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SUMMARY

The war with France between 1337 and ﬁ389 brought with it
enemy attacks upon the English coasts and upon English shipping.
Although the intensity of enemy naval activity on the home front
did not match the intensity of warfare on the continent, the
threat to the realm was a persistent one, whiéh necessitated
protracted defensive measures and which was a central issue in
the lives of many Englishmen, :

This thesis examines the problems caused by:the need for
defence, and describes and analyses the defensive system in
England between the two terminal dates. It is divided into two
parts. Part One is a chronological account of the defensive
situation between 1337 and 1389. Part Two examines the various
aspects of defence and its organization, attempts to illustrate
its efficiency, and investigates its effects upon contemporary
Englishmen,

The French naval raids were a continuation of the Scottish
naval attacks of the early 1330s. French incursions chiefly
took the form of hit and run raids, although fgll-scale invasion
was projected in 1339 and in 1385-6. The late 1330s and the
1%70s and 1380s witnessed attacks of sometimes tefrifying
intensity which often stretched English defensive resources to

the 1limit, and which had a significant influence on domestic and



political affairs in England. In contrast, the i}#Os and

\
1350s were relatively quiet years for the &efenders. The
varying intensity of the enemy threat was largely due to the
general course of the war and not to the efficiency of the
defensive system.

Within the period, the threat to the realm came not merely
from the continent., The Scots frequently menaced the northern
shires, while the danger from Wales was regarded by the
authorities as very réal.

By an investigation of the communal obligation to provide
defensive service, and of the roles played by defensive officials
and troops serving under them, oﬁe sees that the defensive
system, although, in its broad framework, based on a tradition
which had evolved over the centuries, underwent constant internal
change throughout the period covered by thés study. Particularly
sighificant was the amalgamation of the office of the keepers of
the maritime lands and that of the defensive arrayers in the
1370s. |

Within the system of coastal defence, beacons were employed
to give warning. The beacon, which had been known for centuries,
was redefined in its use in the fourfeenth century under the
influence of prolonged war. Fixed fortifications were important
coastal defences, and the threat of enemy attack led to wide=-
spread building activity. Constructional works reflect the fear
of the times, while invasion threats in the 1370s and 1380s
caused fortifications to be erected on the coast and inland.

Temporary fortifications were also important in coastal regions.
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Defence at sea was equally necessary, and the weakness
of the navy was fréquently blamed\for the success of enemy
raids., Despite widesPread naval activity, it is clear that
in the naval war, the advantages usually lay with the attackers.
It was thus essential that the English were forewarned of the
enemy's.intentions, and intelligence was important to national
defence. Enemy espionage in England, however, necessitated
stringent security measures.

English possessions overseas were important bases for
intelligence, They also supposedly served as the 'first line
of defence' of the realm, but as such, could never be entirély
sufcessfullwhile the French had access to the Channel coast of
France.

The military and financial burdens of defence were felt
by many Englishmen both in the coastal shires and in inland
shires. For many, they were a permanent source of grievance,

and were a central political issue in and out of parliament

throughout the period,



Frontispiecé ) |

English bowmen oppoée the landing of ship-borme invaders (Biblioteca
Marciana, Venice, MS. Marc. fr. Z. III ( 224)( Ii Livres des Roumans:
Histoire de Tulius Cesar')). ‘
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GLOSSARY OF ARMS AND ARMOUR

AVENTAIL Mail defence for neck, throat, and chin
and falling to the shoulders. Usually
pendant(from a bascinet (g.v.), and
fastened to it with leather laces or
staples. Also called a CAMAIL,

AKETON A short, sometimes sleeveless, padded or
quilted tunic worn under the hauberk
(g.ve) by knights. Often the only body
protection for infantry. Akin to the
GAMBESON (g.v.).

BACULUS A staff weapon, often no more than a
plain stave serving as a weapon.

BASCINET A light headpiece, usually egg-shaped
or globular, often fitted with a pointed

visor and mail aventail (gq.v.).

BALDRIC Belt with a hook attached for spanning
(baudre) crossbows (g.v.).
BILL Staff weapon with long cutting-head

usually fashioned to include a spike, and
with a curved cutting hook in front,
balanced by a short spike at the back.
Derived from the similarly-named

agricultural implement.

BRACIA Armour défence for the arms and shoulder.
See REREBRACE and VAMBRACE,
CHAPEL-DE-FER Type of helmet with a broad brim,

resembling an upturned cauldron, hence
its other name of KETTLE-HAT. Also

WAR-HAT.
COUSTEL, COUTEL, A knife, Often a domestic implement
CULTELLUS doubling as a weapon.
COUTER Piece of armour of plate or cuirbouilli

(g.v.) for protecting the elbow.
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CROSSBOW

CUIRASS

CUIRBOUILLI
GAMBESON

GISARME
GLAIVE

GORGET
HALBERD

HAUBERK, HAUBERGEON

PAUNCE DE MAYLE

PAVISE (pavois)

PIKE

A bow in which the bow itself is mounted
at right angles upon a stock so that it
may be discharged from the shoulder.

The weapon was spanned by several methods,
including the use of a hook attached to
the belt of the crossbowman (see BALDRIC)
or by means of a mechanical wvindlass or

cranequin (arbaleste a tour),

Body armour of plate or cuirbouilli (g.v.),
Also

protecting the chest and back,
called a PAIR OF PLATES.
Leather boiled in o0il to harden it.

A linen garment padded with tow, usually
longer than an aketon (g.v.). Often the
only body defence of infantry.

A staff weapon resembling a bill (g.v.)
A cutting and stabbing staff weapon,
which resembled a scythe blade mounted
on a shaft of about five feet in length,
Plate defence for throat and neck.

A staff weapon with an axe~like head,
surmounted by a spike, and backed with a
rearward-pointing spike.
A shirt or coat of mail. Some texts
suggest that the haubergeon was a smaller
variety of hauberk, although the terms
were often synonymous,

Mail protection for the abdomen. See
HAUBERK,

A large, wooden, often hide-covered
shield used for the protection of archers
and crossbowmen, Often equipped with a
prop at the back by which it could stand
independentlye.

Infantry spear with a small diamond-shaped
or leaf-shaped head mounted on a staff of
up to eighteen feet in length.
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PIZAINE (pisan)

POLEAXE

POURPOINT

QUARREL (éarreau:
garot)

REREBRACE (rerebras)
SECURA
SPARTHA

SPRINGALD

VAMBRANCE (waumbras)
WYAXE

WYSPILIO,
VISPILIO

The exact connotation is not clear, but
it appears variously to have been armour
for the neck or chest.

A staff weapon, spiked at both ends of

the shaft for thrusting, its head consisting

of an axe-head and a hammer-head back to
back.

A doublet of defence of canvas or leather,
studded on the outside with rivets. The
term also sometimes refers to protection
of this construction for the thighs.

A short arrow or bolt for use with a
crossbow (g.v.). Larger versions, often
feathered with latten, were used with
springalds (g.v.)

Armour for the upper arm and shoulder,

A battleaxe. ,
The Irish Axe or Sparth. A war-axe
derived from the 'bearded' Danish axe,
characterized by an elongated upper horn
to the blade, or sometimes with a
crescentic blade.

A large weapon of the crossbow (g.v.)
type, operated from a fixed mounting.
Armour for the lower arm.

A form of battleaxe, the exact connotation
of which is not clear. The prefix, wy, is
possibly derived from M.E. wye (‘'soldier',
'fighting man'), and was thus used in the
sense of differentiating a 'soldier's axe!
Alternatively,
the prefix possibly denotes the original

from an agricultural axe.

place of manufacture (?Wye).

A mace comprising a short staff with a
spiked metal ball attached to it by a
Also called a MACE AND

Variations of this weapon were

length of chain.
CHAIN,.
possibly derived from the agricultural
flail.
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INTRODUCTION

Between 1337 and 1389, England was almost continually
involved in war with France, Scotland, Castile, and other
continental powers. Punctuated by sporadic truces, the longest-
lasting of which was the peace of Brétigny from 1360-9, and
terminated by the truce of Leulinghen in 1389, this fourteenth-
century phase of the Hundred Years' War witnessed the fluctuating
fortunes of the two principal belligerents in the struggle. The
decade of formal peace between England and France from 1360 to
13269 conveniently marks an interlude between the distinct periods
of war, the first of which, from 1337 to 1360, witnessed the
apogée of English hopes and expectations, reflected in their
numerous military successes; the twenty years following the
renewal of war in 1369 told a different tale. Plagued with
domestic, economic, and political troubles, and, from 1377,
having the problem of a child on the throne, the English had to
contend with a France rejuvenated by the extensive military and
economic reforms of the 1360s. Although in the period after 1360
English military involvement in France was more intense than ever
before, this involvement was rewarded by a noticeable lack of
military 'success'.

Throﬁghout the whole of the fourteenth-century phase of the
war, the greater part of actual hostilities took place in the

territories of England's enemies. Apart from the northernmost

xive



shires of England, which were frequently subjected to Scottish
raids, few other areas of the country were to experience at

first hand the hazards, hardships, and terrors of war which, for
the unfortunate inhabitants of many parts of France, were a
regular occurrence, Although in 1385 a French army under Jean de
Vienne ravaged the north of England in conjunction with the Scots,
this was the only occasion during the fourteenth century on which
a large French force was to do so.1 Even then, the presence of
this army in England was not permanent, remaining with the Scots
only from June to September, when it re-embarked for the continent.
These mere three months or so pale into insignificance when
compared to the fact that English troops, if only in garrisons,
were present in France throughout the whole of the period under
consideration., The greater part of actual hostilities was thus
fought in France and on the continent.

Throughout the period, the principal means of retaliation
available to the French =~ 'of carrying the war to the English' --
were attacks upon the English coasts and on shipping. Between the
two terminal dates of this study (and even beyond them), few
inhabitants of the English coastal shires did not fear the
destruction of their chattels and property, and even for their
lives, through the attacks of ship-borne raiders of France,
Normandy, Castile, and their allies. Even before 1337, the coasts
had suffered from the naval attacks of the Scots. The commencement
of formal war between England and France in 1337 added the weight
of French naval resources to the impact of these raids. >To counter

such attacks, there came into operation a complex defence system,

1. See Ch, III,.
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which had gradually evolved over the preceding two centuries to meet
an increasing need for defence caused by threats of attack or
invasion from abroad. Following the loss of Angevin lands in
northern France in 1204, attacks from the continent became an
increasing possibility, and threats of invasion recurred
throughout the thirteenth century. The threats of the years 1295
and 1324-6, and the Scottish attacks of the early 1330s had been
immediate forerunners to the raids which became more frequent
from 1337 onwards. Even in periods of peace, the coasts often
had to contend with the attacks of pirates and privateers.
Consequently, the system for the defence of the coasts during
the Hundred Years' War was not an innovation introduced after
1337 to meet an increasing need for defence. But while this
defensive system did not change its basic traditional form, it
was subjected to constant minor changes and experimentation
during the fifty-two year period covered by this study, in
response to the incessant needs of war.

For the defence of the coasts, basic reliance was placed
upon the local levies of the maritime shires, who performed their
customary military obligation to defend hearth and home on the

garde de la mer, or keeping of the coasts. While it was necessary

for the crown to have a potential force which could be called upon
to guard the coasts when necessary, the question of national
defence involved far more than the mere physical protection of

the coastline. The crown needed, if possible, to know of the
enemy's intentions so that defensive measures could be implemented
in goéd time. Thus a reliable intelligence network was needed,
which employed agents in enemy territory. Then, once a warning

had been received, it was necessary to have good methods of
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communication to place the defenders on the alert, and to have a
system of fire-signals to warn them when the enemy was acfually
sighted, and the attack was imminent.

Within the realm itself, it was essential to look to internal
security to prevent leakage of information to the enemy and the
infiltration of undesirables into the country. Thus stringent
controls were implemented, chiefly at the ports, and other vigilant
measures taken for the apprehension of enemy agents. Since enemy
attacks came by sea, ships and men to fight in them were also
needed for the protection of the coasts, of friendly shipping and
trade, and to combat the enemy at sea. Indeed, whenever danger
threatened, a large number of defensive measures was put into
operation, and these measures will'be discussed more fully in the
body of the thesis.

The French war of the fourteenth century severely put the
English defensive organization to the test. With the exception of
the 1360s, every decade from the 1330s to the 1380s saw, to a greater
or lesser extent, the harassment of the English coasts by enemy
raiders, who wreaked much havoc and spoliation., Although, in
the main, these attacks were hit and run raids, there were several
' occasions in the late 1330s, the 1370s and 1380s when the English
feared that their enemies would mount a full-scale invasion. The
possibility of invasion by the French, which even as early as 1335
had led to widespread panic in government circles, became even
more real after 1336. The fear became reinforced by the devasta-
ting raids on Portsmouth, Southampton, and other places.

Although after 1340 the intensity of enemy attacks decreased, the
threat remained, and Edward III could still prudently make

arrangements for the defence of the realm in his absence in 1346,
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and in 1359-60, while Edward campaigned in northern France, the
French were able to reciprocate and raise panic in the coastal

towns of England, as the widespread defensive measures taken in
those years testify.

The treaty of Brétigny brought with it almost ten years of
peace, although, for the defenders of the English coast, this
was to be the calm before the storm. The 1370s and 1380s saw
the renewal of attacks in far greater intensity than had been
the case since the 1330s. In almost every year after 1369, the
English coasts were pillaged or at least threatened by enemy
raiders, while full-scale invasion was threatened in 1385-6,

Never the less, the extent of damage perpetrated by the French
in their raids on the English coast -- however grave a cause for
concern to the English authorities ~- was minimal compared to the
destruction caused in the same period by the English in France,
The sacking of Winchelsea and the massacre of its inhabitants by
the French in 1360, which aroused utmost horror in England, may
at least be parallelled by the Black Prince's brutal sack of
Limoges in 1370, and is insignificant when éompared to the destruc-
tion wreaked by a single English chevauchée, such as those of
Edward III in the Cambrésis and Thiérache in 1339.

The defence of the English coasts was thus very much a home
front, removed from the principal theatre of war. In consequence,
the writings of contemporary chroniclers emphasize the events of
the war in France, and only mention home defence in passing.
French chroniclers dwelt upon the desolation and misery which,
because of the war, was the lot of many parts of France, while
English chroniclers naturally concentrated on the deeds of the

English in France. Although many chroniclers, both English and
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French, indeed make reference to French attacks upon England,

these descriptions form by far the lesser part of their narratives.

It is, therefore, no small wonder that modern English historians,

following the lead given in the chronicles, have chiefly tended

to concentrate on the war in France. It is telling indeed that

few of the standard general histories of the period make more

than passing reference to the question of home defence in England.1
In contrast, the works of many French historians contain

accounts of the French raids upon England. R. Delachenal's

Histoire de Charles V (5 vols., Paris, 1909-31), H. P. A. Terrier

de Loray's Jean de Vienne, Amiral de France (Paris, 1877), and

Calmette and Déprez's La France et 1l'Angleterre en Conflit (Paris,

1937), for example, all deal in detail with various offensives
against England, as do the first two volumes of C. de la

Roncidre's Histoire de la Marine Francaise (6 vols., Paris, 1899-

1934)., A number of interesting articles also treat with aspects
of offensives launched by the French against England, and these
include S. Luce's discourse on French preparations before the
battle of Sluys,2 and L, Mirot's 'Une Tentative d'Invasion en
Angleterre pendant la Guerre dé Cent Ans'B. Works such as de la

Roncidre's mentioned above, and those of Beaurepaire, Lafaye,

1« E.ge., M. McKisack, The Fourteenth Century (Oxford, 1959);
E. Perroy, The Hundred Years War, trans. W. B. Wells (London, 1951).

2e Bulletin de la Société des Antiquaires de Normandie, xiii
(1883-5), >-41.

3, Revue des Etudes His;oriques, 1xxxi (1915), 249-87, 417-66.

L, C. de Beaurepaire, 'Recherche sur l'Ancien Clos des Galées',
Précis .de l'Académieides Travaux, Sciences, Belles-Lettres, et Arts
de Rouen (Rouen, 1363-L); 0. de Lafaye, Le Clos des Galées de Rouen
(Rouen, 1877).
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and others on the Clos des Galées have done much to illustrate

French naval organization, while P. Contamine's Guerre, Etat et

Société & la Fin du Moyen fige (Paris/The Hague, 1972), is now

the basic work on French military organization,

In recent years interest in the defence of England, and in
the role played by those people who stayed behind while the
armies went to France, has increased. In 1966, Dr. Hewitt laid
a milestone in the development of the study of this aspect of the

French war in his remarkable work, The Organization of War under

Edward III, 1338-62 (Manchester, 1966), although some of his

conclusions need qualification. Since then, a small number of
articles and works on aspects of home defence have appeared,

among them, works by Freeman, and Searle and Burghart.1 Recent
general works on the period, moreover, also acknowledge the
importance of defence in fourteenth-century England.2 Certain
other topics allied to the question of home defence in its wider
context have also received treatment: the obligation to military
service has been admirably dealt with by Professor M. R. Powicke

in Military Obligation in Medieval England. A Study in Liberty

and Duty (Oxford, 1962); the works of writers such as Kepler
and Richmond have done much to illustrate the naval organization

of the period3; the role of non-combatants in the war, and the

1e A. Z., Freeman, 'A Moat Defensive: the Coast Defense
Scheme of 1295', Speculum, x1ii (1967), 442-62; E. Searle and
R. Burghart, 'The Defense of England and the Peasants' Revolt',
Viator: Medieval and Renaissance Studies, iii (1972), 365-87.

2e E.gey Ko A. Fowler, The Age of Plantagenet and Valois
(London, 1967); The Hundred Years' War, ed. K. A. Fowler (London,
1971). _

3. J. S. Kepler, 'The Effects of the Battle of Sluys upon
the Administration of English Naval Impressment, 1340-3', .
Speculum, xlviii (1973), 70-7; C. F. Richmond, 'The Keeping of
the Seas during the Hundred Years' War 1422-40', History, xliv
(1964), 283-98; --, 'The War at Sea', The Hundred Years' War,
ed. Fowler, ppe. 96-121; etc.
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burdens of defence upon Englishmen have been carefully examined.t
But whereas the appearance of such works is gradually increas-
ing our knowledge of the subject of defence, there still.remains no
connected account of the English defensive system as a whole during
the fourteenth century, or, indeed, for the Middle Ages in general.
Furthermore, whereas much light has been shed on certain aspects
of the subject of defence, many others have received scant
attention from historians. For example, little has been written
on the subject of medieval intelligence systems, although it is
certain, both from the works of contemporary chroniclers and from
official records, that espionage played an important role in
medieval warfare, and not just for defensive purposes. Our
knowledge of the beacon system in the Middle Ages also has many
gaps which need to be filled, although, for the fourteenth
century, lack of documentary evidence cannot be blamed, as the
various unpublished Chancery rolls contain frequent references

- to beacons. Nor have the details of the workings of the defensive

system for the garde de la mer been closely examined, while many
other aspects of defence have received only a rudimentary treatment,
It is hoped that the present work will, to some extent, fill an *
existing gap.

While modern historians, until comparatively recently, have

tended to neglect the subject of defence, this was not always the

case, Antiquaries of the sixteenth and seventéenth centuries

1. E.g., Hewitt, op, cit.; C. T. Allmand, 'The War and the
Non-Combatant', The Hundred Years' War, ed. Fowler, pp. 163-83;
Society at War, The EXperlence of England and France during the
Hundred Years' War, ede Co Te Allmand (Edinburgh, 1973);

Ge L. Harriss, King, Parliament and Public Finance in Medieval
England to 1369 (Oxford, 1975); J. R. Maddicott The English
Peasantry and the Demands of the Crown, 1294-13#1 s Pe & P.
Supplement i (1975); etc.
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recognized that defensive measures were a crucial part of military
organization within the realm. For instance, in a volume of
transcripts and original documents on thirteenth- and fourteenth-
century military matters, compiled by the seventeenth-century
antiquary, Sir Robert Cotton, a large section deals with defence
of the sea-coasts, another with naval matters, while a third is
entitled 'false rumours'.1 Works such as those of Camden, Coke,
and Lambafde in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and of
Ward in the eighteenth, also touched upon the subject.2 Such
writers, living in centuries where there existed the possibility
of attacks from abroad, variously by the Spaniards, Dutch, and
French, were probably aware of the importance of national defence.
In the nineteenth century, the tendency was for historians to
concentrate upon the glory of past conquests, although the works
of Clowes and Nicolas on the navy do, in fact, contain numerous
references to defence.3
The interest of older historians in the subject is under-
standable from another point of view. There exists a large bulk
of contemporary official documentation in national and local
record repositories in England and France, which illustrates an

aspect of the Hundred Years' War dealt with only fleetingly by

1e B.L.’ Cotton MS. Julius Co iv.

2. W. Camden, Britannia (London, 1594); E. Coke, Fourth
Institutes (London, 1664); W. Lambarde, Perambulation of the
County of Kent (London, 1576).

3 We L. Clowes, The Royal Navy. A History from Earliest
Times to.the Present (7 vols., London, 1897-1903); N. He. Nicolas,
A History of the Royal Navy from the earliest times to the Wars of
the French Revolution (2 vols., London, 1847).




the chroniclers. The amount of extant primary source material
justifies research into the subject of defence.

The main aim of this thesis is to examine the problems
caused by the need for defence, and to describe and analyse the
defensive system in England between 1337 and 1339, The thesis
falls into two parts, the first of which is a chronological account
of the defensive situation between the two terminal dates.‘ The
second part examines closely the various aspects of defence and
its organization, attempts to show how effective it was, and
investigates its effects upon contemporary Englishmen.

It is hoped that the chronological account will help to
place the question of defence in its true perspective, and will
give some indication of the extent of the enemy threat, which
varied in intensity from time to time. That the intensity of
such a threat varied was not solely due to the efficiency of the
English defensive deterrent, but was also influenced by a number
of external factors, the chief of which was the general course of
the war overseas. Treating the question of defence chronologically
also enables one to contrast the defensive involvement of the
1340s and 1350s, years which were relatively quiet, with that of
the late 1330s and of the 1370s and 1380s, when the English
defensive resources were often stretched to the limit. A 'blow
by blow' account was thus deemed essential for these reasons and
for manj others.

Within the period of this study, the threat to the realm
came not just from the continent, but also from other quarters.
Scottish attacks in the north of England were an important part

of Franco-Scottish strategy, and, in consequence, the defence
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of the northern shires was no less important than the defence

of the coasts. To have included the defence of the north within
the scope of this work, however, would have greatly enlarged ite.
The topic, which, indeed, is a subject on its own, has also been
dealt with by many other writers,1 thus throughout this thesis
it is only touched upon where necessary.

The other area which presented a threat to the realm was
Wales, although historians have tended to minimize or deny the
existence of a Welsh threat between the close of the thirteenth
century and the beginning of the fifteenth., This thesis hopes
to show that internal discontent in Wales during the fourteenth
century made that country a very real threat to security, and
that this fact was recognized by the English aufhorities, who
took stringent measures to counter it,

It is hoped that a close investigation of the roles played
by defensive officials and the troops serving under them will
give a clearer picture of the system of defence within the coastal
shires. By such an investigation, one can see that the system of
defence, although, in its broad framework, based on long tradition,
was subjected to regular minor changes throughout the period.
Probably through the stimulus of prolonged war, changes took
place, for instance, in the roles played by defensive officials
and in the arrangement of groupings of inland counties with
maritime ones'for coastai defence, while the arms borne by the

defenders varied in quality from area to area. These aspects of

1« Eegey Eo. Miller, War in the North (Hull, 1960);
R. Nicholson, Edward II] and the Scots. The Formative Years of a
Military Career, 1327-35 (Oxford, 1965).
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the defensive system, and many others, have never before been
investigated in great  depth.

From an investigation of the personnel involved in defence
and the main outline of the defensive system, one is naturally
led to an examination of the component parts of the defensive
system. The beacon, as a means of transmitting warnings, played
an important role in the fourteenth-century English defence
system. Despite the abundance of source material, the subject
of fourteenth-century beacons is one which has‘been neglected
by historians., It is clear that the beacon had been known for
centuries, and that during the fourteenth century, under the
constant threat to the realm, its use was redefined,

Fixed fortifications also had an important function in the
defence of the realm. Under the stress of enemy threat, the
period witnessed great building activity, particularly in coastal
towns, which were the natural targets for enemy hit and run raidse.
In times of danger, the building programme escalated in the areas
menaced. Constructional works in fortifications also reflected the
fears of the times: the building of new eastles, such as
Queenborough, Cooling, and Bodiam from the 1360s onwards underlined
the reaction to the enemy threat, while in the 1370s and 1380s, the
strengthening of castles several miles inland from the south coast
may well have been undertaken through fear of invasion. Temporary
defences were utilized in coastal areas, and these have also been
investigated.

Because the enemy raliders came by sea, naval defence was as

important as defence on land. Although the success of enemy

raids was frequently attributed to the lack of adequate naval
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defence, and although the c¢crown did, from time to time, attempt
to solve the problem of defence at sea, it is clear that no naval
force could completely prevent raids taking place nor could it
have prevented an invasion should that have occurred., In the
fourteenth-century naval war, the advantages.manifestly lay

with the attackers.

For this reason, it was essential for the English authorities
to have, if possible, prior warning of the enemy's intentions.
Intelligence therefore played an important role in the defence of
the realm. In spite of this, and of the fact that internal
security against enemy espionage was a major preoccupation of the
English authorities, very little work on this aspect of
fourteenth-century warfare has appeared in print.

An examination of intelligence systems naturally leads to
a study of the English possessions overseas, which were important
as bases for intelligence activities, and also, on the admission
of the crown, served as the first line of defence for England
herself. This study investigates the role played by the
'barbicans', but the conclusion arrived at is that they could
never be cémpletely successful from the defensive point of view
while the enemy had access to the Channel coast. They never the
less were a thorn in the side of the French.

The fifty-two years covered by.this study were burdensome
ones for the defenders of the coast. The onus of the obligation
to military service in defence of the realm, often for prolonged
periods, fell heaviest upon the inhabitants of the maritime
shires, although men of the inland counties were also affected,

Further~reaching were the crown's demands for finance for defence
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and for the prosecution of the war in general, which touched
upon most sections of the community, and which were a central
political issue in and out of parliament during the period. To
these burdens were added for the dwellers in the coastal shires
the possibility of loss of property and life through the effects
of enemy raids.,

In the preparation of this thesis, much reliance has been
placed upon the published Calendars of Chancery Rolls, the Rolls
of Parliament, and collections of printed documents such as
Rymer's Foedera., Printed editions of many contemporary chronicles
were also consulted. While normally only the lesser part of the
chroniclers' narratives was found to be relevant to defence, they
are important in that they often give descriptions of enemy
attacks, and also give some indication of where and when attacks
took plqcé.

Unpublished documentary sources have been‘consulted in
national and local repositories in England and France. The English
records were mainly used to shed light upon English involvement in
home defence and the workings of the defensive system; the French
records were consulted with a view to discerning French attitudes
towards offensives against England, and to investigaté French
preparationé for naval attacks upon England.

The most fruitful source of documentation on the English
defensive system was the Public Record Office, where extensive
research was carried out, mainly in the records of Chancery and
the Exchequer. -The Gascon Rolls and Treaty Rolls proved a valuable
source for the investigation of the defensive officials and

organization of defence in the maritime counties, of the beacon
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system, and of naval defence. Widespread use was made of the
records of the Exchequer, Particularly valuable were the Issue
Rolls and Rolls of Foreign Accounts, which gave information on
a wide variety of subjects, including expenditure on fortifica-
tions, supplies of arms, naval expenditure, expenditure on
garrisons of fortresses on the coast and in France, and payments
to messengers and spies. Equally important was the bundle of
Exchequer Miscellanea dealing with Army, Navy, and Ordinance.
The muster rolls contained in this bundle were of crucial
importance to the understanding of the organization of defence
at its lowest levels, while the bundle also contained important
material on garrisons, fortifications, and naval affairs.

The British Library (formerly British Museum) was not so
extensively used as the Public Record Office, although important
material was found there, chiefly in the Cotton MSS. and
Additional MSS. Cotton MS, Julius C. iv was of especial value,
since the original documents and transcripts contained in it
are roughly arranged in subject order, and many conveniently
illustrate aspects of national defence,

Many local repositories in England contained material of
importance, much of it hitherto unknown. The completeness of
holdings of relevant material naturally varied from place to
place, but the widest collections were found in the Exeter Record
Office and Winchester Record Office. In both cities, account
rolls have survived from the fourteenth century, and these gave
valuable informétion on expenditure upon municipal fortifications,
weapons, local defensive forces, and other matters relating to
local defence. Other record offices, such as the Greater London

Record Office, contained individual or small numbers of
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contemporary muster rolls, which were valuable sources for the
study of the organization of defence within the local community.

The National Register of Archives at Quality Court, Chancery
Lane, London, WC2A 1HP, was a useful guide to the holdings of
relevant material in the various local repositories. The subject
index, under such headings as 'France', 'militia', 'national
defenée', did give some indication of where relevant material
was to be found, but the only efficient way of locating material
on the subject was to work through the Register's lists of the
collections of records housed in local repositories chiefly in
coastal areas, in the hope that they might contain something of
relevance. -

Among French sources, the MSS. frangais in the Bibliothéque
Nationale proved the most fruitful source, containing much
important material on French naval preparations for attacks upon

England, and numerous references were made to the Clos de Galées,

This fonds also contained much material on other aspects of
French military involvement, especially in the border regions
around the English 'barbicans' in France. This collection was
complemented by the material containgd in MSS. Clairambault
and nouvelles acquisitions frangaises.

Although extensive research was carried out at the Archives
Nationales, the collections there were not as rich in relevant
material as those of the Bibliothdque Nationale. The layettes
concerning England and the Registres de la Chancellerie, both
in the Trésor des Chartes, together with the Monuments Historiques,
did, however, contain important material on French naval prepara-
tions, military affairs, and espionage. The Archives de la Marine,

which are deposited in the Archives Nationales, contained
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information on galleys and other naval matters.

Many French local repositories contained rich sources of
documentation, The Fonds Danquin and the Registres du Tabellionnage
de Rouen at the Archives Départementales de la Seine-Maritime, were
especially rewarding sources for French naval preparations, and
were complemented by the Fonds Martainville and miscellaneous MS,
at the Bibliothdque Municipale at Rouen. The série A at the
Archives Départementales du Pas-de-Calais and the série B at the
Archives Départementales du Nord, both of which were extensively
consulted, produced much useful material on French preparations
for attacks upon England, 'border warfare' on the Calais March,
and espionage. The série B at the Archives du Nord was also a
valuable source for the French preparations for the invasion

attempts of 1385-6.
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PART ONE

~ ATTACK AND DEFENCE, 1337-89



CHAPTER ONE

THE FIRST PHASE OF THE WAR, 1337-60

In Maréh 1338, a fleet of French and Norman galleys
descended upon the ill-defended English town of Portsmouth and
gseverely burned it. Latgr, in October of that year; an even
more serious attack was made upon Southampton, and by the end of
the year, a host of towns along the south coast -~ among them
Plymouth, Swanage, Portsea, and Fastdean -- had suffered some
damage through enemy action. Moreover, the Isle of Wight had
been ravaged and the Channel Islands lost to the French and their
allies.1

These attacks represented a concerted effort of French
military strategy and éresaged the horrors which were to plague
the English coasts in the years to come. None the less, the
attacks of 1338 were not a new terror unleashed upon the unsuépect-
ing populace of the English coastal shires. To many they must

have appeared as a continuation of the naval war which had been

1e Evidence for these attacks is found in the writings of
contemporary chroniclers, including Baker, pp. 62-3;
Hemingburgh, ii. 315; Knighton, ii. 3-7; Walsingham, Hist,Ang.,
i. 200, and is also reflected in official records, €.ge.yC.P.R.
1338-40, pp. 88, 162, 177, 180-1; Foedera, II. ii. 975, 1067.
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sporadic since at least the closing years of the thirteenth
century. Piracy on the seas was the normal state of affairs
during peace time and attacks on English shipping, whether by
vessels of Scotland, France or Flanders -- attacks which were
avénged in full by the atrocities committed by English seamen --
were’but a short step removed from acts of war in times of forﬁal
hostilities.1 Since the 1290s there had indeed been several
opportunities for warlike deeds at sea. One of the principal
occgsions had been between 1324 and 1326, when invasion had been
threatened, first by the French during the war of Saint-Sardos,
‘and then by the followers of the exiled queen, Isabella. Further-
more, during the preceding century defensive measures had been
necessitated on several occasions. The loss of the Angevin lands
in the north of France in 1204 had increased the possibility of
attack from the continent.2 Indeed, from 1205 onwards threats of
invasion and actual invasion attempts occurred on numerous
occasions, principally in 1213, 1242, 41264, and 1295. In the long
term, then, the inhabitants of the coastal shires of England had
become accustomed to the possibility that they could be attacked

" by enemy raiders,

1e Piracy had always been a problem, especially when the

pirates were English. In the thirteenth century, special keepers
had been appointed to guard the coasts of Devon against the raids
of William Marsh from his base in Lundy Island (C.P.R., 1232-47,
pp. 292, 268). In the fourteenth century the problem remained:
the enmity between the Cinque Ports and Greath Yarmouth is well
known, while perhaps the most extreme example was the attack on
Southampton by the men of Winchelsea in September 1321 (C.C.R.
1318-23, pp. 486, 490; Foedera, II. i. U456; Rot. Parl., ii. 413).

2e English possession of lands in northern France had meant that
a long stretch of coastline was denied to an invader who wished to
launch attacks from its ports upon England. It is significant that
the first serious invasion threat against England since the Norman.
Conquest occurred in the year after the loss of Normandy.
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More immediately, however, the attacks of 1338 must have
appeared as an escalation of the attacks of Scottish sea-raiders,
which had been prevalent since the early 1330s. Edward III's
involvement in the affairs of Scotland from 1327 to 1336 had seen
sea-power playing an important role in the war from both the
English and Scottish viewpoints. English naval forces in this
period had had the three-fold role of transporting troops and
supplies to Scotland, blockading the Scottish ports, and preventing
an invasion of England by sea.1 For the Scots, naval war took the
form of attacks upon English shipping at sea and raids on the
English coast, both aimed at disrupting the English war effort by
distracting troops and ships from Scotland and tying them down in
home defence. It is uncertain whether such tactics were part of
a concerted Scottish navalipolicy, but nevertheless, the periods
of the most intense Scottish naval activity coincided with large-
scale English campaigns in Scotland. While Edward III was
besieging Berwick in 1334, the whole of the east and soufh coasts
of England were alerted against Scottish vessels ;hich were at
sea,2 and during the Roxburgh campaign later in the same year,
Scottish ships descended upon East Anglia.3 In the following
year, while Edward was campaigning in Scotland, there were fears
in England that the Scots, with French aid, would descend upon

the coasts, and this provoked great defensive activity in the

1e See R. Nicholson, Edward III and the Scots. The Formative
Years of a Military Career, 1327-1335 (Oxford, 1965), p. 19S.
The use of the navy as a supporting force for armies in the field
had featured prominently in Edward I's Welsh campaigns, and was
utilized to the utmost by his grandson. See Nicholson, op. cit,,

assim; W. S. Reid, 'Sea-Power in the Anglo-Scottish War,

1266=1328', M.M., xlvi (1960), 7-23. On the possible origin of
such tactics, see D, Seward, The Monks of War (London, 1972), p. 86.

