but knoweth not what yard lands the ould inclo
sure doth Containe but uppon survey thereof taken hath heard that 
the said ould inclosure doth containe Twoe hundred and Twentie 
Acres or therabouts And he further saith that he thincketh that 
the same were sett forthe and Inclosed for the demeasnes of the said 
Mannor for that they be to this daie called by the name of the Hall 
ffield'. Another deponent answered :-'that the said Mannor doth 
consist as well of ould Inclosures as of New Inclosures. And hath 
hard that the Closes and acres of the ould Inclosure with the 
meadows of the same doth containe a Eleaven or Twelve yeards 
lands And that the same as he hath heard were sett fourth and 
Inclosed for the demeasne of the said Mannor'. From these two 
depositions the following points emerge :-(a) the 'old Enclosure' 
contained II or 12 yardlands (virgates) estimated at 220 acres; (b) 
it included closes of meadow; (c) it consisted of the original demesnes 
of the manor, and (d) it was also known as the Hall Field; that is to 
say, the land belonging to the Hall or manor house, the home farm. 
There is no difficulty in identifying this 'Old Enclosure' with the 
enclosure carried out by the marquis of Dorset c. 1501. The name 
itself, Old Enclosure, is significant and equally significant is the 
fact that none of the deponents could answer the question as to 
when the Old Enclosure first took place. The oldest deponent had 
known the manor from about 1580 and he, with others, was only 
repeating a tradition when he identified the Old Enclosure with the 
original demesnes of the manor. Moreover, Dorset's enclosure and 
the enclosure which took place in 1603 (the New Enclosure) both 
caused a displacement of population, as we shall see later, but for 
the intervening hundred years the population of the manor was 

l2In the 1518 return the lands enclosed are stated simply to be a hundred 
acres of arable divided equally among the five niessuages. The 
destruction of farms of less than 20 acres of arable did not come 
within the purview of the law. Note also that the virgate of glebe 
estimated by the rector to be 22 acres was said to contain only ten 
acres of arable. 

13Exch. Dep. E 134 / ro J as. I/ Trinity ro. 
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remarkably constant. Clearly, then, the above depositions are 
describing the enclosure which had taken place in the first years 
of the sixteenth century. 

By combining the information derived from the two enclosure 
inquisitions and the depositions of I612 we obtain the following 
picture. About 1501 the manorial demesnes at Cotesbach were 
enclosed by the marquis of Dorset, the lord for the time being. At 
that time they consisted of ten or eleven virgates or between 200 and 
220 acres of arable, meadow and pasture. Half the area was 
arable; this in consequence was withdrawn from tillage and con
verted to pasture. According to the inquisitions the enclosure 
caused the loss of five ploughs and the eviction of five households, 
comprising thirty people, from their homes which were permitted to 
fall into ruin. Now if our conclusion holds good that the lands 
specified in the inquisitions of 1517-I518 can be identified with the 
manorial demesnes, then the latter must have been leased out to 
smaller farmers until their enclosure by Dorset; which constituted a 
forcible resumption of the demesne into the hands of the lord. At 

.first a single large enclosure called the Hall Field or Close may have 
been formed out of the demesnes but later in the century, if it had 
been so, it was divided into smaller closes which were known col
lectively as the 'Hall Closes'. 

The enclosure returns unmistakably indicate that the enclosure 
was carried through by force. The status of the tenants who were 
evicted can only be conjectured. In all likelihood they were either 
simply lease-holders, or perhaps customary tenants leasing the 
demesnes. At the end of the century there were only lease-holders 
and freeholders on the manor and as the extent of the freehold 
lands underwent little variation over a period of more than three 
hundred years we may be pretty sure that no freeholder was in
volved in the evictions. 14 To evict either a lease-holder or a 
customary tenant presented no insuperable legal difficulties and, as 
we shall see later, at the final enclosure of the manor the lord did not 
refrain from evicting some of his lease-holders whilst dealing differ
ently with the freeholders. 

We can only speculate, too, on the motive for the enclosure. 
About the same time Dorset was enclosing in Northamptonshire and 
Warwickshire as well as elsewhere in Leicestershire. Wolsey's 
commissioners reported that in 1490 he enclosed for pasture thirty 

14In 1279 six free tenants held 6½ virgates plus 12 acres of land, i.e., about 
142 acres. (Nichols, vol. iv, pt. i, p. 146). In 1603 three freeholders 
had 152 acres and the rector 22. acres of glebe, making a total of 174 
acres. 
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acres of arable in the parish of Wicken in Northamptonshire. 15 In 
Warwickshire his enclosures were on a much larger scale; at Wed
dington in I49I he destroyed ten farm-houses and evicted sixty 
people by converting and enclosing for pasture three hundred acres 
of arable, and six years later, again at the expense of arable land, 
he enlarged his parks at Chilvers Coton and Astley, called the New 
Park and the Old Park respectively. 16 And in Leicestershire he 
also enclosed on his own estates at Bradgate on the southern fringe 
of Charnwood Forest and on his ward's manors of Brascote, Naneby 
and Newbold Verdon which lay together in the west of the county. 17 

Clearly, then, the enclosure of the demesnes at Cotesbach was not an 
isolated act but appears to have formed part of a wider scheme by 
which Dorset, taking advantage of the gathering strength of the 
enclosure movement in Henry VII's reign, sought to improve some 
of his Midland possessions. 

What effect did this enclosure of the demesne lands have on the 
economy of the manor? In area they constituted a fifth of the 
whole lordship. Its arable economy was reduced by five mixed farms 
and the village community lost five households supporting some 
thirty people. Sheep and cattle farming had taken their place. The 
houses of the displaced farmers and possibly the manor house, too, 
all fell into decay. To contemporaries such changes must have 
appeared catastrophic. Yet five-sixths of the open fields remained 
and, if we can assume that the eighteen people assessed for the lay 
subsidy of the year I524 represent tl1e total number of households 
on the manor at that date, then the evictions constituted a reduction 
of only one-fifth in the farmers of the village. Before the final 
enclosure of the manor in I603 the inhabitants themselves tell us 

15Domesday of lnclosures, vol. I, p. 286. 

160p. cit. vol. II, pp. 398, 451, 663, 664. Dugdale The Antiq1tities of 
Warwickshire. 2nd edition (1730), vol. II, p. 1096. Weddington, 
'together with Astley, divolving to Grey, was inclosed, and for the 
most part depopulated by Thomas Grey, Marquess Dorset in 7 H. 7, 
who decayed ten messuages here, whereunto belonged CCC acres of 
land'. 

17Domesday of Inclosures, vol. I, pp. 234 (Bradgate), 241 (Brascote and 
Naneby) L.T.R.M. Rolls. 14 and 17 Hen. VIII, E 368/296 and 299. 
(Brascote, Naneby and Newbold Verdon). The enclosure at New
bold Verdon may have been the work of his son, the second marquis, 
as the date given in the inquisition is the 3rd Oct., 1509. 
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that they lived by the husbandry and tillage of its common fields. 18 

That traditional husbandry was obviously rudely shaken by Dorset's 
enclosure, and even modified by the introduction of a new element, 
but fundamentally the economy of the manor was unchanged. This 
we see reflected in a survey of the manor made in the last quarter of 
the sixteenth century. 

In 1589, two years before the Devereuxs sold out at Cotesbach, 
a survey of the manor was _made by command of the Crown in order 
to ascertain its value. 19 From this survey, together with the 
evidence afforded by depositions taken twenty years later and by ten 
inventories made between 1555 and 1591, we can build up a fairly 
complete picture of the manor and its economy during the period of 
a hundred years which separates Dorset's enclosm:es from the . final 
enclosure of the manor in I603. 

The common fields, three in number, were known as the Bryne
fford or Bienfford Field, the Broadolde Field and the Smallold or 
Misterton Field. 20 The manorial demesnes having already been 
withdrawn and enclosed from the common fields, what remained 
comprised the lands owned by the lord of the manor and leased out 
to tenants, and the freehold land including the glebe. The former 
were estimated by the rector of the village, Henry Dillingham, who 

lBWhen proceedings were taken against Walter Devereux on account of 
Dorset's enclosure, he pleaded in Michaelmas term, 1525, that the 
five farmhouses had been rebuilt before the quindene of Michaelmas, 
1524, and that the roo acres of arable which had been converted to 
pasture had also been put back under tillage before Easter, 1524, as 
was required by the royal act of pardon granted in the previous 
year. In 1532 another inquisition was taken; the jury 
declared that the five houses had been rebuilt as alleged 
by Devereux, but that only 39 of the roo acres of arable 
had been put back under tillage. He was accordingly acquitted 
in regard to the houses and 39 acres of land but declared to have 
forfeited part of the revenues of the remaining 61 acres since the 
16th November, 1509. (L.T.R.M. Roll, Michaelmas 17 Hen. VIII, E 
368 / 299). In view of the later depositions which we have cited 
regarding the extent of the 'old Enclosure' we may doubt whether 
a real restoration had taken place, even of the 39 acres, though it 
is possible that the 5 houses were rebuilt and different land assigned 
to them. 

19P.R.O. Exchequer, Special Commissions E 178 / 1258. The commis-
sioners who made the survey were Walter Hastings, esq., Richard 
Broughton, esq., Edmund Hunt, esq., and Robert Taverner, gent. 
The earl of Essex, lord of the manor at the time, was heavily in debt. 
Queen Elizabeth had made him a loan of £3,000 and required 
immediate repayment. In May, 1590, Essex sold his manor of 
Keyston, Hunts., to pay off debts. This commission was no doubt 
issued by the Queen with a view to recovering her money f:t;om 
Essex's estates. (Diet. Nat. Biog. vol xiv, p. 427 and J. E. Neale, 
Queen Elizabe>tli, p. 305-6). 