2. Rot., Scote., i. 249-53; Foedera, II. ii. 862,
3, Rot. Scot., i. 299.
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maritime areas of England and Wales;1 Even the Channel‘Islands
were alerted, although they were not actually attacked until’
1336.°

The threat of Scottish attacks persisted throughout 1336,
and was strengthened by fears that the French -- although they
were not yet officially at war/with England -- would assist the
Scots in an invasion of England. Such fears were given firm
grounds by thé Franco-Scottish negotiations of 1335-6 and by
the transfer of the French Mediterranean fleet to Ndrman ports
in the summer of 1336.3 The extent of the fear current in England
is perhaps reflected in the works of one chronicler who mistakenly
wrote that éhe French and Scots burned Southampton in ‘1335-L+ Not
surprisingly, fear in England led to an increase in defensive
measures during 1336: defensive officials known as the keepers
of the mariime lands were appointed by the crown in several
English coastal shires and in Wales in October and November;5
defence at sea was provided for by the equipping of squadrons to
search for the enemy, activity becoming marked in August;6 towns

7

and fortresses in coastal areas were repaired and fortified;

1. For example, keepers of the maritime lands were appointed
in South Wales in July 1335 to counter the Scots and their
confederates (P.R.0., E. 101/612/34, m.1. See also Nicholson,
ope cit., PP. 209-11).

2. C.P.R., 1334-8, p. 208; Foedera, II, ii. 919.

3 E, Perroy, The Hundred Years' War, trans. W. B. Wells
(London, 1951), pp. 138-91.

. 4, Lanercost Chron., p. 283.

5. P.R.0., E.101/19/3, 13; E. 101/612/34; C.C.R., 1333-7,
pp. 715, 723; Parl. Writs , II. ii. 660. ,

6. C P Rcl 133""-8 po 271. C.C.Rn, 1333-7, pp. 54"‘, 572’
573, 593, 598, 006-7, 658, 693.

.~ 7¢ Eogey CeP.R., 1334-8, p. 240 (Southampton) C.C.R., 13337,
pp. 553 (Gloucester), 556. (Windsor), 591 (Portchester), 601
(Pevensey), 616 (Aberystwyth).
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supplies of arms were gathered in large quantities;1 and advice
on the defensive situation was sought in parliament.2 In
December, it was made clear that the measures were being taken
for the defence of the realm against the French, who, it was
feared, were planning to invade England on their ally's behalf.3
Such measures were not taken for naught: the Scots were particu-
larly active, raiding the Channeleslands, attacking shipping off
the Isle of Wight, and making the occasional landfall in England
itself.L+ But despite current rumours and fears, and despite
English statements that their defensive measures were taken with
the French threat in mind, it appears that prior to 1337 French
naval aggression was confined to quasi-piratical attacks on
English shipping at sea, and that the first authenticated French
attacks on the English coast did not occur until the early months
of 1338.

None the less, the danger of attack was ever present. If
1336 had witnessed much defensive activity, 1337 was to see even
greater involvement. In March, Bayonne was asked on two occasions
. to provide ships to aid the king against the Frénco-Scottish
f1eet.5 In May, Thomas de Ferrers, the keeper of the Channel

Islands, was ordered to array the inhabiténts for defence, since

1. C.P.R., 1334-8, pp. 256, 273, 274; C.C.R., 1333-7, pp. 586,
589, 599, 619, 622. f

2. CQC.R.’ 1333-7, p. 702.

%, Foedera, II. ii. 944, The combined Franco-Scottish menace
was very real. Edward III, requesting the officials of Bayonne to
supply him with ships, mentioned that a French fleet was lying off
the Norman coast, ready to come to the aid of the Scots (ibid., 946).

L, Ibid., 953.
5. Ibide, 962, 965.




Sark had been invaded by the Scots.1 The vulnerability of the
islands had been recognized during the closing months of 1336,

and throughout 1337 troops and victuals were sent in large quan-
tities from Southampton to swell the garrisons of the island.2

For the safety of the realm itself numerous precautions were
taken. In July, for instance, the Justices of North and South
Wales were ordered to see to their defences, since the danger from

3

the Scots and French was daily increasing,” a sentiment which had
already been expressed in the June yarliament, summoned to discuss
the defence of the realm against the Scots.4 Stockpiles of arms
in the Tower of London and elsewhere continued to grow, with
purchases of crossbows, armour, and bows and arfows being made,5
while concern for fortifications was reflected in grants of murage
to coastal towns such as Boston and in repairs to fortresseé such
as the royal castles in Hampshire,

With increased French involvement, 1338 witnessed an escala-
tion of the naval war. Not only did the threat of attacks increase,
but so did the number of actual attacks upon the coast. It is clear
that from the early 1330s the inhabitants of the coastal shires had
become accustomed to the burdens and to the possibility of attacks

upon them because of the naval war with the Scots, The entry of

the French into the naval war thus meant little change to such

1« C.P.R., 1334-8, p. U51; Foedera, II. ii. 969.

2. C.P.R., 1334.8, pp. 324, 337, L13, 536; C.C.R., 1333-7,
pp. 586, 712.

3, P.R.Oe, C. 76/49, m.20.

L, Foedera, II. ii., 979.

Se E.gey C.P.R., 1334-8, pp. 402, 425, 508, 523, 52k.
6. Ibid., bp. L14 (Boston), 429 (Hampshire castles).




peoplé. The only significant result of French involvement was
an increase in the incidence and severity of attacks, as reflected
in the events of 1338 and of the succeeding years up to 1340, each
of which told the same grim story. In March 1339, a force of
eleven galleys atfacked and burned Harwich.1 In May, a Norman
and Genoese fleet sailed with impunity along the south coast of
England, and although they merely threatened coastal places in
Hampshire and were daunted by the formidable defences of the Isle
of Wight, they nevertheless caused great damage at Plymouth and
Hastings. In the same period, minor damage was done in the Isle
of Thanet, at Dover and at Folkestone, while fishing vessels were
put to the torch in Devon and Cdrnwall.2 In July, an enemy fleet
of considerable proportions attacked thé ports of Rye and
Winchelsea.3
The year 1340 told a similar tale. Despite the failure of
the French invasion fleet at the battle of Sluys in June, raids
on the English coast were recommenced in August when French and
Castilian raiders, having been repelled by the defenders of the
Isle of Wight, sailed Qestwards and fell upon Teignmouth and
Plym;uth, wreaking much havoc at the former but being driven off

by the defenders at the latter.u

1. Baker, pe 63; Murimuth, p. 88.
. 2. Baker, ppe. 63-4; Knighton, ii. 9; Murimuth, pp. 88-9.

3 Knighton, ii. 9. Knighton set their numbers at thirty-two
galleys, twenty large ships, and fifteen small ships. A probably
exaggerated total, it does, however, suggest that the size of the
enemy fleet was indeed large.

4, Baker, p. 70. The Castilian galleys in this fleet had
been provided by Alphonso XI under the terms of the Franco-Castilian
treaty of February 1337 (G. Daumet, Etude sur 1'Alliance de la
France et de la Castille aux XIV® et XVeé Sidcles (Paris, 1098),
PDe 125'31).
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The immediate consequence of intensified enemy activity was
a corresponding increase in‘the level of defensive activity. The
major preoccupation was with defence on land, and with the mobili-
zation of local forces to counter any incursions. The fears
prevalent in 1337 had ensured that such defensive forces were on
the alert and mobilized,1 and royal instructions during the first
three months of 1338 ensured thaf the custody of maritime places
was maintained.2 None the less, despite the measures taken, the
French had proved that it was still possible to inflict grave
damage. Consequently, defensive measures were stepped up after
the first attacks in March 1338. On 25 March, keepers of the
maritime lands were appointed in each coastal county from Yorkéﬁire
to Gloucestershire 'ad custodienda et custodiri facienda omnes
portus et litora maris in quibus naves applicant vel applicare
poterunt, et omnem terram maritinam', while at the same time,
arrayers, who were to be intendant ﬁo the keepers, were also
appointéd, to array all fencible men in the event of an enemy

attack.3

In many cases, these appointments were supported by
royal writs commanding the intendance to the keepers of all
persons.u As the summer campaigning season progressed, further,
sterner measures were taken to counter the enemy threat. In July
and August, commissioners were appointed to specified groups of
counties to oversee the work of the arrayers within their county

5

groupings,” while at the same time joint commissions of the peace

Te E.g.’ P.ROO.’ C. 61/49, mme 9, 17, 20, 21, 24’ 26.

2. For instance, in February 1338, the abbot of Ramsey was
ordered to provide for the custody of rivers and arms of the sea
in the marshes of Ramsey, so that no other vessels entered there

(C.P.R., 1338-40, p. 69).
3. P.R.O., C. 61/50, m. 7.
4k, P.R.0., C. 61/50, m. 10.
5. C.P.Re, 1334-8, pp. 134, 141-2, 149.
8.




and of array were issued in maritime and inland shires.1 The
appointment of overseers to supervise the commissioners of array
was an extraordinarylstep not usually taken, agd the authorities
must have regarded the situation as unusually critical for them
to have undertaken such action.2 Steps were also taken to ensure
that the coastal areas were not denuded of fighting men or of the
victuals needéd to feed them, when purveyors of victuals and
arrayers for overseas ser#ice were instructed not to take either
from within twelve leagues of the sea.3 As a means of giving

the warning of attacks, the preparation of beacons was ordered
in writs of 15 August to the sheriffs of coastal shires, and in
November it was ordered that in churches situated within seven
leagues of the sea only one bell should ordinarily be rung, and
that the ringing of all bells would take place only in the event
of an enemy attack.4 Other steps included the strengthening of
fortifications: in June, the abbot of Battle received a licence

5

to crenellate hié abbey; in July, the mayor and bailiffs of
Lynn were appointed to the defence of their town;6 Bristol
castle received substantial suppliés’in August;7 while stringent
. measures were taken for fortifying Londor;.8 For the general

security of the realm, the custody of alien priories was taken

into the king's hands, those in the Isle of Wight being yielded

1. Ibid., pp. 135-9, 146, 148,
2. See pe 25 below.

3. Foedera, II. ii. 1025.

L, Ibid., 1055, 1066,

5. C.P.R., 1338-40, p.92.

6. Ibidey pe 110,

7. Ibid., p.118.

8. ‘Meﬁorials of London and London Life, ed. He T+ Riley
(London, 16638), ppe 202=3.
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up in July, while St.‘Michael's Mount was confiscated and, in
view of its strong defensible position, garrisoned in June.1

The extent of the defensive measures, coupled with constant
repetitions in royal writs of phraseg sﬁch as 'since the French
have a great fleet at sea and have attacked various towns and
places on the coast ... and they are now at sea in these parts!',
reflect the degree of concern in England. But despite such formi-
dable‘measures, the French proved that they were still able to
execute damaging raids upon the coast. The numerous attacks --
particularly the October attack upon Southampton, which provoked
a serious inquiry into the conduct of its defenders2 - caﬁsed a
feeling of great despair énd insecurity thch was reflected in
the complaints of the commons, voiced in the first parliament of
1339,3 and also in the increased number of defensive measures
during 1339 and 1340. Commissions of array for dei‘ence,l+ royal
orders prohibiting the evacuation of threatened coastal areas or
commands to individuals to return to their lands in those areas
became all too frequent.5 Impressment of ships and men for
defence at sea and of supplies for the defenders continued.

'

Since certain towns had been damaged, it was necessary to repair

1« Co.P.R., 1338-40, pp. 117 (Isle of Wight), 99 (St. Michael's
Mount) .

2. On 13 October, Richard, earl of Arundel and two justices of
the Common Bench were commissioned to investigate 'the disgraceful

neglect of duty' shown when the galleys appeared (C.P.R., 1338-40,
pp. 180-1).

3. Rote. Parl,, ii. 104, The commons complained that 'pur ceo
ge pur defaute d'une Navie sur mere ... la Navie de Fraunce ad fait
moult de maux par meer et terre.'

4., C.P.R., 1338-40, pp. 154, 355-6; C.P.R., 1340-3, pp. 12,
94; P.R.O., E. 403/307, mm. 7, 8, 11, 16, 18, 24, 25, 27.

50 Eog0’ PORODC’ c' 76/15’ Me 31; C°C‘R°! 1337-9’ posl"oo

6. . E.gey P.R.O., C. 76/15, mm. 10", 12, 31; C.P.R., 1340-3,
p. 20.

10.



them and to strengthen other towns lest they too suffered similar
fates. At Southampton, measures were quickly taken to repair and
strengthen the town.? At other places, concern varied: at
Winchester, for example, the crown took a direct interest and a
survey of the defences was made in October 1339 with a view to
implementing repairs;2 other towns such as Exeter received grants
of murage to finance their fortifications.3 Coastal castles such
as Carisbrooke and Pevensey were also strengthened,

The naval war of the 1330s was terminated in September 1340
by the conclusion of the truce of Espléchin, From the point of
view of coastal defence, the decade ~= and particularly the years
after 1338 -~ had been a grim period for the English. Despite an
English victory in set naval battle at Sluys, overall honours in
terms of material damage inflicted in the naval war went to the

French and their éllies.5 It is true that the English had -

reciprocated with attacks on French shipping at sea and with the

1. C.C.R., 1339-41, pp. 55, 57, 64, 82, 83, 101, 135, 185,
215. See also C., Platt, Medieval Southampton. The Port and
Trading Community, A.D. 1000-1600 (London, 1973), ppe. 113=-15.

20 C.P.R., 1338-1"'0’ p. 180.
3. C.P.R., 1340-3, p. 4k,
bk, C.,P.R., 1338-40, pp. 206 (Carisbrooke), 208 (Pevensey).

For a comparison of relative damage of raids carried out
in England by the French and in France by the English, cf. Platt,
Medieval Southampton, pp. 111-13 for archaeological and documen-
tary evidence of the destruction caused by the 1338 raid, and
M. L. Carolus-Barré, 'Benoit XII et la Mission Charitable de
Bertrand Carit dans les Pays Dévastés du Nord de la France',
Méla;ges .d!Archéologie et d'Histoire de 1'fLcole Francaise de
Rome, 1xii.(1950), 165-232, cited in Hewitt, The Organization of
War under Edward III, 1338-62 (Manchester, 1966) pp. 124-5, for
destruction in the Thiérache and Cambrésis in 1339,
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raid of 1337 on the Flemish island of Cadzand. It is also true
that in comparison with the ‘damage caused by Edward III's armies
in France during this period the successes of the French in the
naval war were negligible., None the less, in the strictly naval
affairs, the French had managed to inflict damage and- disruption
in England far in excess of the effort expended.

One must not, however, overlook the fact that there had
been great preparations in France for the naval raids upon
England and for the abortive invasion plans of 1338-40, Indeed,
even the Scots in the earlier part of the decade were involved
in extensive naval preparations, although, since they relied
heavily upon freebooters, few documentary records of their
preparations have survived.1 The years 1336-9, however, saw
much naval activity in the ports of northern France. 1In 1335,
the French Mediterranean fleet was transferred to ports in
Normandy, and during that year, and the early months of 1337,
these vessels, under the command of Hue Quiéret, were provisioﬁed

and fitted out.2 An impbrtant feature of the preparations was

1. For example, the Scottish Exchequer Rolls do contain a
few references to ships in this period, but make no mention of the
costs of equipping vessels for war with crews and supplies
(Rotuli Scaccarii Regnum Scotorum. The Exchequer Rolls of
Scotland, ed. J. Stuart et al. (23 vols., Edinburgh, 1878-1908),
i. 268, 2%9, 507, 530). Among the freebooters sailing under the
Scottish flag were John de Sancta Agatha, who plundered English
vessels in the Seine in 1335 (Foedera, II. ii. 912-13;

C.C.R., 1333-7, pp. 462, 484,7620; C.C.R., 1337-9, p. 53), and
the infamous John Crabbe (see E, W. M. Balfour-Melville, 'The Two
John Crabbes', Scottish History Review, xxxix (1960), 31-4;

H. S. Lucas,-'John Crabbe: Flemish Pirate, Merchant and
Adventurer', Speculum, xx (1945), 334-50),

2e B. N., MS.fr25996, passim. See also table 1.&ﬂw’pl5for a
select list of supplies issued by Thomas Fouques, the égrde du
Clos des Galées from 23 December 1336 onwards.

12.



the part played by the Clos des Galédes -- the naval arsenal

established at Rouen in 1293~4 by Philip IV -~ and its sec;ndary
establishments aé Harfleur and Leure.1 In October 1337, arrange-
ments were made to increase the effective fighting force of the
fleet by the hire of forty galleys from Genoa,2 while in 1338,

Castilian vessels may have been sent from the ports of northern

Spain to aid the French.3 Between 1337 and 1340 there was great

activity at the Clos des Galées, as record sources testify,lP and
substantial sums were raised for furthering the Qar at sea. Fof
instance, in 1337 the moneys raised by aids 'pour la garde de la
mer' levied in the bailliages of Rouen, Caen, and the Cotenfin
amounted to £1,553 4s. 81d. tournois, which were paid to Thomas

Fouques, the garde du Clos des Galées.5 A large number of

vessels were available for use against the English, particularly
with the projected French invasion plans of 1338 and 1340. From

mid-July 1338, for instance, there was a force of at least twenty

Te On the Clos des Galées see C. de Beaurepaire, 'Recherche
sur 1l'Ancien Clos desGaldes', Précis de 1l'Académie des Travaux,
Sciences, Belles-Lettres et Arts de Rouen (Rouen, 1863=4);

O. de Lafaye, Le Clos des Galées de Rouen (Rouen, 1377);

C. de Bréard, Le Compte du Clos des Galdes de Rouen au XIV® Silcle
(Rouen, 1893); A, Merlin-Chazelas, 'Quelques Notes sur le Clos
des Galées de Rouen', Bull, des Amis des Monuments Rouennais
(1958-70), 115-27. The principal general works on the period make
passing reference to the Clos des Galdes, €.8.,HsP.A. Terrier de
Loray, Jean de Vienne, Amiral de France, 1341-96 (Paris, 1877).
Leure is now a quarter of Le Havre. 1n the fourteenth century,
however, it was a more important port than either Harfleur or
Honfleur (Lafaye, op. cit., p.7).

2. A.N., MS, Marine B.6136 -- Galédres, 1337.

3. Daumet, Etude sur 1'Alliance de la France et de la
Castille, pp. 6-7. ,

L, See table 1, following p. 13.
5. B.N., MS. fr. 25996/143,
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TABLE 1 pe T

Select list of supplies of war issued by Thomas Fouques, garde au Clos de Galées,

to Frenoh vessels serving under Hue Quiéret and Nicolas Béhuchet, ‘December 1336 ~ February 1339

- 23. xii. 1336

9. iii. 1338

Guillaume de la
Lygne

Robert Brumen

'*Johan ou Daffroy

Bordeaux

Leure

*nef Seint Gerard' of Leure

*maistre de la barge que les

galiez dont Dinas Pelegrin

est capitaine!

*la cogque du roy acquls des
Anglois' 4

targes with the arms of France *, 4O bascinets,
10 crossbows, 2 cases of quarrels, 60 lances,
10 *beudies’ |

40 plates, 20 gambesons, 80 basoinets, L0
crossbows, 20 pavises, 60 pavises with the
arms of France *, 160 lences, 250 cases of

quarrels, 1 tgarct?, 2 cases of quarrels

l+0 plates, 40 basdinets, 50 shields and targes,
o0 crossbows, 20 baldrics, 20 cases of
quarrels, 12 lances, 17 derts

dorey!, the rest with cenvas), 50 bascinets
Ygarnla ds pavellons', 100 targes & pavises
(of which 60 ave new red shields with sa
inescutcheon ¢f the arms of Frence * ), 80 new
iron lances, 20 crossbows, 20 baldrics,

300 quarrels, 10 gazbesons

DATE MASTER SHIP .. SUPPLIES . REFERFACE
23, xii. 1335 Jehan Pascal ‘galiot Seint Miquiel' of 28 plates, 12 gambesons, 40 shields and BeNe, MS. fre.

25996/126

ibid.,

e

Note the provision of numerous shields bearing the French royal arms,
that armorial bearings were a means of individual identification, .
on en 1nescu‘cheo~1, it is possible that they may have been rcgarded as a badge rether than as errorial bearings.

Since, however, in many cases the arms wers

This appears an ihfringemsnt of the heraldio law

displaeyed
Hever

the less, it is significant thet the arms of the French monarch were now being used to identify the allegiance of tho

fleet ¢ France,

used (N.H. Nicolas, History of the Royal Navy, ii. 183).

On Inglish vessels, pavises 'bearlng an inescutchson of the royal arm3 within the Garter were somstimes

ibid., 25995/127

1bid., 25996/166 -

25996/166 -

v. 1338 ‘batel Seinte Marie la 15 gambesons, 10 basclnets, 8 .'chapiaux de
le Jane! Bariaunde® of Harfleur mait', 25 targes and pavises, 6 crossbows, 6
baldrics, 1 case of quarrels :
23. v. 1338 ‘Johan Eodess' of 'batel de Leure! 32 pairs of plates, '5? basoinets, 32 gorgets, ibid., 25995/165
: Leure 6 orossbows, 1 ccffer of quarrels, 6 baldries, ,
\ 36 toarges and shields, 36 lances ' _
. 28, v. 1338 Rogier Latoit ‘nef Seint George'! of Leure 25 gambesons, 11 basoinets, 5 'chapia\u: de 1bid., 25996/167
‘ ‘ Montauben?, 6 crossbows, 6 baldrics, 1 case of ‘ -
quarrels ' o '
+20, ix. 1338 J. Pastel 'batel Johan Riant de 10 plates, 8 basclnets, 10 targes & panses, ibid.‘, 25996/172
W Cauque’ 4 crossbows, 4 bald.rlcs ‘. :
20, ix. 1338 Johan Gahistre ‘batel de 1a nef Buiet de 10 plates, 8 bascinets, 4 crossbows, &4 ibid., 25996/173$
_ Castellgyn' - baldrics, 10 shields :
.20, 1. 1339 Johan 1'Alemant, (arms for the defence of the | 30 new plates from 'Cauenar', 12 plates from ibid., 25996/195.?
sergeant-at-ares Channel Xslands) Genoa, 32 bascineta all *gernl', 32 gorgets of - -
'coton', 50 pavises all 'garnis', 21 new red
shields with en inescutohbeon of the arms of
France *, 200 iron lences, 80 crossbows of 1
foot, 9 crossbows of 2 feet, 3 crossbovws . 'a
. tour® for the hand, 1 crossbow - 'a-
tour', 80 baldrics, 4 'hauchepies', h'tonrs'
for crossbows, 2 -springalds *garnis de ij
btraies cordes) 4 cases of quarrels feathered
with letten for springalds _ .
25, ii. 1339 Guillaume de 50 mew plates (5 of vwhich covered with 'soie inid., 25095/195 -

26, iv. 1337 | Gatlleume Brumen | (to be tsken to Leure) 400 plates, 150 bascinets, 400 shields and  [B.N., ES. n.acq.fr.-
’ targes, 200 crossbows, 200 'baudres®, 4 3652;., P. 2, 2O, 10
: ‘gairos', 4 cases of quarrels 'a gairoz! ‘ ’
28, iv. 1337 Guillsume Brumen ‘pour la garde ensuite de 200 plates 'desquelx ¥ en y a huit vingt quatre} ibid., J65L;, p.
‘ : ’ ladite ville® toutes recouvertes et reclcus de neuf?, 15 no. 11
_ bascinets, 200 shields end targes with the
erms of France *, 6 cases ¢f quarrels 'Ce J
. | pie’
|11, vi. 1337 | Guillaume du 'La galie appelle Rochefort® | 120 plates, 20 gambesons, 56 basoinets, 2 1bid., 3553, p. £,
P Moustier o helms, 200 *chsppeasux de Montauban des ermes no, 29 ’ E
de France' *, 10 crossbows, 10 baldrics, &0 -
white pavises : : . ‘ i A
 -'42. x. 1337 Jehan Montaigne 'prevost de cheste presente 100 panses, 100 iron lances, 2 cases of B.N., ¥S. fr.
" 4 armee de la mer® quarrels 25996/152 |
- 17. x. 1337 Robert le 'bateline Johan' 20 plates, 20 gambesona, 1 ocase of quarrels ibid., 25996/153 -
. Carpentier 'a garot! -



ships at sea under the command of Hue,Quié&'e;t,1 while from May
13#0, 200 vessels were being prepared for war in twenty=-five
ports along the coast of northern France.

From such involvement dividends were expected. Apart from’
the chroniclers' accounts of French naval activities, testimony
to the success of French squadrons at sea is poignantly made in
French official sources. The references to English vessels

3

captured and put into French service are numerous. More

strikiné reflections of success are the rewards of £100 tournois
paid in November 1338 to 'les ﬁremiers que entreroient la ville
de Hantoune',h while references to the provisioning and garrison=-
ing of the Channel Islands in 1339 are reminders of the fall of
the Islands in the previous year.5

In view of the extent of French naval preparations during
the 1330s, the measures taken in England for home defence were
more than justified., Although it appears that the French did
have the ability and resources to invade England dufing this
period, the fact that their attacks took the form of hit-and-run

{

raids, suggests'fhat their naval policy was one of diversion.

1. B.N., MS. fr. 25996/212-15. Not all the vessels were
used for offensives. Some were deployed 'a la deffense des
varties maritimes' and 'pour doubte des annemies ez partiez de
Bretagne' (ibid.,.247, 248, 250, 253-257, 259, 261).

e Se. Luce, 'Discours de Monsieur Siméon Luce', Bull. de
la Soce. des Antigs. de Normandie, xxii (1883-5), 3-41,

e B.N., MS. fr. 25996/196, 200,
L, B.N., MS. Clairambault, 825, p. 19, no. 49.
5. B.N., MS. fr. 25996/195, 217-218."
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When the truce of Espléchin expired in June 1341, the war
entered a new phase. The years up to 1360 were characterized by
English successes abroad and the eventual abasement of the realm
of France. 1In the naval war, this period from 1341 to 1360 was
marked by two characteristics: a decline in Scottish naval
activity and a sgbstantial decrease in the number of actual énemy
attacks upon the English coast.

From the early 1340s onwards, the Scots ceased to mount
coastal attacks to the extent which they had in the 1330s. Instead,
Scottish naval involvement took the form of individual attacks on
shipping and the occasional threat to the exposed north-eastern
coast. It would, however, be mistaken to claim that the Scots
entirely ceased naval offensives. In 1357, for instance, Scottish
vessels which had plundered English ships were captured at Great
Yarmouth;1 in 1378, John Philipot captured a Scottish captain,
John Mercer, who had been active off the coast near Scarborough;2
while in 1380, ships of Hull and Newcastle captured a number of
Scottish vessels which had raided the northern coast.3

But generally speaking, Scottish aggression after 1341 chiefly
took the form of land offensives across the border. The role of
naval attackers was filled by the French and Castilians. Thus a
specialization of roles developed. From a geographical point of
view, it made sense for the Scots to concentrate on attacks in the
north, while the harassment of the more southerly coasts could be
left to their continental allies who were better equipped for

naval war than they were themselves. Simultaneous attacks on both

1. Knighton, ii. 97-80
2, Chronicon Anglie, p. 198.

3, Walsingham, Hist.Ang., i. 435-6.
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extremities of the realm became definite strategy of the French‘
and Scots, as it had been in the late thirteenth century when
Thomas Turberville had advocated that French attack in the south
while the Séots and Welsh attack in their own regions.1 The
resulting pincer-movement formed by waging war on two fronts
stretched England's resources to the limit whenever it was
employed, and justified the fears of the 'Auld Alliance' expressed
by Edward IIT in 1332-3.2 It is certain that contemporaries
recognized this grand strategy: it was reflected in the poems of

3

Laurence Minot,” and more than one chronicler refers to it,
Walsingham, for instance, stating in 1385 that:

‘... dominus Johannes de Vienna ... pervenerit in Scotiam cum
magna multitudine navium et hominum bellatorum, ut ad partes
juncti Scotis totum regnum Angliae infestarent, et ut, dum ipsi
potentium regni ad illo partes attraherent, et detinent occupatum,
Rex Franciae cum suo navigio et ixercitu congregato, alias partes
regni licentius posset ingredi'.

There were many instances of the employment of this strategy
during the fourteenth century, often the presence of Scots raiders
in the north serving to relieve the pressure of English attacks in
France. In 1346, to cite the best-known example, Scottish penetra-

tion in the north was partly aimed at diverting the attention of

the English from Calais, and was carried out in direct response to

1. J. Go Edwards, 'The Treason of Thomas Turberville, 1295!',
Studies in Medieval History presented to Frederick Maurice Powicke,
ed. R. W, Hunt, We. A. Pantin and R. W. Southern (Oxford, 1948),
pp. 296-309. The course of the 1295 crisis is traced further in
Ze Ao Freeman, 'A Moat Defensive: the Coast Defense Scheme of
1295', Speculum (1967), 442-62. The idea of simultaneous
Franco-Scottish attacks on England had been mooted as early as the
reign of William the Lion of Scotland in the late 1160s (A. L. Poole,
From Domesday Book to Magna Carta, 1085-1216 (Oxford, 1955), p. 276).

2. P.R.0., C.47/28/5/223 C.47/30/2/14=-16.

3e Political Poems and Songs relating to English History from
the Accession of Edward 111 to the Reign of Henry VIII, ed. T. Wright
(2 vols., R.S., London, 1859-61), i. 83.

4, Walsingham, Hist. Ang., ii. 129.
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1 That it failed on this occasion was

a request of Philip VI.
due to the preparations for the defence of the northern ghires
which had been made in advance by Edward III.2 Throughout the
fourteenth century and later, no English king could afford to
neglect the northern 'back door' while he was campaigning abroad.
The second main feature of the period from 1341-60 was the
marked decline in the number of attacks upon the English coast.
In June 1340, the baétle of Sluys had resulted in a signal victory
for Edward III's fleet, and in the destruction or capture of many
enemy vessels.v The immediate danger of an invasion of England was
thus removed. Nevertheless, the English victory at Sluys did not
prevent further raids on the English coast: only two months after
the battle, Teignmouth, Portland, and parts of Dorset were
devastated by French and Castilian raiders.3 It cannot thus be
said that the battle of Sluys géve England command of the seas and
safety at home for the next twenty years, as some writers have
implied.br Nor can the diminution of enemy raids be attributed to

the efficiency and success of the English defensive machinery.

1  Hemingburgh, ii. 421-3; Knighton, ii. 41; and Murimuth,
P. 252 record that Philip VI loosely hinted at such a plan on
20 June, while his letter of 22 July stated more affirmatively
that 'Exoramus itaque vos et requirimus super dilectione et
alligantia habitis inter nos quatinus meliori modo et fortiori
quo valetis ipsi ac toti patriae suae Angliae inferedi', and further
assured David II that should Edward III return to England, the
French fleet, which was already prepared 'cum armatorum copia',
would give aid.

2. C.D.S., iii. 26k, nos. 1450, 1452; p.268,nos. 1468, 1472.

2, CeCeRay 1339-41, p. 743 Nonarum Inquisitiones in Curia
Scaccarii, ed. G. Vanderzee (R.C., London, 1807), p. 50; Baker,

po 700
4y E.gey We L. Clowes, The Royal Navy (5 vols., London, 1897),
i. 257-80

For the most valid interpretation of the significance of the
battle of Sluys, see C. F. Richmond, 'The War at Sea', The Hundred
Years' War, ed. K. A. Fowler (London, 1971), pp. 98-9.
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The resounding success of French squadrons in the Channel and on
the south coast between 1338 and 1340 told the reverse of that.

The explanation for the decline in enemy attacks is to be found

elsewhere -~ in the course of the war in general,

Much of the early 1340s was covered by periods of truce. The
decade began with a period of truce promulgated by the treaty of
Espléchin, which lasted, nominally at least, until June 1341,
Further truces punctuated this period, the longest =-- that of
Malestroit == from June 1343 to March 1346. Within the six years
from 1340 to 1346, a total of 43 months had been months of truce.
Moreover, when the war had been renewed in 1341-2, it had been
sparked off by events in Brittany, a theatre at first outside the
mainstream of the war, although the involvement of the two principal
belligerents in support of the rival Breton factions soon made it a
central issue. The struggle in Brittany neutralized an important
stretch of coastline from which the enemy had already mounted naval
expeditiops against England. Furthermore it gave the English points
of embarkation into the French mainland, and this helped to keep the
French occupied with the defence of their own realm. With troops
thus tied down for internal defence, it became more difficult for
the French to spare effort, money and manpower for naval raids with
the same degree of involvement as in the 1330s. Raids did csntinue
to some extent: the French attacked the unidentified Boure and
Blame in 1341,1~while Portsmouth was again burned and Southampton

threatened in the following year.2

1. Chronique des Quatre Premiers Valois, p. 13. The dating of
the attacks on these unidentified places is open to question., Since
Southampton is also mentioned, the attacks may possibly be ascribed
to 1338, or to 1342 when Southampton was again menaced.

2e Foedera, II. ii. 1210.
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At times it appeared that the French demonstrated an inability
to attack. In 1346 it had been agreed that the Scots would invade
northern England while the French would simultaneously attack the
south coast. Only the Scots were able to keep their part of the
bargain. The navél offensive against England which was discussed
in the Estates-General at Paris in November 1347 and scheduled for
the campaigning season of 1348 neﬁer, in fact, took place.1 By
the late 1340s fresh disasters had occurred in France, and,in
addition to the threat of English armiés,the Black Death and the
Free Companies took their toll.

The 1350s told the same tale, Although the battle of Les
Espagnols-sur-Mer, while by no means a defensive engagement, nor
important to the war as a whole, was fought in 1350, the French
naval threat did not take on significant proportions until 1360.
The events of the first half of the decade again tied the French
down to their internal defence, while long drawn-out peace negotia-
tions precluded any activity during the latter. It was only when
those negotiations broke down in 1359 that French attacks were
reneved,

If the number of actual attacks decreased after 1340, the
threat of attack and in consequence, the need for defence remained.
The crown had learned in the 1330s the bitter lesson that defence
was essential against an enemy who could use the sea to his best
advantage as a means of surprise. Consequently the central
authorities were at pains to ensure that provision was made for the
defence of the realm, particularly whenever the king was abroad with

his armye.

1e See Perroy, The Hundred Years' War, p. 121,
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During the 1340s and 1350s, enemy naval activity did not,
however, completely éease: French and Castilian squadrons were
often at sea and on two occasions, plans for the invasion of
England were put forward. Reports of spies and other sources
ensured that Edward 1II was aware of enemy naval activity, but
the crown could only speculate on the targets which might be
attacked. Thus, the most pessimistic action was often adopted

and the realm prepared for the worst just in case enemy attacks

should take place. The year 1341, for instance, saw a series of
measures for defence during the months of negotiation for an
extension of truce, and 'especially in the absence of the king,
who is about to go beyond the seas'. In February and Marcﬁ,royal
commissioners were appointed to ensure that the Statute of
Winchester and other peace-keeping legislation should be upheld1
and security arrangements were made to prevent the leakage of
information from the realm.2 By June twin sets of orders for
defence at sea and on land were issued: William de Clynton as
captain and admiral of the western fleet was instructed to assemble
and arm his vessels to take to sea to destroy Philip VI's 'magnam
flotam galearum', while the sheriffs of maritime shires were to
be intendent to the admirals and were to proclaim the array of
fencibles in their shires to counter enemy landings.3 Throughout
the year, also, preparations were made to strengthen towns: among
many to receive grants of murage were Hereford, Wells, York and

Newcastle,4 while the original grant of 1336 from the customs of

1. C.P.R., 1340-3, pp. 202, 206.
2. C.P.R., 1340-3, p. 203.
3, P.R.O., C. 76/16, m.20; Foedera, II. ii. 1165-6.

4., C.P.R., 1340-3, pp. 119 (Hereford, 10 years), 248 (Wells,
5 years), 255 (York, 7 years), 271 (Newcastle, 7 years).
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Southampton for the building of a stone barbican was extended for
a further five years.1

Other years told similar stories of defensive preparations.
In 1342 measures were taken for the defence of the Isle of Wight
and the maritime lands in Hampshire;2 in 1345 the defences of the
Isle of Thanet were attended to,3 and despite the complaints of
the lieutenant of the Justice of North Wales that the arraying of
troops for overseas service was denuding North Wales of defenders,
the local levies were quick to react against a squadron of
unidentified hostile vessels which appeared off the coast of
Caernarvon,

In the early 1350s defensive precautions were again taken.
1351 witnessed appointments of keepers of the maritime land in

5

many coastal shires” while numerous arrays were made in 1352 'pro

salvacione et defensione regni nostri anglie contra hostiles
inimicorum nostrorum aggressus', and the safety of the Isle of

Wight was especially attended to.6

1. C.P.R., 1340-3, pp. 136, 339. Although the crown was con-
cerned about the defences of Southampton, it appears that the
townsfolk themselves were not. On 6 July 1341, a commission of
Oyer and Terminer was issued to investigate the accounts of the
collection of 'barbicanage', which was being mostly converted to
the burgesses' own use (ibide, p. 311).

2. B.L.y, Cotton MS. Julius C. iv, fos. 10, 11,
3. Foedera, ITI. 1. 53.

L, P.R.0O., S.C.1/54/102; Calendar of Ancient Correspondence
concerning Wales, ed. J. G. Edwards (Cardiff, 1935), DPpPe 247=3.

Se C.C.R., 1349-5hL, p, 356; Foedera, III. i. 217.

6. P.R.0., C.76/30, m.8; S.C.2/40/102, 103; S.C.1/41/30;
S«Ce1/63/2313 C.C.R., 1349-54, pp. 239, 24k5; Foedera, III.
io 239'
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The recognized importance of defence was especially
significant during the years in which the English planned large
campaigns in France. If 1346-7 saw great activity in England in
connexion first with the Crécy campaign and then with its after-
math of the siege of Calais, they also witnessed great activity
in ensuring that England was defended.1 When Edward III's fleet
sailed in July 1346, measures for defence were undertaken: the
keepers of Southampton were ordered to look to the town's
defeﬁce;2 orders against evacuation from the maritime lands of
certain counties were issued,3 the defences of Great Yarmouth
were strengthened by the eréction of bretaches,l+ while ports
were closed on 8 July to prevent spies from leaving the realm
with intelligence.”

In August, after the king had departed, the keepers of the

maritime lands and constables of coastal fortresses were

instructed to look to the garde de la mer.6 The possibility of

a Franco-Castilian naval attack to relieve the pressure on Calais
in 1347 and again in 1348 was met with defensive measures.7 The

years 1355-6, which witnessed military preparations for the Black

1. On the preparations for the Crécy campaign, see Hewitt,
Organization of War under Edward III, passim,

2. P.R.O., C.76/23, m.16; Foedera, III. i. 86.
3, Foedera, III. i, 77-8, 87.

k. P.R.O., C.76/23, m.25 .

5. P.R.O., C.76/23, m.3"'.

6o P.R.O., C.76/23, ms19°.

7o E.g., Foedera, III. ii. 105-7,

‘ On the French intentions to attack England see Daumet,
ftude sur 1'Alliance de la France et de la Castille, pp. 17-18;
A. Coville, Les ktats de Normandie, p.60; Perroy, The Hundred
Years' War, p. 121.
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Prince's expedition, also witnessed numerous defensive measures,
including arrays for defence, the erection of beacons, and the
beaching of ships for safety.1

The securing of the homeland during time of foreign campaigns
suggests that the English had not only learned the lesson of the
1330s, but that they also recognized that retaliatory attacks
might be launched as a diversion, and that such attacks were a
positi#e part of French military policy. Whereas fof several
reasons the French had been unable to bring to fruition the
threatened attacks of the mid-1340s and -1350s, the protracted
period of truce and negotiations between 1357 and 1359 gave them
time to consolidate and prepare for attacks on the south coast
in 1360.2 It was thought in England at the time, that the French
aim was to rescue the captured King John and French nobles
imprisoned in England, and this fear was supported by the known

3

presence of horses aboard the vessels of the French fleet.

/

But

whether or not the raids had been planned as a rescue attempt, it
is certain that they were made partly in retaliation for the

ravages of Edward III's army which had been active in Artois and

1. P.R.O., C.76/34, mwm.9,9'; C.C.R., 1354-60, pp. 209, 214,
215+ On the preparations for the overseas expeditions of these
years, see Ho J. Hewitt, The Black Prince's Expedition of

1355-1357 (Manchester, 1958), passim.

2 On the background to the negotiations from the truce of
Bordeaux of March 1357 to the treaty of Brétigny in 1360, see
J. Le Patourel, 'The Treaty of Brétigny', T.R.Hist.S., 5th series,
x (1960), 19-39;- R. Delachenal Histoire de Charles V (5 vols.,
Paris, 1909-31), ii., On the invasion preparations see Bl.N.,
MS. fr. 26002/857‘9.

3, C.C.R., 1360-4, p. 107.
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Champagne since October 1359, and p;rfly as a diversion by
bringing physical pressure to bear upon the realm of the enemy
king.1

Throughout 1359 preparations for the great campaign were
very much in evidence, but defensive arrangements were not
neglected since the fears of a French counter-attack were great.
Even before the king's army departed, measures for the security
of the realm were undertaken. Fortresses such as Leeds, Windsor
and Marlborough and those of the Calais March were repaired and.
strengthened,2 while even fortresses in Ireland were put in states

3

of defence. Security measures were taken against spies,l+ and the
belief that the French intended an attgmpted rescue of the captive
King John prompted instructions in July 1359 for his removal from
Hertford castle to the more distantly situated Somerton castle in
Lincolnshire.5 On 13 October the safety of the realm was entrusted
in the king's absence to his son, Thomas of Woodstock, who was
appointed guardian of England.6

The measures for defence were increased after 28 October,
when Edward sailed for France. In November the arrayers in the
northern shires were possibly urged to take precautions for defence

7

against the Scots,’ but the greatest activity was seen in the steps

1. Contemporary chronicles deal very fully with Edward's
ill-fated campaign of 1359-60, e.g., Walsingham, Hist.Ang., i.
286-8; Knighton, ii. 105; Chronicon Anglie, pp. LO-3.

2. C.P.R., 1358-61, pp. 187 (Leeds); 303 (Marlborough);
276 (Windsor); 174, 266 (Calais).

3, CePoRey 1358-61, pp. 237, 247. The defence of Ireland also
featured prominently in 41360 (ibid., pe. 352; C.C.R., 1360-4, p.6).

Lk, C.P.R., 1358-61, p. 284,
Se CoP.R., 1358-61, p. 251.
6. C.P.Re, 1358-61, p. 272; Walsingham, Hist.Ang., i. 286,
7. C.P.R., 1358-61, p. 306.
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taken for the defence of the southern coasts. The extent of the
defensive measures was greater than at any other time since the
late 1330s, and 1359-60 may be truly regarded as the most active
period of national defence during the pre-Brétigny phase of the
Hundred Years' War. On 16 November 1359, a long series of
commissions of array were issued for the counties of Ehgland and
the lords of the great liberties of Lancaster, Wales and Chester,
Durham, and the Cinque Ports were instructed to appoinf arrayers
wifhin these liberties.1 On the same day a commission of array
was issued to the mayor .and sheriffs of London.2 The extent and
completenesé of these commissions indicate that the crown viewed
the threat of attack on this occasion as one of extreme gravity.
The appointment of overseers of the commissioners of array two
days later, an extraérdinary measure which had been made previously
only in times of acute national peril, and then on only one or two
occasions,3 further points to the fear in England. )
The provincial gatherings summoned in view of the emergency
in March 1360 to convene at meeting-points in the regions to vote
on the gfanting of a subsidy were also an unusual measure, and
one which reflects the extent of panic in England.l+ They granted

that a moiety of a tenth and a fifteenth be collected immediately

and that the second moiety should not be levied until the enemy's

intentions were known,

1. Ibid., p. 32k.
2. Ibid., p. 325.
3, Ibid., p. 324. See p. 9 above.

Lk, C.P.R., 1358-61, pp. 343-8, 40k-5, 414-15, On the subject
of the provincial meetings and the granting of this subsidy, sece
We. N. Bryant, 'The Financial Dealings of Edward III with the County
Communities, 1330-60', E.H.R., lxxxiii (1968), 768-70.
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Why should the French threat on this occasion have prompted
so great a reaction? \Certainly the English thought that the French
-intendéd to recapture John the Good: even sterner measures were
taken for his safe custody in March 1360, when arrangements were
made for his secret transfer from Somerton castle to Berkhamsted
castle.1 Probably the English also feared the possibility of
invasion, since defensive writs contain numeroué references to
the fact that the French were equipped with horses: repeated
concern with arraying the levies in February‘and early March,2
and with fhe provision of ships and troops for defence at sea,3
was based upon information that the enemy planned to invade.
Possibly the underlying factor was that the English, who, by
military force in France, were seeking to pressurize the French
into céding to them favourable terms, feared that the French
would be in a better position to bargain if they recapturedi
John the Good, or especially if they succeeded in occupying a

portion of England.#

1. C.P.R., 1358-61, p. 340; C.C.R.,1360-4, pp. 11, 100;
Foedera, 111, i. 470, 472, 475, Security arrangements for other
important French prisoners were also tightened up (C.C.R., 1360=l,
ppe 14=15). Removal of prisoners to places of safer custody in
times of danger was not unusual. In 1340, for instance, Scottish
hostages were moved from prisons on the south coast to Nottingham
castle (C.D.S., iii. 243, nos. 1336, 1339).

2. C.P.R., 1358-61, pp. 406, 411; C.C.R., 1360-4, pp. 96-8,
The commissions of 2 March ordered the levies of both maritime
and inland shires to go immediately to the coast for its defence,
while on the preceding 10 February, the crown had summoned two
knights and two burgesses from each shire and borough to discuss
the making of arrays (C.C.R., 1360-4, pp. 96-7).

3. C.P.R., 1358-61, pp. 302, 307, 349, 350, 351, 411, 413, 427,
452; Co.CuoRuy 1360-4, ppr. 10, 14, 16, 17, 25, 29, 99, 107, 109,

L, On the reasons for Edward III's undertaking the campaign
of 1359-60, see Le Patourel, op. cit., p.30.
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Although England had spent the winter months of 1359-60
under the cloud of threatened invasion, the first actual attack
did not occur until 15 March 1360 when the French descended on
Winchelsea and did great damage.1’ Despite previous fears, the
attackers withdrew after one day. None the less, the threat of
attack remained, and was now even more real. From mid-March an
escalation in defensive measures took place, and possibly the
greatest preoccupation with defence of the first phase of the
Hundred Years' War was witnessed on this occasion. Reaction was
immediate: on the same day as the attack, the royal council
alerted at Reading, ordered the mobilization of every ship and
large barge, including those on the Flemish coast, and vessels
thus impressed were to be sent, duly equipped with crews and
troops, to the rendezvous point at Sandwich.2 On land, provision
was made for the more adequate defence of the coastal shires:
arrays were ordered in Kent on 15 March,3 on the 26th the abbots
of Battle and Robertsbridge and others were appointed to take
charge of the defence of the rape of Hastings,4 while a similar
commission was issued to John de Sarham and others in the liberty
of Pevensey.5 F&rtifications were also put in order in many

places, among them the castles of Dover, Norwich, Bristol,

1. Chronicon Anglie, pp. 40-1; Knighton, ii. 109;
Walsingham, Hist. Ango, i. 287.

2. Foedera, III. i. 4763 C.C.R., 1360-4, pp. 9, 10, 15=18;
C.P.R., 1358-61, pp. 100, 350, 351, &1, ki3,

3., C.P.R., 1358-61, p. W16.
L, Ibid., p. 411.
5. Ibid., p. 414,

27. .



Marlborough, 0ld Sarum, Portchester, Rochester, and Winchester,
while the northern fortress of Berwick and castles in Yorkshire
were not neglected.1

Although truce negotiations began in April 1360, and the
defen;ive forces were allowed to stand down at the end of the
month, the crown still showed concern for defence. Repairs to
castles continued well into the end of the year, while in June
the bailiffs of Gloucester were ordered to repair their walls and
towns, 'the truce with France ... not withstanding ... because it
is advisable that the town should be well fortified in time of
peace as in war.'2 The crown was beginning to show an interest
in fortifications in the long term, an interest which heralded
the policy of construction and repairs at Queenborough and Hadleigh
in the 1360s, and at other coastal places such as Dover, Cooling
and Bodiam in the 1370s and 1380s. Evidently the raids of 1360
had shocked the government: for the first time, as the report

on the attack on Winchelsea put it, the French 'with their horses'

were 'riding over the country, slaying, burning, destroying'.3
Thus the threat of an invasion became a reality and the inadequacy
of the local levies, revealed by the attack in March, showed the

necessity for the adequate provision of additional fixed defences.

The French in 1360 had thus proved that the mere threat of

invasion could cause untold disruption in England. It is

1. Bristol: C.P.R., 1358-61, p. 472; Dover: ibid., pp. 419,
452; Marlborough and Old Sarum: C.C.R., 1360-4, pp. 9, 15-16, 34;
Norwich: C.P.R., 1358-61, pp. 419-20; Portchester; ibid., p. 14;
Rochester: 1ibid., pe 15; Winchester: ibide., pp. 1%, 15; Berwick:
C.P.R., 1358-61, p. 586; Yorkshire castles: ibid., p. 437.

2. CoC-R.' 1360-4, p. 43.
3, Ibide., pe 107. The italics are mine.
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iﬁpossible to assess the costs of the defensive arrangements of
1359-60 in terms of cash and manpower, but it is certain that
they were extremely heavy. Moreover, it is likely that the
fright of the invasion scare coupled with its burdens of protracted
defence and with the frustrations of Edward III's campaign of
1359-60, -- all of which contributed to English war-weariness == in
part explain the relatively generous terms upon which the English
were ready to agree at Brétigny.

Thus the first phase of the war with France had witnessed a
great deal of defensive activity. The period had opehed with
enemy attacks upon the coast, and had ended on the same grim note.
On both occasions, the raids had been both materially and psycho-
logically damaging to the English. On each occasion, fear, panic,
and dissatisfaction had resulted. The effects of the attacks of the
late 1330s had been amplified by the English uncertainty, in its
opening years, as to which course the war would take. To the
English, ringed on all sides by enemies and having yet to prove
themselves in a European war, the evidence of the successful French
raids, coupled with lack of military success on the continent before
1340, suggested that the war was going against them. The attacks
of 1360 -~ the first of any severity upon the coast for almost
twenty years -- came as a shock to the English, and, moreover,
came at a time when English military fortunes abroad were at their
lowest ebb since the 1330s,

Although the years between these two terminal periods had
witnessed few actual attacks, the prevailing need for defence
‘remained a burden. The period between 1336 and 1360 in fact saw a

marked increase in the number of 'total mobilizations' of the county
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levies for defensive duties.1 Concern with matters of defence
also resulted in experimentation in this period, and manifested
itself chiefly in frequent changes in the composition and
personnel of commissions of array, and in the important changes
in legislatian concerning the local levies in the 13405.2

Although the first phase of the war has been traditionally

seen as ending with the abasement of France, the French had

proved that they could wreak damage in England, albeit on a smaller

scale than the level of violence meted out by the English in
France., But although the French raids upon England caused damage
and raised an outcry, their real significance lay in their
long-term effects. Fears of further raids led to contingency
measures being taken against the possibility of attack: for over
twenty years men were frequently stood to arms in the coastal
shires, and concern for the defence of the realm was a constantly
recurring topic. The French had thus gained much for relatively
little effort. As the repeated references to the problems of
defence in the Rolls of Parliament and other sources show, the
burdens of prolonged defensive service during the first phase

of the war were not insignificant. For the defenders of England,
the sealing of a peace treaty with the French in 1360 must have

been a welcome respite from their onerous defensive dutiese.

1e See below, Chs, IV and VI.

2e See M. Powicke, Military Obligation in Medieval England.
A Study in Liberty and Duty (Oxford, 1962) pp. 184-210,
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CHAPTER TWO

THE YEARS OF FORMAL PEACE, 1360-9

The eight and a half years of peace between the sealing of
the treaty of Brétigny in 1360 and the rehewal of war in 1369
were years of respite from attack for the populace of‘the English
coastal shires. This period of peace alsc serves as a convenient
interlude between the two main fourteenth-century phases of the
Hundred Years' War, the one distinct from the other.

If the 1340s and 1350s had witnessed very few actual enemy
attacks upon the coasts of England, the fear of attack had, none
the less, always been present, and 1360 had briefly witnessed a
revival of the horrors of the late 1330s. With the conclusion of
the treaty of Brétigny, the fear of attack disappeared for a few
years at least.

Although a treaty had been sealed, peace was by no means
univeréal. Throughout the 1360s, the Hundred Years' War, in its
wider, European context, continued: English troops, in the guise
of freelances, still found a market for their talents as Free
Companions in France, in Normandy and Brittany, or with the forces
of the Black Prince in the Iberian peninsula. In many parts of
France, war remained a prominent part of daily life, but in England

the immediate dangers of war decreased. Nevertheless, even in
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England military activity did not completely cease. Troops and
supplies continued to be raised in the English shires for service
overseas, whether in garrisons in northern France, Aquitaine and
Ireland, or to join bodies of English troops fighting in various
far-off theatres of war. To convey them ships were needed. The
only difference between military mobilization in England during
this decade and mobilization in periods of open war was one of
scale, and of degree of urgency. Mobilization was also directed
towards overseas involvement, and few defensive levies were made
during the period of peace.1

One may, however, discern a certain amount of defensive
thinking in the persisting involvement overseas during this
decade. Continued intervention in Normandy and Brittany was
indirectly important to the defence of England. It was essential
to deny large stretches of coastline to the French and also to
have continental bases from which the French could be threatened
into preoccupation with the defence of their homeland in the
event of a renewal of war., Edward III had attempted to gain
continental footholds in the 1330s and 1340s by wooing allies,
first in Flanders, then in the Empire and in Brittany. In the
1370s and 1380s, a similar aim was pursued in the English 'barbican
policy' of maintaining fortresses on the periphery of French
territories. In the 1360s, upkeep of fortresses such as Cherbourg,
Saint-Sauveur-le-Vicomte and Calais foreshadowed the 'barbican

policy', while English involvement in the Iberian peninsula may

1. In June 1363, for example, Robert de Herle, the constable
of Dover castle and warden of the Cinque Ports, was ordered to
array men in the liberty of the Cinque Ports for defence, because
the king had heard rumours from overseas (C.C.R., 1360-4, p.536),
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partially have been undertaken with the intention of occupying
the enemy in a theatre of war far from the home front. This
idea of 'defence in offence' certainly became a concerted part
of English military policy by the following decade, as the ‘'way
of Flanders' vied with the 'way of Portugal', although it would
obviously be mistaken to regard all overseas offensives as
undertaken primarily with defence of the homeland in mind.1
Involvement in Iberia, both in this decade and also later was
influenced by an additional and more tangible prize to play for.
Her alliance with Castile from 1340 had brought France the deadly
asset of the services of the Castilian fleet. Both French and
English well knew the value of such a weapon. The English, from
the original outbreak of war, had attempted to secure the
services of this fleet, or to find another source of galleys to
counter it. In 1335, Edward III had unsuccessfully solicited
Alphonso XI of Castile for a naval alliance,2 while the later
alliance of 1383 with Portugal had brought with it the immediate
bonus of a squadron of Portugese galleys.3 The involvement of
the Black Prince in Spain in the 1360s and that of John of Gaunt
in the 1380s was probably partly motivated by the desire to gain
the use of the Castilian galleys, or at least to deny their
services to England's enemies.

In England herself, the fear of attack, and, correspondingly,

the immediate need for defence, declined during the 1360s. In

1. See Ch. XII.

2e Daumet, ftude sur 1'Alliance de la France et de la
Castille, pe . ]

3 P. E. Russell, English Intervention in Spain and Portugal
in the Time of Edward III and Richard II (Oxford, 1955), pp. 376,
E15"16, 527-8.
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consequence, no royal defensive writs appointing local officials
for defence or writs containing general defensive instructions
were issued prior to 1369, when the possibility of renewal of
war made Englishmen's thoughts turn once more to defence. Such
a trend is understandable since the 1360s, for the most part,
witnessed no major defensive crises, and since the appointments
of defensive officials were usually temporary ones, made only in
times of emergency.

Despite the lack of instructions from the crown in matters

of defence, the principle of the garde de la mer was not

forgotten, and the posse comitatus of the coastal shires was

ready for active service should need be. The sole recorded

enemy attack during the period of peace shows that, even without
prior warning from the central authorities, the defensive forces
were on the alert. If John of Reading's chronicle is to be
believed, in 1366 a small Danish fleet, probably blown off course

by a storm in the North Sea, attacked the coast of East Anglia.1

1. Chronica Johannis de Reading et Anonymi Cantuariensis,
1346-67, eds Jo Tait (Manchester, 191L4), p. 171. Although this
was probably only a small fleet which made an accidental landfall -
if indeed the incident, which is not documented elsewhere, took
place - there would certainly have been cause for alarm. There had
been a tradition of enmity with the Danes (and also with the
kingdom of Norway) from the thirteenth century, and this tradition
lingered into the fourteenth century. 1In 1367, the Scots made an
offensive alliance with Denmark and Norway, 'insulanos sibi in
depopulationem Anglorum confoederabunt ... insuper Angliam
spoliare' (ibid., p. 181). 1In 1363, Valdemar III of Denmark had
offered to invade England with 12,000 men in return for 600,000
florins from John II of France (ibid., p. 337; Regesta Diplomatica
Historiae Danicae (Copenhagen, 1889, Series 2, I. i. 321, no. 2341),
an offer which was made again in 13€9, although nothing came of it
(R. Delachenal, Histoire de Charles V (5 vols., Paris, 1909-31), ii.
95-6, 102.

By the fourteenth century, the ships of the Danes were not the

jrresistible weapons which they had been during the Viking age,
having now been made obsolete by the more efficient cog (K. Gjerset,
History of the Norwepian People (2 vols., New York, 1932) ii. 11-12).
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That they were speedily repelled by the local levies indicates
that the local defensive forces had not fallen into abeyance, and
the speed with which the attack was countered suggests that, even
in peace-~time, watches were kept along the coast to give advance
warning. The incident also shows that the local levies could be
mobilized for service without prior warning or orders from the

central government. In such instances, the forces were probably

mobilized by those local officials, the constables of hundreds and

vills, whose initiative stemmed not from the central government,
but from their own localities.1 The links of the constables with
the local levies were constant, as a result of their unceasing

involvement in police duties.2 The posse comitatus, by statute

and by usage, was liable for service both in a peace-keeping role
and in a defensive role. Because the fencibles of a county were
always liable to be called upbn to help keep the peace, their
permanent organization as a peace-keeping force meant that they
could rapidly be alerted for the needs of defence. If the threat
of external attack diminished during the 1360s, the crime rate

3

remained high, Thus the posse technically remained active in
matters of the defence of the realm from within. Indeed, it is
clear that contemporaries viewed both the maintenance of civil

order and the guarding of frontiers as 'defence of the realm'.

1. See below,pp. 132=40.

2e For the opposite of this point of view see M. McKisack,
The Fourteenth Century, 1307-99 (Oxford, 1966), p. 203.

3 On fourteenth-century crime in general, see McKisack,
The Fourteenth Century, pp. 200-53; Hewitt, The Organization of
War under Edward 111, pp. 29-31. On the activities of criminals
at a slightly earlier date, see E. L. G. Stones, 'The Folvilles
of Ashby-Folville in Leicestershire, and their Associates in
Crime, 1326-47', T.R.Hist.S., 5th series, vii (1957), 117-36,
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If attacks upon England herself were rare during the 1360s,
there were certain Englishmen upon whbm the crown continued to
place burdens of defence. As the obligations of defensive
service had been taken by the English into Wales, s0 were they
extended to Ireland. In the same way as persons with lands on
the coast or on the Scottish border could be ordered to go there
and remain in defence, so might persons with lands in Ireland be
directed to look to the defence of those lands. The troubles of
the 1360s in Ireland made defensive measures there necessary.
Thus, in 13%61, the growing native threat to the English settle-
ments in Ireland gave rise to royal writs ordering all Englishmen
with lands in Ireland to go there in person for their defence.1

In England, security measures, more common in time of war,
were still sometimes implemented. In April 1361, for instance,
the ports were closed to travellers and exports were prohibited,
although the reasons behind such measures on this occasion were
mainly economic ones.2 Regulations concerning the local levies
were not overlooked. A most important innovation of the decade
was the introduction, in 1363, for the first time, of compulsory
archery practice on feast days and Sundays, and a ban on idle games
such as football. Thus, the provisions of the Statute of
Winchester relating to the keeping of arms were amplified by

the crown's ensuring that persons required to keep certain arms

1« C.C.R., 1360-k, pp. 253, 278. See also Foedera, III.
ii, 848.

2. C.C.R., 1360-L, p. 264,
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knew how to use them.1 It is also ensured that the continuing
peace did not result in a decline in the standards and numbers
of archers in England.

The most easily traceable measures linked with defence made
during this decade were in the sphere of fortifications. 1t is,
however, dangerous to generalize on the realm as a whole in this
matter. The medieval tendency to neglect fortifications and
military institutions in time of peace was much in evidence in
certain areas. At Canterbury in 1363, for instance, it was
reported that the walls were falling down and the ditches were
obstructed, while an inguiry of 1369 into the states of castle
Cornet and Gorey castle in the Channel Islands reported them as
being in a very dilapidated condition.2 On the other hand,
extensions to existing fortifications were carried out throughout
the decade. In many sites along the coast, works were executed.
In some instances, these merely involved the upkeep of domestic
buildings, but in many others, the works were carried out on the
fortifications themselves. At Scarborough castle and Dover castle

and town the fortifications were strengthened,3 while even

1. Foedera, III. ii. 704; C.C.R., 1360-k4, pp. 534-5. As
well as making archery practice Compulsory, it provided imprison-
ment as a punishment for all who indulged in idle games such as
football, handball, quoits, cock-fighting, and other worthless
pastimes, In France, similar measures were introduced at a
slightly later date. An ordonnance of 1369 compelled all subjects
of the French king to 'exercer et habiler en fait de trait d'arc
ou d'arbalestes' for 'la deffense de nostre dit royaume', and
banned such worthless games as 'dice', 'tables', 'palmes’,
‘quiller', 'palet', 'soules', and 'billes'. The penalty for
contravention was 40s. parisis (Ordonnances des Rois de France de
la troisidme Race, eds D. Secousse et al. (22 volSeyParis,

1723-1849), v. 172; B.N., MS. fr. 26009/972).

2. C.P.R., 1361-4, p. 373 (Canterbury); C.P.R., 1367-70,
p. 263 (Castle Cornet and Gorey).

3. P.R.0.y E. 101/27/12, C.C.R., 1360-b, p. bsk (Scarborough);
P.R.O., E. 101/462/19-22, C.P.R., 1358-b61, pp. 343, b52.3, = 1480,
C.P.R., 1361=k4, pp. 251, 405, C.P.R., 1364-7, p. 320, C.C.R.
T3C0-k, pp. 63, 237, C.I.M., iii. 159, no. 432 (Dover),
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ecclesiastical sites near the coast were fortified, the abbot

of Quarr, for instance, receiving licence to crenellate his

abbey against invaders in 1365.1 The most striking of all
activity in fortifications was carried out by the crown, and

was undeniably undertaken with considerations of national security
in mind. At Queenborough, in the Isle of Sheppey, works were in
progress from 1361 on a completely new castle, well designed for
use with artillery, and guarding the inshore approaches along

the south bank of the Thames.2 At Hadleigh, on the northern side
of the estuary, substantial extensions to the original castle of
Hubert de Burgh were undertaken from 1361-2 onwards.3 At the
other places such as Rochester, Edward III also had works in
hand.4 The geographical siting of the major works of the decade
were, significantly, in the region of the Thames estuary, guarding
the épproaches to London from the penetration of an enemy fleet
along the Thames.

Although England had benefitted from almost nine years of
peace between 1360 and 1369, the question of home defence was thus
not completely neglected. Although few attacks occurred, the
defensive forces showed that they were still prepared to act if

danger threatened. The central government's interest and lead

1. P.R.O., E. 362/9260, cited in S. F. Hockey, The Abbe
of Quarr and its Lands, 1132-1631 (Leicester, 1970), p. 176.

2. R. A. Brown, H. M. Colvin and A. J. Taylor, The History
of the King's Works (2 vols. + case of plans, London, 1963),
ii. 793-804. See below, pp. 247-8.

3, H.K.W., ii. 659-66.
L, E.g.y P.R.O., E.101/479, mm. 3, 5.

38,



in the construction of fortifications and the regulating of
military training showed that the crown continued to recognize

the security of the realm as essential. Understandably, the
incidence of defensive activity between 1360 and 1369 did not
match the levels of involvement during the first phase of open
war between England and France from 1337 to 1360. But it is
apparent that insecurity never really disappeared in England.
Insecurity was fostered by crime and decay in c¢ivil order, which
themselves méde necessary steps for internal éecurity; in
Ireland, the threat to English settlements, growing apace since
the Gaelic revival of the 1330s, raised defensive problems, the
burdens of which were felt by many lords in England who also
possessed Irish lands; in Wales, famines, plagues, and discontent
with English rule had, in many areas, given rise to dissent, which
became increasingly prevalent during the 1350s and 1360s, and which
was to manifest itself in sympathy with the French in the 1370s
and 1ater.1 All served to preserve a certain amount of defensive
thinking in men's minds, and when the road towards a renewal of
war became more apparent in late 1368 and during 1369,.it was but
a simple task to place the defensive machinery on a fully

operational war footing to combat the enemy.

1. See below, ppe. 57-60,
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. CHAPTER THREE

THE SECOND PHASE OF THE WAR, 1369-89

When hostilities between England and France were resumed
in Janﬁary 1369, the war entered a new phase. After 1369, the
English were to gain very little tangible success abroad, while,
on the home front, the extent of enemy naval attacks increased,
If the first period of war had witnessed limited material damage
by French raiders, chiefly in the years 1338-40 and in 1360,
practically éach year of war after 1369 was marked by some
spoliation of coastal towns and shipping, accompanied by a
resultant fear among the English people and panic within govern-
ment circles. Renewal of war brought with it a France rejuvenated
and eager to capitalize upon England's military weaknesses.

The early years of the reign of Charles V, who had succeeded

John II in 1364, had witnessed far-reaching reorganization in

France. A series of military ordonnances promulgated by

Charles V in the 1360s and in the early 1370s ~= chiefly pertaining
to musters, the supply of archers, and military training =-
increased the French military potential, while developments in

fortifications helped to make France a tougher nut for an invader
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1 .
to cracke. As important,’if not more so, were the fiscal reforms

which had taken place during the 1360s. The pabelle, aide, and

taille granted by the Estates of Amiens in 1363 developed into a’
permanent source of revenue throughout Charles V's reign, and

ensured that for the first time regular funds were available to

finance French military and naval effort.

These improvements in military and financial organization
gave the French king the troops and resources with which to
counter the inroads of the enemy within his own realm. Develop-
ments in the naval sphere enabled him to take the offensive and
to carry the war to England. The military reforms of the 1360s

and 1370s were parallelled by naval reforms in the early 13705.3

1. Ordonnances des Rois de France de la Troisi®me Race,
ed. D. Secousse, v. 168 (fortifications), 172 (archery practice),
657-8 (musters). See also P. Contamine, Guerre, ftat et Société
3 la Fin du Moyen Age (Paris/The Hague, 1972), pp. 4-11.

2. For a fuller discussion of these developments, see
Delachenal, Histoire de Charles V, iv., 226-33; J. J. N. Palmer,
England, France and Christendom, 1377-99 (London, 1972),
ppe 3-4; J. B. Henneman, Royal Taxation in Fourteenth-Century
France. The Development of War Financing, 1322-56 (brincetown,

1971).