2DExch. Dep. E 134/ro Jas. I/Trinity 10. 
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had known them since r582 (he was deposing in r6r2), at 34½ yard
lands or 690 acres. 21 Thomas Goddard, a yeoman farmer of Peat
ling Parva, who rented land at Cotesbach in r6oo, deposed in r6r2 
that the lord owned 33 yardlands or 660 acres22 and according to the 
survey made on the rzth October, r589, the lord had in his possession 
'xxxj yard land errable with the appurtenances lienge in the Com
mon feildes of Cotesbach Containing by estymacion six Hundreth 
acres'. As these are all estimates varying from 600 to 690 acres we 
may safely say that about 660 acres in the common fields belonged 
to the lord. They were leased to some thirteen tenants and about 
63 per cent. was arable; for we find that in the returns made by the de
population commissioners, who sat at Leicester in September, r607, 
the lord of Cotesbach converted 420 acres of arable into pasture. 23 

The freehold land accounted for a further r52 acres, held in 
r6oo by three freeholders: -Thomas Farren, gent., William Hall, 
yeoman, and John Cave, a labourer. Farren's freehold was a farm 
of three yardlands or 60 acres in extent; William Hall held two 
freehold farms, one consisted of a messuage and 60 acres, and the 
other contained a messuage and one and a half yardlands or thirty 
acres, making in all ninety acres of freehold. Cave's freehold was 
a mere cottager's tenement: it consisted of only a messuage and 
two acres of land. 24 

To the parsonage of Cotesbach there belonged a yardland of 
glebe, which the rector estimated at twenty-two acres. 25 By adding 
together these three sets of acreages we obtain the figure of 834; which 
we can therefore say was roughly the extent of the common fields 
as they existed during the hundred years after r5or. 

By the end of the sixteenth century the enclosed demesne lands, 
we have already noted, were known as the 'Old Enclosure' or the 
'Hall Field'. Before r589 they had been divided into a number of 
closes formed, perhaps, as we have suggested earlier, out of an 
original large enclosure. According to the survey of r589 the earl 
of Essex had leased out the manor in two parts. By one lease made 
on the 26th January, r589, a yeoman called Randall Shard received 
for twenty-one years all the perquisites of the manor, thirty-one 
yardlands in the common fields, and several closes called the Hall 

21Ibid. 
22Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Hilary 13. 
23The Depopulation Returns for Leicestershire in 1607, Trans. Leics. Arch. 

Soc., vol. XXIII, pt. II, p. 286. 
24For the freehold lands see the following Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas I/ 

Michaelmas 25 and Hilary 13; rn Jas. I/Trinity ro and 13 Jas. I/ 
Michaelmas 29. 

25St. Ch. Proc. 8 / 16 / 13. 
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closes which amounted altogether to ISI acres. He thus leased the 
whole lordship apart from the lands of the freeholders and the 
remaining 69 acres of 'Old Enclosure'. A month earlier, on the 
IJth December, I588, Essex had leased to one Thomas Lucas of 
Buckinghamshire, for twenty-one years, 'certeyne severall closes of 
pasture and meadowe in the occupacion of Thomas Button26 Grasyer 
called the Hall close'. The acreage of these closes is not given. But, 
as the surveyors report that there were no more leases than those 
made to Shard and Lucas, we may conclude that the closes occupied 
by the grazier, Thomas Button, were 69 acres in extent. . 

The combined acreage of the open-fields and the old enclosure 
was I,054 acres. Since the total extent of the manor was about 
I, roo acres according to Nichols, we must now account for the 
remaining 46 or in round numbers 50 acres in order to complete our 
picture. The survey states clearly that there were no woods. On 
the other hand, there was common pasture; for in the Exchequer 
suit between Francis Dent and William Hall in I6I2 enquiry was 
made concerning the allowance, if any, of common pasture and 
common ground which had been made to the old enclosures, when 
the manor was measured and plotted out for its final enclosure. 
In reply the rector declared that although no common ground had 
been allotted to the old enclosures he was not sure whether a part 
ought not to have been granted to them in the same way as it had 
been allotted to the new enclosures. 27 Randall Shard was granted 
by his lease the wastes and commons belonging to the manor, though 
their extent is not specified. It would, therefore, be reasonable to 
identify the common pasture grounds with the fifty acres hitherto 
unaccounted for. 

For the period of a hundred years following the enclosure in 
ISOI the population of Cotesbach underwent little change. We 
have already observed that eighteen households were assessed for 
the lay subsidy of I524. In I564, according to the return made by 
the archdeacon of Leicester to the bishop of Lincoln, there were 

26Probably one of the family of that name at Kimcote, a near-by village. 
Shortly before 1612 these closes were held by one Humphrey Button. 
(Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Hilary 13) . The Buttons appear on the 
16th century lay subsidy lists for Kimcote, e.g., 1524, John Button 
the elder and the younger and in 1571 Humphrey Button. There is 
also a Thomas Bulton which is perhaps a mis-reading for the above 
Thomas Button. (G. Farnham, L eics. Village Notes, vol. III, pp. 
102-103). The Buttons were substantial yeoman freeholders at 
Kimcote. 

27Exch. Dep. E 134/10 Jas. I/Trinity IO. 
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nineteen families28 and in 1603 on the eve of the final enclosure there 
were still eighteen households on the manor. The lord of the manor 
was non-resident and the manor house had disappeared long before 
the end of the sixteenth century. There were thirteen tenants all 
holding their farms by lease from the lord. Farren and Cave 
appear to have occupied their own freeholds; William Hall 
resided on one of his own freehold farms together with one 
Thomas Gillover, and the other was apparently occupied by his 
tenant, Thomas Goddard. Lastly, the parsonage was occupied by 
the rector and his family. In short, there was perhaps a population 
of roo to 120 persons in Cotesbach during the greater part of the 
sixteenth century, allowing an average of about six per household 
(based upon the numbers evicted in 1501). 29 

Of the individual farmer at Cotesbach we catch a glimpse in 
the inventory of his possessions made at the time of his death. 
Ten inventories have been found for the sixteenth century: 30 five 
were made in the four years 1555-1559 and five within the eleven 
years between 1580 and 1591. As was common in Leicestershire 
during the Tudor period we find that in all ten instances the larger 
part of the farmers' wealth lay in their crops, farm-gear and livestock. 
For three of the five earlier inventories the total estates varied between 
£II and £15, which was rather less than the average personal estate 
of a husbandman in Leicestershire at this time. 31 William Crosse, 
a husbandman who died in 1559, was the poorest. Out of a total 
estate of £n 2s. od. his personal and household goods amounted 
to £4 ns. 8d. Crosse was only a small arable farmer; for, 'al) 

2BBrit:ish Mqseum. Harleian MSS. 618. Nichols prints a copy of this 
return in his History of Leicestershire, vol. I, pt. I , p. lxxxv. For 
some villages, however, it is inaccurate. 

29For the tenurial status of the inhabitants c. 1600 see Quarles' defence 
before the attorney-general in the Court of Star Chamber (St. Ch. 
Proc. 8/16/13) and Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25. The 
five houses decayed in 1501 contained an average of six people each 
and the rector tells us that in 1608 there were some 12 or 14 people 
in his household. According to the Liber Cieri of 1603 (Lincoln Ree. 
Soc., vol. 23, p. 293) there were in August, 1603, at Cotesbach 72 
communicants, i.e., 72 people over 16 years of age; which gives us 
about rn8 people altogether, if we allow that children under 16 con
stituted about one-third of the total population. 

30All these inventories are in the Leicester Probate Registry. 
31See W . G. Hoskins. The Leicestershire Farmer in the Sixteenth Century . 

Trans. Leics. Arch . Soc., vol. XXII, pt. I. The median farmers' 
estate was £14 7s. IId. in the period 1500-31 but had risen to £46 
Is. 6d. by 1570-71, largely (but not entirely) owing to the rise in 
the prices of farm produce and stock. For the late 155o's, when the 
Cotesbach inventories were made, the Leicestershire average would 
have been perhaps £25-30. 

• 
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kynde of Corne' amounted to only 13s. 4d., though we must not 
forget that as his inventory was drawn up in March he may not have 
sown his spring crops, and this low figure would only represent what 
was left over from the previous year's harvest and the corn sown in 
winter. He was, however, fairly well-off for livestock :-ten sheep, 
four horses, four two-year old beasts and two pigs, the aggregate 
value of which was £4 17s. od. As the Leicestershire open-field 
farmer carried, on an average, one sheep per acre of arable, we may 
envisage William Crosse as a cottager cultivating a farm of perhaps 
ten to twelve acres, or about half a yardland. 

William Chamberlain died in mid-winter 1556-7. His personal 
and household goods constituted only 12 per cent. of his estate, which 
was valued at £12 ns. 6d. In crops he possessed two quarters of 
barley and three of peas. He had no sheep, but two horses, a foal, 
three oxen, and a heifer. Thomas Wenall, whose inventory was 
made on the 30th April, 1555, was a grazier in a small way; for 
though he had under cultivation only an acre of (winter) corn, barley 
and peas, he had thirty-five sheep, four 'milche kyne' and three 
bullocks, which accounted for one half of his total estate. Here we 
evidently have a small farmer who has abandoned the traditional 
mixed farming of the open-fields. Probably he rented part of the 
enclosed pasture. 

Edward Heeles, a yeoman who died in the spring of 1559, left 
an estate of only £17 5s. od.,very little more than Wenall's. His 
corn and hay were worth only rns. He had no sheep, but six horses, 
four cows and three calves. It is possible that he had already 
retired from active farming and merely retained a small holding to 
occupy his mind; many small yeoman estates can be explained in 
this way, the main farm having been handed over in old age to the 
eldest son. 