3. Principal among these were the ordonnance of 13 January
1374, which reorganized the Clos des Galées (de Lafaye,
Le Clos des Galées, pp. 22-4%; B. N., MS, Clairambault 825,
pe 21, no. 52), the regulation of rights of prize of 1373 (A.N.,
Marine A.1, I, fos. 18-22. This ordonnance of 7 December 1373
was ratified by Charles VI in 1400. The reference refers to the
ratification) , and the edict of 1379 defining the rights of the
Admiralty and the jurisdiction of the admiral (A.N., Marine A,3,
I, p. 11). No less important was the ordonnance of 3 September
1376 governing the cutting of trees in the Norman forests of
Roumare and Rouvray for delivery to the Clos des Gal des for ship-
building (A.N., Marine A.?, I, p. 11; B.N., n.acq.fr., 1753,
p. 50; Ordonnances des Rois de France, vi. 218-22), It has been
noted that Charles V himself personally inspected the fellings on
occasion with the Genoese admiral Renier Grimaldi (C. E. de
Fréville de Lorme, Mémoire sur le Commerce Maritime de Rouen
(2 vols.,Rouen/Paris, 1657), ii. 263).
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But already by the late 1360s there was much preparatory activity

in the ports of Normandy, and particularly in the Clos des Gal ées

at Rouen.1 Most significant of all, however, was the alliance of
France and Castile, which, perpetuated by the treaty of 1371,
ensured that the French would have the continual services of
Castilian galleys.2 These proved an invaluable arm of offenge

to the French during this second phase of the war. In 1371,
Henry of Trastamara sent a fleet of ten ships and thirteen barges
under the command of Cabeza de Vaca and Ruy Diaz de RojasB; in
1372, in addition to the Castilian fleet victorious at La Rochelle,
forty ships, eight galleys and thirteen barges were despatched
from Castile to serve with Owen of Wales;4 in 1373 fifteen
galleys under the command of Ferrando Sanchez de Tovar were sent

5

to France.

1. E.g., B.N., MS. fr. 26009/834, 839, 890, 895, 923, 924,
934, 955, 1029. See also 0. Lafaye, Le Clos des Galées de Rouen
(Rouen, 1877), pp. 6-7, 9=11.

2. Daumet, Ftude sur 1'Allisnce de la France et ae la
Castille, pp. 16%=8, pPej.Xxxi. Although the treaty guaranteed
continuing Castilian support, Castilian galleys were not the only
auxiliaries of the French fleet, as some writers have suggested.
Genoese galleys,which had played such an important role in the
French naval effort of the 1330s, continued in the French service
in the 1370s, although by this time Castilian vessels were indeed
more important. For instance, in May 1372 a squadron of eight
Genoese galleys was at sea under the command of Renier Grimaldi

(H.P.A. Terrier de Loray, Jean de Vienne, Amiral de France, 1341-96
(Paris, 1877), pp. xi=xii, p.je xvi).

3. Daumet, ﬁtude sur 1'Alliance de la France et de la
Castille, 1p. 35.

L, TIbid., pp. 35-6.
5. Ibid.’ P 38.
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Furthermore, the French themselves began to undertake a
programme of shipbuilding from the early 1370s, the principal

depot, of construction being at the Clos des Galdes from 1374

onwards.1

These developments in France made it evident that the renewal

of war would be accompanied by a change in the patterns of
hostilities.2 As relations between England and France began to
worsen from 1368, tentative preparations for attack and defence
were undertaken by the French and English. In the Calaié March -
as a frontier zone always vulnerable and important as a first line
of defence for England herself - defensive preparations were in
evidence during the closing months of 1368.3 Although open war
was not formally precipitated until the pronouncement of the
in Nosembar 1369

confiscation of Aquitainﬁé preparations for the defence of England

had been undertaken since the early months of 1369. In March, the

custodes vacis in the shires and the mayor, sheriffs and aldermen

1. See A, Merlin-Chazelas, 'Quelques Notes sur le Clos des
Galées de Rouen', Bulletin des Amis des Monuments Rouennais
(1958-70), 121. Evidence suggests, however, that even before this
date some building was taking place at the clos, or at least that
repairs and fitting out of ships amounted, in many cases, to major
overhauls. See, for example, the expenses of works on three
barges in July 1370 (B.N., MS. fr., 26009/934), and also the wages
of workmen ‘qu1 font a present certaine quantite de barges au clos
des galees' in February 13%69 (ibid., 839). ’

2e This was certainly recognized in England by 1371, as is
revealed by the statement in parliament that the French were now
stronger than ever before (Rot., Parl.,ii. 303).

3. Eege, P.R.0., C.76/52, mm. 20, 25; E.364/2, m.12";
E.364/6, m.36"; B.L., Add. MS. 24511, fos. 53-7. The defensive
preparations were doubtless partly aimed at countering enemy
military activity within the French-held fortresses which ringed
the perimeter of the Calais March. See J. R. Alban, 'Une Révolte
des Prisonniers de Guerre Anglais & Saint-Omer au XIV® Sidcle',
Bulletin de la Soc. Académique des Antiquaires de la Morlnle,
xxii (197L4), 100-7.
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in London were ordered to array all fencibles between sixteen and
sixty years of age, to organize them into thousands, centaines
and vintaines, and to hold them in array to be ready by Whitsun
at the 1ates£ 'to march for the defence of the realm so often as
danger shall threaten by the inroads of the king's enemies'.1

In July, even more stringent commissions of array were issued,
following French attacks on Aquitaine, and it was féared that
England would be the next target, since it was well known that
the French had been preparing a fleet.2 The clergy were also to
be arrayed in accordance with an agreement to that effect reached
in the Westminster parliament held on the octave of Trinity, a
parliament in which much of the business was devoted to the
renewal of the war.3 May and June saw the issue of writs ‘
prohibiting withdrawals from the coastal areas, the inhabitants
of Southémpton and Winchester being especially enjoined not to
quit their towns or to remove their goods from them.L+ Fortifi-
cations merited particular concern, many castles and towns lying

near the coast being fortified and strengthened. In June, for

instance, oaks were delivered to Southampton for the defences

1. C.C.R., 1369-74, p. 18. Similar instructions were sent
to the bishop of Durham, the constable of Dover castle and the
warden of the Cinque Ports, and to the mayors and bailiffs of
Southampton and Winchester.

2. C.C.R., 1369-74%, pp. 36-7. On the French naval prepara-
tions see B.N., MS. fr. 26009/813, 814, 815, 816, 818, 83h;
Arch. Dép., Seine-Maritime, Registre du Tabellionnage de Rouen,
1369-73, fos. 1V, 31V; Fonds Danquin, v, liasse 3, pildce 17.

3. CCC.RI, 1369-7"", p. 38; Rot. Pa.rlo’ ii. 302.

L, C.C.R., 1369-74, pp. 20, 29.
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of the castle1, works wefe carried Sut at the castles of
éloucester, Carisbrooke, and Portchesterz, while at Rochester
an inquiry into the state of the defences was held.3 In parlia-
ment in May, the commons, showing a concern for fortifications
rarely expressed hitherto, pleaded for the strengthening of all
strongholds on the coast and on the Scottish border, and
recommended that chains, pales, 'et autres instrumentz' be
placed on arms of the sea and at'river mouths to prevent the
penetration of enemy vessels.h Such outcries were to become a
permanent feature of the parliaments of the 1370s and 1330s.

The defensive measures of 136§, repeated in 1370 and succeed-
ing years, were not taken for naught. The intensified prépara-.
tions in French ports of fleets under leaders such as Jean de
Vienne, Owen of Wales and Don Ruy Diaz de Rojas were evidently
well reported back to the English crown by ité agenfs.5 And the
threat embodied in such preparations soon became a reality with
attacks on English shipping and with raids up;n the coast.
Portsmouth was attacked in 1369, Gosport.in 1370, while the coast

of East Anglia was menaced in 1371.6 In 1372 the island of

1. Ivid., p. 26.

2. C.P.R., 1367-9, p. 205 (Carisbrooke); C.C.R., 1369-74,
p. 43 (Gloucester); P.R.0., E.101/479/19, 20 (Portchester).

3. C.T.M., 1348-77, pp. 281-2, no. 743,

L, Rot. Parl., ii. 300, 301. This request was extended in
1371 to a plea that the king's subjects be permitted to erect
fortifications at will 'en salvation et en defense de son Roialme'
(ibid., 307). '

5e Such preparations are well documented. See, for example,
B.N., MS. fr., 26009/813, 814, 815, 818, 834, 839, 885, 890, 901,

etce.

6. Foedera, III. i. 868, 9253 W. L. Clowes, The Roval Navy,
A History from the earliest Times to the Present (5 vols., London,

1897), ia 200
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Guernsey was attacked by a large force led by Owen of Wales.1

In such a situation the English government was only able to
order that the usual defensive measures be implemented, while
naval resources proved impotent against the Frénch menace,
Indeed, within the defensive measures taken between 1369 and
1372, and later in the 1370s, the traces of a growing panic

may be discerned. Moreover, if the attacks of 1369 to 1372
created a grave state of affairs, the effective‘intervention

of the Castilian fleet in 1372 worsened the situation, so much
so that in the years before the truce of Bruges in March 1375,
enemy fleets proyed that they could coast along the Channei with
impunify. The result of this was widespread despondency in
England, a feeling intensified by lack of tangible English
military success abroad and by the defeat of the earl éf
Pembroke's fleet at La Rochelle in 1372 which, to many, emphasised
English naval inefficiency.

That naval decline was seen as the cause of the troubles is
reflected in the telling number of COmpiaints over the state of
the navy in the parliaments of this period. 1In 1371, the evils
of over-long arrest of vessels and crews were instanced as
responsible for naval decline, a sentiment repgated in 1372 and
in 1373.2 Although on each occasion the crown met such pleas with

vague promises to rectify any such defects, little was actually

T The attack is also recorded in a contemporary Guernsey
poem entitled 'La Descente des Aragousais' (Greffe, Guernsey,
Greffe Collection No. 125). See also 'Yvon de Galles, ou la
Descente des Aragousais: ELpisode de 1'Histoire de Guernesey en
1372', ibid., Greffe Collection, No. 94; T, W. M. de Guérin,
'Some Important Events in Guernsey History', La Soc. Guernesiaise
(St. Peter Port, 1909), 112-18,

2. ROt. Parl., ii‘ 306-7, 311’ 319-20‘
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done, and complaints concerning naval af%airs remained an
almost permanent feature of successive parliaments into the
following decade. Admittedly such complaints had a grain of
substanée in them, but it is clear that the real reason for
English naval setbacks lay not so much in the fact that there
had been a decline in English naval power, but in the increased
efficiency and professionalism of the French naval forces,
reinforced by the galleys of Castile.1 This increased French
kefficiency was reflected in the pattern of attacks during the
1370s, which were on a far wider scale than hitherto.

Despite repeated complaints over the navy and about damage
done by Franco-Castilian vessels, the crown did little beyond
putting into action the machinery of'defence, This ultimately
caused an unwelcome chain-réaction as the burdens of defence --
particularly onerous over a protracted period -- generated further
discontent., In parliament in 1372, the crown was asked to reduce

the numbers of men keeping the burdensome petti-wacche in the

maritime counties, and a note of despair was added in the state-
ment that the watchers, in any case, could not keep the country
from the enemy's coming.

One needs, howeﬁer, to look at the course of the war as a
whole to truly appreciate the reasons underlying such discontent

in England. The level of English military involvement in France

1. For a comparison of English and French naval resources at
this period, see C. F. Richmond, 'The War at Sea', The Hundred
Years War, ed. K. A. Fowler (London, 1971), pp. 104-5.

2. Rot. Parl., ii. 31k.
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during the 1370s was far more intensive than at any time
previously.1 Despite the probability that material damage“
inflicted in France reached far higher levels than hitherto,
French Fabian tactics denied the English the opportunity for
victory in set battle. This lack of a signal victory had a
significant effect upon contemporary Englishmen, Expeditions
were costly, and the continual attempts of the crown to raise
large sums for the war effort in the successive parliaments of
the 1370s and 1380s were not well received, as the commons'
measures to check on expenditure in the later 1370s testify.
Even in the golden days of the 1340s and 1350s, moneys for the
war had been granted grudgingly by the commons; the lack of
‘victories' meant that Englishmen saw expenditure with no return,
Worse than that, they were payihg moneys to a c¢rown which could
no longer guarantee them protection at home, a fact underlined
by the grim evidence of attacks on the coasts stretghing from
Wales to the eastern seaboard.

The one and a half year truce of Bruges from 1375 brouggg‘
with it some respite, but renewal of the war in 1377 was followed
by four years of increased gloom in England. The period of truce
~had given the French and Castilians an opportunity to increase

. 2
their naval power . By early 1377 they were thus prepared to

1a For a fuller discussion of this viewpoint see Palmer,
Enpland, France and Christendom, pp. 5~6.

2. Chronique des R&pnes de Jean II et Charles V, ed.
R. Delachenal (4 vols., S.H.F., Paris, 1916-20), ii. 180;
A.F. O'D. Alexander, 'England and the French War, 1377', (London
Ph.D., 1934), pp. 29-30.
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embark upon the most devastating campaigning season yet against
an England numbed by the déath of the Black Prince, disarrayed
by affairs at home and by the loss of territories in Franée,
and already softened up by the raids of the early 137033

As the truce of Bruges, scheduled to end in either April
or June 1377,1 drew to a close, plans were made for the defence
of England. From January 1377, when parliament was éuﬁmoned to
discuss the defence of the realm,2 certain defensive measures
were taken, Castles such as Devizes, Hadleigh, Pembroke and
Portchester were repaired and munitioned.3 In April, commissions
of array for the maritime counties and for several towns were
issued,h while numerous writs ordering persons to retire to their

5

lands near the coast had been issued since March. The measures,
seen together, show definite undertones of panic on the part of
the authorities. Panic is also reflected in the crown's
uncertainty about where the enemy would land: Chichester, West
Wales, Rye, and Hull were all warned that they were to be the
targets.6 Such indecision also meant that the first provisions
for naval defence were not made until after the first enemy

7

attacks in late June.

The power of the French and Castilians at sea made it clear

that the land-based defensive forces were no match for them, as

1. On the termination of the truce see Alexander, op. Cit.,
Pe 2"".

2. C.C'R‘! 1371'{"‘7’ p. 429.

3, C.P.R., 1374-7, pp. 403 (Devizes), 435 (Portchester),
473 (Hadleigh), 501 (Pembroke).

L, C.P.R., 137L-7, pp. 496-500.
Se CoCeRey 1374=7, pp. 484, 487, 492, 496, 497, 498, sok,

6. C.P.R., 1374-7, p. 476 (Chichester); ibid., p. 495,
C.C.R., 1374=7, p. 407 (West Wales); C.P. R., 1374-7, p. 500 (Rye);
1bid., p. 502 (Hull).

9. Alexander, op. Cite., Dp. 44=5.
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the widespread trail of destruction reflected from late June
onwards. The list of places pillaged is impressive, if
alarming. On 29 June, Rye was taken by a force landing from
fifty ships. The town was occupied for a short while then burnt
by the attackers as they withdrew.1 On 21 August, the Isle of
Wight was invaded by Jean de Vienne and a Castilian fleet, and
Carisbrooke castle was besieged. Relief only céme on payment
of a ransom of 1,000 marks by the defenders, a course almpst
unheard of hitherto.2 Damage done elsewhere in the Isle of
Wight at this time was extensive, and even as late as 1337 many
plﬁces there, 'utterly destroyed', probably as a result of the
1377 raids, were granted respite from the payment of’tenths and
fifteenths.3
After attacking the Isle of Wight, the French and Castilians
went on to Winchelsea, where they were driven off by the abbot
of Bad:‘l‘.'.Le,L+ and then turned to plundering all along the coasts
of England. Among the places damaged were Hastings, Rottingdean,
Gravesend and Stonor, while in September, Yarmouth fishermen were

attacked by a small squadron of barges from Boulogne.5

1. Chronicon Anglie, pp. 151-2; Walsingham, Ypod. Neust.,
p. 327.

2. Chronicon Anglie, p. 166; Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i.
3L0~1; Walsingham, Ypod. Neust., p. 3273 Eulogium Historiarum,
iii. 3k4o.

3. C.C.R., 1385-9, p. 3563 C.I.M., 1377-86, p. 78, no. 128;
pp. 205-6, no. 354,

L, Chronicon Anglie, p. 167; Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i.
z42; Walsingham, Ypod. Neust., p. 327.

5, Chronicon Anglie, pp. 167-8, 170; Walsingham, Hist. Ang.,
j. 3423 Walsingham, Ypod. Neust., p. 327.
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The wide extent of the destruction of the 1377 campaigning
season showed that if an enemy were determined enough and had
sufficient resources of ships and manpower, he could use the sea
to his best advantage, so that land-based defensive forces would
be no match for him., The English government had recognized this
advantage by June, and arrangements were' placed in hand to meet
the enemy forces at sea and to counter them before any démage
could be inflicted on the English coasts. The proposed
expeditionary‘fcrce of 4,000 men and seventy ships, in fact, never
sailed. The death of Edward III on 21 June effectively prevented
the fleet's sailing, and from July onwards, reliance was once
again placed upon land defences.1

This pattern of constant preparations for defence in England,
accompanied by a long list of attacked or threatened places,
filled the remaining years of the decade. In 1378, attacks were
made on all the coasts of England. Between March and October,
the coasts north of the Thames, and particularly the Scarborough
region, were menaced or attacked by enemy squadrons.2 In October,
Fowey and other towns in Cornwall were attacked by Castilians, and
large ransoms were extracted.3 In 1379, it was feared that the
Frenchr would shortly destroy Scarborough, which had survived the
preceding two years only by paying numerous ransoms,h while

shipping at sea was repeatedly under threat from enemy squadrons.5

[

"1+ Alexander, 'England and the French War', pp. 43-4, 48,
2. Chronicon Anplie, p. 198; Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i. 369.

3. Rot. Parl., iii. 42; Chronicon Anplie, p. 206; VWalsingham,

Hist. AnE., i. 37i-5.
L, Rot. Parl., iii. 63,

5. Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i. Loz,
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The inhabitants of several towns which had recently suffered
damage were prompted to beg for measures to be taken for their
defence: in parliament in April 1379, for example, the men of
Lynn craved permission tp array themselves for defence, while{
those of Melcombe petitioned for a grant of murage similar to
Southampton's.1 In 1380, Winchelsea was again taken and burnt,2
a fate shared in the same year by ‘'maritima loca Angliae multi-
pliciter' attacked by French vessels which seem to have used ports
in Ireland as bases.3 |
The French threat in these years was countered by the uéual
defensive measures, and by an unusually high incidence of building
of fortificastions, particularly in placés near the coast.
Extensions to Southampton's defences were in progress from 13774,
while Bath, Chichester, Hull, Portchester5, and a host of other
places, too numerous to mention, underwent repairs between 1377
and‘1380. All in all, the closing years of the 1370s witnessed
a building programme in fortifications which was more intense thgn

at any other time during the fourteenth century. The defensive

forces were constantly on the alert, as is cshown by the frequent

1. Rot. Parl., iii. 70.

2e Chronicon Anglie, p. 270; Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i.
428-9; Walsingham, Ypod. Neust., p. 332.

3 Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i. 43728,

L, In this period, the town was in the king's hands, follow=-
ing a petition of the townsfolk in 1376 (Rot. Parl., ii. 346).
On the extensions, see P.R.0O., E.403/463, mmn. 3, 5, 6; E.h03/465,
m. 17; E.403/467, mm. 6, 7, 17; E.364/13, m. 7V; E.364/1k,
mm. 3, 33 C.P.R., 1377-81, pp. 7, 9, 76, 80, 17k, 264, 313,
328, 340, Lho, 448, 450, 532.

5. CuPeRs,y 1377-81, p. 21 (Bath); ibid., pp. 18, 58 (Hull);
ibid., pe 72 (Chichester); ibid., pp. 76, 80, 100 (Portchester).
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commissions of array -- some general, for the country as a whole,
others, usually more detailed, for particular areas which weré
immediately threatened. Commissions were issued fo all English
csunties in July 1377, February 1379, and March 13801, while speci-
fic commissions were issued for the Scarborough area in April 1378,
for Salisbury in August of the same year, and for Cornwall in
January 1379.2 'Naval defence was sought by the attempt to raise

a fleet of balingers and barges built by c;rtain towns in the
kingdom, at their own cost, a policy introduced in parliament in
1372 énd repeated in 13773, and also by such innovations as the
licensing of private squadrons to attack the enemy at sea from
1379 onwards.#

But despite the constant preoccupation with defence, events
showed that the measures were largely ineffectual against enemy
attacks upon the coast. The general downward trend of the war had
a profound effect on the growth of discontent in England in the
1370s, but the damage done by enemy raiders was alconstant and
tangible reminder of the grimness of the era for the English.
Besides the initial material damage, there were both short-term
and long-term ramifications of the raids. The seeming impotence
of the government to protect them led men to chafe against
the authorities, and when the crown did take steps to implement
defensive measures, the same men chafed under the twin

burdens of prolonged military service and increased

1. Ibid., pp. 38-43, 359, L71-L,

2. Ibid., pp. 204-5 (Scarborough), 306 (Salisbury), 312
(Cornwall).

e See below, pp. 278=80,
4., . Esgey C.P.R., 1377-81, p. k05,

1
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taxation.1 Discontent manifested itself in the pariiamentary
measures mentioned above, while, in the country, discontent,
aggravated by financial burdens, and in particular, by the
poll-taxes of 1377, 1379, and 1381, directly contributed to
dissension, which culminated in the domestic troubles of 1381.2
It is clear, then, that, for the English people, war was
very much a different froposition from what it had been during
the pre-Brétigny period. If, however, renewal of war brought
with it a widening of the scope of French naval activity, it
did not, in the 13%70s, at least, bring with it invasion: the
French and their allies continued to employ the hit and run
tactics.which they.had used since the 1330s., But there were,
however, signs that the pattern of attacks was changing in the
1370s. Rye was occupied in 1377, while in the same year the
French laid prolonged siege to Carisbrooke castle and occupied
the Isle of Wight. It is true that places such as the Channel
Islands had been taken and occupied, notably between 1338 and
1345, but now for the first time parts of England herself were
occupied, albeit for short periods. Moreover, since the

intensity of attacks greatly increased, the growth of feafs of

invasion increased proportionately. Many Englishmen, ambng them

1e This was perhaps most significantly put in the commons!
complaint in 1381 that great sums were continuously granted by
them and levied for defence, yet theywere not any better defended
from the enemy, who continued to burn, rob and pillage unhindered
(Rot. Parl., iii. 100-101).

2e On the long-term effects of defensive burdens as contri-
butory ‘to the Peasants' Revolt, see E. Searle and R. Burghart,
'The Defense of England and the Peasants!'! Revolt', Viator:
Medieval and Renaissance Studies, iii (1972), 365-87.




the monk of Evesham, recognized that the greatest damage for
forty years was being executed on the English coasts whilé the
authorities stood powerless.1 The repeated use of phrases ;uch
as 'pro salvacione et defensione regni ... contra invasiones ...
inimicorum nostrcrum' in defensive writs are of little signifi-
cance, sincé such phrases were often no more than the simple’
formulae of Chancery diplomatic. But that the crown feared
invasion is more positively reflected in the increased number
of defensive writs and in the scope of the measures undertaken
for defence in the 1370s. Whereas defence had previously been
chiefly concerned with the coastal areas (and the Scottish
border), the crown now began increasingly to direct inland
areas to look to their defences. Towns and castles a little
way inland, such as Salisbury and Winchester, were repaired and
strengtheneda, while places such as Devizes, Oxford, Wallingford,

3

and Windsor were also sternly fortified, It is probable that
such fortifications were intended as second and third lines of
defence.L+ Evidently, the essence of defensive thinking by the

1370s was not simply concern for the protection of coastal places,

but also the prevention of inland penetration by an enemy. In

1e Historia Vitae et Regni Ricardi II, p. 2.

2. Salisbury (C.P.R., 1377-81, pp. 9, 10); Winchester
(ibid., p. 249). Strictly speaking, these places lay within the
maritime lands under the twelve league limit, just outside the
maritime lands under the six league limit. Cn the extent of the
maritime lands, see pp.90=3 below.

3. Devizez(s (C.P.R., 137Lk-7, p. 4?3; C.P.R., 1377-81, pp. 486,
581); Oxford (C.C.R., 1377-31, p. 51); Wallingford (C.P.R.,
1377-81, pe. 255); Wil:xdsor (ib{d., Pe 231).

4, This concept is discussed more fully below, pp. 251=3,
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July 1377, for instance; stringent measures were taken for the
defences of the Thames estuary and of the approaches to London.1

A particularly significant aspect of the defensive measures
taken during éhe 1370s, andione which has been hitherto overlooked,
was_the concern for the safeguarding of English towns near the
Welsh border. Between 1377 and 1380, Hereford, Shrewsbury and
Worcester received substantial grants of'murage, a policy which
was continued in the 13805.2 In June 13%69, moreover, the officials
of Hereford and Shrewsbury received orders to constrain the
inhabitants from leaving lest the towns be left undefended3, while
at the same’time, the arrayers for Herefordshire were ordered not
to make arrays in the town of Hereford, whose populace should
remain there for self—defence.l+ Hereford's defences were again
attended to in July 1377.5

This concern for the defence of towns far from the coast
has been viewed as indicative of a fear of a general invasion which
gripped the realm during the 1370s. The real reason for such
measures, however, undoubtedly lay in the recognized danger from

Wales, It is certain that by the 1370s the English crown saw

Wales as a region highly vulnerable (or perhaps receptive) to

1. C.C.R., 1377-81, p. 77; Rot. Parl., iii. 386. See Map 4.

2. Hereford, 4 years (1379) (C.P.R., 1377-81, p. L66), grant
of stone from royal quarries for 7 years (1360) (ibid., p. 563);
Shrewsbury, 5 years (1380) (ibid., p. 436); Worcester, 9 years
(1379) (ibid., p. L07).

3., C.C.R., 1369-74, pp. 23, 28.

b, Ibide, pe. 42,

5. C.P.Ro, 1377-81g po 5.




' French designs. It feared that the French in a descent upon
Wales might have received aid from the Welsh, or indeed, that

the Welsh might have risen independently in support of the king's
enemies., It is clear, too, that the French, on their part, saw
the potential of Wales as a target for their attacks. And there
was good reason for both sides to think thus. The Edwardian
conquest of the late thirteenth century had placed English rule
on the land, but it is clear that discontent, reflected in
numerous documented references to Welsh law-breakers and in
English measures to counter them1, persisted into the fourteenth
century and worsened as a result of English economic and‘social
legislation, which was seen as abusive, and the stresses of
repeated visits of the Black Death in 1349, 1361, and 1369, with
its widespread desolation.2 Even as early as the 1330s and 1340s
the crown had showed suspicion of the Welsh, and on many instances
defensive steps were taken to eounter the 'lightness of head of
the Welsh.'” By the 1370s, disaffection in Wales had increased,

and by the fifteenth century, the author of the Libelle of

Englyshe Polycye, writing with the hindsight of the Glyndédr

1« E.ge, for cattle-raiding and attacks on Englishmen, see
Rot. Parl., ii, 397; iii. 45, 272, 308; for refusal to be inten-
dent to writs of the Black Prince, see Calendar of Ancient ‘
Correspondence concerning Wales, ed. J. G. Edwards (Cardiff, 1935),
pp. 247-3; further examples of discontent are traced in J. B.
Smith, 'The Rebellion of Llewelyn Bren', Glamorgsan County History,
ed. T B. Pugh (Cardiff, 1971), iii. 72-86; R. A. Griffiths, 'The
Revolg of Llewelyn Bren', The Glamorgan Historian, ii (1965),
186-96, :

2e For a fuller treatment of conditions in Wales during the
fourteenth century, see W. Rees, South Wales and the March (Oxford,
1924), pp. 269 ff.

3, Eugey C:CoRey 1337-9, pp. 5h2-3.
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rebellion, could well warn of the danger from Wales.1 His
warning was no less applicable to Wales in the final third of
the fourteenth century. | .

There was a more immediate reason for the English to fear
Wales., Among the vessels equipped by the French in Norman
ports in 1369 were those of the fleet of Owen of Wales, who
had espoused the French cause, Fleets under‘Owen)were to
remain a threat to Wales and the English crown until the last
years of Edward III's reign.2 The French may have sought to
use Owen, a descendent of Llewelyn the Last, as a figurehead
to incite dissident elements in Wales against the king of

3

England”, and this, plus intelligence reports that Owen's and
other French fleets -- notably that of ‘!3771+ ~-- planned to
attack Wales, naturally turned the crown's attention to the

defence of that country.

1« The Libelle of Englyshe Polvcye, ed. G. Warner (Oxford,
1926), p. 40.

2e Much has been written on the career of Cwen. See
E. Owen, 'Owen Lawgoch: Yevain de Galles,' Trans. Cymmrodorion
(1899-1900), 6-105; T. M. Chotzen, 'Yvain de Galles in
Alsace-Lorraine and Switzerland', Bull. Board of Celtic Studies,
iv (1928), 231-40; A. D. Carr,. 'Welshmen and the Hundred Years'
War,' Welsh History Review, iv (1968), 21-46; P. Contamine,
Guerre, Etat et Sociét& & la Fin du Moyen Age (Paris/The Hague,
1972)y Pp. 576-7.

Je It seems that Owen certainly had some supporters in
Wales. In January 1370, for example, the arrest was ordered of
Richard ap Llewelyn, for reasons not stipulated (C.C.R., 1369-74,
p. 66), while later in the same year, Gruffydd Sais of Anglesey,
described as a supporter of Owen of Wales, had his lands
confiscated by the crown (T. M. Chotzen, Recherches sur la Poésie
de Dafydd ap Gwilym (Amsterdam, 1927), pe. 131). .

L, Anglo-Norman Letters and Petitions in A1l Souls' MS,. 1821
ede M. D. Legge (Oxford, 1941),pp. 162-6, no. 111,




The feared attack on Wales did not occur during the 1370s,
nor was it to occur until 1404.1 _Nonetheless, the possibility
of attack there remained. Thus, the holders of lands in Wales
were ordered to go to them and to put them in order for defence
in 1370, 1372 and in 1377.2 An insight into the priority given
to Wales at this time is shown in the order of February 1371 to

the arrayers of Dorset to release their distraint for the

parde de la mer upon the abbot of Tewkesbury, who was verforming

his defensive obligations in the Marches of Wales.3 Normally,
defence of the south coast would have taken precedence over that
of inland areas.

The greatest concern for the defence of Wales was shown in
1377, when an attack on West Wales was believed imminent, The
defects of Pembroke castle were surveyed in Februaryu, and in
April Sir Diggory Seys, a Welsh knight, was appointed keeper with

a garrison of twehty men-at-arms and twenty archers.5 In July

e This was when a French fleet aided Owen.Glynd@r's sieges
of Harlech and Caernarvon (Saint-Denys, iii. 164-8)., Henry IV's
government was well-informed of the French designs, information
on the French preparations having been sent from Calais where
the news had been gathered by English agents: e.g. 'quoddam
magnum navigium ... in Sclusa est congregatum ... prout noster
nuncius, heri de Flandria reversus nobis retulit' (Royal Letters
of Henry IV, ed. F. C. Hingeston (2 vols., R.S., London, 1860-%4),
i. pp. 376-80, 281-2, 329-30, 333-k4, 384-s5.

2. C.P.R., 1369-74, pp. 158-9; C.P.R., 1370-%, p. 238;
CeCeRey 1374=7, pe 437

3¢  CeCueRay 1369-74, p, 21k,

b, C.P.R., 1374-7, p. 501. Newport castle was put in order
in April (ibid., p. 547).

5. P.R.0., E.101/34/29/1; E.403/462, m.b; C.P.R., 1374-7,
p. 495. See also Appendix 10,
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this garrison was increased by an additional fifty men-at-arms
and fifty archers1, plus a number of troops from the household
of Sir John Joce.2 Other towns and castles in the area were
also strengthened: Sir Rhys ap Gruffydd was 'super salva
custodia dé Milford in partibus Wallie' from 28 July with fifty
men-at-arms and fifty archersj; the town of Tenby and the
Hastinés'.castle of Cilgerran were alerted at this time;l+ while
further east the castles of the lordship of Glamorgan were to
be repaired.5
The large scale of defensive involvement in Wales in 1377
must be viewed in a wider context: defensive measures in ;
England during this year were on a similarly extended scale.
Nonetheless, the concern for the protection of Wales was important
and remained so into the 1380s. ‘ -
The pattern of intensive hit and run raids by the French
continued into the 1380s, although the first half of the decade
witnessed a marked decline in the numbers of attacks. 1380 saw
raids on Gravesend, Fastings, Portsmouth, and Winchelsea by a

large expenditionary force under Ferrand Sanchez de Tovar6, but

1. P.R.0., E.36L/21, mm. L-4'; E.403/463, m.2; C.P.R.
1377"81 y Do 6.

2. P.R.O., E.403/463, m.3., These troops appear to have
previously been staying in defence of the lordship of Haverford.

3. P.R.0O., E.101/37/5; E.403/463, me3. Rhys' original
commission of 29 July appointed him to keep the coasts of Milford
and other coasts in South Wales (C.P.R., 1377-81, p. 15).

L, P.R.O., E.101/34/29/1; E.364/11, m.8".
5. P-Rooo, E-36I+/22, m.2v.

6. Chronicon Anglie, p. 270; Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i.
428.9; Walsingham, Ypod. Neust., p. 332; Vita Ricardi II,
pe. 20, On the size of the fleet see Terrier de Loray, Jean de
Vienne, ppe 150-1, liii-1vii; Daumet, Ftude sur 1'Alliance de
Ja France et de la Castille, pp. 4h-5., Eastbourne in Sussex also
appears to have been raided at this time (C.C.R., 1377-81, p. 474),
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naval involvement on such a scale by the French or their allies
was not again to be undertaken until the troubled years of
1385-6. Civil disorder and lack of revenues in England and
the minority of Charles VI in France after 1380 contributed
to a de-escalation of the war, The French menace none the less
continued. In June 1382, for instance, reference was made to
English ships driven into ports by fear of the French at sea1,
while in 13283 a fleet of balingers was sent to harass the
English coast in retaliation for the siege of Ypres by the
bishop of Norwich.2

Put the most unfailing testimony to the persisting fears of
attack was the continued concerﬁ with defence in England. Even
after a truce was concluded with the French at Leulinghen in
January 1384, there was little decline in tﬁe level of defensive
involvement. Clearly, the cruel lessons of the 1370s had been
well learned by the English, and few chances were taken’during
the 1380s. The most constant sphere of involvement was that
of fortifications., The West Gate at Canterbury, Cooling castle
and the gatehouse at Saltwood castle, all built in the first
half of the decade, and Bodiam castle, built in the latter half
of the decade are the supreme examples of th; programme of capital
building undertaken at this time as part of the defences of the

realm.3 There was also great activity on a lesser scale. At

1. C.C.R., 1381-5, p. 73.

2. Walsingham, Hist. Ang., ii. 106. This fleet was defeated
at sea by a fleet raised by the men of Fortsmouth and Dartmouth.