Within this group Thomas Lord was by far the wealthiest, and a 
much bigger farmer in every respect. He was a husbandman who 
died in the summer of 1557. That makes his inventory especially 
valuable; for it gives us a complete picture of the land he had under 
tillage. The total value of his personal estate was put at £39 zs. rd., 
rather more than the average for his time. Of this, household and 
personal goods accounted for £n Is. 9d. or 28 per cent. The 
remainder lay in his farm and livestock. Four acres were under 
wheat, two under rye, nine under barley, two under oats, and four
teen under peas. Thus, he had some thirty-one acres under culti
vation, wheat, rye and barley in one field (totalling 15 acres) and 
peas, beans and oats in the other (totalling 16 acres). Allowing for 
a proportionate amount of land in the fallow field, Lord probably 

• 
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possessed in all 45 acres of arable. Since at Cotesbach the virgate 
appears to have contained about ten acres of arable, the whole of 
his lands in the common fields, we may conjecture, amounted to 4½ 
virgates or ninety acres of arable, meadow and pasture. If so, he 
must have sold off most of his sheep before the inventory was made 
(July 16th) as we find he had only ten at that date. The distri
bution of Lord's crops is interesting. Whereas in the county as a 
whole there was at this time a marked increase in the growing of 
rye and oats at the expense of wheat and, to a lesser extent, of barley 
and peas, Lord seems to have grown these two crops at the expense 
of barley only, preferring to retain the traditional proportions of 
wheat and peas. 32 His livestock shows a preference for dairy cattle. 
There were nine cows, two heifers, and four calves. In addition 
he possessed four horses and a foal and ten sheep. Finally he had 
pigs and poultry as well as 'Bacon in the Rove', and for his livestock 
hay to the value of £r. 

Turning to the five later inventories wp.find that the total value of 
the farmer's personal estate shows a marked increase; which was to 
be expected in view of the rise in prices and increase of \\tealth from 
about the middle of the century onwards. The poorest was the 
parson, Henry Hilton, who died in 1580, leaving an estate of £41 
16s. od. and the wealthiest was John Ward, a husbandman, whose 
estate was valued on the 17th April, 1586, at £1rr 2s. od. All five 
were mixed farmers; only three owned sheep, the numbers of which 
were, however, considerably greater than those possessed by the 
farmers of the earlier generation. Hilton's 'cropp' and hay 
account~d for 52 per cent. of his total estate, and his livestock, com
prising a horse, a gelding, five cows, and five pigs, another 27 per 
cent. 33 Ward's inventory is not so informative as Thomas Lord's, 
since the acres he had under tillage are not specified. All that we are 
told is that the 'croppe and grasse in the fieldes' amounted to £26 
13s. 4d., or 24 per cent. of the total, and the 'corn and hay at home' 
£7 ros. od. or 6 · 75 per cent. Thus in all 30 · 75 per cent. of his 

32Hoskins, op. cit. pp. 67-79. His figures for crops grown in the early part 
of the century are:-Peas 43·3%; Barley 37 ·6%; Wheat 13·8%; 
Rye 5 · 0%; and Oats o · 4 %, by acreage. In the middle years of 
the sixteenth century the proportions were :-Peas 38 · 5 %; Barley 
35 -8%; Wheat 8·6%; Rye 8·6% and Oats, 8·50j,. 

33Hilton's successor at Cotesbach, Henry Dillingham, was a much bigger 
farmer. Dillingham died in December, 1625, leaving a personal 
estate of £201 9s. 8d. He possessed what was no doubt a fair-sized 
farm at Bitteswell, about two miles from Cotesbach. His farming 
tackle, livestock and crops there (both sown and in the barn) were 
valued at £59 16s. 8d., more than a quarter of his whole estate. See 
his inventory, bundle 1626, no. 169 at Leicester Probate Registry. 
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wealth was derived from his arable lands. Nor are details given of 
his livestock. The 'kye' accounted for another 12 · 6 per cent., and 
the horses lumped together with the carts and ploughing gear 
amounted to 27 per cent. No sheep are mentioned but he had wool 
and pelts to the value of £1 or 0·9 per cent. of the whole estate. On 
the other hand, John Williams alias Bentle, a husbandman, who died 
towards the close of summer in 1581, appears to have concentrated 
more on sheep and cattle farming. His total estate was £78 of 
which his household goods were only 12 · 4 per cent. His hay and 
corn crop were 20 · 5 per cent. of the total but the livestock accounted 
for 58 · 1 per cent. It consisted of II cows, 1 heifer and a calf, 4 
horses and rro sheep and lambs. The latter with 'ther woalle' were 
valued at £22 or 28 · 2 per cent. of the whole. Williams, in fact, 
possessed nearly four times the average number of sheep on the 
Leicestershire farm at this tirne. 34 Thomas Flannell and William 
Smith, too, possessed a fair number of sheep: the former 48 and the 
latter 50. Flannell died in the autumn of 1582 and out of a total 
estate of £57 os. 4d., his crops and farming gear accounted for 36 
per cent. and his livestock, which included, besides the above
mentioned 48 sheep, 6 cows, 2 calves, and S horses, another 37 
per cent. Willian1 Smith died nine years later whilst the harvest was 
in full swing leaving possessions to the value of £70 9s. 4d. His 
crops constituted 20 per cent. of the total; seventeen stooks were 
already threshed and valued at £2, but the remainder was still uncut 
in the fields and was estimated at £12. Livestock accounted for half 
his personal estate. It consisted of five horses, 7 cows, 4 calves, and 
the 50 sheep and lambs already noted, together with some pigs and 
poultry valued at £1 or 1 · 4 per cent. of the whole. It is possible 
that all these men leased pieces of the enclosed pasture at Cotesbach 
and so were able to carry considerably more sheep than the average 
farmer in the 'normal' open-field village. 

Of the technique followed by these farmers we know nothing, 
apart from the slight information given in the depositions 
which the villagers were called upon to make in connection with 
numerous law-suits that cropped up in the early seventeenth cen
tury. A three-yearly rotation of crops seems to have been followed. 
We are told that the manor before its final enclosure in 1603 was 
'devided into Three £fields wheareof one laye ffallowe another ffor 

34The average number of sheep on the Leicestershire farm was 30-40 in the 
sixteenth century. Only one farmer in ten had a hundred and over. 
Hoskins, op. cit. p. 83. 
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pease and another for Corne'. 35 And rights of common, obviously 
important to all the above ten farmers, are given in some detail. A 
yardland entitled the holder to common of pasture for 'ij horses and 
a breeder Three beasts and a breeder and xxxty sheepe'. These 
rights could be exercised at the following times of the year: -in the 
field lying fallow all the year round; in the peas field after the 
gathering of the crop until the 25th March next following and in the 
corn field from after harvest until the 2nd February next following 
and, lastly, on the meadows from the cutting of the hay until the 
following 2nd February.36 

Cotesbach, then, was still an open-field township at the end of 
the sixteenth century. Sheep farming on a considerable though not 
extensive scale had been introduced into its economy by the enclo
sure of the demesnes in the opening years of the century. In 1589 
we find a grazier leasing 69 acres of the enclosed demesne, and in 
1603 they were in the occupation of a kinsman. But four-fifths of the 
township was open and common, tilled by some eighteen households 
in the village. So far as we can judge some were quite small arable 
farmers and others much larger, but most appear to have had a fair 
number of cattle. 37 The number of sheep varied widely. Some 
had none; others a handful, though in the last quarter of the century 
we find at least two farmers holding as many as fifty, and one more 
than a hundred. Cotesbach was essentially a community of mixed 
farmers who were generally able to provide for their livestock out of 
the rights of common which they enjoyed, and by leasing small 
pieces of the enclosed demesne where they carried more sheep than 
the average. The dividing up of the original great close into a 
number of smaller closes possibly reflects this tendency for smaller 
men to extend their sheep farming, instead of the single large grazier 
of the earlier period. 

35Exch. Dep. E 134/10 Jas. I/Trinity ro. This was the usual arrangement 
in Leicestershire-a cam or barley field (both names appear) and a 
peas field; oats, however, were always sown in the peas field; barley 
in the field where wheat and rye had been sown the previous autumn. 

36Ibid. It is unfortunate that no further evidence has been found in regard 
to agricultural practice. The above depositions present difficulties
e.g., if they suggest that the unit of cultiva tion was the whole field, 
then, it would be difficult to tum over to common pasture each 
field after its cropping for the periods specified. In L eicestershire (and 
doubtless all over open-field England) the unit of cultivation was the 
furlong (cultura) rather than the whole field. See Hoskins, op. cit. 
p. 74 and R. H. Hilton. The Economic Development of Some Leices
tershire Estates in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries (1947), 
p. 152. 

37As regards cattle the average on the Leicestershire farm was six in the 
early part of the century and nine towards its close. Horses were very 
few before 1530 but afterwards the average per farm was five. 
Hoskins op. cit. p. 85. 
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II 

In I59I, the earl of Essex, heavily in debt, sold the manor of 
Cotesbach to Sir Thomas Sherley, the Treasurer for War in France 
and the Low Countries. 38 This sale not only severed the hundred 
and fifty year old connection between the manor and the Devereuxs; 
it inaugurated a series of rapid changes in its ownership, which 
extended over a period of thirty-five years, and it began for the 
inhabitants of Cotesbach two decades of trouble during which they 
saw the complete disappearance of .the old economy. Sir Thomas 
Sherley held the manor for only five years. In I596 he sold it to 
a London merchant named John Quarles, who destroyed the old 
order before he finished with it. 

John Quarles was a citizen and draper of London. He was 
well-known in government circles, being connected with the finan
ciers and contractors to the armed forces during the war years of the 
later Elizabethan period. From I587 to I599 the chief victualler 
to the Navy was one James Quarles who, a younger son of the 
Quarles of Ufford in Northamptonshire, migrated to London and 
bought up a mansion and estates at Romford in Essex. 39 Whether 
John Quarles was a blood .relation to this James Quarles has not 
been discovered, but John Quarles was related by marriage to one 
William Beecher, the right-hand man of Sir Thomas Sherley, the 
Treasurer for .War. 40 Before their crash in December, I596, Beecher 

38For the fine levied a'!: the sale-see Farnham op. cit. Vol. II, p. 141. 
39See P. Morant. The History and Antiquities of the County of Essex, vol. 

I, pp. 67-8 and the Calendar of State Papers Domestic for Elizabeth's 
reign where there are many references to James Quarles. 

40At this time there appear to have been several persons by the name of 
Quarles in London and its suburbs. They were all merchants, 
drapers or clothmakers:-e.g., one Nicholas de Nale who died in 1566 
bequeathed the property he held in the parish of St. Olaves by the 
Tower to 'John Quarles citizen and clothworker of London and to 
Christopher Newman gent. and their heirs for ever'. (Inquisitions 
post mortem for London, 1561-1577. The Index Library, pp. 33 and 
94-5). In 1597 one Edward Quarles 'a merchant well knowen to be 
of verie good abilitie and credite' was proposed by William Beecher, 
Sir Thomas Sherley's agent, for the post of transmitting money for 
the payment of the forces abroad. (State papers Domestic, S.P. 
12 / 263 / 23). Sureties for Edward Quarles included among others a 
William Quarles, merchant, and a John Quarles, merchant. (S.P. 
12 / 263 / 28). One William Ricthorne of Canon bury in Middlesex who 
died in 1582 had married 'Anne, daughter of John Quarles of London 
draper'. It is possible that <1:11 these Quarles (including James Quarles, 
the surveyor general of v;1ctuals for the Navy) had sprung from 
common ancestors. The John Quarles with whom we are concerned 
was the brother-in-law of William Beecher. (State Papers Domestic, 
S.P. 12/262/132). William Beecher on the 12th April, 1582, married 
at Islington Judith Quarles, described as a spinster of Islington. 
(Allegations for Marriage Licences issi,ed by the Bishop of London, 
1520-16ro. J. L. Chester (1887), p. So and Miscellanea Genealogica 
et Heraldica, 5th Series, vol. II, p. 220). 
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and Sherley were amassing a large fortune by their speculations with 
the monies granted for the payment of the armed forces serving in 
Europe. 41 In their activities John Quarles, too, had some share, 
and in June, r6oo, we find Quarles and Beecher appearing before the 
Privy Council on account of a doubtful transaction by which the 
brass ordnance seized by the navy at the sack of Cadiz in r596 
passed into their hands. 42 It was then, no doubt through Beecher 
that Quarles became first interested in Cotesbach which by reason of 
Sherley's purchase in r59r had now become a counter in the specu
lations of war finance. The sale of the manor to Quarles was 
arranged and the instruments were sealed on the r2th August, r596. 
Quarles paid Sherley £6,000 in cash but he was not able to take 
immediate possession of his new estate. 43 . 

Early in r597, Sir Thomas Sherley was called to account and he 
was charged with peculation. Sherley implicated Beecher, and 
even Quarles seems to have come under some suspicion. The out-

41For the financial activities of Sherley and Beecher see the numerous· 
references in the Calendar of State Papers Domestic, Elizabeth; F. C. 
Dietz, English Public Finance, 1558-1641, pp. 452-4 and C. G. Cruick
shank, Elizabeth's Army, p. 96. Cruickshank comments that Sherley 
was reported to be making £16,000 a year over and above his salary 
as Treasurer for War by speculating with the soldiers' pay or selling 
concessions to victuallers or in general using the Queen's money to 
carry on the business of money-lender. 

42As regards Quarles' part in Beecher's activities see the memorandum 
drawn up on the 13lh Oct., 1597, by one Ralph Birkenshaw on 
'Thextraordinarie dealing of Mr Beecher and his ffactors in the matter 
of trust which hath been comytted unto them in payement of hir 
Ma ties fforces', (State Papers Domestic, S.P. 12 / 264 / 145), and St. Ch. 
Proc. 8 / 16 / 13 where Quarles himself tells us that he had much 
dealing with Beecher. For reference to the brass ordnance seised at 
Cadiz see Acts of the Privy Council, edited by J. R. Dasent, vol. 
1599-1600, pp. 355-6. 

43P.R.O. Chancery Proceedings (C2. Eliz. QI/ ro), J. Quarles and T. Bil
lingsley v. Sir Thomas Sherley and others. According to the bill of 
complaint Sherley sold the manor of Cotesbach and the manor of 
Bristow, co. Surrey, to Quarles and Billingsley and to the heirs of 
Quarles. Quarles paid £6,000 in cash. It seems that in actual fact · 
Quarles took Cotesbach and Billingsley, Bristow. That Billingsley had 
no part in Cotesbach is clear from the following: -(a) Quarles in 
the Court of Star Chamber says he bought Cotesbach in 1596 and this 
is confirmed by the rector, Henry Dillingham (St. Ch. Proc. 8 / r6 / 13), 
(b) Quarles in 1606 sells the manor to Sir Henry Billingsley (see below 
p. 71); Thomas Billingsley and Sir Henry Billingsley were no doubt 
both of the same family. As regards the price paid for the manor 
E. M. Leonard iu The lnclosure of the Common Fields in the Seven
teenth Century (Trans. R. Hist. Soc., New Series, vol. XIX, p. 114) 
says that Quarles bought Cotesbach for £750 and quotes in support 
Exchequer Depositions, E 134/9 Jas. I/Michelmas 25. This is a 
misreading of the depositions. Quarles paid £750 not for the manor 
but for Farren's freehold. 
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come of the case was that the Crown took over Cotesbach and its 
revenues to make good Sherley's debts, _despite the fact that it had 
been sold to Quarles some months earlier. This, says Quarles in 
1608, when he was defending his enclosure of the manor before the 
Court of Star Chamber, 'as yt did greatelye hinder him in his trade 
so was yt the principall occation of the waste of his estate then 
beinge good and the firste grounde of [his J nowe overthrowe and 
decaye'. 44 Quarles had paid a high price for the manor but he was 
denied its profits. When finally he obtained possession about 
1601-2 he resolved to make good his losses. 45 

There can be no doubt about either Quarles' intention or his 
method. The rector of Cotesbach tells the Court of Star Chamber 
that Quarles, referring to his dear purchase of the manor, had said, 
'that he would make the best thereof by ymprovement or convercion 
yf the tenants and fermers of the said Mannor woulde not take and 
purchase theire severall Messuages which they did severally houlde 
of him the said John Quarles after the same ratable and propor
cionable price as he the said John Quarles had purchased the 
said Mannor or to that effect'. 46 Quarles himself admits before the 
same court that such was his motive and method. If the tenants 
would not renew their leases on terms more profitable to the lord, 
then he, in order to recoup himself, would enclose the manor. 

In 1602 . Quarles was in a good position for bargaining because 
the leases of all his tenants had by that time expired. 47 First, he 
offered his tenants a renewal of their leases. There was to be no 
change in their holdings but the rent stipulated by Quarles was to 
be £5 per yardland. We do not know for certain what their former 
rents may have been but the tenants rejected this offer on the ground 
that the new rent was too · high, declaring that they would rather 

44St. Ch. Proc. 8 / 16 / 13. 
45Quarles says that the Queen held the manor 'for many years together' 

but in 16n Dillingham deposed that Quarles was seised of it 'about 
tenne y eares sithence', i.e., about 1601 and Hall declared it was 
'about nyne yeares since', i.e., about 1602. (Exch. Dep. E 134/ 
9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25). 

46St. Ch. Proc. 8 / 16 / 13. 
47Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25. Dillingham deposed in 16II 

that the leases 'did end and expire aboute Tenne yeares sithence'. 
Hall said they expired two or three years after Quarles' purchase of 
the manor, i.e., 1598 / 1599. According to the survey of 1589 the 
earl of Essex had leased out the manor in two parts to one Randall 
Shard and one Thomas Lucas respectively. Since both leases were 
for 21 years, neither would have expired until 1609-1610. In the 
light of the above depositions these two leases must have been bought 
up when either Sherley purchased the manor from Essex in 1591 or 
Quarles bought it off Sherley in 1596. 
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leave the village than pay it. 48 A little later Quarles renewed his 
offer. To induce them to accept, h,e pointed out, first, the high price 
he had paid for the manor and secondly, that tenants in the neigh
bouring districts paid a similar rent. Although the tenants did not 
reject the proposal outright, they agreed among themselves to pay 
no more than £3 per yardland. It was Quarles who now broke off 
negotiations. Such a proposal was unacceptable to him because in 
his own words that 'rate [i.e., a rent of £3 per yardland] would not 
rayse the rent of the whole Mannor to this defendant [i.e., Quarles] 
full £300 a yeare in recompence of noew £9,000 that the said 
Mannor stoode this defendant in princypall and intrest before he 
received any pennye proffitt thereof'. 49 That was the last effort made 
by Quarles to increase his income as lord of the manor by preserving 
its traditional economy. Determined 'to rayse the rente of the 
Mannor to some aunswerable proportion to his purchase' he now 
made preparations for the enclosure of its open fields. 

The principal obstacle to enclosure was the freeholders' lands. 
The lease-holders presented no ,great difficulty; in the last resort 
they could be evicted, especially as their leases had expired. But 
with the freeholders it was. otherwise. They had a legal security 
which commanded respect from the lord. If he desired to enclose 
his manor he was compelled either to buy out or to compound with 
the freehold tenants. Quarles employed both methods in dealing 
with his freeholders. 

At Cotesbach the freehold land, including the glebe, constituted 
less than a quarter of the open fields. Nevertheless, its importance 
was recognised by all. Depositions taken in r6n tell us that the 
freehold lands of William Hall 'did lye dispersed in the Common 
fields of Cottesbach aforesaid amongst the aforesaid lands of the 
said John Quareles and that the said Hall did enter-common with, 
sheepe and Cattell amongst the said John Quareles his lands so that 
the said Quareles could not make his best · proffytt by improvement 
of his said lands without making Composicion with the said Hall so 
to doe'. so As we have already seen, there were four freeholders on 
the manor in 1600, including the rector by virtue of his glebe. Let 
us, therefore, examine Quarles' policy in regard to each. 

48In 16rr the inhabitants of the manor declared that the value of the yard
land when it lay in common was £5 per annum (see below p . 70) . 
Hall deposed that Quarles received in rents from the tepants before 
the enclosure £200 per annum. We have calculated that they held 
about 33 yardlands; which would make the yardland worth £6 per 
annum. Hall doubtless overestimated Quarles' income from .he 
lease-holders as he was obviously raising the rent when he made 
the above proposition. (Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25). 