3. See Be He St. J. O'Neil, Castles and Cannon. A Study of
early Artillery Fortifications in England (Oxford, 1960),
pp. 8—20. . '

614



;o

Carisbroocke castle, for instance, provision for artillery was
made in 1380 by the insertion of ggnloops in the main gatehouse.1
Repairs were also carried out between 1381 and 1384 at Dover,
Hadleigh, Rye and Southampton, and at a host of other coastal
places.2 For coastal defence, the extraordinary measure of
reliance upon private‘éontractors was implemented in 1382 and

1383. In June 1382, Hugh Fastolf and four others were appointed
to safeguard the east coast,3 while in the following June, Gilbert
Manfeld, Robert Parys, John Haukyn and Thomas Horseman indented
to defend the sea coasts betweenVWinchelsea and Berwick from

the preceding 24 May until Michaelmas 1384, in return for 2,500
marks and a substantial grant of the customs,

Such defensive measures, apart from on one or two occasions,
were taken against the contingency of general attacks rather than
to meet specific dangers. The only instances of steps taken to
meet particular attaqks were in November 1381, when arrays were

5

ordered in Devonshire”’, and in June and July 1383, when provisions
were made and arrays ordered for the defence of Southampton, the

Isle of Wight, and other places on the south coast.6 Continued

1. H.K.W., ii. 594, and n.9.

2. Dover (C.C.R., 1381-5, p. 40); Hadleigh (C.P.R., 1381-5);
Rye (C.C.R., 1381-5, p. 123); Southampton (C.P.R., 1381-5,
Ppe 2060, 33h4).

3 C.P.R., 1381-5, p. 151.
4, C.P.R., 1381-5, p. 278,
5. C.P.R., 1381-5, p. 83.

6. C.P.R., 1381":), p. 292; C.C.R., 1381'5’ ppo 278, 281,
31k,

62.



involvement in defence makes it clear that in the 1380s, the
English crown, which had been refused grants of direct taxation
in three out of four parliaments between 1381 and 1383, and
which, in consequence, had not the funds to wage full—scaie

war abroad, was therefore forced to fall back upon measurés

of defence to safeguard the rgalm.

The continuation of involvement with defences in the early
1380s proved of vital importanée, since, as the truce of 1384
ﬁeared its close, England approached its greatest defensive
crisis of the fourteenth century. From November 1384, the -
French began to put into operation plans to 'faire guefre‘aux
ennemis d'Engleterre'1 -~ plans which had been formulated at
least as early as August 1383, when the Scots had agreed to
attack England on behalf of their allies, provided that the
French paid them 40,000 gold florins, supplied them with equipment
and supported them with 1,000 French troops.2 Thus, for 1wo years,

from November 1384 to November 1386, the English were in almost

constant fear of not just sporadic raidé, but of full-scale

1. B.N., MS. fr. 26021/713. This phrase occurs repeatedly
in documents relating to the collection of aides for the French
invasion force.

2. Foedera, vii. 406-7. B.Ney n.acqge fro. 7619, fos.
231V-3V implies, however, that the invasion plans were not laid
until summer, 1384,
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invasion.1

In England in the summer of 1384 fear of renéwed French
attacks had been very much in the air. The ending of the
original nine months of truce promulgated at Leulinghen was
scheduled for the end of September. In consequence, in August
the crown ordered the Treasurer to make chevance of the great
sums of money required for the defence of the realm and of the
Marches of Scotland and Calais.2 In the following month the
Cinque Ports were ordered to prepare ships to be ready to sail
on the coming of enemies, 'and vessels going to Bordeaux were

3

to form convoys. By October the positioh had become more
tense, and the bishops were asked to ensure, through the medium
of the pulpit, that the people of their dioceses were aware of

the existence and gravity of the French threat.

1. The events of 1384-6 have been well recorded in
G. Templeman, 'Two French Attempts to Invade England during the
Hundred Years' War', Studies in French Language, Literature and
History presented to R. L. G. Ritchie, ed. F. Mackenzie, R. C.
Knight and J. M. Milner (Cambridge, 1949), pp. 225-38, whose
account is here substantially followed. The great invasion
scare of 1386 is also dealt with in Palmer, England, France and
Christendom, pp. 67-87, which although it almost completely
ignores the invasion scare of 1385, is invaluable for the
political and diplomatic background of the crises. See
especially L. Mirot, 'Une Tentative d'Invasion en Angleterre
pendant la Guerre de Cent Ans', Revue. des Etudes Historiques,
1xxxi (1915), 2L9-87, 416-66, which is of fundamental :
importance to any study of the perioda

2. C.C.R., 1381-5, p. 472.

3. Ibid., pp. 467, L80-1.

k, TFoedera, vii. L4ilL-g5,
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The first realization of French intentions came abqut
with the sailing of one French force of 1,500 lances to Scotland
under Jean de Vienne, while a second French force under Olivier
de Clisson, constable of France, prepared to invade the south
coast'.1 But even before the vessels which had been prepared in
Norman ports sailed in May 1385 to Sluys, whence Jean de Vienne's
detachment departed north and where de Clisson's fleet underwent
its final preparations,2 there was a stepping-ﬁp of defensive
measures in England. In January 1385, a very detailed commission
of array was issued for Kent, and similar commissions were sent
to every English county in April as danger became more imminent.3
Between April and June a number of towns, among them Canterbury,
Gloucester, and Norwich, likewise held arrays of their inhabitants.u
Extensive activity in fortifications occurred during the early
months of the year: on 18 January, the warden of the Cinque
Ports was instructed to levy a subsidy of 1d. on each basket
of fish entering the ports, the moneys to be spent on the ports'
53

defences at Norwich, ditches were scoured and walls repaired6;4

1. Chron. Ang., p. 364; Knighton, ii. 204; Walsingham,
I{istc An-"o, iio 128; Walsingham, Ypod. Neust.’ p. 3“‘1.

[t < M

2, On the preparations of the French fleet at Sluys, see
B.N., Ms. fr. 26021/715, 717, 719, 720, 721, 722, etc; 1ibid.,
n.acqe fr., 3653, p. 62, no. 360; n.acqe. fr., 7619, fos. 229-30,
231, 231V; Arch. Dép.,Nord, B. 1843/50184 (Finance for
expeditions); B.N., MSefr. 26021/69k, 710, 728, 733, 734, 737,
etc.; ibid., n.acq. fr., 1433, fos. 22, 24; Arch. Dép.,Nord,

B. 3364/113232 (supplies and arms); B.N., MS. fr. 26021/72k4,
7423 ibid., n.acq. fr., 7619, fos. 211-12 (Troops and Shipping)e.

3, C.P.R., 1381-5, pp. 588-91.
L, Ibid., pp. 597-8.

5. Ibid., p. 518.

6. Ibid., p. 546,
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while guns and engines were to be installed for the defence
of Canterbury1. A host of other coastal towns and castles were
also attended ’co.2

In total, the defensive measures betray a panic which has
been minimized by other writers.3 From the crown's reaction,
it is certain that it was believed that the French were not
merely intent upon ordinary raids. This time it was to be invasion.
Evidence of the crown's deep concern is best seen in a writ of
14 January, ordering the strengthening of Rye. Here it was stated
that the king had information that the enemy were going to seize
and fortify ?Rye.'+ This was not just the language of propaganda:
it is true that it was normal for the crown's defensive writs to
outline the attendant horrors of an expected French éttack, but
rarely hitherto were the warnings couched in sﬁch exflicit terms,

Clearly, the authorities feared invasion and that the French were

planning to take Rye and perhaps put it to the same use as the

1.  Ibid., p. 597.

2. E.g., ibid., pp. 519, 525, 543, 545, 551, 556, 574;
C.C.R., 1381~5, pp. 510, 519, 549, etc.

3 E.g., Templeman, op. cit., p. 227. His statement that
'Richard II's horrific account of what the French proposed to
do cannot be taken as a sober estimate of the enemy's purpose.
It was a propagandist formula ...' is valid when viewed in a general
context., It is not, however, applicable to warnings such as that
contained in the writ of January to Rye. See below, mn. 4.

4, C.P.R., 1381-5, p. 519.
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English had with Calais since its capture in 1347.1 Other unusual
defensive measures also ref}ect the panic, On 11 April, for
example, the king commanded that all persons dwelling in the Isles
of Thanet and Oxeney, and those living within six miles of Dover
castle, Rye or Sandwich, should withdraw to these places for
4safety.2 Such instructions, which would result in the depopula-
tion of these coastal areas, were fare. Hitherto, the crown would
have taken pains to ensure that the inhabitants of such coastal
areas would have remained there for defence. Now, it seems, the
crown chose to amass its manpower within a small number of
fortified points. While this may have been an admission of the
crown's inability to protect the inhabitants of the coastal tract,
it is more probable that these withdrawal orders were in keeping
with the scorched earth policy, decided upon by the council in the
following year, whereby the French would be allowed to penetrate
inland for three or four days, and then a counter-attack would be
made upon their fleet in the hope of destroying it.3 A more
positive sign of bad times was the crown's readiness to permit
Swanage and Studland in the Isle of Purbéck, which 'sont assises
sur la meer et ne poont estre sauvez ne gardez', to-pay ransom
should an enemy attack, 'pour meismes les villés sauver sans

empeschement de nous, ou de noz heirs, ou de noz ministres.'

1. The value to the French if they had possessed an English
town in the same manner as the English held Calais has been noted
in Co F. Richmond, 'The War at Sea', The Hundred Years' War, ed.
Fowler, p. 100. Dover is instanced. In 1336 the French intended
to establish a beachhead, as 'une sorte de Calais sur le rivage
britannique'y, by the erection.of a prefabricated wooden fort
(L. Puiseux, ‘f£tude sur une grande Ville de Bois construite en
Normandie pour une Expédition en Angleterre en 1386', Mémoires
de 1la Société des Antiquaires de Normandie, xxv, 9)e

2. C.P.R., 1331-5, p. 553.
3, Froissart, xi. 373.
4, P.R.0., C.81/489/3609; C.P.R., 1381-5, p. 554.See Appendix 11.
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But defence of the sputh coast was only one of the problems
facing the government: there was also the threat to the north
by the combined Franco-Scottish force under Jean de Vienne,
Throughout June and July, preparations were made for the raising
of an army at Newcastle, and in early August, Richard II marched
into Scotland at the head of that army.1 While Richard was in
the north, he did not neglect the defences of the southern coasts.
Cn 28 June, the sheriff of Hampshire was ordered to proclaim that
all with lands in the shire should go there for their defence,
while on the 30th, the arrayers of Sussex were ordered to speed
up their array.2 On 28 July, principal captains and leaders of
men-at-arms, archers and hobelars were appointed for the safety
of the south of E£g1and.3

Despite such elaborate defensive precautions, the attacks
in the south did not come. That they did not was not in any
sense due to the efficiency or deterrent powers of the English
defensiQe system, In early July, the Gantois captured the port
of Damme, thereby necessitating the diversion of Charles VI's
invasion forces, which were due to embark for England on 1 August,

to the relief of the fallen port.-‘+ Thus danger to the southern

1 C.P.R., 1381-5, pp. 485, 570, 573, 574, 579; C.C.R.,
1381-5, pp. 555, 556-7, 637; C.P.R., 1385-9, p. 23; N. B, Lewis,
'"The Last Medieval Summons of the English Feudal Levy, 13 June
1385', E.H.R., lxxiii (1958), 1-26;, contrasting with J. J. N.
Palmer, 'The Last Summons of the Feudal Army in England, 1335°',
E.H.R., lxxxiii (1968), 771-5.

2. C.P.R., 1385-9, P. 6.

3, C.P.R., 1385-9, p. 80.

L4, Puiseux, Ttude sur une grande Ville de Bois', pp. 22-3,
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pa;ts of England had been removed, and freedom from attack in
this quarter allowed Richard II to concentrate on his retaliatory
campaign in Scotland.1 Nonetheless, the combined Franco~Scottish
threat had been the gra&est with which the English had yet to
contend during the fourteenth century. Even so, the events of
the following year were to prove even more critical.

The final surrender of Ghent in December 1385 brought
Flanders completely under French control, and enabled Charles VI
to,concentrate unhindered on launching a mofe serious invasion
projecte In this year (in the words of the poet, Eustache
Deschamps), the Norman Conquest was to be repeated.2 Furthermore,
the organization of the 1385 invasion force stood the French in
good stead for the newly-planned invasion attempt. Commissmariat
arrangements, for instance,vwefe continued at Sluys during the
closing quarter of 1385, under the guidance of royal officials
who had been there throughout the year.5 Throgghout the early
months of 1386, activity intensified and a build-up from July
and August onwards was seen at Sluys, and in the ports of
Brittany, Normandy and Picardy. Three fleets, totalling 900

vessels, were raised in Brittany, Normandy and Picardy and were

1 Templeman, op. cit., p. 230.

2e Oeuvres Compldtes d'Eustache Deschamps, ed. A. de Queux
de Sainte-Hilaire and G. Raynaud (Paris, 1639), p. 74, no. mcxlv.
In his 'conseil de des¢ente en Angleterre', he urges:-
‘Princes, passez sanz point de demourée:.
Vostres sera le pays d'Angleterre;
Autre fois 1'a un Normant conquestée:
Vaillant cuer puet en tous temps faire guerre.!

3, B.N., MS. fr. 26021/788,801.

69.



then to be sent to Sluys to embark a fighting force estimated at
30,000 men for the invasjion of England.1 The Flemish port of
Sluys was too smail to accommodate such a force for its
necessarily protracted period of mobilization. Consequently,
preparations were made in gradual steps. The fleets, collected
at Tréguier‘and Saint-Malo by de Clisson, at Harfleur by Jean de
Vienne, and at the mouth of the Somme by the Sire de Sempy, were
transferred to Sluys and the Zwin estuary between 23 July and
the beginning of October., The troops raised also approached
Sluys in stages, before the final congregation of the army prior
to embarkatioﬁ. For example, crossbowmen raised in the villages
of the vicomt& of Bayeux first mustered at Harfleur in August.2
Retinues of many captains were first reviewed in Séptember, some
at Sluys, but most at places such as Amiens, Arras, Lille,
Bruges and Damme, and e&eh as far afield as Troyes, Mantes and
Reims.3 It was intended that they should move into the vicinity
of Sluys as final preparations drew to a head. The retinue of
the count of Valentinois, for example, first reviewed at Arras
on 17 Cctober, was at Sluys by 11 November, while that of
Guichard Daulphin, first mustered at Neufvirolles near Douai

on 11 COctober, was at Sluys by 16 November.

1« Relip. de Saint=Denys, i. 428 (fleets). The figure
30,000 is accepted by Palmer, England, France and Christendom,
pe 74, following the evidence of the Chroniques de Tournai.
From B.N., MS. Clairasmbault 841, pp. 190-385, a figure of ‘
16,000 may be adduced, although the MS. by no means gives the
complete total of men serving in the invasion force. Such a
complete total would be impossible to estimate accurately.

2. B.N., MS. fr. 26021/926; Arch. Dép.,Calvados, MS.
F. 1284 (Danquin 40). These were clad in a uniform comprising
tun petit secot court et un chapperon mepartis', in blue and red.

3. B.N,, MS. Clairambault 841, pp. 190-385.
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To feed such a growing force and to supply the expedition
when under way, vast quantities of biscuit, salted fisg, wheat,
wine and other victuals were collected from places as divers as
Abbeville, Bruges, Dunkirk, Lille, and from many other places
in northern France.1 So great were the quantities that in
October there were insufficient ships in Le Crotoy for the
conveyance of supplies to Sluys.2 Large guantities of arms
and artillery for the fleet were also accumulated.3 From
official sources, it is evident that a prolonged stay in England
was envisaged. Much attention was paid to the duke of
Burgundy's tentsh, while the securing of a beachhead was assured
by the construction of a prefabricated wooden fort, twenty feet
high, 3,000 paces in circumference, with towers at intervals of
twenty paces.5 Constructed in several places in Brittany and
Normandy, seventy-two ships were required to convey it in

sections to Sluys, although some sections were captured by

English shipping from Calais and allegedly sent to Sandwich,

1« E.g., B.N., MS., fr. 26021/554, 896, 924, 9L42; Arch.
Dép.,Nord, B.3260/112812; B.3366/11365, 113366, 113367,
113369~ 175.

2. B.N., MS. fr. 26022/953.
3 E.g., B.N., MS. fr. 26021/881, 882, 888, 918, 925,

967; ibid., n.acq. fr. 3654, pp. 14-15, no. 102; Arch. Dép.,
Seine-Maritime, Fonds Danquin, carton v, liasse 3, pidce 58.

L,  Arch. Dép., Nord, B.184k/50210, 50213, 50215}
B.3366/11368.

5. Walsingham, Hist, Ang., ii. 1475 Kniéhton, ii. 212.
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where‘they were incorporated in the defences.

In England, the possibility of another invasion attempt
and the preparations in France and Flanders did not go unheeded.
For the English, 1386 had begun with slight promise. Negotia-
tions with CharlestI, under the mediation of King Leo of
Armenia, had commenced in December 1385, but were doomed to
failure by the following March.2 Despite faint glimmers of
hope during the early months of the year, the English, warned
by the events of 1385, did not neglect their defences.

Measures taken for defence during the first half of 1386
were precautionary ones on a low key. 1In March, as negotiations
were cleafly seen to be fruitless,commissions of array were
issued for all English counties.3 It was clearly explained
to the arrayers that should any mishaps occur, they would béar
the responsibility for failure. Fortresses and coastal towns
such as Rye (March), Canterbury (April), Portchester (April),
Great Yarmouth (May), Sandwich (April), and Trematon castle
(April-June), were strengthened in case of attack.br Persons
living within six miles of Dover Castle, Rye or Sandwich, were

ordered, in April, that they were to retire to these places in

1 Saint-Denys, i, 450:-; Froissart, xii. 19; Walsingham,
Hist. Anp., ii. 1473 Knighton, ii. 212; Chronicon Anglie,
p. 3713 Arch. Dép., Seine-Maritime, Fonds Danquin, carton ii,
liasse 1, pidce 70; Puiseux, 'Itude sur une grandeville de bois',
PPe 224 25 .

2 For details of the diplomatic background to these
negotiations, see Palmer, England, France and Christendom,
PDe 68-71.

3. C.CoR-, 1385“9’ P 60.

L4, C.P.R., 1385-9, pp. 123 (Rye), 132 (Canterbury), 134
(Portchester), 155 (Great Yarmouth), 140 (Sandwich), 172-4

(Trematon). .

/
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the event of attack.1 At sea, the two admirals kept up regu1a£
patrols from February onwérds, while large fleets from the
north and west were to put to sea in April for the security of
the realm.2 In France, the defences of the English fortresses
of Calais, Brest, and Cherbourg were attended to.3

In June and July there was a decline in defensive activity
following the lull which had occurred in the French preparations
in May and June, a 1lull probably caused in part by the duke of
Burgundy's illness. In September, however, as the French
preparations approached their zenith, consequent fear in England
saw a renewal in earnest of defensive activity. Oral instructions
for defence were sent to the port of. Orwell; Portsmouth,
Rochester and many other towns were alerted,4 while municipal
officials in a great number of towns, both on the coast and
inland, were commissioned to array the inhabitants between
September and November.5 Naval defence was provided for by a
large fleet stationed in the Thames estuary.

The most significant of the defensive measures taken was
an innovative scheme of September. On the 12th, the arrayers

in all shires save those on the coast between Norfolk and

1.  C.P.R., 1385-9, p. 175.

2. P.R.O., C.76/70, mm. 10, 16, 29; E.364/3,m. 16" ;
E.364/7, m 45V E.403/510, m. 29; E.403/512, mm. 2, 3, 4, 8.

3. C.C.R., 1385-89, vp. 45, 50, 61.

L, Ibid., p. 214,

5. E.g., Norwich (C.C.R., 13%85-9, p. 261), Scarborough
(ibid., pe 263), Colchester (ibid., p. 260).

6. P.R.O., E.U03/512, m.19; C.C.R., 1385-9, p. 169.
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Hampshire, the border shires, and Cornwall, were ordered to
send specified numbers of archers to London b& Michaelmas,
there to join the royal army raised to counter ihvasion.
'North Wales and the great palatinates of Chester and Lancaster,
were likewise to contribute archers. The numbers specified,
varied from betweenforty from Rutland to 1,000 in each of
Chester and Lancaster, and totalled 5,720 archers. Mismanage=-
ment doomed the venture to failure. Unruly behaviour by the
troops raised caused the Council to advise that archers levied
in shires within fifty miles of London return home and rémain
there until further orders.2 The probable cause of this was
that payment of the archers, deemed in a writ of 2 October

as to be at the cost of their own counties, was not forthcoming.3
In consequence, after some inconclusive attempts to rectify
matters, the levies were sent home to their counties on fhe
11th, with the proviso that they remain in readiness and that
their sheriffs pay them three weeks' wages when next they were
summonéd.u The employment of selective arrays for purely
defensive purposes was an extremely rare occurrence, it being
more normal to make general levies in such cases. That this
scheme was a new idea is seen in its gross mismanagement:
clearly, insufficient thought had been given\to it beforehand.

It is certain that such a measure was born out of the current

1« C.P.R., 1385-9, pp. 217, 2k2.

2. C.C.R., 1385-9, p. 194."

3, Ibid., p. 187.

4, Ibid., pp. 187, 193=4,
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situation. The view of the crown may have been tﬁat it

envisaged countering an invasion force in set battle, hence

the need for a¥chers, who had proved themselves in the

Edwardian battles, and more recently at Aljubarotta. Previous

French attacks had been mere raids: now for the second time

in two years the possibility of occupation by an invading army

presented itself, and the crown, forewarﬁed by the threat of

1385, realized that occupation by a large enemy force in 1386

could only be resolved by‘defeating that force in pitched

battle. Substance is given to this theory by Froiséa:t's

mention of the English defensive strategy, which the enemy

would be allowed to penetrate inland for several days, aﬁ attempt

to destroy his fleet would then be made in the hope of cutting off

his escape route, although then, according to the chronicle, the

English forces would not immediately fight with the French, but

would harry them by Fabian tactics.1
In October, the situation worsened for the English, with

the French poised to attack, and with constitutional troubles

at home reaching a climax in the 'Wonderful Parliament'. But

the minutely planned and greatly feared invasion, expected in

early November, never came. Charles VI left Sluys on 16 November

and arrived in Paris in early December. The invading army

gradually melted away. In England, the crown, ever wary,

continued to implement defensive measures into late Novémber,2

1 See above, p.§7, n, 3.

2e E.g.,the commission of array for Scarborough was issued
on 28 November. See above, p. 73, n.5,
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although by December the danger was recognized as over,
The reasons for the zrmada's never sailing have formed

a subject of controversy. The Chronicon Angliae states that

the fleet did in fact sail, but was dispersed by storm.1
Others have ascribed it to the oppositioﬁ and late arrival
of the duke of Berry or to the late date of the final mobiii-
zation.2 More recently, Dr. Palmer has convincingly argued
that a combination of 'diplomatic, military, financial and
natural factors' coupled with an acute reading of the current
diplomatic situation by the French, led to the abandonment of
the invasion attempt.3 Whatever the true reason, the fact
remains that the English had been severely shaken by the threat
of 1386, as well as by that of 1385. In two successive years
invaéion had been threatened and had not come about because of
external factors, and not because of the deterrent strength of
the English defensive system. If the evidence of mismanagemént
and panic in England is anything to go by, then the French may,
indeed, have succeeded in their invasion attempt. Certainly they
could have effected a landing, but whether they could have
capitalized upon an occupation of England is a matter of the widest
speculation,

The concluding years of the war before the truce of 1389 were

not again to witness threats of such enormity. After two years of

Te Chrone. Anr., p. 373.

2. Froissart, xii. 19-28; Le Songe du Vieil Pdlerin of
Philippe de M&zidres, Chancellor of Cynrus, ed. G. W. Coopland
{2 vols., Cambridge, 1969), ii. &37,

3, England, France and Christendom, pp. 76-81.
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protracted offensive involvement, France had exhausted herself
both militarily and financially. Despite a promise to launch
another invasion attempt in 1387, lack of resources precluded
Charles VI from'doing s0e In England, the transfer of real
power to Gloucester and Arundel was immediately accompanied in
1387 by a policy of attack.

Nevertheless, the counéil was taking no chances in 1387.
Apart from intensive naval activity in raising a fleet to be
led by Arundel in the campaigning season1, there was also some
concern in July for the defence of the south coast, when the
sheriff and municipal officials in Hampshire were warned to be
on the alert for enemy landings.2 Evidently the authorities
were alarmed by preparation of fleets under Jean de Vienne and
de Clisson at Harfleur and Tréguier. These small fleets, which/
clearly did not match the threats of the two preceding years,
never, in fact, sailed.

The formation of these fleetswas to represent the 1last
serious threat to the English coasts by the French during the
fourteenth-century phase of the Hundred Years War. Although the
English suffered defeat by the Scots at Otterburn in August
1388, no more French attacks were forthcoming. The tentative
peace negotiations of late 1387, then the war-policy of the
Appellants in 1388, and finally the renewed peace negotiations

from 1389 to 1394 saw to that.

1. P.R.O., C.76/71, mm. 3, 6, 7, 13; E.364/21, m.6";
c.C.R., 1385-9, pp. 197, 208, 3208-9,

2. CcC.R-, 1385°9’ po 3290

Ze On the reasons for the abandoning of the expedition,
see Palmer, England, France and Christendom, pp. 98-9.

1
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PART TWO

THE ORGANIZATION OF DEFENCE AND ITS VARIOUS ASPECTS



CHAPTER FOUR

THE OELIGATIONS OF DEFLNCE AND THE CQASTAL REGION

In the progress of attack and defence described in Part I of this
study, some kind of set pattern of defensive measures implemented &n
England during periods of crisis is clearly seen. The pattern is, to
a large extent, clear cut, and it is possible to draft a 1list of the
mein steps which were taken for the d efence of the realm. liany of the
measures summarized in the following five paragraphs were not employed
on each and every occasion; 1listed are measures which could be_ teken,
and the ones which were most likely to be taken whenever danger threatened.
Some, such as the prohibition on the export of arms, victuals and bullion,
or the importation of prejudicial letters, and other ekin security
measures occurred on almost every occasion of crisis. Others, such as
the plea of the crown to the clergy to pray for the safety of the realm,
only occurred in times of acute peril, particularly when the king wished
to exhort the populace to do their utmost for the defence of the realnm.
The second part of this study attempts to enalyse the constituent aspects
of the system of national defence during the fourteenth céntuny. |

Prominent among the steps taken at any one time when the security of
the realm was threatened by enemy attack was the issue of commissions

appointing officials to take charge of defensive matters. On land the
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principal of these were the keepers of the maritime lands and the
commissioners of array; at sea, the main officials were the royal
admirals of the north and west and their deputies. The apfointment
of the defensive officials on land wéslalways accompenied by instruct-
ions for the mobilization through the medium of commissions of array
of the local defensive forces which comprised all able Eodied males
aged between sixteen and sixty. The writs appointing the leaders of
the defenders and euthorizing mobilization of the local levies were
accompanied by, or sometimes preceded by, writs which warned of the
enemy's intentions, warnings which could take several forms. Appoint-
ments of local defensive officials also provided for the maintenance
of watches along the coast and the erection of beacons.

.Together with the measures taken for mobilization were those
implemented by the crown to ensure that the coastal region was not
dernded of potential defenders. Steps were normally taken to compel
persons owning lands in the coastal counties to go there and remain
there for the defence of the realm, unless they were performing such
service elsewhere. MNoreover, the threat of attack often led to the with-
drawal inland of the coastal populations, so the crowmm frequently
instructed local officials such as the sheriff to proclaim against
persons leaving the maritime area and to order those who had left to
return there inmediately, using compulsion if ﬁecessary.

Defensive crises also witnessed great activity in the field of
fortifications. Castles and fortified towns were placed in a state of
defence by reinforcements to and supplies for their garrisons, and also
by repairs and extensions to their defences. Works at fortresses
necessitated the supply of building materials and of workmen to carry

out the repairs. Consequently, arrests of craftsmen and labourers and
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the purveyance of build ing materials together with carriage were
frequent occurrences in the event of a defensive crisis, For the
defence of the realm at sea, ships, seamen, and supplies were arrested.

Apart from the ﬁeasures taken for physical defence against
attacks, steps were taken to tighten security, particularly in the
coastal counties. In order to‘prevent leakage of information to the
enemy, the ports were usually closed, and persons prevented from<
leaving the realm except via Dover. Aliens living in the coastal area,
and particulerly those of enemy nationality, were usually removed to
inland areas or incarcerated during the period of disturbance, and
stern measures were adopted against enemy agents at work within the
rea1m1.

Frequently, a defensive crisis provoked the crown to seek financial
support from the commons towards the costs of defence, and assemblies
could be convened not just for the purpose of raising finances, but
also for tﬂe crown to benefit from advice on defence proffered by the
commons, the local representatives of the inhabitants of the coastal
shires, or by the men of the Cinque Ports. The above description is
only intended as an outline to give some indication of what defensive
measures could bé adopted in times of danger. It is now proposed to
treat with the various aspects of the defensive system in greater

“detail in this and the ensuing chapters.

The most important feature of the system of national defence against

continental enemies during the fourteenth century were the general

1 J. R. Alben and C. T. Allmand, 'Spies and Spying in the Fourteenth
Century', War, Literature, and Politics in the Late Middle Ages, ed. C.
T. Allmand (Liverpool, 1976), p.92.
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measures taken for the defence of the coast or the garde de la mer.

In its essence, the system of defence revolved around the defensive
forces employed for the protection of the coastal area. The foundations
upon which such a system was based were to be found(in the general‘,
obligation of every able-bodied adult man t& perform military service
in the defeﬁce of his locality. The obligation, based on the vague, yet
natural, concept that eacﬂ man had a duty to perform military service
in defence of home and hearth, had its roots in the military organization
of Anglo-Saxon England. . This defensivg obligation, which has been
discussed at length and carefully defined elsewhere1, had been regular-
ized in part by sta%ﬁte over the centuries following the Norman Congquest.
The Assize of Arms of 1181 and the Statute of Winchester. of 1285 had
sought to\regularize the obligations to the bearing of arms in defence.
The reigns of the first three Edwards had witnessed attempts by the
crown at extending the obligations of military servicez. Such attempts
had often provoked opposition from the commons end, in consequence, the
crown had, on occasions, been obliged to grant certain concessions. In
1327, for instance, it was decreed that no man should be compelled to
serve outside his native shire except where necessity required it, or
ton the sudden coming of enemies into the realm'j.

Basically, by the‘commencement of the Hundred Years'! War in the 1330s,

the forces available to the crown for the defence of the realm were raised

1. M. R. Powicke, Military Obligation in Medieval England (Oxford,
1962), passim.

2. Ivid., pp.118-65; G. L. Harriss, King, Parliament, and Public
Finance in Medieval England to 1369 (Oxford, 1975), pp.8/=97.

3, Stats. Realm , i, 255,
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chiefly through this general obligation to perform defensive military
service, as tempered by the Statute of Winchester and by the develop-
ments in the field of the communal array which had taken place since

the reign of Edward 11. The obligation to serve, with arms sufficient
to their status according to the Statute of Winchester, fell upon all
fencible males between the ages of sixteen and sixty, who were mobilized
into a fighting body by means of the commission of arrayz. Even the
clergy was not exempt from the performance\of‘such service, although
they were frequently arrqyedvseparately from the laymen of the coﬁntyS.

The force or posse comitatus raised in the county by this method was

available both for defensive service and for the keeping of the peace
in the localities., Indeed, there was, to contemporaries, very little
difference between these two functions. 'Defence of the realm' implied
as much the protecting of the realm from the malice of lawbreakers
within as it did from the hostile designs of foreign enemies without.

The men liable for such service, once arrayed, were organized
within their local hundreds, which became the basic unit of the defensive
levies. Within these units, they were commanded at the lowes£ levels by
officials with whom they would have come into.daily contact through other
aspects of local administratidn ;- the constables of the hundred. The
hundred units were, in the words of Searle and Burghart, the 'raw

material' of the posse comitatush and, as such were, in their defensive

role, placed under the ultimate charge of the royal commissioners

1. Powicke, Military Obligation, pp. 118 ff.
2. Stubbs, Select Charters, pp. 463=9.

3. Eueges C.C.Rey 1381-5, pp.1, 551, etc.; Westminster Abbey Muniment
Room, Liber Niger Book I, fo. 87. I am grateful to Dr. J.J.N. Palmer for
bringing the latter reference to my attention.

L. E. Searle and R. Burghart, 'The Defense of England and the
Peasants' Revolt', Viator, iii (1972), 367.
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appointed for defence. The principal of these were the commissiéners
of array and, in the peéiod of war up to the early 1370s, the keepers !
of the maritime lands in th? coastal shires,

Although the local levies were employed by the English crown as a
peace-keeping force, for military servicé overseas as well as for home
defence, it is on their defensive role that this study will concentrate.
The levies raised by the obligation of communal military service -- the

jurati ad arma -~ were the main source from which the crown drew its

forces for the defence of the realm, but there were other sources.
Feudal service, which had proved unsatisfactory to the warlike needs of
the English kings even in the thirteenth century, did not feature in
coastal defence during the period under consideration. Indeed, for
the defence of the coast the crown had always drawn upon the service of
the fyrd rather than upon that of its feudal tenants., The feudal host
had, however, been summoned for the Scottish campaign of 1327 and was
summoned again for the last time by‘Richafd II in 1385 for his counter-
offensive against the Franco-Scottish attack on the northern shires1.
Rather, the crown sought to assess military service and the provision
of numbers of defenders relating thereto on the basis of income and
the extent of landholding. Although the first three Edwards had
attempted to extend the obligation to military service on a wealth
basis, it was from 134) that such a practice occufred with regularityz.
In October 1344, persons with lands between the value of 100s and £1,000

were to be assessed to provide troops in proportion to the value of

1, N.B. Lewis, 'The Last Summons of the English Feudal Levy, 13
June 1385', E.H.R., 1xxiii (1958), 1-26, for a comrected interpretation
see J.J.N. Palmer, 'The Last Summons of the Feudal Army in England,
1385', E.H.R., Lxxxiii (1968), 771-5.

2. TFor a fuller discussion see Powicke, Military Obligation, pp.187 ff.
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iheir lands1. Frequently, agistments to arﬁs stipulated the types'and
numbérs of troops which eéch man was to provide in relation to his land-
holdings. In Middlesex in c. 1338, for instance, persons with lands
worth £10 were assessed at ohe armed footman, while those with 40s. in
lands were to provide an archerz.

The obligation to provide men in relation to one's land was further
\ extended by the compulsion upon local land owners and others to retire
to their estates near the sea whenever danger threatened for the defence
of the coasts. The Chancery rolls abound with such instructions to
land owners to repair to their coastal estates without delay; In 1340{
for instance, the priors of Christchurch and Sf. Lugustine's at
Canterbury were ordered to go to thelr lands near the sea with all haste,
and to remain there while the danger lasteds. A severe crisis such as
that of 1385-6 often resulted in the sending of such instructions to
large numbers of land ownersk. The principle of sending men to their\
coastal lands for defence was also applicable to the defence of the
northern borders, and for the-internal security of Wales and Ireland.
The bishop of Durham was ordered to repair to his lands nearest the
border in 1372 and 1377, while a general prociamation was made 3in 1372
that all persons with lands on the Scottish border should do_likewise;
in 1370, 1377, and 1385 landholders in Wales were ordered to retire to

their lands there; while troubles in Ireland in 1361 led to similar

1. C.P.R., 1343-5, pp. 414-16.

2. Greater London R.0., Acc. 1085, F.P. 9, m. 2V, see Appendix 6,
3 P.R.0., C. 76/15, m.7. '

L., E.ge, C.C.R., 1381-5, pp. 278, 538, 539.




instructions applicable to the landholders in that countryj.

From time to time these orders bore the specific instruction that
each man should go to his manor nearest the sea, and clearly such
commands were expected to be carried out to the letter. The case of the
abbot of Bury reveals just how stringently these orders were to be
adhered to. In June 1377, the abbot was distrained by the arrayers in
Suffolk for not residing for defence in the manor of Worlingworth, which
was his manor nearest the sea. On 13 June, however, a royal licence
was granted allowing him to remain at his manor of Elmswell, which,
although further from the sea, was more easily accessible to it than
Worlingworth, from where the roads were bad. The licence was regranted
by Richard IT in July 13772.

The penalties for non-observance of such instructions were grave,
usually involving distraints placed on the lands and chattels of the
transgressor by the local defensive officlals. The case of the distrainf
upon the abbot of Bury mentioned above was by no means unique. There \
were, however, instances when such coersive measures were unfair.
Persons serving the king on campaigns overseas, or who were‘perfprming
defensive service in other coastal counties would obviously be unable to
fulfil in person their obligations elsewhere. In 1338, Roger Normaund
was granted a respite from performing personal defensive service 'for
his having for no small time found at his own costs divers ships of
war and armed men both on land and sea for the king's service in defence

of the realmj. The years 1346-7 saw a large number of respites from

1. C.C.R., 1360-7h, pp.361-2, C.C.R., 1374~7, p.6 (Scotland); C.C.R.,
1369-7k, pe158; CsC.Rey 1374=7, p.4B7, C.C.R., 1381~5, p.549 (Wales);
C.C.R., 1360=k, pp.253, 278 (Ireland).

2., C.C.Re, 1374~7, p.504; C.C.R., 1377-81, p.83.

3, C,P.R., 133840, pp.56, 171, 252.
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providing men-at-arms and hobelars for coastal defence granted to men
serving with the king abroad 1. In many cases, the persons distrained
for non-performance of defensive service were requested to prove that
they had performed alternative service elsewhere. Thus the petition of
Thomas de Vere in 1347 was accompanied by the certificatiog that 'le
comte de Norhampton tesmoigne que Thomas de Veer passa la meer ove

nostre seignour le roi, et arrive a Hogges et demora es parties de
Fraunce tanques a la revenue nostre dit seignour en Engleterre'; Henry
Husee, keeper of the Isle of Wight, testified in 1346 that a man-at-arms,
for which the abbot of Dartford was distrained by the arrayers of
Hampshire, was indeed serving in the is1and, Frequently, respite from
personal service in a specified county was granted, with the proviso that
the requisite number of men be found for local defence there. Thus’in
1371 John Pecche, himself serving in the defence of London, was respited
from personally serving in his Kentish lands, on the condition éhat ke
provi&ed the necéssary number of troops therej.

One sees that the bulk of the defenders of the coastal areas were
raised by commissions of array or by royal orders compelling them to
retire to their coastal estates. Such forces were chiefly used for the
protection of open stretches of coastline, butwere occasionally used to
.strengthen the defences of important coastal places such as towns.,

The nature of the Franco-Castilian hit-and-run tactics during the‘
fourteenth centur& meant that coastal towns, as the most con#enient
targets for naval raids, bore the brunt of enemy attacks. Thus, in towns,

extra measures were taken for defence. In many places, the burgesses

1. P.R.O., C. 81/1760/5-11, 13-74. See also Appendices T & 8,
2. P.R.0., C. 81/1760/15 (Vere); C. 76/23, m. 22 (abbot).
3,  C.C.R., 1369-7k, p.239.
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were empowered to array themselves for defEnce1. At many others, a
regular garrison was installed. Within the garrisons of coastél towns
and fortresses (and on the northern Narch and in the 'barbicens' in
France) contract troops raised by indenture were normally used. The
size of such garrisons varied from place to place and from time to
time. Taking several fortresses at random in 1339-40, one sees that
their garrisons were as follows: Carisbrooke castle, six men-at-arms,
four hobelars, eight archers; Corfe castle, six men-at-arms, six archérs;
Do&er éastle, twenty men-at-arms, forty armed men, forty archers;
Portchester castle, ten men-at-arms, forty archers; Winchester castlé,
twenty men-at-arms, twenty archersz.

The numbers of contract troops in a garrison were often increased
during the war season of summer or in periods of crisis. Thus the
garrison of Portsmouth town under its keeper, Warin de 1'Isle, in 1369
numbered fifteen knights, twenty-seven esquires, and fifty-three archers
until 26 August, when it was asugmented by a further ninety-five armed
men and two-hundred archers. By October, the garrison had reverted to

3

its original numbers-,

Although contract troops were chiefly used in the garrisons of

towns and castles, where the nature of garrison service made the jurati

1. See Ch. VII @nd Appendix 9.

2. C.C.R., 1339-11, p. 354 (Carisbrooke); ibid., p. 411 (Corfeg;

P.R.0., C. 76/14, m. 6 (Dover); C.C.R., 13395-41, p. 65 (Portchester
ibid., p. 7 (Winchester).

3. P.R.0., E. 364/3, mn. 4', 5°; E. 364/5, u. 29; E. 364/6,

m. 5.

.
s
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ad arma unsuitable to such a role, frOOps raised by indenture were
occasionally, although infrequently, used for the defence of the open
‘coast. This was the case in Kent in 1385, but such instances were
rare, and only occurred in times of extreme danger1. Also infrequently,
troops raised by selective arrays in inland shires and intended for
overseas service were redirected to the defence of the coasts in time
of emergency. Thus in August 1356, 120 archers originally bound for
France were redirected to the defence of the maritime areas of Kent and
Sussexz.

Despite the various methods by which troops were raised for the
defence of the realm, it was the local levies of the shire, raised
under their communal obligation to perform defensive service, which formed
thé backbone of the defensive forces who cgrried out the garde de la
mer in the coastal shires. We now turn to the machinery of the defensive
system within the coastal counties.

Whatever measures were taken for the defence of the realm, the
most immediately important were those implemented for the safeguarding
of the coastal places. &s inhabiéants of an island kingdom, the English
had long recognized the wvulnerability of the coast and its hinterland to
the attacks of enemies coming by sea. In consequence, by the fourteenth

century a concept had developed that the zone running parallel to the

1. Thomas Tryvet served in defence of the coast there between
May and June with six knights, forty-three esquires, and fifty archers
(P.R.0., E.101/531/40; E. L03/508, m.lL).

2, P.R.0., C. 76/3k4, m.7.
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coast and extending several miles inland was a special area, This
coastal zone, known by the fourteenth century as the 'maritime lands®

or terre maritime, had developed an individual identity in matters of

defence which set it apart from the rest of the shire in which it lay.

Under specially appointed royal officials,'knOWn as the custodes terre

maritime or keepers of the maritime lands, (although by the 1370s the
powers of these officials had been transferred to commissioners of array),
the inhabitants of the ill-defined coastal zone were required to perform
their customery military service in defence of the coastal area, and

were apparently exempt from performing such service outside it. As such,
the maritime lands were treated as a priority area for defence, as,
indeed, ware the land frontiers of the March with Scotlana. In both
areas the concept of retention of the populace for defence held good.

In the north this was certainly the case within the land lying\immediately
adjacent to the border, and was frequently extended to the whole of the
four northernmost shires and the liberty of Durham. Thus in 1342, writs
stating that a1l men who wished to serve the king on his forthcoming
campaign should prepare themselves were sent to every English county
except the northernmost ones1. Similarly, the bishap of Durham and the
sheriffs of Cumberland, Northumberland, Westmorlénd, end Yoékshire were

ordered to proclaim that no-one was to leave the border region, but that

all men were to remain there for the defende of the Marchz. Moreover,

1. Foedera, II, ii. 1195.

2, C.C.R., 1369~74, pp.361-2. Conversely, in 1386 Yorkshire was to
send LOO archers to help resist the French (C.P.R., 1385-9, p.217). In
that year, however, the Scots did not present a threat, truce with them
having been sealed on 27 June. The French threat was much greater, and
in any case, the counties situated immediately on the border -~ Cumberland
and Northumberland -- did not contribute archers.
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in both the March area and on the coasts special officials worked in
conjunction with the sheriffs and the commissioners of array for
safegua¥ding against hostile attacks. As the wardens of the March had
developed in the north by the fourteenth century, so had emerged an
official with responsibility for the defence of the coastal regions1.

The keeper of the maritime lands, or custos terre maritime, had evolved

by the final decade of the thirteenth century and was to remain pre-
eminent iﬁ matters of coastal defence until the office was abSOrbe&
into enlarged commissions of array during the 137032;
It has been noted that the maritime zone was not precisely
delineated, but had 'a boundary conventionally and traditionally
understood'>, While there was & certain imprecision in the definition

of the boundaries, it is clear from documentary evidence that even

contemporaries did not regaerd them as fixed. In 1346, the terre maritime

were clearly defined as extending six leagues inland from the sea. &
writ to the arrayers in Somerset and six other maritime counties sent in
April of that year stated that all persons residing within this distance
from the sea were to be exempted from performing military service

4

elsewhere’, In August, the sheriff of Sussex was instructed that if a

certain Stephen Power were to be found 'cum familia et toto posse suo

1. R.R. Reid, 'The Office of the Warden of the Marches: its Origin
and early History', E.H.R., xxxii (1917), 479-96.

2.  See below, pp.100-10, 121-3,
3. Hewitt, The Organization of War under Edward III, pp.6~7.

4, Foedera, III. i. 81. For the purpose of this study, a league
is understood to represent three English miles,
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super custodia terre maritime infra sex leucas a mari', he was to be
released from a distraint to contribute towards the cést of men-gt-

arms for the king's overseas expedition1. Release from a similar
distraint upon John Keene and Richard Danvers was ordered in April 1348.
Both men, 'quorum terre et tenementes infra sex leucas a mari in
comitatu Suthamtonie existerunt', were serving there in compliance with
a royal order which ran:

'nuper, cum assensu consilii nostri, ordinaverimus quod homines
terras et tenementes infra sex leucas a mari habentes ... existerunt
super costeris maritimis in partibus illis pro defensione et salvacione
parcium illarum contra hostiles alienigenarum hostium incursus
morarentur'?,

In a wrif of 6 April 1338, however, the commissioners of array in
Kent were ordered not to choose men from within twelve leagues of the sea
for service elsewherej. At the same time, the purveyors of victuals
end the sheriffs in Kent and the East Anglian shires were ordered not
to take any victuals except wine from the area within twelve leagues of
the coast, since the enemy's fleet was near at handh. Twelve leagues

was adjudged to be the extent of the maritime lands on many other

occasionss.

1. P.R.0., C. 76/23, m. 16 .

2. P.R.0., C. 76/26, m. 17°. Six leagues occurred frequently, as
in 1353 (C.C.R., 1349-54, p. 545) and 1371 (C.C.R., 1369-74, p. 229).

3.  Foedera, II, ii. 1026. Hewitt, however, states that by 1346
at least, the principle of exempting the men of the maritime lands from
military service elsewhere was clearly established, although he
confesses ignorance as to whether such principles were operative in
1338-40 (Organization of War under Edward ITI, p. 7, n. 1).

L. Foedera, II. ii, 1025,
5. E.g., in 1347 (P.R.O., C76/25, m. 24 ).
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Six or twelve leagues appear to have been the most common limits
employed. Conceivebly, the boundary of the maritime lends fluctated
in distance from the sea according to the prevailing géneral conditions,
Factors such as the degree of external danger from enemies or the demands
of recruitment of troops for overseas campaigns may well have had an
influence on the extent of the maritime lands. This would explain the
twelve league limit during the troubled year of'1338 end the six league
1limit of 1346, when the king's expedition had involved recruitment on
& large scale. For English kings it was thus often vital to maintain a
balance between attack and defence for the well-being of the realm.

Although six and twelve leagues appear to have been the most common
1limits employed, there may well, at times, have been other distances
involved. For example, the writ of November 1338 regarding the
ringing of church bells to warn of the approach of enemies, applied to
churches situated within seven leagues of the sea1. In 1346, the sheriff
of Sussex was ordered to relax a distraint which had been placed upon
the men of Lewes for non-provision of troops for the king's French
expedition, since the town was 'que nisi per quatuor leucas distat a
mare circa salva custodia terre maritime'z. Whether in this instance
four leaguesvas intended to be taken as the extent of the maritime lands
is uncertain. Arguably, the distance may have been interpreted as

lying within the greater, more customary distances of six or twelve leagues.

1. Foedera, II., ii. 1066,

2. P.R.O., C. 76/23, m. 16”. 1In the same year, the men of the
coastal town of Holderness in Yorkshire were ordered to remain there to
counter enemy attacks, and were not to be compelled to perform service
elsewhere (C. 76/22, m. 30).
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Whatever the extent of the maritime lands, one thing is certain:
men (and occasionally victuals) were not normally removed in times of
danger from the coastal zones of maritime shires. But whereas this

rule held good for the area defined as terre maritime, it did not

necessarily apply to the whole of a coastal shire. len living in the. .
inland parts of a coastal shire, but outside the belt of maritime lands,
were indeed liable for military service outside the shire. Whereas in
June 1347, for instance, the fencible men of the Kentish maritime lands
were declared exempt from performing military service outside the
coastal region, in August the Kentish arrayers raised a force of archers
from the non-maritime parts of the county for service at Calais1.

Other examples of this practice abound throughout the century, and
reflect a parallel with the practice of the northern border shires,
where distinction was made between the march, or part of the county
adjoining the national frontier and under the control of the wardens, and
the remainder of the shirez. The restrictions on the removal of
fencible men from the maritime lands also often applied to victuals and
other supplies, but such restrictions were usually only implemented in
times when enemy attacks were threatened. Thus the Isle of Wight,
which because of its strategically important location was probably

regarded wholly as terre maritime was frequently the object of writs which

prohibited the export of victuals3.

1. Foedera, III. i. 130.

2. Reid, 'The Office of the Warden of the Marches',p.485, citing
Rot. Scot., i. 140-1,

3. E.g.y P.R.O., C. 76/15, n. 7' C. 76/24, mm. 8, 3%; C. 76/30,
me 12 &
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The dangers resulting from the removal of men from the coastal
belt were patent, and exemption of the coastal inhabitants from service
elsewhere was an att;mpt to ensure that this vulnerable region did
not become‘denuded of defenders, On occasions when the principle did
not operate, there was frequeﬁtly cause for alarm. Thus the reduction
of defensible manpower in North Wales in 1345 through the frequent
arraying of troops there for overseas service so alarmed Roger Trumwyn,
the lieutenant of the king's Justice there, that he was driven to
complain to the Black Prince that if such demands for troops were not
reduced, there would be insufficient men left to defend the coasts in
the event of an enemy attackﬂ. In 1384, Richard II was compelled to
issue a writ of supersedeas in favour of the burgesses of Hull in case
of any indictment before the justices of Oyer and Terminer, since the
absence of any men from the town would reduce its defensibilityz. The
need to keep sufficient men in the coastal regions to counter enemy
attacks was made more difficult by the fact that a natural conseguence
of the attacks was the migration of the populaces of the coastal regions
to areas further inland, where they could escape from the attendant
dangers of raids and the burdens of defence. Consequently, the crown
was compelled to resort to the issue of writs prohibiting withdrawal
from the maritime lands whenever danger threatened. Such orders were

supported by the seizure of the property of all who refused to comply}.

1. P.R.0., S.C. 1/54/102.
2. C.P.R., 1381“j, P0363¢

3. The occasions on which this happened are numerous, e.g. C.C.R.,

1339-41, pp.101, Llk.
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Because of the constent danger of enemy attacks in times of war
upon coastal places, the designation of the coastal zone as a special
defensive area was essential., Whereas the populations of inland
shires were no less liable for defensive service than their compatriots
in the maritime shires, it was on the inhabitants of the coastal shires,
and particularly on those living within the maritime lands, that the
heaviest defensive burdens fell. Wheﬁever an enemy fleet threatened
the realm, it was the coastal regioné which experienced the brunt of

the measures taken for national security. The succeeding chapters

will mainly deal with the defensive system within the coastal shires.
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CHAPTER FIVE

* DEFENSIVE OFFICIALS: ROYAL COMMISSIONERS

In times of threatened danger from abroad, the crown relied upon
certain appointed officials to mobilize the local levies and to take
charge of the defence of locglfareas. Within the coastal shires a
bilateral system of defensive officials was employed during the phase
of war up to the treaty of Brétigny, and for the first few years of the
1370s. Vhenever the realm was threatened, the crown appointed officials

known as the keepers of the maritime lands, or custodes terre maritime,

who took chérge of the defence of the coastal shires, and who worked in-
conjunction with the royal commissioners appointed to array the
fencible men in the shires and with the sheriff's. The keepers of the
maritime lands had wide powers in matters of defence and in the control
of the local levies, They were superior in rank to the arrayers, and
could even command the intendenée of arrayers who were eppointed for
inland counties. Broadly speaking, during the first phase of the war,
the keepers of the maritime lands ected as local commanders cherged
with the over all direction of defence in the coastal shires, while

the commissioners of array were responsible for the actual levying and
organizing of the fencible men of the counties. During the 1340s and
1350s there was some overlappingof functions between the keepers and

the arrayers, but by 1370, 1little significant change had taken place
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in the defensive system and it was basically the same as it had been in
1337.

The defensive arrangements of 1337 had not resulted from the out-
break of war with France and its accompanying threat to the realm.

The system of defence had evolved gradually over the preceding two
centuries. The development of a defensive system had also seen the
growth of the offices of defensive officiels. It is difficult to trace
with any certainty the development of the concept that the coastal
region was a special area meriting the appointment of officials with a
particular responsibility for its defence. Originally, it had been the
shériff who had been responsible for the military organization within
the coastal shire. With his increasing burden ;f administrative duties
from the twelth century onwards, however, some of his military powers
were delegated to other officials. As early as 1193, a nebulous official
called the keeper of the shores had made an appearance. Beyond his
powers of preventing the entry of undesirables into the realm, little
is known of this keeperj.

It is no coincidence that with the loss of Angevin lands in France
in the early thirteenth century, there should have been an increase in
the number of references to coastal defence in England, In 1205, the

\

year after the loss of Normandy, some of the sheriff's military powers

in regard to the posse comitatus were delegated to a new official, By

the defensive arrangements of that year, a chief constable of the shire

1. Chronicle of Richard of Devizes', Chronicles of the Reigns of
Stephen, Henry II and Richard I, ed. R. Howlett (4 vols., R.S., London,
1885-9), iii. 411. Cited in Powicke, Militery Obligation in Medieval
England, p.121. The account of the development of the defensive
officials to the end of the. thirteenth century which follows owes much
to Professor Powicke's conclusions.
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was appointed by the crown to serve as overseer and commander of the
local levies which were to be arrayed by the lesser constables of
boroughs and cities and of hundreds and vills1. Not only were the
lesser constables to be intendant to the chief constables, but the
'communa totius comitatus' was also to be intendant. The parallels
between this two-tier system of defensive officiais and that of the
early fourteenth century are very apparent. Indeed, the chief |
constables end the lesser constables have been seen as the fore-

runners of the later keepers of the meritime lends and the commissioners
of array reSpectivelyz.

The events of the thirteenth century led to a great deal of concern
for coastal defence, and, in consequence, to the development of
defensive officials. In the defensive arrangements of 1213, he sheriff
played a prominent roleS, but by the second end third decades of the
century, wardens of the sea coasts were appointed with regularity. 1In
1217, the inhabitants of the marina of Norfolk, Suffolk and Essex were
ordered to be intendant to 'ballivo nostro de marina', who had the
custody of the coasts in those countiesh. In 1224, the barons of the
Cinque Ports were to be intendant to Geoffrey de Lucy, 'maritinam
nostram ... custodiendam', and another warden of the coasts of Norfolk

and Suffolk was also nameds. The duties of these wardens are unknown,

1. Gervase of Canterbury: Historical Works; the Chronicle of the
Reigns of Stephen, Henry II and Richard I by Gervase, the lonk of
Centerbury, ed. W. Stubbs (2 vols., R.S., London, 1879-80), ii. 96-

7

2. Powicke, Military Obligation, p.121.

3. Roger de Wendover, Chronica sive Flores Historiarum, ed.
H. 0. Coxe, (5 vols., Eng. Hist. Soc., London, 1841-4), iii. 244~
6.

L. P.R., 1216-25, p.121..
5' Ibid‘" pp~l+-659 469, )-#920

A3
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althéugh it has been suggested that they had some control over the local
1evies1.

Thére seems to have been no real continuity in the development of
special officials charged with  the defence of the coastal regions
duriné the thirteenth century. Apart from instances in 1268, the
sheriff appears to have continued to play a dominant role. In 1227,
the men of Norfolk and Suffolk were to be intendant to thelr sheriff in
matters of defence; in 1264, the sheriffs were ordered to prevent

persons from leaving the costerum maris, to arrest all who had not gone

to the partes maritime for defence, and to choose men from each vill

in relation to its popuiation to serve in defencez.

B& the final decade of the thirteenth century, however, an
organized system had developed incorporating kéepers of the maritime
lands as commanders in the coastal shires, with the arrayers serving
under them as organizers of the local levies, The defensive crisis of
1295 provides the most copious evidence of this elaborate system of
defence in OperationB. The measures taken for coastal defence in 1295
were to remain, in essence, the basis of defensive organization within

the maritime shires throughout the fourteenth century.

1., Powicke, Military Obligation, p.84, n.6 claims that they may also
have had  control over local shipping, and were thus the forerunners of
the commissioners of array and of naval commanders.

2. B.L., Cotton MS. Julius C. iv,fo. 129 (1227); C.R., 1261-L,
pp.L405-6 (126L).

3, E.g., Parl. Writs, IT.ii. 268-72. Custodes were also appointed
to take charge of certain coastal towns. For a very detailed account of
the defensive organization of 1295, see A. Z. Freeman, 'A Moat Defensive:
the Coast Defense Scheme of 1295', Speculum, x1ii (1967), 446~62.
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1

The Keepers of the Maritime Lands to 1370

¥

During the period of the Hundred Years' War up to the Peace of
Brétigny, the keepers of the maritime lands were usually the principal
officiais concerned with defence within the coastal shires. On rare
occasions when the crown chose to experiment, extraordinary defensive
officials made & brief appearance. In July 1338, for example, overseers
of commissioners of array were appointed with control of large groups,
each comprising several counties, and in 1359-60, commissions of array
with enlarged powers were issued to the exclusion of the keepers of the
maritime 1ands1. These, however, appear to have been experimental
measures of no immediate permanence, and the usuel practice in times of

danger was for the crown to issue simultaneously writs de custodienda

terre meritime, appointing keepers of the maritime lands, and commissions
of array.

The duties of the keepers from the late 1330s onwards are clearly
seen from their royal letters of commission. Usually they were °
appointed with the following powers:

'ad custodienda et custodiri facienda omnes portus et litora .
maris in quibus naves applicant vel applicare poterunt, et omnem
terram maritinem in comitatibus Suthantonie, Berks' et Wilts', tam
infra libertates quam extra, et ad resistendum omnibus qui contra
nos per terram vel per marem armata potencia venissent, vel regnum
nostrum invadere voluerint in locis supradictis, et ad eos
cuiuscumque status vel condicionis fuerint expugnarndum et destruendunm,
et ad omnia alia et singula facienda et ordinanda que ad salvam et
securam custodiem parcium earundem tam per terram quam marem contra
huismodi pericula poterunt! '

1, C.P.R., 1338-40, pp.13k4, 139; C.P.R., 1358-61, pp.32k, L16.

2, P.R.O., C.61/50, m.7. The conditions of this appointment are
similar to the 'typical statement' of the keepers' duties in 1340
postulated by Hewitt, The Organization of War under Edward TII, n7.

400,



The commissions frequently carried a clause de intendendo,

binding upon all éersons living within the area under the keepers'
jurisdiction, and prescribing the severest penalties for persons who
did not éompiy with the keepers' demands. Intendance was particularly
enjoined upon the commissioners of array within the keepers' area of
jurisdiction and upon the sheriffs of the counties1.

Ninor details were often added to or removed from the terms of

the commissions de custodienda terre maritime from time to time, L
commission of April 1339, for instance, added the supervision of towns,
villages, and 'alia loca maritima', and entrusted the keepers with ;he
responsibility for their safeguard, for fortifying them or repairing
existing deferces, and for keeping Chancery appraised of any works
undertaken in this resPectz. 'While such powers were not a recurring
feature of the keepers' commissions, it is probable that they reflected
existing duties which were already carried out de facto by the keepers
in the course of their work,

More frequently included was & clause empowering the keepers to
meke arrays. Thus, in 1338, John de Grandison, bishop of Exeter, and
Hugh de Courteney were appointed to guard the coast of Devon end to

array the men of the county for its defenceB. In the preceding year,

. 1. E.g., P.R.O., C. 61/50, m.7} C. 76/22, m.24; C. 76/30, mm. L,

2. P.R.0., C. 76/1L, m. 9.

3. C.P.R., 1338-40, p. 184. Dr. Hewitt claims that arraying was
only added to the keepers' duties by 1346. He seems to have overlooked
this instance, although there is some possibility that the commissions
of 20 November 1338 were extraordinary appointments. Hugh Courteney,
earl of Devon had served, however, as a keeper of the maritime lands in
Devon in 1337 (P.R.O., C.61/49, m.26). But whether or not the officials
appointed in November 1338 were actually keepers of the maritime lands
is irrelevant: the above reference shows that the principle of
combining arraying with guarding the coast was known in 1338.
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1

keepers of the maritime lands in the palatinates of Chester and Durham
had been appointed 'tam ad custodienda et custodiri facienda omnes
portus et litora maris in quibus naves applicant vel applicare poterunt,
et omnem terram maritinam eee quan assiduendos ad arma et arraiandos
omnes homines de eisdem comitatibus defensabiles et validos'1.
Commissions of 1344, 1346 and later gave similar powers to the keepers
of the maritime lands in all English coastal countiesz.

Conversely, on several occasions before 1360, the commissioners
of array received powers usually given to the keepers of the maritime
lands. In March 1360, for example, the arrayers of inland counties
were ordered to array the men of their shires and 'to be ready to march
toward the several parts of Hants or elsewhere ... upon the king's

warning or that of the Hampshire arrayers'B. The following month

saﬁ the arrayers with powers to compel local landholders to find 'men

to 2bide on the sea shére during the present perils'h. Such functions,
particularly that of compelling men to remain in defence of the coast,
were usually the prerogative of the keepers of the maritime lands.
Gradually, towards the close of the 1360s, however, there were occasional
blurrings of the terms of the separate commissions into one another, which
heralded the changes which were to take place in the 1370s,

Occasionally, the keepers of the maritime lands were given powers

1. P.R.O., C. 76/)4-9’ Me 22{-.

2. E.ga, BoLo, Cotton ‘L;So Juliu‘S’ C. iv, fo. 129v; P.
22, m.30; C. 76/23, mm. 15", 20, 24 ; C. 76/54, m. 8; G
p. W16,

3., C.C.R., 1360-4, pp. 97-8. The italics are mine.
l‘.. Ibido’ p. 19.

R.0., C. 76/
PoRo 9 1358—61 ]

t—
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to arrest workmen and éupplies, if needed for defence, and were frequently
empowered to arrest and imprison all who disobeyed them1. Less frequently,
such powers of arrest were extended to shipping. This had been the case
in 1324, end it reappeared variously in commissions of 1336, 1346, 1348,
1350, and 13582.

Akin to the arrest of men end materials were the powers to distrain
men to perform military service within the maritime lands in respect of
lands which they held there. The commissions frequently specified
these powers of distraint upon the goods; lands and persons of
contrariants. The use of distraint was widespread. Numerous petitibné
to the crown against distraint placed by the keepers on their property
in a perticular shire were made by persons who were performing their
customary military service to the full in other shiress. This was a
ma jor problem for persons who held lands in more than one shire, and
the keepers themselves, in their private capacity as landowners, ran
similar risks. Such a distraint placed upon the lands of the keepers of
the maritime lands in Lincolnshire by their fellow keepers in other
counties in 1346 prompted a royal statement that all keepers of the

L

maritime lands were to be exerpt from the demands of service elsewhere’.

1. E.g., P.R.O., C. 61/49, n. 26; C. 61/50, mm. 7-11; C. 76/22,
mm. 25, 30, etc.

2, Parl. Writs, IT.ii. 660 (1324); P.R.0., E. 101/19/43, E. 101/
612/3, (1336); C. 76/22, mm. 25, 30 (1346); C. 76/26, m. 10 (1348);

C. 76/28, m. 6 (1350); C. 76/33, m. 5 (1358). This power to arrest
ships for defence was a vestige of the powers held by the thirteenth-
century wardens of the sea-coast (F.W. Brooks, The English Naval Forces,
1199-1272 (London, 1933), pp.168 £f.). See alsop, 99, m. 1 above.

3,  E.ge, P.R.O., C. 76/25, m. 217; C. 76/28, m. 13'; C. 81/1760/13,
18, 75, 79-82. ‘

L. P.R.O., C. 76/23, m. 147, This ruling applied to all others
serving in person in defence of the coast 'cum familia et toto posse?,
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Another duty which the keepers frequently had bestowed upon them
was the responsibility for beacons. The keefers had been involved with
beacons from at lea;t the reign of Edward ITI. The inguisition into
the beacons of the Isle of Wight in 1324 had been held before the keepers
of the maritime lands there, and commissions issued to the keepers of
the maritime ;ands during the same year included responsibility for

erecting beacons1. Although in 1325 and 1326 the care of the beacons

- was entrusted to other officials, commissions of 1337, 1346, 1352, 1356,

1373 again gave this responsibility to the keepers of the maritime 1ands2

But although a frequent inclusion, the responsibility for the beacons

was by no means a permenent feature of the commissions de custodienda

tefre maritime,

Once appointed, the‘keepers of the maritime lands were responsible
to the king and council. Often, they were instructed to report their
actions or findings to Chancery}. It is probable that the keepers swore
an oath to uphold the tenor of their office, as did the keepers of the
peace, arrayers, and other royal commissioners, There is evidence that
they did so in the 1320s. In 1324, the bishops took the oaths of keepers

appointed to the maritime lands of counties within the ir respective
4

dioceses’, The link between the crown and the keepers was a strong one.

1. C.I.M., 1307-49, p.209, no.839; Parl. Writs , II.ii, 661.

2.  C.C.R., 1337=9, pe137; Foedera, II.i1.996 (1337); P.R.O.,
C.76/23, m. 20, C. 81 ;1758/3 (1246); Foedera, IIT.i. 239; C. 76/30,
mm. 4, 5 41352); C. 76/34, m. 9 (1356); B.L., Cotton MS. Julius C.
iv,f0.129 (1373).

3. P.R.0., C. 76/14, m.9.

L4, Parl, Writs, ITI.ii. 66..
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Frequently, in times of grave danger, the commissions appointing the
keepers exhorted them to do their utmost 'with all speed, diligence, and
solicitude' to ensure the safety of the sreas under their charge, and,
furthermore, threatened the direst penalties shouid mishaps occur
through any negligence‘on the part of the keepers1. Should & keeper
défault in his duty, the crown took immediate and stringent measures to
rectify the deficiency. Thus in 1346, Olivier de Bohun, one of the
keepers of the maritime lands in Hampshire, who had withdrawn from the
county, thereby standing in contempt qf his appointment, was threatened
with the forfeiture of &ll his landg;ﬁnless he returned there immediately.
Graver penalties were hinted at should\any damages have arisen as a
result of his defectioné. Prompt action by the crown in such cases is
understandeable. The severe depredations wrought by the enemy in
Hampshire in 1338 were ascribed chiefly to the negligence of the keepers
of the maritime lands in that county, who, 'knowing thet the a@tack was
to be made, not only neglected to provide for the defence of the parts
threatened, but basely fled w;ih the men of the said town [Southampton]
on sight of the enemy and ... permitted the men appointed to stay and
guard the coast at the charges of the said county ... for money and

gifts received for this purpose by the said keepers ... to go home', A4n

inquiry was ordered and the guilty were to be imprisoned in the Tower of
3

London~,

10 E.s., PoRoo.’ C. 76/23’ M. 15v’ 19v.

2. P.R.0., C. 76/23, m. 213 C. 81/1757/90. Olivier is described
in this second document as 'chief arreiour sourla garde de la meer',

3. CcPoRog 1358‘40, Pe 180.
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The keepers of the maritime lands thus possessed extensive powers
for acting in the defence of the fealm. During the period of their
greatest'prominence prior to the 1370s, they wefe the principal defensive
officials in céastal ereas, commanding the obedience of sheriffs,

prelates, magnates, arrayers, and jurati ad srma alike., 4s well as

having direct charge of the terre maritime, their powers extended to

 the whole of the maritime shire, and even beyond1. By the 1330s, a

clear principle was. in operation that persons living in inland shires
were bound by their obligation to render militery service for defence,

if needs be, within the maritime lands of neighbouring coa;tal shires.,
For this purpose, shires were grouped together, two or three inland

ones sending their levies to serve in the maritime lands of a specified
coastal shire. These groupings were fairly rigid ~- Surrey men usually
served in the maritime lands of Sussex; Wiltshire and Berkshire men in
Hampshire, and so forth -- but the groupings did change from time to
time. In March 1338, for example, keepers were appointed 'ad custodienda
et custodiri facienda omnes portus et litora maris in quibus naves
applicant vel epplicare poterunt et omnem terram maritinem in comitatibus

Suthantonie, Berks' et Wilts! 12

, end similar commisslons were issued
for groupings-of Gloucestershire, Herefordshire, and Worcestershire;

Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire, and Rutland; Lancashire,

1. Cf. Hewitt,(The Orzanization of Var under Edward III, p. 8), who
disagrees with this: 'The keepers ... can enforce the obligation to
serve end have all the powers necessary for the performance of their
duties. But the powers and duties are restricted to their own
counties?, . . .