49St. Ch. Proc. 8/16/13. 
SDExch .. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25. 
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Thomas Farren and William Hall were the principal free
holders to be won over. Thomas Farren held a sixty-acre farm 
which he had purchased shortly before 1602 for £520. Quarles 
bought him out but at a price. He was forced to pay Farren £750 
for the estate. 51 Farren was no doubt as hard-headed a business 
man as Quarles; for Quarles tells us that Farren had offered him 
ros. per acre for Bienford Field, which was nearly three hundred 
acres in extent, with a view to enclosing it as a large pasture ground 
for his own use. 52 Clearly, Farren appreciated the profits to be 
derived from enclosure and, if he could not enclose for his own 
benefit, he would make Quarles pay dearly for the small freehold 
which stood in the way of the bigger man's schemes. 

William Hall, born at Church Lawford in Warwickshire, came 
to Cotesbach when he was quite young. As we have seen he owned 
two farms: one of ninety acres and the other of thirty. In 1600 he 
leased the larger farm for twenty-one years to one Thomas Goddard, 
whom we find later at Peatling Parva, some five miles away; in con
sequence this farm became known as 'Goddard's Farm'. 53 The 
smaller fa~ was occupied by Hall himself and one Thomas Gillover, 
and acquired the name of 'Gillover's Farm'. 

Hall's freehold certainly presented Quarles with a problem. He 
solved it by buying up Goddard's lease. On 22nd May, 1602, he 
purchased the lease and the crop growing on the ground for the sum 
of £163; the crop was valued at about £50 and the lease at £rr3. 
True, Quarles had not obtained the ownership of 'Goddard's Farm.' 
But, by now holding its lease for the nineteen years still unexpired 
he had enhanced his position for obtaining an agreement from Hall, 
the owner. The next step, then, was for Quarles to begin negotia
tions with Hall. The agr~ement reached between them contained 
two parts. 54 First, Hall was to receive between roo and 120 acres 
of enclosed ground in lieu of his 90 acres of freehold which lay 
dispersed among the common fields. Second, Quarles consented 
to yield up to Hall his lease of Goddard's Farm, and Hall in return 
undertook to grant to Quanes for the remaining years of the lease 
the closes which were to be set aside for Goddard's Farm. These 

51The sum of £750 appears to have included the crop growing on the farm 
which was valued at £r50. Exch. Dep. E. r34/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 
25 and St. Ch. Proc. 8 / r6 / r3. 

52St. Ch. Proc. 8/r6/r3. 
53Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25 and Hilary 13 and ro Jas I/ 

Trinity ro. According to the interrogatories Goddard came from 
Willoughby in Warwickshire but in the depositions he is always 
referred to as a yeoman of Peatling Parva. 

54Ibid. and St. Ch. Proc. 8 / 16 / 13. 
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closes amounted to about sixty acres; for we are told that after the 
enclosure Hall occupied some 40 acres of the roo-120 acres of 'newe 
encloased land'. 

As for the third freeholder on the manor, John Cave, he owned 
only two acres of land and Quarles seems to have placed little 
importance on it. He certainly did not buy it; nor did he make any 
agreement with Cave. The enclosure of the manor appears to have 
been presented to Cave as a fait accompli which he accepted. 55 

Cave's economic and social status was in no way comparable to 
either Hall's or Farren's. Hall was a yeoman; Farren a gentleman, 
but Cave was merely a cottager and a labourer. Free tenure, a 
legal status, was the only thing they had in common, but the extent 
of Cave's freehold was insignificant beside Hall's or Farren's. Cave, 
dE;spite the legal security of his tenure, was obviously in no position 
to resist the intended enclosure, especially when his two greater 
fellow freeholders had accepted the scheme : one by selling out, and 
the other by entering into partnership with the encloser. 

Lastly, there were the twenty-two acres of glebe land held by 
the rector. Again, pressure was alL that was required to make 
Dillingham consent. He accepted from Quarles in lieu of the glebe 
twenty-two acres of land which were to be enclosed at Quarles' 
expense and, in addition, at the final partition of the manor Quarles 
leased to him a further sixty-two acres of enclosure with the house 
formerly belonging to the tenant, Ferdmand Pole, who was evicted. 56 

In 1608 when Dillingham was called before the Court of 'Star 
Chamber to defend himself against charges of enclosure, he pleaded 
that he was a victim of circumstances. Quarles, he says, after 
purchasing Farren's freehold and the lease of Goddard's Farm, had 
acquired control over all the farms on the manor except the one in 
the occupation of William Hall and the parsonage with its glebe. 
Furthermore, he continued, Quarles was the patron of the advowson 
of the church; he had made an agreement with Hall and both had 
obtained a royal licence to enclose their lands. He, therefore, con-

S5All the depositions taken in 16rr stress the following points: -:--(a) Quarles 
did not buy Cave's freehold. (b) He made agreements only with Hall 
and Dillin<:;ham and (cl six roods of land were set aside for Cave. 
As we shall see below (p. 67) Cave refused Quarles' offer of Richard 
Thornton's tenement 'in recompence of certayne freehold lande which 
the said John Cave helde in his owne righte within the :ffeilds of the 
Mannor of Cottesbache' . Later he may have accepted the six roods; 
for according to his will made in 1613 he was leasing a close from 
Francis Dent who was lord of the manor at that time. (Leicester 
Probate Registry. Wills. 1613, no. 94. 

56St. Ch .. Proc. 8/16/13 (Quarles' answer) and Exch. Dep. E r34/9 Jas. I/ 
Michaelmas 25. 
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sented to take land in place of the glebe, and since it was inconvenient 
to keep it in tillage he enclosed it. The other sixty-two acres of 
enclosure he accepted in order to augment the income from the 
parsonage which was too small to support his family and the poor of 
the village. 57 There can be no doubt about the substantial tmth of 
Dillingham's defence. We have already traced the means by which 
Quarles overcame the opposition, real and potential, of the free
holders. He did in fact hold the advowson of the church and, as we 
shall see later, he had obtained a royal licence to enclose. Like 
Cave, Dillingham had no choice in the matter. 

Meanwhile, Quarles commissioned three men, 'judged skilfull 
bothe in the kinde of grounde and in the measuringe and plottinge 
thereof', to draw up a plan showing the proposed partition of the 
manor. 58 The principle they worked upon was that every tenement 
which possessed a yardland was. to receive ten acres of arable, ten 
acres of pasture and five of meadow; similarly, those tenements 
which had formerly possessed two yardlands received double the 
allocation of arable, pasture and meadow land. The three surveyors 
did their work thoroughly. The plan was completed 'for all manner 
of severings bothe of the passages to their severall closes and of 
highe wayes.' The divisions and enclosures as outlined in this plan 
were accepted by William Hall and Henry Dillingham as part of 
their agreements with Quarles. The way now, it seemed, was open 
for Quarles to implement the enclosure of the manor; but at this 
point events took an unexpected tum. 

Before carrying out the enclosure Quarles tells us that he made 
the plan known to his tenants and offered· them once again a renewal 
of their tenements with sufficient land for their livelihood at an 
'indifferent' rent; whilst the cost of the enclosure was to be borne by 
himself. The tenants were in no mood to agree. 59 They introduced 
a new obstacle by petitioning the new king, James I, to stay the 
proposed enclosure. By this act the situation was completely 
altered. Sir Julius Caesar as Master of Requests dealt with the 
petition. He ordered an enquiry and directed Walter Hastings, esq., 

57St. Ch. Proc. 8/16/13. (Dillingham's answer). 
58St. Ch. Proc. 8 / 16 / 13. Quarles gives the surveyors' names as Robert 

Webbe, Robert Bowe and Laurence (?) Menn. Exch. Dep. E 134/ 
ro Jas I/Trinity ro, Dillingham declared that 'The said Mr. Pierce 
was called to admesure lands in Cottesbache'. Pierce, it would 
seem, did not draw up the plan but was responsible for measuring 
out the lands at the actual enclosing. 

59St. Ch. Proc. 8 /r6 / 13. 'The Tenants beinge neyther pleased therewith 
nor contented with any indifferent course exhibited their petition to 
the king's Maiestye agaynst the said defendant and agaynst his 
Intended inclosure'. 
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Sir William Turpin and Sir Thomas Beaumont, knights, to examine 
the justness of the tenants' complaint. It is interesting to 
note the composition of this commission. All three were Leicester
shire landowners who were enclosing or whose families had enclosed 
their own estates. 60 What weight this factor had in their judgement 
it is impossible to say, but their verdict was unfavourable to the 
tenants and Quarles was declared to have given no just cause for 
complaint. The tenants, not unnaturally, were dissatisfied. Quarles 
could make no headway until he turned the tables on them. Using 
his influence at Court, he appealed to the Crown and obtained a 
royal licence to enclose. 

According to the terms of the grant it was the royal favourite, 
Sir James Erskine, 61 who petitioned the king on behalf of Quarles. 
The grant was dated the 26th August, 1603. Quarles received royal 
licence. to enclose in Cotesbach for himself, his heirs and assignees 
a maximum of nine hundred and fifty acres of arable, meadow and 

.pasture and to convert from tillage into pasture arable to the extent 
of five hundred and thirty acres. A similar licence was also obtained 
for William Hall who received the right to enclose a total of a 
hundred and thirty acres which was to include not more than ninety 
acres of arable converted into pasture. Both grantees were to be 
freed from all penalties which they might incur under the various 
acts that had been passed against the enclosure and decay of 
townships. 62 · 

The averages specified in these two licences are significant. We 
have already seen that in 1589 the lord held 660 acres of land in the 
common fields and 220 acres of old enclosure making a total of 880 

60Walter Hastings, esq ., enclosed on a large scale at Braunstone and Kirby 
Muxloe in the last decade of the sixteenth century. (The Depopu
lation Returns for Leicestershire in 1607, Joe. cit. pp. 269-272) . Sir 
Thomas Beaumont enclosed for pasture twenty-eight acres of .arable 
at Stoughton in 1592 and Sir William Turpin converted and enclosed 
for pasture eighty acres of arable at Horninghold in 1598. Op. cit. 
p. 284 . Sir William Turpin's ancestors had enclosed and depopulated 
their manor of Knaptoft by the beginning of the sixteenth century. 

61Most likely Sir James Erskine of Tullibody, fourth son of Alexander 
Erskine of Goyar by Margaret, daughter of George, fourth Lord 
Hume. Sir James was educated with king James I. There was 
another Sir James Erskine, who · became Earl of Buchan in the right 
of his wife. This James was the grandson of John, sixth Lord 
Erskine, the uncle of Sir James of Tullibody. He could not, how
ever, have been more 'than ten years old when Quarles enclosed 
C<;>tesbach .. He was the first son of John, Earl of Mar, by his second 
wife, Mane Stuart, who were married on the 7th Dec., 1592. 
Douglas. Scots Peerage, vol. V, pp. 83 and 621. 

62P.R.O. Paten~ Rolls, I Jas. I, part 12 (C. 66/1618). The various tillage 
acts spec1fied_are:- 4 Hen. VII; 7 and 20 Hen. VIII; 5, 13. 14, 27, 
31 and 39 Ehz. 
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acres. In 1601 or early in 1602 Quarles purchased Farren's freehold 
containing 60 acres which brings the total extent of Quarles' land on 
the eve of enclosure up to 940 acres. Hence by fixing the limit at 
950 acres, Quarles was empowered to enclose all his lands in Cotes
bach. Similarly, the hundred and thirty acres of enclosure permitted 
to Hall amply covered all his open-field freehold, which was only 
90 acres, or the hundred and twenty acres of enclosed land which he 
was to receive in its place as a part of his agreement with Quarles. Hall 
and Quarles co-operating, royal sanction was therefore given to the 
enclosure of the whole manor. Hall's co-operation, we have already 
noted, was essential to Quarles and we have also traced the means 
by which he received it. Doubtless, then, Quarles through Sir 
James Erskine had solicited the royal licence for Hall in order to 
strengthen their agreement which was a sine qua non of the whole 
scheme. 

Quarles' connections with the Court had stood him in good stead. 
His tenants had appealed to the Crown but without success. Quarles 
countered by hoisting them with their own petard. Further resis
tance was now useless. In November, 1603, the tenants came to 
terms. It was agreed that they should hold new estates for ten 
years at the following rates: -for newly enclosed ground 6s. 6d. 
per acre and for old enclosed meadow ros. per acre. The amount 
of land which each received was left to his own choice. The enclo
sure was at last carried out. 

The bare facts of the final enclosure of the manor are to be 
found in the returns made by the depopulation commission which 
sat at Leicester on the 27th September, 1607. 'And further the 
Jurors aforesaid saie upon theire oathes aforesaide That within six 
years last past before the taking of this Inquiscion there is in Cottes
batch in the saide hundred of Good[laxt]on by John Quarles 
Cittizen of London sixtene howses of husbandry or ferme howses 
decayed and some of them ruinated and the barnes stables and out
howses of [hole in ms. J parte of them Whollie pulled downe and 
five hundreth acres of arrable land by him converted from the use 
of husbandry and tillage into pasture and so he contynueth the 
same And also that there is in Cottesbatch aforesaid within the 
saide six yeares three of the saide sixtene howses of husbandry 
whollie decayed and ruinated by (John) 63 Henry Dillingham Clerke 
and (one hundreth and fortie) 64 ffourscore acres of arrable land 
there converted by him from tillage into pasture and he so contynues 
the same And further the Jurors aforesaid saie upon theire saide 

63 and 64Crossed out in MS. 
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oathes that there is also in Cottesbatch aforesaid by William Hall 
within the saide six yeares twentie acres of arrable land converted 
from the use of husbandry and tillage .into pasture and he so con
tynues the same And whereas there hath beene within this tenne 
yeares last past before the taking of this Inquisicion in Cottesbach · 
aforesaid inhabiting in the said sixteene howses before mentioned 
to be decayed and ruynated foure score persons att the least susteyned 
mainteyned rel!eved and kept nowe there is but a smale nomber of 
poore people that remayne there And whereas there hath beene six 
subsidye men dwelling there now there was att the last assessment 
of the subsidie there but foure shillinges to growe to his Majestie out 
of that Towne'. 65 This presentment gives us only a very general 
picture of what took place. The date. of the enclosure as given by 
the jury is not very precise. They suggest that it happened about 
1600-1601; but, as we have seen, it was carried out at the end of 
the year 1603. Nor is the sense of their presentment any too clear. 
Just as they correct themselves by saying that the rector of Cotes
bach was responsible for three out of the sixteen farm-houses 
decayed (at first the decay of all the sixteen is attributed to Quarles); 
so it would appear that Quarles converted only four hundred and 
twenty acres out of five hundred acres of land converted from tillage, 
leaving the remainder-fourscore-to be enclosed and converted by 
the rector. 66 The reading, therefore, would be a total of five hun
dred and twenty acres of arable converted to pasture : -420 acres 
by Quarles, 80 acres by Dillingham, and 20 acres by Hall. We have 
already calculated that at the end of the sixteenth century there were 
approximately 834 acres of arable, meadow and pasture in the open
fields. We may then infer that of this total 520 acres were arable; 
which indicates a proportion of arable to pasture and meadow of 5: 3. 
Such a ratio, as we might expect, does not differ greatly from that 
which we found for the demesne lands before their enclosure, when 
the arable and pasture were roughly in equal proportions. 

As a result of this presentment both Quarles and Dillingham 
were impleaded before the Court of Star Chamber for depopulating 
the manor. The replies which they made to the charges enable us 
to draw a fairly detailed picture of what took place at the enclosure, 
especially as regards the redistribution of the tenements and their 
lands. 67 First, eight tenements or farm-houses were maintained 

65The Depopulation Returns for Leicestershire in 1607. loc. cit. pp. 286-7. 
66Such is also the interpretation given by the attorney-general in his bill 

of information to the Court of Star Chamber in 1608. (St. Ch. Proc. 
8 / I6 / 13). 

67This and the succeeding three paragraphs are based upon the St. Ch. 
Proc. cited. 
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with new lands in place of the old. John Ward, William Wright 
and Thomas Heile retained their own houses but occupied jointly 
'roo acres of new inclosed grounds in one plott' and 4 acres of old 
enclosed ground. Four of the remaining five houses were also 
retained by the former occupiers but the fifth, Robert Smith's house 
was taken over by Nicholas WrigJ.i.t. All these five tenants, in 
addition to r5 acres of old enclosure, would only accept jointly 
'a plott of ground of 50 acres not willing to charge themselves 
further until triall made'. Second, three tenements were preserved 
but without any land. Nicholas Wright's house, after standing 
empty, was taken over by one Henry Hollis; a Thomas Bawell 
occupied Thomas Flannell's old house, and John Cave, having 
refused Richard Thornton's, retained his own house. To each were 
granted grazing rights on the lord's closes. Hollis, says Quarles, 
'liked not to medle with any grounde therunto to bee added but onlye 
desyred some kyes grasse in the pastures of this defendant [i.e., 
Quarles J '. Likewise, Cave 'would accept of noe ground to the said 
Tenement but certayne Kyes grasse in the defendants [Quarles'] 
pastures'. Ba well presumably had no choice and accepted Flan
nell's vacant house with the grazing rights allotted to it. They 
were allowed to pasture their cattle from May day to Michaelmas 
at a charge of 6d. per cow. Third, Dillingham, the rector, retained 
his parsonage with 22 acres of new enclosure in lieu of the former 
glebe in the open-fields and also took over Ferdinand Pole's house. 
With the latter he was granted ro½ acres of meadow and sr½ acres 
of new enclosure. 68 Fourth, William Hall occupied the house 
formerly belonging to Goddard's Farm; the house which had 
belonged to his other freehold farm was no doubt still occupied by 
Thomas Gillover. 69 To these last two houses were attached the 
100-120 acres of new enclosure provided for in the agreement made 
between Hall and Quarles. Lastly, Quarles, we may conjecture, 
took over the three remaining houses and their lands. He occupied 
Thomas Farren's house ,himself, making alterations to the stables. 
William Knight's house, Quarles alleges, was rendered uninhabitable 
before he left and since Quarles states that he could· not afford to 
repair it (it was still in ruins in r6o8) we presume that he also took 
over its lands. Richard Thornton's house and land he offered to 
Cave but Cave refused them. As Quarles makes no further mention 

68These 84 acres granted to Dillingham are obviously the four score acres 
referred to in the depopulation returns of 1607. 

69Quarles does not mention the fate of Gillover's farm; doubtless, because 
it was not his concern, being a part of Hall's freehold over which he 
had no claim by the agreement with Hall. 
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of this house and as Thornton had been evicted we conclude that 
this holding ,too, had been absorbed by Quarles. In short, of the 
eighteen houses and farms standing before the enclosure, three had 
gone to swell Quarles' estates; twelve received between the 353-373 
acres of enclosure and the remaining three were maintained but 
without any land being attached to them. To the tenements which 
had not received their full share of land at the enclosure was granted 
the right to use 'a greate grounde called Brodoldfeilde' which was 
placed in the charge of Thomas Heile. 

Quarles and Dillingham were charged before the Court of Star 
Chamber with the decay of sixteen farm-houses: -Quarles thirteen 
and Dillingham three. There can be no doubt that all had ceased to 
be houses of husbandry or farm-houses in the same sense as they 
were before the enclosure. Until the enclosure there were eighteen 
houses (including the parsonage) on the manor possessing in the 
common fields an aggregate of 834 acres of land. If we deduct from 
this total the parsonage with its twenty-two acres of glebe and 
Gillover's Farm with its thirty acres, 70 then, the sixteen houses of 
husbandry alleged to have been decayed possessed before the 
enclosure 782 acres of land. What was the position afterwards? 
Three possessed no land at all; to ten were attached an aggregate of 
331-351 acres of enclosure (including 19 acres of old enclosure)71 

and the remaining three were taken over by Quarles. Of these at 
least one is known to have been in ruins; another was occupied by 
Quarles himself and the fate of the third is unknown. 