2. P.R.0., C. 61/50, m. 7.
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Shropshire, and Staffordshire; and so forth1. A similar scheme of
county groupings had occurred in the previous June®. By March 1346,
the groupings had changed slightly, and there were further changes in

larch 1 3603.

By and large, however, any such changes were slight;
and it was only'on very rare occasions that groupings out of the
ordinary were made. In lay 1351, for example, the coastal shires of
Dorset, Hampshire, Somerset, and Wiltshire formed & single group,
but this appears to have been an extraordinary measureh.

By this means of gathering together counties into such groups,
the crovn ensured that sufficient numbers of defenders were available
for the protection of the coastal belt. It also meant that the keepers
appointed to the maritime lands of the coastal shire of the county
groupings had some control over the arrayers of the inland shires of
the grouping.

Similar groupings were found in Wales and the palatinates. 1In
Wales, keepers of the maritime lands were appointed for the large
single units of North VWales and South Wales. In 1335, the arrayers

in South Wales were directed to send men to the maritime lands there,

and in the following year, similar instructions were sent to arrayers in

1. See map 1.
2. P.R.0., C. 61/49, mn. 26,

3., P.R.O., C. 76/22, mm. 24, 25, 30 (1346); P.R.0., C. 54/198,
m. 39" s C.C.R., 1360~4, pp. 97-8 (1360). See also maps 2 and 3.

4. P.R.O., C. 76/29, m. 9.
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INLAND SHIRES LINKED WITH MARITIME SHIRES FOR COASTAL DEFENCE

SHOWING FLUCTUATIONS OF THE SHIRE GROUPINGS

MAP 1) 25 NMARCH 1338 VAP 2) 10 MARCH 1346

MAP 3) 2 MARCH 1360

\

KEY

cneesies Boundary of Shire
Boundary of Group of Shires TRA ‘%

Shires not indicated

Maritime shires to which men from the inland shires of the group are sent are capitalized

1. CORNWALL ; s CORNWALL ' 9 CORNWALL, DEVON, DORSET, SOMERSET,
II. DEVON 11 DEVON Glos, Worcs

ITT, DORSET, SOMERSET III. SOMERSET 1. HANTS, Berks, Bucks, Oxon, Wilts
IV, HANTS, Berks, Wilts IV, DORSET . 111, KENT, SUSSEX, Beds, Midd, Surrey,
V. SUSSEX, Surrey V. HANTS, Berks, Oxon, Wilts City of London

VI. KENT ' VI. SUSSEX, Surrey Iv. ESSEX, NORF, SUFF, Cambs, Herts,
VII. GLOS, Heref, Worcs VII. KENT Hunts

VIII. ESSEX, Herts, Midd YIit. GLOS, Heref, Worcs Vs LINCS, Derb, leics, Notts, Rut
IX, LANCS, Salop, Staffs IX, ESSEX, Herts, Midd '

X. NORF, SUFF, Cambs, Hunts X. LINCS, Leics, Northants, Rut

XI. 1INCS, leics, Northants, Rut

XI. N S
p.a s YORKS, Derb, Notts (RF, SUFF, Cambs, Hunts



both North and South Wales1. The palatinates of Chester, Durham end
Lancaster were not organized into groups with other shires, but
usually remained separate. None the less, keepers of the maritime
lands were appointed in each, but usually by the lord. Frequently,
whenever the king appointed keepers of the maritime lands and arrayers
in the English counties, he also sent writs to the earl of Chestey
the bishop of Durham, and the duke of Lancaster ordering them to appoint
their own defensive officials within their 1iberties2.

Occasionally, keepers of the maritime lands were appointed for
smaller areas within the county. This was the usual practice in Yorkshire
and Lincolnshire, where there‘were administrative subdivisions. Thus

keepers (and arrayers) were appointed separately for each of the three

1. P.R.O., E. 101/612/34 (1335); C. 61/49, m. 24, E, 101/19/13
(1336). The keeper of the maritime lands in South Wales in 1335, Owen
de Montgomeri, had sub-keepérs serving under him, each responsible for
the security of a length of coastline. Each served at the standard
military rate of pay for his rank, for which the keeper accounted at
the Exchequer. The sub-guardians were arranged as follows:

Sub-keeger Defensive Zone

Robert de Penres, knight
John de Laundri

Kidwelly, Carnwyllion, end Gower
Carmarthen and the waters of the river
Tywi

Yevan ap Maddok Vaghan County of Cardigan and the river Teifi
”1lliam Huald

Pembrokeshire and the port of Milford
eo Appendix 1,

2.1 R, 0., C. 61/49, m. 24; C. 76/30, m. 5; Parl. Writs, II.ii.
661. It is well known that the royal system of administration was, to
a large extent, duplicated within the great franchises. See N. Denholm_
Young, Seignorial Administration in Englend (Oxford, 1937), p.2 and

2§._SSlm
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Yorkshire ridings and for the parts of Holland, Kbsteﬁen, and Lindsey1.
Less frequently keepers were appointed for smaller areas. In 1338, for
example, the abbot of Ramsey was appointed keepe{ of the maritime iands
in the marshes of Ramseyz, while in 4346, keepers were appointed in

the parts of Holderness in Yorkshire and in the Sussex rapesj. Keepers
were also appointed for the strategically important and vulnerable areas
of the Isles of Sheppey and Thanet and for the Isle of Wighth.

/ 4Ls the duties of the keepers of the maritime lands underwent slight
modifications in the period 1337 to 1370, so the numbers of keepers
named in the commissions of eppointment varied slightly from time to
time. TwWo to four keepers per maritime shire was the usual size of the

commissions de custodienda terrse maritime. The commissions of March

1338, for example, generally tally with these figuress. By Maréh 1346,
the numbers had risen to between four and twelve keepers per commission,
and the sheriff of each maritime shire was also named as a keeper,

although such a practice was not to become a permanent feature of these

commissionsé. By 1371 and 1373, the numbers of keepers named in each

1. P.R.O., C. 76/22, m. 24; C. 76/23, m. 24'; C.P.R., 1324-7,

pp. 216-17.

2. C.P.R., 1338-40, p. 69. This was an extraordinary appointment
made because the keepers in Huntingdonshire and Cambridgeshire 'cannot
conveniently get at the aforesaid marshes and places',

3. P.R.O., C. 76/23, m. 30 (Holderness), These were appointed
'considerantes dampna et pericula in partibus de Holdernesse ex v
huiusmodi hostilitus alienigenarum aggressibus'. C. 76/23, mm. 19 ,

20, 22; C. 81/1758/3 (Sussex). Keepers were appointed for each of
the rapes of Arundel, Lrember, Chichester, Hastings, Lewes, and Pevensey.

L. P.R.0., C. 76/23, mm. 19", 24'. The Isle of Wight, because
of its particularly vulnerable position,merited. special treatment. See

Pp. 184, 213 below.
5§, P.R.O., C. 61/50, m. 7. See table 3.

6. P.R.0., C. 76/22, mm.24, 25, See table 4o =~ o
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commission had again reverted to an average of th or three per maritime

cmmtf. )
The keepers of the maritime lands were usually magnates or other

notables with substantial holdings of land‘within the shires in which

they operated as keepers. The New Ordinances of 1311 had decreed that

wardens of the coasts and keepers of castles on the sea coast were to

be local men 'de la terre mesmes'z. Although the Ordinances had been

repealed, it is clear that this idea embodied in them held good throughout

the fourteenth century. The appointment of local men as keepers was,

moreover, an extension of the principle that men should be enjoined to

go to their estates near the coast whenever danger threatened. Thus

the Courteney earls of Devon were frequently commissioned as keepers of

the maritime lands in that shire, as were the earls of Huntingdon in

Essex, where they held estates, and the Cobhams in Kent.

The Commissioners of Array, 1337-70

Between the 1290s and the early 1370s, the commissioners of array
for defence played an important subordinate role to the keepers of the
maritime lands in the defence of the coastal regions, It was the

arrayers who did the actual work of mobilizing the jurati ad arma who

were to be sent to serve on the coast under the keepers of the maritime

lands. Before progressing with the actual functions of the arrayers, it

1.  P.R.0., C. 76/54, m. 8; B.L., Cotton MS. Julius C. iv, fo. 129"
2. Stats. Realm , i. 160.
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is first necessary to define what is meant in this study by commissions
of aﬁray. |

During the fourteenth century, commissions of array were used by -
thecrown for two main purposes: +to raise the local levies in the
English counties for the defence of the realm, and to provide troops
for overseas service in foreign campaigns. Both forms of the commission

of array shared the same fons et origo in the obligation of the populace

to serve in the defence of the realm, an obligation tempered by the
Statute of Viinchester and by its revisions‘of the fourteenth century.
This, and other similarities, between the commissions has caused
historians to make no differentiation between them,

Stubbs was of the opinion that if the force assembled by the
commissioners of array were properly in accordance with the Statute
of Winchester, then in theory, all the fencibles off the shire would
be liable to perform military service, and this would have detrimental
side effects in the fields of stratesy and economics. Thus, he deduced,
a universal levy could never be called out in practice1. In this
hypothesis has been seen the reason for the development of the prineciple
of selectibn in the arrays, a practice which became increasingly common
during the fourteenth century.

It is quite clear from documentary evidence, however, that
selective arrays did not supersede general arrays. Both sorts continued

to flourish during the fourteenth century, often side by side. It was
only when arrayers were ordered to raise troops for overseas service

(or occasionally for the Scottish wars) that signs of selectivity

!

1. Stubbs, Constitutional History, ii. 283. ,
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generally occurred. Arrays of the entire ggggg were ordered whenever

the English counties needed to be defended from threatened enemy attack.
Such differences were self-explanatory. The principle of selection

was well suited to providing the type of soldier needed for overseas
service; the fighting force raised through local levies was, from its
very nature, hopelessly unsuited to offensive warfare, as indeed, it
had proved itself to be in the reigns of the first two Edwards. Local
levies, in their training, discipline, and armaments, would be no match
for well-armed profeésionals1. Also, as Stubbs pointed out, the removal
of the whole able-bodied populace of a shire for service elsewhere was
a ridiculously impracticable proposition. On the other hand, the jurati
was ideally suited to the role of local defence: indeed, their original

and principal raison d'étre had been to serve in defence of their

homeland. If not the most efficient force which could be used for
home defence, at least they were better suited to a defensive role
within their own shires than to an offensive role in far-off places.
It was, indeed, the shortcomings of the local levies which
contributed to the adoption of the principle of the selection of the
best man of the shire for service outside their home county, while the

levée en masse or 'militia' was at the same time retaiﬁed for defensive

purposes. It is just tuis differentiation which distinguished between

the two forms of array, and the most noticeable difference is seen in

1. This has been clearly revealed by archaeological evidence from
the excavation of grave-pits on the site of the battlefield of Visby,
where the ill-armed local levies were defeated by the better armed
Danish army (B. Thordemann, Armour from the Bpttle of ¥isby, 1361 (2
vols., Stockholm, 1939-40), 1.22-5, 225-9). ,
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the wording of the separate commissions. Those issued to raise
troops.for service overseas usually specified the numbers and types
of froops requiied, often stressing that the men raised were to be of
' the best and most powerful in the country -- 'les meillors ét plus
suffisauntz', 'meliores, fortiores et aptiores'. In the case of

levies raised specifiéally for local defence, no such nicety was usually
observed. Instead, the arrayers were ordered to array éll the fencible
men of the shire between the ages of sixteen and sixty for the defence
of the realm,

This difference is illustrated by examples of these two forms of
array issued during the year 1337. " The figst ordered the array of men
to serve with the king overseas and ran thus:

'Rex dilectis et fidelibus suis Roberto de Hagham, Edmundo de
Durresme, Johanni de Haveryng, et Johanni Grifford, salutem. Cum

assignaverimus vos, coniunctim et divisim, ad elegandos in comitatu
Essex', exceptis villis de Waltham, Colcestre, et Chelmesford, viginti

homines pedites et centum et sexapinta sagittarios de validioribus 1
et potencioribus comitatus illius, tam infra libertates quam extra ...'
Here it may be seen how the numbers, types and quality of troops

required are carefully set out. Further instructions to the arrayers

might include clothing and arming the men, provision of mounts (on rare occesims

only), paying the men, and then either sending them with a leadexr to
a specified muster point, or holding them in readiness until the king
sent further instructionsz.

On the other hand, there is a cléar contrast.between the
instructions embodied in the commission above and those in a commission

issued for the defence of the West Riding of Yorkshire in 1337:

1.  P.R.0., C. 61/49, m. 29", The italics are mine.
2. Hewitt, Organization of War under Ejward IIT, p.37.
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'Rex' dilectis et fidelibus suis Johanni de Eland, Nichola® de
Worteley, Willelmo Soryail, et Ranulpho filio Radulphi, salutem.
Cum assignaverimus vos ad arraiandos omnes homines defensabiles, tam .
milites quam armigeros, cuam alios de VWestrithingo in comitatu
Eoorac', tam infra libertates quam extra ... iuxta statum ...'

The basic differences in thg forms of commission are plainly seen.
when troops were raised for foreign service, the king could afford to
be discriminating. But when the threat of enemy attack presented an
immediate danger to the realm, the principle of selection was not

employed and the full posse comitatus was raised. Whether this posse

ever comprised each and every féncible within the shire is doubtful,
as Stubbs and others have pointed out. Vhatever the case, the second
king of general ar&ay involved substantially more of the county's
population than daid fhe selective arrays for service eiéewhere.

The arrays made for home defence did not, moreover, require the
stringent enumeration of the men arrayed as a basis for payment as was.
the case in selective arrays. This was an important factor, reflecting
the statutory limitations of 1327 on the service of the jurati overseas.
The need for close supervision by the central government was thus not
so great as in the case of selective arrays, when payment at the
crown's expense was usually involved once the contingents arrayed had

left theilr native shirez.

1. P.R.O., Ce 61/49’ Mo 260 The ita-lics are mine.

2 From 1344, at least, the situation concerning the payment of
the local levies was clear. The government's reply to the commons'
petition regarding service outside the shire stated that if the troops
elected in the shire remained there, tliey were to serve at the e xpense
of the county, but as soon as they left their home shire, they were to
serve at the king's wages (Rot.Parl., ii. 149). Thus, while service
on the Scottish March, for instance, was theoretically defensive, from
the point of view of payment of troops elected in southern counties, it
was offensive and selective arrays were made., All troops arrayed by
commissions of array were, in theory, regarded as defensive; hence the
constant repetition of the cliche 'for the defence of the realm', which
frequently appeared in both types of commission,
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On rare occasions, troops raised initially for overseas service
could be diverted to the role of defensive troops if circumstances
warranted it. Thus in August 1356, 120 archers previously elected and

arrayed in Kent for the king's expedition, were speedily diverted to
’ 1

*

the maritime lands of the coﬁnty when a French aﬁtack was rumoured
Such instances were exceptional, and generally the clear distinction
between general and selective arrays held good. This chapter
concentrates on general arrays for defence unless otherwise stated.
The office of the commissioner of array has been fully dealt with
elsewhere, notably hy Prince and Powickez. During the course of the
fourteenth century the commissions of array issued for the defence of
the realm underwent numerous small changes as the crown sought to
tailor its defensive measures to meet increased enemy attacks. In its
simplest form, however, the defensive commission of array was an order
'de omnibus hominibus defensabilibus in certié comitatibus arraiandis
et de eis ducendis custodibus portuum maris ad resistendum inimicis
regis'B; Often the commission instructed that the men be arrayed and
a;med in accordance with the Statute of Winchester, sometimes also
specifying that the men be arganized into millenaries, centaines, and

4

vintaines . ’,

Te PaRoOo, C. 76/34, Me 70 A similar order wag sent to the
arrayers in ESSex.

2e A.E. Prince, 'The Army and Navy', The English Government at
work, ed. Willard and Morris, 1.332-93; Powicke, Mjlitary Obligation,
pp.118-65, 182-209, See also J.E. llorris, The Welsh Wars of wdward I
(0xford, 1901) for the development of commissions of array.

3. P.R.0., C.61/49, m. 26. The commission of June 1337 was
accompanied by separate commissions appointing keepers of the maritime
lands. ,

4. E.Zey CePsRey 1334-8, pp.137-9; P.R.O., C. T6/22, m. 23;
C. 76/23, m. 20.
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The arrayers having mobilized their levies, were then obliged to
hold them in ;eadiness to march wherever the keepers of the maritime
lands should direct1. This order was frequently amplified by a ciause .
in the commission which commanded the intendence of the arrayers to
the keepers of the méritime lands, and which enjoined them to give the
keepers all possible aid in matters of defencez. Thus a clearly
defined hierarchy of arrayers responsible for the mobilization of
the local levies and subordinate to the keepers of the maritime lands,
who acted as overall commanders, is evident.

VWhile such a double-tiered structure of defensive officials was
normal in the period before the early 1370s, there were several
occasions on which other royal officials appeared within the defensive
system. For the greater security of the realm, overseersof commissioners
of array were appointed f:om time to time. These officials appear to
have been intermediate between the commissioners of array and the keepers
of the maritime lands. Commissions appointing such officials were
issued in July and August 1338, January 1335, and November 1359 on1y3.
The rarity of such appointments sﬁggests experimentation, and they were
probably a reaction to the extreme extent of danger prevailing at the

times in which they were made,

Te Eogo’ P.R.O., Co76/22, mm, 23, 250
2. Eogo, P.R.O., C. 61/50, M. 7,110

3. C.P.R., 1338-40, p.134 (1338); P.R.0., C. 76/14, m. 16" (1339);
C.P.R., 1358=61, p. 324 (1359). Similar appointments had been made on
at least one occasion before the 1330s. Overseers had been appointed
in August 1324, although there is a certain ambiguity in the terms of
the commissions, and the persons concerned may have merely been
arrayers (Parl., Writs, II. ii. 661).
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By the_commission of July 1338, two or three overseers were
sppointed within each group of counties to supervise the arrays made
by the arrayers and to ensure their smooth running1. The counties
themselves were arranged into seven large groupsz. The role played by
the overseers was a partial combination of some of the duties of the
keépers of the maritime lands and some of the duties of the defensive
‘arrayers. They had supervisory powers over the making of the arrays
while at the same time were 'to be ready to repel invasions of the
French at the request or summons of the keepers of the coast'. These

extraordinary appointments were evidently linked with the urgency and

- gravity of the war, particularly since 1338 was a year which had

1. In the cases of large counties, their subdivisions were grouped
together. Separate commissions were almost always issued for each of
the Yorkshire ridings and the parts of Lincolnshire. Occasionally this
practice was extended to the wapenteakes, honours, and liberties of
Lencashire (Rot. Scot., 1.286) and Yorkshire (Foedera, III. 1.456),
as well as to the Sussex rapes (P.R.0., C. 76/23, m. 20; C. 81/1758/3).

2. The county groupings were as follows:

Shire Groupings No. of Overseers

i. Hants, Berks, Surrey, Sussex, Oxon, Kent - 2
ii. Glos, Worcs, Heref , Salop, Staffs, Warw, Leics - 2
iii, Corn, Devon, Som, Dors - 2
iv. Essex, Herts, Cambs,Hunts,Norf, Suff, -

Bucks, Beds, Midd - 3
Ve Yorks , . - 3
vi. Lancs, Northumb, Cumb, Westm - 3
vii. Lines, Northants, Rut, Notts, Derb - 2
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witnesséd several defensive setbacks,'and certainly represented a
desire to improve the efficiency of the defensive system1.
Occasionally, commissions of array for defence were incorporated
in commissions of another character. Of these, the most frequently
linked with the commission of array was the comﬁission of the peace.
The joining of a judicial commission to another which had military
functions was not as illogical as may at first sight appear; To
contemporaries there was an indisputably close connexion between the
measures taken for keeping the peace within the realm and those
taken for the defence of the realm from external threats. The Statute
of Winchester, so frequently referred to in the terms of commissions o}
array, was basically a peace statute, and the forces raised undér,the

statute were liable for both police and defensive duties.

1. This is clearly shown in the reorganization of the groupings by |
1 August. The number of overseers per group increased, while the number |
of shires per group decreased (C.P.R., 1338-40,pp. 141-2).

Shire Groupings No. of Overseers
i. Hants, Berks, Wilts, Surrey, Sussex, Kent - 5 1
ii. Norf, Suff, Cambs - 4
iii. Glos, Heref, Salop - 5 |
iv. Worcs, Warw, Oxon - 5 |
V. Corn, Devon, Dors, Som - 5 é
vi. Cumb, Westm: - L |
vii. Essex, Herts, Hunts, Beds, Bucks, Midd - L4 §
viii. Notts, Leics, Derb, Staffs - 3 j
ix. Yorks, Northumb, Lancs - 4 |
Xe Lincs, Northants, Rut V- 4 '

* Plus a further two overseers in December. )
Evidently the original system had proved too unwieldy.
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The main period in which the two commissions were linked was
during the 1330s and 1340s. In July 1338 the first of these joint
commissions was issued, making reference to the Statutes of Winchester
and Northampton, and bearing instructions 'to array the men of the
counties for the defence of the realm against the French, to keep the
peace, and to hear and determine tresPasses'1. A clue to the reasons
underlying the amalgamation of the tﬁo commissions is found in similar
joint commissions issued in August. On this occasion, the commissioners
were to array the men of the county and to keep the peace, these duties
having to be carried out since the king had heard that 'many suspected
persons run from county to county to avoid the commissioners'z. The
suspects mentioned were probably criminals, although 'draft dodgers!
seeking £o avoid military service may also have been involved.

Further joint commissions on similar lines were issued in April
1347 and in February 1350, but during the 1350s there was a reversion
to the practice of issuing separate commissions of array and of the

peacej. Although in November 1371 the custodes pacis and the sheriffs

were given powers of array and of enforcing the Statute of Labourers,
such joint commissions were rare after the renewal of war in 13694.
Occasionally, commissioners of array were linked with the other

types of commission. In July 1340, for instance,‘a joint commission of

1. C.P.R, 1338-10, pp.135-6.

2, Ibid., p. 141.

3., C.P.Re, 1345-9, p. 301; P.R.O., C. 47/2/45/26.
L, C.P.Re, 13570=-L, pe¢34.
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The main period in which the two commissions were linked was
during the 1330s and 1340s, In July 1338 the first of these joint
commissions was issued, making reference to the Statutes of Winchester
and Northampton, and bearing instructions 'to array the men of the
counties for the deéfence of the realm against the French, to keep the
peace, and to hear and determine tresPasses'1. A clue to the reasons
underlying the amalgamation of the two commissions is found in similar
Joint commissions issued in August. On this occasion, the commissioners
were to array the men of the county and to keep the peace, these duties
having to be carried out since the king had heard that 'many suspected
persons run from county to county to avoid the commissioners'z. The
suspects mentioned were probably criminals, although 'draft dodgers'
seeking %o avoid militery service may also have been involved.

Further joint commissions on similar lines were issued in April
1347 and in February 1350, but during the 1350s there was a reversion
to the practice of issuing separate commissions of array and of the

peacej. Although in November 1371 the custodes pacis and the sheriffs

were given powers of array and of enforcing the Statute of Labourers,
such Jjoint commissions were rare after the renewal of war in 1369h.
Occasionally, commissioners of array were linked with the other

types of commission. In July 1340, for instance, a& joint commission of

1. C.P.R, 1338-40, pp.135-6.

2. Ibid., p. 141.

3. . C.PuRuy 1345-9, po 301; P.R.O., C. 47/2/45/26.
Le CoP.Re, 1370=4, pe3ke
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array, of the peace, and of Oyer and Terminer was issued1.

The association of the commission of array with other commission;,
potably that of the peace, suggests a desire on the part of the crown
for a more uniform administration. The two commissions were similar
in many respects. The size of peace commissions in the 1330s and
1340s approximated to that of the commissions of array, three,’fbur or
five comissioners being the usual number appointed per shirez. Each
commission, moreover, elready possessed some aspects of the other:
arrayers had powers of arrest and imprisonment; while the Justices of
the peace, in theory at least, had powers to deal with defaulters
egainst the military aspects of the Statute of WinchesterB. The connexion
between the keeping of the peace and national defence has been a;rgady
noted, andeas strengthened by the fact that, in meny instances, the same
persons were chosen to serve on both commissions of the peace and on

commissions of array#.

1. C.P.R., 1340-3, p.12.
2.  E. Moir, The Justice of the Peace (Harmondsworth, 1969), p.20.

3. E.g., P.R.O., C. 76/1k, m. 16'; C. 76/21, m. 23. Releases from
arrest or distraint frequently eppear; e.g., C. 76/23, m. 25 ;
C. 76/24, m. 31v. See B.H. Putnam, 'Shire Officials: Keepers of the
Peace and Justices of the Peace', The English Government at Work,
ed. Willard and Korris, iii. 213-14. The justices theoretically had
jurisdiction over defaulters in the keeping of watches in accordance
with the statute. Miss Putnam notes the puzzling lack of references to
the keeping of the watches in the records of the Jjustices,

4. Comparison of the personnel of the commissions of array issued
on 7 July 1377 (C.P.R., 1377-81, pp. 38 £f.) with that of the peace
commissions of 2 July 1377 (ibid., pp.Lk ff.) shows that completely
different people were appointed by each commission. It thus appears
that the separation of the two types of commission was final by this
date.
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The merger of the two commissions in the 1330s and 1340s should
be viewed in the broader context of experimentation in the office of
the keepers of the peace rather than as an extension of the powers of
the defensive arrayers, although the increase both in the crime rate
end in the level of enemy attacks during this period may have been
contributary to the merger. The rare appearance of such joint commissions
after the late 1350s may be attributed to the temporary decline of the
office of the keeper of the peace in the 1350s and 1360s, while the
1360s also witnessed a cessation in enemy attacks. It may well be
that the union was considered unsuitable and, moreover, when war was
renewed in 1369, it appears that the commission of array veered téward
another type of commission with which it had close affinities in the
military sphere. Throughout the 1330s, 1340s, and 1350s the g;neral
measures taken for defence had involved the appointment of two principal
sets of officials, the keepers of the maritime and the defe;sive arrayers,
to control the defensive forces in the coastal sﬁires. By the 1370s,
there was a growing tendency to amalgamate the two commissions into
a single, larger commiésion, combining the powers of both. This

was to remain the usual practice until the end of the century.

Commissions for the Keeping of the Sea Coasts and of Array during the

13708 and 1380s

The two~-tier system of royal defensive officials continued for a
short while after the recommencement of the war in 13691, but the line

of demarcation between the keepers of the maritime lands and the arrayers

1.  Hewitt's statement that the defence system was completely
modified in 1369 is incorrect ('The Organisation of War', The Hundred
Years' War, ed. Fowler, pp.77-8). )
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was becoming increasingly blurred. Separate commissions of afray and

de custodienda terre maritime were issued in October 13711, but thereafter

there is clear evidence towards the amalgamation of the two commissions.
In ¥ay, June, and July 1372, commissioners of array were appointed for
the inland shires of the realm, while in certain coastal shires keeﬁers
of the maritime lands, whose commissions embraced arraying and Superh‘
vising the beacons, were appointedz. Keepers of the maritime lands 'were
also appointed in 1373. The Norfolk, Suffolk and Devonshire commissions
‘of May and July combined arraying with the usual duties of keeping the
coast, while the keepers appointed in Hampshire in July were further
empéwered to array both laymen and clergyj.

From 1374 onwards, howdver, it became customary to issue joint
commissions embracing the keeping of the maritime lands end the arrayiné
of the jurati for defence within the maritime shires. Such officials
were henceforth known as commissioners of array. The format of the
new commissions was identical to those granted with enlarged powers to
the keepers of the maritime lands in 1372. The keepers appointed in
Kent in July of that year, for instance, were to see to the defence of

all places where ships could land; to array all the fencible men and

knights according to their status, within and without liberties; to

1. P.R.0., C. 76/54, m. 8.

2. P.R.O., C. 76/55, mm. 14, 27, 34, 35, 37. Arrayers were
active in Devonshire in July (C. 76/55, m. 27) and were mentioned in
thirteen coastal counties on 12 June (C. 76/55, m. 38).

3. P.R.O., C. 76/56, mm. 9, 21,
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compel all who owed service to perform it by distraint or by such

other means as they saw fit; ‘o arrange horsemen into constabularies
and footmen into centaines and vintaines and to lead them wherever the
eﬁemy might land; +to erect beacons; to arrest and imprison all rebels;
and to do all else expedient for the defence of the rea1m1. Thé terms
of this commission compare closely with those of the commissionS of
array issued in Mayv1375. By these commissions the arrayers of the
coastal shires were to guard all the ports and sea~shores in the county
vhere ships could put in; to resist and destroy all persons wishing to
invade the realm by land and sea; to array all the fencible men of

the county, furnish them with arms according to their estate, and to
lead them against any enemies who entered the realm; to raise beacons
to give the alarm; to depute others to help them where necessary-and\
to arrest and imprison rebels, and seize their lands and prOpertyz.

The similarities between the two commissions are evident, so much
go that the difference in the title of each commission is only one of
terminology. Clearly, the early 13708 was a period which saw experiments
with both sorts of commission, and the crown after 1374 chose t; call
all such commissions 'commissions of array'. This meant that in the
coastal shires, the arrayers became the principal local officials
charged with defence, responsible not only for the mobilization of the
men of their own shire, but also for the commanding of levies raised in

inland shires, where they could call for the intendance of their fellow

1, P.R.0., C. 76/55, m.27.
2. C.P.R., 13747, ps152.
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arrayers. Their powers also extended to govern all matters pertaining
to the safety of the coastal area.

The feature of these joint commissions was their noticeable increase
in size from the earlier commissions of arragy. The amelgamation of two
sets of officials automatically resulted in an immediate inérease in the
size of the commissions, Defensive commissions of array had, however,
been gradually increasing in size from the 1330s. Between 1330 and 1360,
the numbers of arrayers named in each commission had usually been low.

An average commission of this period comprised from two to five persons
per shire. Thus, in January 1335, when comnissions were issued for each
English shire, only two men appeared in each commission, except in three
instances in which three arrayers were named1. By 1338, the average
number of arrayers per commission was four, Such was the case in twenty-
seven counties or major subdivisions of counties, while five persons
were appointed in each of ten other counties,2 The slight increase may
be attributed to the fact that this series of commissions was the fir;t to
embody the terms of the commission of the peace, and that the year 1338
witnessed & defensive crisis.

The size of the commissions remained fairly constant until the

cessation of hostilities in 1360. Commissions of 3 October 1359 contained

1. C.P.R., 1334~8, pp.137-9. The exceptions were Derbyshire, the
West Riding of Yorkshire, and the parts of Kesteven in Lincolnshire. Two
or three arrayers per commission had been the usual numbers during the
reigns of Edward I and Edward II.

2. C.P.R., 1338-40, pp.135-9.
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fromtwo to six names, with a mean average of four1. The reiteration of
the commissions by Edward III on 16 November, however, saw a significant
iﬁcrease in the size of each. The most striking individual example of
this was in Norfolk, where the numbers increased from two to sixteen.
Not so immediately apparent was the increase in Yorkshire from eleven,to
134 arrayersz. On the latter occasion, commissions in the county were
issued on a wapentake basis, although such an increase was exceptional.
From 1369 onwards, there was a tendency towards larger commissions
of array. Six to ten commissioners was the average size3, while in some
instances the number could be as high as thirteen (East Riding, March
1379; Fent, May 1381), fourteen (Essex, July 1377), or even fifteen
(Hampshire, March 1379)4. The crucial years, 1385-6, saw in many cases
a temporary increase in the size of commissions. Those of Jamary 1385
ranged from four arrayers (in the No;th Riding of Yorkshire) to twenty-
five (in Kent), while the average was thirteen or fourteen®. The
Kentish commission of May 1386 numbered twenty-six commissioners, but '

by 1387, commissions had reverted to the sizes typical of the 1370s and

1. Foedera, IIT. i. L4.8.

2. Ibid., pp.455-8. These commissions, which gave powers to array
all fencible men for defence during the king's absence, to erect beacons,
and to compel all men to obey the arrayers, may also have been intended
to serve as commissions for the keeping of the coast in the maritime
shires. Arrayers in Yorkshire were appointed on a wapentake basis.

3. E.g., January 1377 (€.P.R., 1377-81, pp.38 £f£.); April 1377
(C.P.R., 1374-7, p.478); February 1379 (C.P.R., 1377-81, pp.500-2).

L. C.P.R., 1377-81, pp.38 (Essex), 471 (East Riding, Hents, and
Dorset), 574 (Kent).

5 C.P.R., 1381-5, p.588.

125.




femained.fairly constant until the end of hostilities in 13891.
The intensification of the French threat and the inclusion of
the keepers of the maritime lands in the 1370s affected the size of the
commissions of array, but there was an additional factor which contributed
to this increase. After 1369, the sheriff was also sPecifically included
by name in the commission of array. Thus, in Kerch 1369, the king
eppointed the sheriff and the keepers of the peace in each shire to
erray the inhabitants for the defence of the realmz. The sheriff was again
~associated in defensive commissions of array in each countyin July 1369,
and thenceforth was usually named as an arrayer in the royal COmmissionsj.
To an extent a retrograde step, the inclusion of the sheriff in the
commission was clearly aimed atcloser liaison between the crown's chief
administrative officer in the shire and the royal commissioners charged
with implementing:the measures of defencek. His position as an arfayer

was confirmed in 1377 by & parliamentary ordinance which declared that

the arraying of the jurati ad arma and the watching of the beacons should

be the responsibility of the sheriff, the constables, end other ministers

of the crowns.