Why Dillingham should be charged with the decay of three 
houses is not clear. Quarles takes upon himself the responsibility 
of explaining the fate of all the sixteen houses and he mentions 
Dillingham only in regard to Ferdinand Pole's house :-namely, 
that Dillingham had taken it over with 62 acres of enclosure. Dil
lingham in his own defence deals only with this house and the 
parsonage. It would seem, therefore, that at most Dillingham 
could be charged with the decay of only two houses, one of which 

70Note that these are the two houses held by the two tenants with whom 
Quarles compounded for the enclosure. In consequence he does not 
include them in the sixteen with which he deals in his defence. 

71This figure includes the land attached to Gillover's farm. Since no 
separate acreage is given for it, we cannot deduct it from the total 
of 100-120 acres granted to Hall in place of his two freehold farms. 
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-the parsonage-is not even included in the sixteen. The respon
sibility for fifteen, if not all the sixteen, must be laid at the feet of 
Quarles. 72 

Such a redistribution of land and tenements inevitably caused a 
displacement of population. Once again the jury before the de
population commission of 1607 deal with the question only in general 
terms. They declare that whereas at least eighty people were for
merly supported by the above sixteen houses of husbandry, there 
was only 'a smale number of poore people' left after the enclosure. 
In other words, according to the jury, the bulk of the population 
left the village. Quarles claims that only seven former tenants left. 
They were Richard Thornton, Robert Barde, Robert Smith, William 
Knight, Ferdinand Pole, Thomas Flannell and John Warde. As 
these seven tenants would be heads of households or families we can 
say that in all between 30 and 40 people departed. All of these 
tenants and their households, however, were not evicted in order to 
facilitate the enclosure. Quarles says that John Warde had departed 
'of late', i. e., about 1608 and we have already seen that at the par
tition of the manor he kept his own house, holding jointly with .William 
Wright and Thomas Heile 104 acres of enclosure. Robert Barde, 
too, must have left of his own free will, because at the enclosure 
he also retained his old house and shared with four other tenants 
65 acres of enclosure. What of the remaining five? Quarles admits 
that he evicted three- William Knight, Robert Smith, and Richard 
Hanton or Thomton73-because of 'their clamorous courses helde 
agaynst him'. In all probability the other two-Ferdinand Pole and 
Thomas Flannell-were evicted; for, Dillingham took over Pole's 
tenement and Thomas Flannell's house, after standing empty, was 
occupied by Thomas Bawell without any land. To these, whose 
departure from the manor is recorded, no doubt others must be 
added. In all likelihood none of the tenements after the partition 

72The confusion which we have observed in the presentment was no doubt 
due to the fact that the jury was not certain on whom the responsi
bility could be placed. First, they attribute the decay of all the 
sixteen to Quarles and then change this to thirteen, placing the other 
three on Dillingham' s shoulders. · 

73Richard H anton is assumed to be the same person as Richard Thornton 
for the following reasons: -Hanton is given by Quarles as one of the 
three whom he evicted. Later in his defence he includes in his 
list of departed tenants Richard Thornton but not Hanton and says 
that Thornton's tenement was offered to Cave. Since the second list 
includes the other twD---'- William Knight and Robert Smith-who 
appear on the first list it is assumed that Thornton was the same 
person as Hanton. Quarles gives the fate of Knight's and Smith's 
tenements after their enclosure but if Thornton and Hanton are not 
identical then we cannot account for Hanton's holding. 
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could support their former population since some had lost all their 
land and others had had theirs reduced. Though seventeen of the 
original eighteen houses still stood, we would not, perhaps, be far 
from the truth if we said that their population had been reduced by 
about half. 

Quarles' motive for enclosing the manor was to increase its 
income in order to pay off the interest and to recover some profit 
from the capital which he had sunk into it. To what extent was he 
successful? In I589 the clear yearly value of the manor was esti
mated at £250 I3s. 4d. All the depositions taken between the years 
I6II and Ifo5 agree that its annual value before enclosure was about 

. £300. 74 The majority of the deponents value the yardland at £5 per 
annum; one, John Wright, rates it as high as £6 6s. 8d. Thomas 
Goddard of Peatling Parva assesses the value of the manor in the 
following way: -33 yardlands in the common fields at £5 per annum 
per yardland; the old enclosure late in the occupation of Humphrey 
Button at £rno per annum, and old enclosed meadow at £40 per 
annum; which gives a total of £305. Without treating these figures 
too rigidly we may, then, say that on the eve of the enclosure in 
November, I603, the yearly value of the manor was about £300. 
The discrepancy between this figure and that of I589 can easily be 
accounted for by the rise in price levels over the closing years of the 
sixteenth and the early years of the seventeenth centuries. 75 The 
cost of the enclosure to Quarles was estimated by Dillingham at not 
less than £500. Again all the depositions agree that by enclosure 
the value of the manor was raised to over £500. The value of the 
yardland had now risen to £rn per annum; John Wright, who, we 
have noted, put its value before enclosure at £6 6s. 8d., says that 
afterwards it was raised to £I3 6s. 8d. per annum. Hence, even if 
these values cannot be taken absolutely, they reveal that Quarles 
had very nearly doubled his income by enclosure. 76 

74Survey rzth Oct., 1589, Exchequer Special Commissions, E 178/ 1258 
(1589 value). Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25 and Hilary 
13 and rn Jas. I/Trinity IO, (16u-1615 value). 

75At Cossington in the Soar Valley, north of Leicester, a farm of 75 acres 
was sold for £220 in 1592 but in 1608 it fetched £400. (Hoskins, 
op. cit. p. 89). At Cotesbach Button's closes were valued at £66 
13s. 4d. at the time of the survey in 1589 but in 1612 at £100. For 
th·e rise in price levels during the period 1540-1640 see J. A. Nef. 
Prices and Industrial Capitalism in France and England 1540-1640 
in Econ. Hist. Review, vol. VII, pp. 155-185. 

76Cf. Goddard's Farm. Before enclosure it was valued at £34 per annum 
but after enclosure its value rose to £50 per annum-an increase of 
50%, (Exch. Dep. E 134/13 Jas. I/ Michaelmas 29). 
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Nevertheless, despite a rise in income, the profits of the enclo
sure could not prevent Quarles from falling into bankruptcy. Like 
many prosperous merchants, Quarles first invested his wealth in land 
and then sought by marriage to ally his family with the landed 
gentry. In 1606 Anne, Quarles' daughter, married George Turpin, 
esq., 77 the heir of Sir William Turpin of Knaptoft, a few miles away, 
who, as we have already seen, was one of the commissioners 
appointed to adjudicate on the petition which the tenants of Cotes
bach had made to the Crown in protest against Quarles' proposed 
enclosure. The Turpins had come from Northumberland to Leices
tershire about 1466 and enclosed their manor of Knaptoft within a 
generation or so. By reason of his daughter's dowry Quarles became 
indebted to Sir William Turpin in the sum of £2,000. Being unable 
to meet this debt, Quarles in 1606 made over all his stock at Cotes
bach to Sir William. Nevertheless, a bankruptcy. commission, 
having found Quarles insolvent, authorised one Basil Nichols to 
sell up the stock which comprised at least 1,300 ewes and lambs. 78 

The debt to Sir William Turpin was paid but before the end of the 
year the manor was sold to Sir Henry Billingsley, the elder, knight, 
a former haberdasher and lord mayor of the city of London. 79 

Sir Henry Billingsley, the elder, did not take over the manor. 80 

He died in November, 1606, and Quarles was still enjoying its 
possession in May, 1607, when the agrarian discontent, which 
had been brewing over the Midland Counties in the wake of enclo
sure, flared up into open revolt. Leicestershire was not extensively 

77Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Hilary 13 and Nichols, vol. IV, pt. I, p. 225. 
For the date of the marriage see Leicestershire Marriage Licences 
1520-1729, edited by H. Hartopp, p. 418, where the date of the 
marriage bond is given as 1606. 

7SExch. Dep. E. 134/9 Jas I/Michaelmas 25 and Hilary 13. Hall pur
chased 'fyve score lambs for twentie pounds or thereabouts'. Thomas 
Cox, Manasses Cooper and Thomas Farren bought 36 score ewes at 
£12 per score and 24 score lambs at £8 per score. 

79Sir Henry Billingsley, apprenticed as a haberdasher, became a wealthy 
merchant and also a man of letters. In 1570 he published his trans
lation of Euclid's 'Elements of Geometry'. In 1584 he was sheriff 
of London and on the 31st Dec., 1596, he was elected lord mayor. 
Knighted in 1597 he died on the 22nd Nov., 1606. See Diet. Nat. 
Biog., vol. V, pp. 33-4. 

BONichols prints the inquisition post mortem taken after his death (vol. IV, 
pt. I, p. 147) according to which he was seised of the manor but the 
depopulation commissioners of 1607 record that Quarles on the 27th 
Sept., 1607, still held the lands he had enclosed. This agrees with 
Hall's deposition, viz., 'he remembreth not that the said Quareles 
did offer to· encloase the said grounds againe laid forth for him in 
severaltie the fences whereof were destroyed as aforesaid'. (Exch. 
Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25). 
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affected. 81 The revolt was confined to the southern tip of the county 
and centred on Cotesbach, which, says the earl of Huntingdon who 
was responsible for suppressing the revolt in Leicestershire, 'was the 
only place in all the county cast down'. 82 In the words of Stow: 
'a great number of common persons suddenly assembled themselves 
in Northamptonshire; and then others of like nature assembled them-
selves in Warwickshire and some in Leicestershire ...... at Cottesbach 
there assembled of men, women and children to the number of full 
five thousand. These riotous persons bent all their strength to level 
and lay open enclosures without exercising any manner of 
violence upon any man's person, goods or cattle; and wheresoever 
they came, they were generally relieved by the near inhabitants 
who sent them not only carts laden with victual but also good store 
of spades and shovels for speedy performance of their present enter
prize, who until then some of them were fain to use bills, pikes, 
and such like tools instead of mattocks and spades'. 83 The earl of 
Huntingdon ordered elaborate precautions to be taken in the 
borough of Leicester. 84 On May 31st and June 2nd there was a 
special watch to prevent the citizens and dwellers in Leicester from 
going to Cotesbach to join the rioters. The following two days the 
borough began the training of its militia pending the arrival of the 

81That Leicestershire was not widely affected by the Midland agrarian revolts 
of 1607 is at first sight a little surprising, especially as they broke 
out at the time when enclosure was again at peak strength in the 
county. The explanation is probably to be found in the develop
ment of a new method by which enclosure was being accomplished 
(at any rate) in Leicestershire in the Elizabethan period. Broadly 
speaking, in the earlier Tudor period enclosure in Leicestershire was 
almost entirely the work of the manorial lords who at times did not 
shrink from evicting whole village communities to accomplish their 
designs, e.g., the deserted villages of Whatborough and Knaptoft; 
but in the Elizabethan period we find the peasants actively par
ticipating in the movement and enclosure, though still predomi
nantly for pasture farming, more frequently took the form of an 
agreement between the lord and his tenants. Indeed, in Leicestershire 
in the late Tudor period, the peasantry was, after the squirearchy, the 
next most important class of enclosers. The result was that depopu
lation became less frequently a necessary consequence of enclosure and 
as the new method became more widely adopted so one of the principal 
causes of rioting against enclosure was eliminated. The part played 
by the peasantry in the enclosure movement in the later Tudor 
period has been indicated to some extent in my introduction to 
the Depopulation Returns for Leicestershire in 1607, loc. cit. pp. 
236-238. 

82See the letter sent by the earl of Huntingdon to the Privy Council on the 
7th June, 1607. Hist. MSS. Com. Hastings MSS. Vol. IV, p. 193. 

83Stow's 'Annals or General Chronicle of England' (1615), p. 889. 
84See Hall Papers, 1606-8, Borough of Leicester, in the City of Leicester 

Muniment Room. Several are printed by H. Stocks. Records of 
the Borough of Leicester, 1603-1688. 1923, pp. 51-64). 



THE AGRARIAN REVOLUTION AT COTESBACH I50I-I6I2 73 

county soldiers. On the 6th June Leicester was ordered to erect a 
gallows. Two days later it was pulled down by a mob, but it was 
re-erected before the roth June. The mayor and borough officials 
may have been panic-stricken. The earl of Huntingdon dealt 
severely with them for their laxity in carrying out his commands. 85 

By the 14th June, however, the disturbances were at an end. 86 

It was no accident that Cotesbach became the focal point for 
resistance in the county. By its geographical position it bordered 
upon Warwickshire and Northamptonshire, where the rioting first 
began. Its inhabitants had resisted the enclosure of their manor 
at every stage. Even after their petition to the king had failed and 
Quarles had obtained royal licence to enclose, they were by no means 
resigned to "their fate. At the redistribution of lands and holdings, 
the tenants, we have seen, remained suspicious. Some had been 
evicted; others refused 'to medle with' enclosure and again others 
would only accept the enclosures allotted to them with the reser
vation that they were first given trial. The outbreak of revolt in 
the neighbouring counties gave them their opportunity to reverse 
the enclosure. They failed, and Cotesbach was left in a state of 
confusion. 

Within two years the ownership of the manor changed hands 
three times. Some time between September, 1607, and the end of 
the year Sir Henry Billingsley, the younger, entered into possession 
of the manor and leased out his lands to Thomas Farren, the free
holder whom Quarles had bought out, and to one Thomas Cave. 87 

The leases of the tenements which Quarles had made were suffered 
to continue. But early in the following year Sir Henry Billingsley 
sold the manor to two more London merchants, Peter Vanloon and 
John de Laett. 88 Like Billingsley they did not retain it for long. 
On 15th March, 1609, they farmed out the manor for twenty-six 

85There is insufficient evidence to pass judgment on the borough officials. 
The extant papers show clearly that the earl charged them with 
slackness and with being powerless to make their authority felt over 
the citizens. Note that the Privy Council charged the earl himself 
with not taking severe enough measures with the rebels. See letter 
by the Privy Council to the earl on the 9th June and the earl's reply 
on the 14th June. Hist. MSS . Corn. Hastings MSS. Vol. IV, p. 194. 

86Ibid. Huntingdon's letter of the 14th June. 'Never since that time 
[Saturday before the 7th June] hath there been, I thank God, the 
least assembling of these bad persons, so that I think your lordships 
may assure yourselves of no further disobedience in this country'. 

87Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas. I/Michaelmas 25 and 13 Jas. I/Michaelmas 29. 
The Thomas Cave here was probably the eldest son of John Cave, 
the freeholder. 

88Exch. Dep. E 134/13 Jas. I/Michaelmas 29 and Farnham op. cit. vol. II, 
p. 141. 
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years to Walter Cowley and John Poole, both of London, an iron
monger and a mercer respectively. Then, a fortnight later, the 27th 
March, they sold it to Francis Dent, esq., who was also of London, 
for the sum of £9,500. 89 The ownership then remained in Dent's 
hands until his death in August, r6r8. 

Between the years r607 and 1609 the manor seems to have been 
occupied as if it were partly enclosed and partly in common. The 
depositions which were taken in the years 16II, r6r2, and 1615 in 
regard to Exchequer suits concerning Francis Dent, the lord of the 
manor, betray a state of confusion. The deponents were asked 
whether Dent had paid a high price for the manor on the ground 
that it had been improved and enclosed. Dillingham replied that 
he did not know either what Dent had paid or whether Dent had 
believed it to be enclosed at the time of his purchase; 'for that the 
state of the Lordship then thus stoode [i.e., in 1609] videlicet the 
bounds and meetes of the said Lordship of Cottesbatche was as this 
deponent thinckethe dyched about from other Lordships this depo
nent and the defendant Hall att the same tyme havinge there land 
and Common undivided throughout'. John Wright and William 
Wright, both shepherds of Cotesbach, declared that Dent bought 
the manor as 'inclosed grownd savinge that the defendant 
Hall and Mr. Dillingham parson of the Towne had land 
and Common within the same'. 90 These depositions are confirmed 
by Thomas Goddard of Peatling Parva, who in 1615 was summoned 
to depose on the state of William Hall's holdings 'after the newe 
divitions within the said Mannor were cast downe'. He answered: 
'the grounds belonging to the Tenement afforesaid [i.e., Goddard's 
Farm J and the grounds belonging to Gillover's ffarme after the new 
devisions within the said Mannor were throwne downe weare againe 
occupyed in Common'. 91 Lastly, Hall himself in answer to the 
question whether after the revolt he betook 'himselfe to the benefitt 
of his Commons and so kept catle in common within the said 
Mannor farre above the proportion of the former alotted grounds' 
deposed that 'the Cattell which this deponent had depasturing within 
his severall the ffences being cast downe as aforesaid did feede and 
depasture with the said Quareles his Cattell in Common within the 
said Mannor'. 92 Thus Hall and Dillingham took the opportunity to 
claim and.to enjoy common of pasture for their livestock whilst the 
hedges and fences were still down. 

89Exch. Dep. E 134/ro Jas. I/Trinity ro and Farnham op. cit. vol. II, 
pp. 141-2. 

90Exch. Dep. E 134/ro Jas. I/Trinity ro. 
91Exch. Dep. E 134/13 Jas. I/Michaelmas 29. 
92Exch. Dep. E 134/9 Jas I/Michaelmas 25. 
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This state of affairs did not persist long after Dent had pur
chased .the manor. Before 1612 William Hall's lands had been re
enclosed. In that year a dispute between Hall and Dent over an 
exchange of lands came before the Court of Exchequer. 93 One of 
the points of enquiry was the value of Hall's original four and a 
half yardlands 'nowe yt ys In closed'. John Wright declared that 
their yearly value had been raised to £60 and that Dent and Hall 
benefited equally from the enclosure. Dillingham, likewise, stated 
that the enclosure was advantageous to both. In 1615 Thomas 
Goddard and John Johnson, a labourer at Cotesbach, described 
Goddard's Farm (i.e., three out of Hall's original four and a half 
yardlands) as consisting of all meadow and pasture, Johnson adding 
that he did not know what commons had formerly belonged to the 
lands because the enclosure had taken place before his arrival at 
Cotesbach. 94 Hall's lands were more extensive and more important 
than Dillingham's. If then, Hall's lands had been re-enclosed 
before 1612 we can reasonably conclude that Dillingham's were 
re-enclosed also and say that by 1612, if not before, the whole manor 
was again enclosed. 95 By 16r2 the revolution in the agrarian 
economy of the manor, begun about 1600 and halted for a brief 
period in 1607, had come to an end. 

When Francis Dent died in 1618 the manor passed to his 
son John, who sold it to George Bennett, the elder, sometime before 
1626.96 George Bennett, the elder, was another citizen of London, 
a salter by trade. Enclosed Leicestershire manors had an attraction 
for him; for he bought up in 1617 the manor of Welby, near Melton 
Mowbray, which had been enclosed some twelve years earlier by 
William Digby, esq. 97 In 1626, George Bennett, the younger, and 
Susan, his wife, had the manor of Cotesbach settled on them by 

· George Bennett, the elder. The manor remained among the heirs 
of George Bennett, the younger, for another hundred years. After 

93Exch. Dep. E 134/rn Jas. I/Trinity 10. Only the depositions for this 
suit have been found. It appears that the lands in dispute were 
those over which Hall and Quarles had made their original agreement. 
When Dent bought the manor in 1609, Hall seems to have taken the 
opportunity to improve his part of the original bargain. 

94Exch. Dep. E 134(13 Jas I/Michaelmas 29. 
95Cf. Burton's description of Cotesbach in 1622 as a 'very fine lordship and 

exceeding good ground, now (for the most part) converted into sheep 
pasturage'. History of Leicestershire, 2nd edition (1777), p. 72. 

96Farnham op. cit. vol. II, p. 142 and vol. IV, pp. 276-7. 
97The Depopulation Returns for Leicestershire in 1607, loc. cit. pp. 257-258 

and Farnham op. cit. vol. IV, p. 276. 
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nearly twenty years of turbulence and upheaval from 1596-1612, 
during which an agrarian revolution took place, tranquillity 
descended upon the village. Stability once again became the 
characteristic of the economy of Cotesbach. But it was the stability 
of an enclosed manor; not the stability of its common fields. 