1« C.P.R., 1385-9, p.176. In a commission for Kent of 14 May,
however, only sixteen persons were named., The increase which occurred
at the end of the month coincided with a general escalation of defensive

mgifures, (6.P.R., 1381~-5, pp.588, 590, 598; C.P.R., 1385-9, pp.79,
181

2. C.C.R., 1369-74, p.18.
3. Ibid., p.36.

L. See pp.l167=-T2 below,

5. Rot. Parl., iii. 384,
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In the 13708, the commissions of array also ﬁnderwent changes in
their internal structure. Defensive commissions of the 1370s and 1380s
usually included a small number of high-ranking local magnates, while
the bulk of the commissioners were gentry with lands in the county named
in the commission. The patents of appointment did not specify the
internal orgenization or the allocation of duties within each commission,
but a hierarchy within the commission is discernible. The persons first
named in the patent were usually those of the highest rank. They probably
acted as the commanders of the forces raised by the lesser members of the
commission, while at the same time possessing the overall responsibility
for the array. Taking as & random example the commission of array for
Kent of 14 May 1386, one sees that the persons first named were of high
social standing: +the abbot of St. Augustine's, Canterbury, and John,
lord Cobham were notable men in the county, while Simon de Burley, Thomas
Trivet and Arnold Savage were closely associated with the king, and
Robert Bealknap was chief justice of the Common Bench. The remaining
comnissioners were gentry who had had previous administrative experience:
thirteen had been justiceslof the peace at some time (twelve on more than
one occasion); six had also been sheriff of the county; two had also

served on commissions de walliis et fossatis; and one had been knight .

of the shire for Kent1.
Here, the distinction between senior and lesser arrayers is evident.
This had not been apparent in defensive commissions of array durihg the

first phase of the war. None of the commissions issued in July 1338,

1. C.P.R., 13859, p.176.
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for example, contained any members higher than of knightly rank, yet

the overseers of theaways appointed in that month were of comital

rank, or weregrandz of the first order1. In the same period, the
keepers of the maritime lends were frequently drawn from the higher
ranks of society. Thus in 1339, keepers of the maritime lands in shires
on the south coast included the earls of Arundel, Devon, Huntingdon and
Surreyz.

The change from a bilateral system of defensive officials to a
system of single officials in the 1370s, together with the minor
modifications which the system underwent throughout the period after
1337, was clearly influenced by the crown's defensive needs, which
bécame more pressing as the century wore on. In a period of great danggr,
such as the 13703 were, it was essential that the system of national
defence should function effectively. The interests of several groups
of officials working for the defence of the coasts often clashed. In
consequence, the efficiency of the defensive system ran the risk of
being reduced. The association of the sheriff in the commissions of
array and the linking of the commissions of array with commissjons de

custodienda terre maritime was probably aimed at streamlining the

system of national defence thereby making it more efficient.

1. C.P.R,, 1338-40, pp.134, 141. For example, out of five overseers
in the group of coastal counties from Hampshire to Kent, three were earls.

2, C.P.R., 1338-40, pp.134, 215; C.C.R., 1339-41, pp.19, 86, 254,
1414#-5- .
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TABLE 2

Numbers of Keepers of the Maritime Lands appointed on 4 August
1324 (Parl. Writs., II. ii. 664).

Shire No, of Shire No, of

keepers keepers
Kent 2 Cumb & Westm 2
Hants 2 Lincs 2
Isle of Wight 2 Devon 2
Dors 2 Esgex 2
Northumb 3 Yorks 3
Norf & Suff 2 Lancs 2
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TABLE 3

Numbers of Keepers of the Maritime Lands and Arrayers appointed
March 1338, with County Groupings (P.R.0., C. 61/50, m. 7).

Shires No, of No. of Arrayers
keepers ;
Hants *, Berks, Wilts i 3 (Hants), 3 (Wilts)
Corn * L 3
Glos *, Heref, Woros I 2 (Glos), 2 (Wores), 3 (Heref)
Lincs *, Leics, Northants, L 2 (Lindsey), 3 (Kesteven),
Rut 2 (Holland), 3 (Xeios),
5 (Northants), 2 (Rut)

Lancs *, Salop, Staffs L 3 (Lanos), 3 (Salop), 2 (Staffs)
Sussex *, Surrey ‘ 3 2 (Sussex), 2 (Surrey)
Narf *, Suff *, Cambs, L 3 (Nort), 2 Suff), 2 (Cambs),
Hunts 2 (Hunts)
Kout * 4 L ,
Som * , Dors * 2 3 (som), 3 (Dors)
Essex *, Herts, Midd 3 3 (BEssex), 2 (Midd)
Yorks *, Derb, Notts 4 4 (W.R. Yorks), 3 (N.R. Yorks),

Devon *

3 (E.R. Yorks), 3 (Notts),
2 (Dperb)
5

* Maritime shire in which the troops raised in the group performed

defensive service.
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TABLE L4

Numbers of Keepers of the Maritime Lands and Arrayers appointed
3 March 1346 (P,R.0., C. 76/22, mm. 24, 25).

Shires No. of Keepers No., of Arrayers

Lincs *, Leics, 3 (Kesteven) g 4 plus sheriff (Northants),
Northants, Rut 5 (Lindsey) 12 1y " " (Leics),
4 (Holland) 3 3 0n " (Rut)
Essex *, Midd, Herts | 7 plus sheriff #* |4 " (Midd)
Glos *, Worcs, Heref | 4 plus sheriff #+ |4 n " (Wores),

5 " (Heref)

Hants *, Wilts, Berks | 6 plus sheriff »* | 3 » " (wilts),
' L v " (Berks)

Norf *, Suff *, Cambs,| 5 plus sheriff #+ | 3 n " (Cambs),
Hunt s (Suff), L oo" " (Hunts)
L plus sheriff #=
(Nort)

* maritime shires,
**+ i.e,, sheriff of the maritime shire of the group.
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CHAPTER SIX

LOCAL DEFENSIVE OFFICIALS AND THE DEFENSIVE FORCES

The posse comitatus, or defensive force of the shire, which

was raised in times of danger was made up of smaller units of men
based upon the existing internal administration of the county. The
largest of these units was based upon the hundred. The posse
hundredi, in turn, was itself made up of contingents of men ar?ayed
on the basis of each vill belonging to the hundred, and within each
vill the men were arrayed and organized into cenfaines end vintaines,
each nominally comprising a hundred, and twenty men respectively.

These units, under the command of their local officers, performed the

garde de la mer.

The keepers of the maritime lands and the arrayers held their
comnissions from the crown. In the day to day execution of their
duties, however, they received substantial assistance from other,
lesser officials. The principal of these officials were the
constables of the hundreds; beneath them were the lesser constables
of boroughs and vills. The duties of these constables were not solely
military but they never the less played a prominent role in the

defensive system as leaders of the local units of the jurati within
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the shire. Below the constables were the centenars end vintenars,
who acted as N.C.0.s within each borough and vill, aend who were in
closest contact with the local levies.

Such officials had very little contact with the central
government., Whereas arrayers and keepers of the m;ritime lends were
commissioned by royal letters patent, the constables looked towards
the local communities for their appointments, possibly being chosen on
an annual basis1. Their links with the machinery of central government
were thus indirect ones: in the military sphere, through working with
the royal defensive commissioners and the sheriff of the shire; in
their peace-enforcing role, through contact with royal judiecial
officials. Moreover, since the constables and their subordinates
looked towards the local community rather than towards the central
government, the crown rarely issued orders directly to them. Rathef,
royal writs containing defensive instructions were usually sent to
the arrayers and keepers of the maritime lands as overall commanders
of the county levies, or fo the sheriff., It was then their responsibility

to pass on any instructions to their subordinates. Thus, in September

1. On the vexed question of the election of constables, see
H.B. Simpson, 'The Office of Constable ', E.H.R., x (1895), 625~41;
H.M. Cam, 'Shire Officials: Coroners, Constables and Bailiffs', The
English Government at Work, ed. Willard end Morris, iii. 169. Powicke
(Military Obligation, pp.129-30) makes it clear that these officials
were chosen (eligere) rather than elected., On at least one occasion
constables were appointed by royal writ, although such a practice was
exceptional (B.H. Putnam, Proceedings before the Justices of the Peace
in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries, Edward III to Richard III
(Cambridge, Mass., 1938), p. xxxvii, citing C.P.R., 1321-L, p.6?
and Parl. Writs, II. ii, 170-1).
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1326, when the king ordered that the constaﬁles of the hundreds and
vills of Norfolk should meet to discuss end advise upon matters
relating to the defence of the realm, to organize the levies of the
hundreds, and to erect beacons, it was to the keepers of the
maritime lands that the writ was addressed, and not directly to the
constables themselves1. Moreover, any orders passed on to the
constables by the defensive commissioners were probably oral, but
even if any such orders were in fact committed to writing, it is
doubtful whether the constables would have bothered to preserve the
record. In consequence, little written evidence pertaining directly
to the constables and their subordinates has survived, A further
problem in the quesfion of the lesser local defensive officials is
posed by the fair degree of autonomy which the constables possessed.
In times of military emergency, they may have had powers to act
independently on their own initiative as circumstances dictatedz.
Consequently, it is difficult to ascertain to the full the roles
played in matters of defence by these lesser officials. For the
constables, the = le references occur in statutes, in documents

pertaining to their immediate superiors, and in the few muster rolls.

1. E. Coke, Fourth Institutes (London, 166L), cap. 25, pp.149-50.

2.  Cam, 'Shire Officials', p.169. The prompt action of the East
Anglien levies under their local leaders in combatting the Danish
attack of 1366 suggests that such subordinate officials often did
act on their own initiative (Chronicon Johannis de Readinz et Anonymi
Cantuariensis, p.181. See also above, p.34 ).
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and rolls of agistments to arms which survive from the period. For

the centenars and vintenars, the main source of evidence is the

muster ralls. Despite the dearth of documentary evidence, it would

be mistaken to underestimate the importance of the lesser officials

in the system of national defence, For many of the jurati, the
constables, centenars and vintenars were the chief, and often the

only military officials with whom they would have prolonged contact.
Such contacts would not just be in the military sphere, since the
constables and their subordinates were themselves members of the local
community, and the links were further forged by the general obligations
to keep the peace, in which both constables and community had imporfant
roles to play1. Furthermore, while thé keepers of the maritime lands
end the arrayers were appointed on a temporary basis to cope with a
specific deflensive need in times of danger only, the.constables, at
least, were permanent officials. .

The subordinate local officials, under the overall directﬁon of the
royal defensive commissioners, were responsible for the actual
organization and mobilization of the local defensive forces at the
lowest levels. In this capacity, they have aptly been described as the
natural assistants to the arrayers, end as the leaders of the local
units of fencible men arrayed under statutez. Their development as
such is traceable from the early thirteenth century, although local
leaders must have been operative before the earliest documented

evidence. The defensive arrangements of 1205 had established a

1. - One must remember that the keepers of the maritime lands and
the arrayers were themselves usually local landholders, and often the
lords of those whom they arrayed,

2, Powicke, Military Obligation, p.128.
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hierarchy of constables for counties, hundreds, boroughs, and vills1.
The constable of the shire was at the apex of this hierarchy, and was
endowed with wide powers; he was to receive the intendance of the
whole county, was to appoint the lesser constables, and was to make
note of the numbers of their arms. The shire constables were, in
fact, the precursors of the later commissioners of array and keepers
of the maritime lands, upon whom desvolved their powersz.

If the chief constables of the shire were the‘forerunners of the
later defensive commissioners, the forerunners of the later local
constables were the constables of the hundreds and vills ment ioned
in 1205. By 1230, the chief constables had disappeared, and writs
for defence appointed one constable in each rural vill and several
constables in cities and boroughs in relation to their size, to array
the local levieSB. By 1242, a more sophisticated system was in
evidence, The hundred constable was given authority over the
constables of vills within his hundred, thereby becoming the main
local military official in thé shire below the sheriff and the military
officials appointed by the crownh. Although’by the fourteenth century

the ultimate responsibility for arraying had passed to other officials,

the hierarchy of constables remained basically the same. Their duties

1. See Ch. V above,
2. See Ch.V. above.

3. C.R., 1227-31, pp.395, 398-402. The description of the
development of the constables is largely based on Powicke's work,

L. Stubbs, Select Charters, p.364. ’
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had, moreover, been extended by the Statute of Winchester, and they
still played an active part in raising the local levies as auxiliaries
of the royal arrayers.

The Statute of Winchester of 1285, important both as a peace
statute and as a militia statute, underlined the close connexion
between the policing of the shire and its defence from enemy attacks,

The very men who were Jjurati ad arma were also sworn to pursue the

hue &nd cry, and had other peace~keeping responsibilities. In each

of thése functions, the men of the shire were led by the same local
officials, the local constables. The role of the constable as a
'police officer attendant on the justices and ministers of the crown!
had been fully discussed by other writers1, end it is not intended to
discuss it here. In his military role, none the less, the constable
was still concerned with local justice, and it is difficult to separate
these two functions. By the Statute of Winchester, the burden of
enforcing the obligations of the jurati towards the provision of arms
fell upon the constables of the hundred; in each hundred and franchise,
two constables were appointed to take the view of arms twice a year,'
and were empowered to present defaulters before the justices in eyrez.
The hundred constables' defensive role was further emphasised in the
statute by their responsibility to present defaulters against the suit

of watch and ward, and also all persons who had lodged strangers for

1.  Simpson, 'The Office of Constable', pp.625-41; Cam, 'Shire
Officials', pp.167-9; Putnam, Proceedings before the J.P.s, pp.i ff.

2, And, by the later fourteenth century, before the Justices of
the Peace. I have been unable to find any instances of such presentments.
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whom they could not vduch1.

The constables of the hundred were the link between the local:
levies of the hundred and the officials appointed for defence by the
crown. In this capacity, they have rightly been described as the

'permanent captains' of the posse hundrediz. They had control not

merely of the fencible men of their hundred, but also of the subordinate
officials who led the contingents from the vills. The defensive writ

of 1326 relating to Norfolk strongly implies the supremacy of the A
hundred constables over those of the vills, while fhe muster roll for
the Niddlesex hundreds of Elthorne, Spelthorne end Isleworth of c. 1338
clearly shows the hierarchy of the lesser local officials and the
organization of the smaller contingents which went to make up the posse

hundredi3

« The roll is arranged under the headings of hundreds, and
within each hundred are the subheadings of the vills lying in the
hundred. Immedjately beneath each hundred heading appear the names of |
the chief constables‘of the hundred. Following each vill name are

the names of the constables of the vill, who are here described es

subconstabularii. Beneath them, the men are ordered into centaines,

the names of the centenars appearing, and each centaine is made up of
vintaines, each under the command of a vintenar. From this evidence,
the chain of command is clearly seen.

The functions of the constables of the hundreds and vills ranged

1. Selact Charters, p.L466.
2. Cam, 'Shire Officials', pp.167, 169.

3.  Greater London R.0O., Acc, 1085, F.P. 9 (Newdegate Papers). See
Appendix 5a for the muster of Spelthorne hundred contained in this roll.
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further thgn the mere organizing &f the local levies. Their role in
advising in defensive matters in 1326 has been mehtioned above., In
1326 also, the constables of the hundreds and 'omnibus alliis
subconstabulariis' were responsible for the erection of the beacons,
although by the 1330s this responsibility had passed to the royal
defensive commissioners. None the less, even when the responsibility
for the beacons had been transferred to higher officials, it is
probable that the daily maintenance of the beacons and supervision of
the watches at them were delegated to the constables, The hundrad
constables were responsible for paying the watchers at the beacons from
the beconagium or moneys levied in the hundred for the upkeep of beacons.
They were also to rectify any defects in the watches and to ensure that
2ll men of the hundred were agisted to arms. In the performence of
their duties, they were tovbe advised by the constables of the vills.
The writ of 1326 gives an insight into many of the constable's
functions. Since there was consultation made with the constable of the
hundred, it is clear that his advice on defensive matters was well
respected. Evidently, he was an important and trusted official in
the system of defence. It is clear too that although the hundred
constable was superior to the lesser constables, he conferred with
them and worked in close conjunction with them. In view of his
contacté with the royal defensive commissioners and the leaders of
the small local units of fencible men, the role of the constable of
the hundred was an important one linking the royal orgenization with
the men in the field. The constables of the boroughs and vills --
the ‘'petty constables' in Lambard's terminology -- working under the

hundred constables, as well as having control over the contingents
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from their settlement, also éppear to have had charge of the communsl
arms of the vill or borough1.
Whatever incidental duties the constables had in matteré of
defence, their main importance from the point of view of this study
lay in the organization of the local levies at grass-roots level., In
this respect, the extant muster rolls, rolls of the view of arms,
and of egisiments to arms provide us with the best evidence. It is
natural that the chief constables of the hundred would appear in rolls
of the view of arms and of agistment to arms, since their duties in
these respects were prescribed by statute. Thus in the undated roll
of agistments to arms for Carleford hundred, Suffolk les chefs
conestables head the roll, taking precedence even over the arrayers
who are also namedz. In the liiddlesex roll of c. 1338, the chief
constables again head the roll. Within boroughs, the borough constables
usually took charge on such occasions. Such was the case in the
egistment to arms made in Ipswich in 1326 and in the view of arms made
in the Norwich leet of Wymer between 1355 and 13705.
On some occasions, it appears that other officials supervised the
view of arms. In coastal shires the’ keepers of the maritime lands

L

sometimes personally undertook such a review, as in Kent in 1337,

1. Cam, 'Shire Officials', pp.170-1; W.Lambarde, The Duties of
Constables, Borsholders, Tithingmen and other such Low Ministers of
the Peace (Londons1583), pp.5-6.

2. P.R.O., C. 47/2/39/26.

3. P.R.0., C. 47/2/23/L2 (Ipswich); W. Hudson, 'Norwich Militia
in the Fourteenth Century', Norfolk Archaeology, xiv (1901), 305-6 ’
(Norwich). A similar view of arms was held for the Norwich leets in
July 1355 before the Justices of the Peace, with the constables
appearing 'plene armati' (ibid., pp.295-300).

L. T. Hearne, Textus Roffensis (Oxford, 1720), pp.236-42.
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The agistamentum hominum ad arma in the Suffolk hundred of Blyth in
1325-6 was supervised directly by-tﬁe arrayers, while the Ipswich
nuster of 1326 and the Norwich musters of 1355 may have been Supervised
by the Justices of the Peace1.

The presence of arrayers and Justices of the Peace at the view of
arms seems to contradict the clause of the Statute of Winchester
which provided that 'en chescun hundred e fraunchise eleus deus
conestables a fere la veue des armes'. Since, however, the hundred
constables were empowered by statute to present defaulters in the view
of arms before the justices in eyre and later the Justices of the Peace,
the presence of the justices at the view of arms may represent the
elimination of one stage of the procedure., The presence of the arrayers
in many of the muster rolls, moreover, emphasises the connexion between
them and their subordihate officials and explains the frequent citing
of the Statute of Winchester in the terms of the commissions of arrqyz.

At the lowest level of organization, the local levies were in the

charge of the centenars and vintenars. Although the titles of these

1. P.R.0., C. 47/2/39/14 (Blyth). The heading of the Ipswich
roll is ambiguous, but could suggest that the agistments were made in
the presence of the Justices of the Peace. See Appendix 5b.

2. E.ge, C.P.R., 1338-40, pp.135-9; C.P.R., 1374=7, pp.500-2;
Foedera II. i. 449. Although frequently referred to in commissions of
array, the Statute of Winchester as the basis of assessment had, to an
extent, become a fiction by the fourteenth century, mainly through the
new assessments resulting from reorganization of Jjurati service in
the 1340s. The statute, however, did provide the foundation of the
basis organizational structure. See Powicke, Military Obligation,
ppo1l+-9, 190—70
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Jjunior officials suggest the numbers of men for‘whom they were
responsible, in actual fact, the size of such units often only
approximated to the numbers. In the Middlesex musters in the vills

of Stzines and Yeveney mentioned above, the centenars were in charge
of five vintaines, which each comprised twenty men. Such symmetry

was not always the case. Sometimes the number of vintaines making up
a centaine would be less than the expected five, possibly reflecting a
' shortage of fencible men in the vill. The Ipswich muster roll for
1324~5 contains two centaines of three and two vintaines respectively;
that of the Blything hundred in Suffolk in c. 1346 has two centaines
which are each made up of three vintaines only; while the contemporary
mu ster roll for Colney hundred, Suffolk, has one ceﬁtaine of only four
vintaines1. At Lose hundred, Suffolk, in 1326, the first centaine was
composed of fouf vintaines, while the second centaine was not ordered
into vintaines, although it included 145 menz.

The size of vintaines also often varied, sometimes markedly, and
frequently within the same roll. In the Middlesex muster of c. 1338,
each vintenar had nineteen men under him., This was also the case in
the vintaines of the vill of South Elmham in the Suffolk hundred of
Vangford, at Dunwich in 1346, and Ipswich in 1325—65. Elsewhere, as

~at Norham, Norfolk, in 1336, vintaines comprised twenty men plus the

1. P.R.O., C. 47/2/23/42 (Ipswich); C. 47/2/58/18 (Blything);
C. 47/2/58/19 (Colney). ’

2. Parl.Writs, IT. ii. 744-8,

3. P.R.O., C. 47/2/58/22 (Wengford); C. 47/2/58/23, éa (Dunwich);
C. 47/2/23/42 (Ipswich).
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vintenar1. But it was common to find vintaines of different sizes
even within the same muster. At Framlingham in 1326 the size of the
viﬁtéines ranged from eighteen to twenty-four men, plus the vintenar;
at Blything hundred, Suffolk in 1346 vintaines of nineteen men plus
the vintenar and twenty men plus the vintenar occur; at Stabeton and
Lennington-cum-Stratton in the same year eighteen or nineteen men plus
the vintenar appear; while in the rape of Hastings in 1339, vintaines
- varied from twelve to thirty-four men plus the yintenar2.

The term 'vintaine' was thus often only a general indication of
the size of the basic unit within the shire for the mobilization of
fencible men, The size of these units was often probably affected by
the numbers of fencible men within the population of a vill, but on
many occasions irregulerly-sized vintaines possibly reflected a lack
of organizational ability on the part of the lesser officials. The
Framlingham muster roll of 1326 certainly‘betrays a lack of organization.

The errangement of the local levies into units of mobilization
was based upon tradition end enforced by royal writs., VWhen the
commissioners of arrey were instructed to array the fencible men of the

shire, to place them in hundreds, centaines, end vintaines, and to send

1.  P.R.0., E. 101/19/37.

2. Parl., Writs, II, ii. 744-8 (Framlingham). The organization
into vintaines becomes haphazard in the latter part of this roll.
In Dallinghoo and Hoo, for instance, sixty men and one vintenar were
named, while in other vills one vintenar and twenty-eight men occur
twice. P.R.O., C. 47/2/58/18 (Blything); C. 47/2/58/19 (Stabeton
and Lennington—cum—Stratton); C. Dawson, History of Hastings Castle
(2 vols., London,190L4), i. 175-81 (Hastings).
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them to the coast, it is clear that they took the role of/Supervison%
) ) :

and delegated the actual orgenization of the lesser units to the
constables and their subordinates.

But there were instances where units smaller than the vintsaine
of sbout twenty men were employed. Such smaller units wefe not,
however, used in the mobilization of the local forces. Smaller groups
of men were employed, for instance, in conjunction with watches at the
beacons. The watches of 1326, for instance, were made by groups Qf
six men by day and six by night1. Four, five or six men were to
attend the beacons in 13372. In both cases this was an increase on
the three men by day and three by night who were to watch on the coast
in 1324:. The S%atute of Winchester, moreover, had prescribed watches
of sixteen men at the gates of cities, of twelve men in boroughs,
and of four or six according fo the number of inhabitants, in rurel
townshipsh.

We now turn to the question of what sort of fighting force was

raised in the shires from the jurati ad arma by the commissions of

array. Firstly, it is clear from the muster rolls that the constables,
centenars, and vintenars were not merely organizers of the lesser

units of the posse comitatus. They also acted as junior commanders

in the field, and their appearsnce in arms in the muster rolls confirms

1.  Coke, Fourth Institutes, pp.149-51.
2. Foedera, II. ii. 996.

3. C.I.M., 1307-49, p.209, no.839,

L. Select Charters, p..465.
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this. They too were jurati ad arma, and appear in the rolls agisted

to arms in proportion to their holdings of lands or goods. Beneath
them, the levies were themselves obliged to provide themselves with
armslin ratio to the emount of property which they held. We first
examine the nature of this obligation.

The Statute of Winchester was to remain essentially the chief
arbiter in measures for national defence and the keeping of the
peace throughout the fourteenth century. From the defensive point
of view, its main importance lay in its careful distinction of the

provision of arms by all who were jurati ad arma, in eccordance with

the extent of their property. By the statute, all persons who
possessed fifteen librates of land or forty marks in goods per annum
were to equip themselves with hauberk, iron helm sword, knife, and
horse. Those with lands worth an annual £10, or with goods to the
value of twenty marks were assessed to similar personal arms, but
minus the horse. Holders of lands worth £5 were to have a quilted
doublet, cap or iron, sword, and knife, and persons holding lands of
between AOS. and 100s. in value were to have sword, bow and arrows,
and a knife. Of the two remaining groups of property holders, those
with less than 40s. a year in lands were to have gisarmes, knives,
and other lesser weapons, and those possessing less than twenty marks
in goods were to provide themselves with swords, knives, and other
lesser arms. All other persons falling outside the above categories
were to be equipped with bows and arrows if they lived outside the

confines of the forest, and forest-dwellers were to have bows and
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bolts1.

The provisions of the statute were not an innovation, but ﬁere
rather a revision of the obligation to the provision of arms, which
had first been laid down by Henry II's Assize of Arms of 14181, and
which had been tempered by the writs of afms of 1233, 1242 and 12532.
Although the Statute of Winchester was to remein during the fourteenth
century, the basis of the obligation of the populace to provide
themselves with arms, being twice officially reiterated during Edward
III's reignj, it did not have the ultimate word in such obligations.
Further definitions of the obligation to provide arms were nade in
the fourteenthy century, among them the extension by legislation of
the 1330s and 1340s of such an obligation to the holders of land
between the value of £15, the highest category mentioned in the Statute

of Winchester, end £,0, the minimum requirement of the kmightly class™.

1.  1Ibid., pp.46L-5; Stats.Realm, 1.96 £f. For a detailed
description of many of the weapons described in this chapter, see
Belect Cases in the Court of Kine's Bench, ed. G.0. Sayles (Selden
Soc., 1939), iii, pp. civ, cv, and nos, 76, 108, 124, 126, 135, 136,
138, 146, 164, 178, 187; S.J. Herben, 'Arms and Armor = in Chaucer',
Speculum, xii (1937), 475-87. See also Glossary. R :

2, Select Charters, pp.183-4 (1181); ibid., p.355; C.R.,1227-
31, p.595 (1230); C.R. 12314, p.318 (1233); C.R., 1237-42, pp.L482-3,
Select Charters, pp.s62-5 (1242); C.R., 1251-3, pp.492-3 (1253).
On the significance of the four writs, see Powicke, Military Obligation,
pp. 82-955

3,  Stats.Realm, i.255 (1327), 321 (1351).
L. C.P.R., 1343-5, pp.427-8.
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The existence of muster rolls enables one to compare the arms
actually borne by the local levies with the Sbligatory prescriptions
of the stahﬁg. The rolls themselves fall into three main types:
muster rolls, rolls of the view of arms, and 10lls of agistments to
arms. The three types ere similar to one another in form. The muster
}olls are usually the returns of the officials charged with reviewing
the muster of the local levies, and resemble the rolls of the view of
arms. The view of arms, held twice yearly by the constables of the
hundred, was entered on a roll, and the results certified to the
justices of the peace within the shire. The rolls of agistments to
arns were of g similar nature, containing reports on the amount of
property held by individuals, tqgether with the corresponding amount
of arms which they were obliged to furnish. It is clear that the
person thus agisted to arms had the choice of serving with the
stipulated amount of arms, or else of providing a substitute suitably
equipped to serve instead of him. This was indeed the case when a
person held lands or goods in excess of theequipment rating for one
man, and so he had to ensure that he providedvother nmen suitably
armed to meet the whole requirements of his possessions. The principle
of providing men in proportion to the value of lands held was in force

from at least 1298, and the reigns of Fdward II and his son saw

1. Not & great many rolls relating to the musters of defensive
levies exist from the fourteenth century. The most fruitful source is
P.R.0. Chancery Miscellanea, particularly in bundle 2, Army and Navy,
fites C. 47/2/21, 23, 25, 39, 41, 45, 58, 1In Exchequer Accounts,
Miscellaneous, Army, Navy and Ordinance, E.101/19/37 and E.101/612/50
are of particular relevance, while occasional references to musters
occur in bundles E.101/15 to E.101/41. The local record offices of
Greater London, Kent, Norfolk, end Shrewsbury possess muster rolls
from the fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries, but the numbers eare
slight, and each office has rarely more than one or two rolls. The
assisa ermora in villa Radinge of 1311-12 referred to in H.M.C. 11th
Rept. (1661), ppe170-1 has been completely destroyed by damp.
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further elaborations of this idea1. It was also applicable when 2 man
held londs in nore than one county, and ﬁould have to find substitutes
for the places in which he could not serve in person. In 1337, for
example, the prior of Rochester and several other landholders were
each assessed to provide men in proportion to their holdings for the
watch held at a place called la Yevlade in Hoo hundred, Kent. The
prior was assessed at three men-at-arms, four others were assessed at
two men-at-arms, and the remainder at one2. In other cases, a person
might be expected to find substitutes because he was too old or infifm
to serve in person, or else because she was a woman; in either case
that person was still expected to fulfil his or her obligationj.

| Turning to the evidence of the muster rolls, what, then, were

the weapons carried by the local levies? The most striking feature

1. Parl. VWrits., II.i.320. Persons with land worth £30 and
over were to provide more than one man-at-arms. By the 1340s, the
assessments were based on units of £5 and £10. The Bedfordshire
roll of c. 1346 (C. 47/2/41/2-3) and the Cornwall roll (C. 47/2/41/5),
show the following assessments: &£5 in land - 1 archer; £10 in
lend - 1 hobelar; £20 - 1 man-at-arms; £30 - 1 man~at-arms & 1
archer; &£.,0 - 1 man-at-arms, 1 hobelar, 1 archer; £50 - 2 men-at-
erms; £60 - 2 men-at-arms & 1 hobelar; 100 marks - 2 men-at-arms,
1 hobelar, 1 archer; £100 - 4 men-at-arms.

These rates were the result of writs of 1334 and 1339. <See ALE.
Erince, 'The Army and Navy', The English Government at Work, i, 351-

2, Heame, Textus Roffensis, p.235.

3. E.g., Hudson, 'Norwich l1ilitia', pp.282, 298.
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of the evidence available is the suprisingly low percentage of persons
armed with bows. This is all the more startling vhen one bears in
mind the impact which the Inglish longbow had in tle foreign wars of
the fourteenth century. It has been remarked that the lost Reading
nuster roll of 1311-12 and the 1326 muster in Lose hundred, Suffolk
revealed a high proportion of archers, although the writer admits
that a sinilar muster held in 1319 at Bridport in Dorset revealed no
bows at all1. However, closer scrutiny reveals this conclusion to be
wrong. Out of 268 men reviewed at Reading in the ebove muster, only
forty-one were equipped with tows and arrows. A similar story is told
in the roll of the Lose hundred muster. Taking the muster of men
from the first centaine (that of Framlingham) in this roll (the other
centaines of the hundred do not Specify what arms were carried by
each man, so may be ignored), and omitting the centenar and vintener,
one sees that the first vintaine of eighteen men contained only
eight persons armed with bows and arrows, In the second vintaine,
only five men out of nineteen carried a bow., The third vintaine. of
twenty-one men contained no bowmen at all, while of the fourth
vintaine of twenty-four men,.only five were archers. (There was no
fifth vintaine, since the organization of the roll becomes hgphazard
efter the fourth vintaine),

It may thus be seen that far from there being a high proportion

of bowmen, quite the reverse was the case, And this is not a trait

1.  Powicke, lidlitary Oblication, pp.164-5. The Lose hundred
muster is printed in Parl. Writs, II.ii.744~8, while the Bridport
muster is cited in H.}.C., bth Rept. (1877), . 491 (Dorset R.O.,
F.G.I , Muster Roll 24,90 (Bridport Corporation Records)).
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common only in the rolls of the early fourteenth céntury. Later

rolls show similar deficiencies in the number of archers arrayed.

For instance, the roll for the liiddlesex hundred of Elthorne of

c. 1338, which contains  seventyasix nemes, including thoselof the
officers, reveals only thirteen bowmen. The hﬁﬁdreds of Elthorne

and Spe1£horne on the same roll reveal a similarly meagre proportion
of archers1.' A series of returns of arrays made gbout 1346 in the
Suffolg hundreds of Blything, Colney, and Wangford, together with

one from each of the boroughs of Ipswich end Dunwich, show a similarly
low perdentége of archers in the arrayz.

However, some later.folls do, in fact, show an increase in the
numbers of men arrayed as archers. The rolls for the Norwich leets
of VWymer and lencroft, which date from the two decades after 1350,
bear witness to the large body of bowmen arrayed in the two leets -~
fiftyhseven in Hancroft and £if ty-eight in Wymer3. Lven as early as
1339, the muster rbll of the rape of Hastings showed a substantial
proportion of men armed with bows. Out of a total of thirty-six
vintaines of irregular size, nine vintaines were composed entirely of
bowmen, énd in a further five vintaines, over half the men arrayed

L

were equipped with bows ™,

The documentary evidence is unfortunately too sparse to enable

1.  Greater London R.C., Acec. 1085, F.P.. 9, mm.’1, 2.
2. P.R.0., C. 47/2/58/17-24.

3, Hudson, 'Norwich lHilitia', pp.302-6.

L. Dawson, Hist. of Hastings Castle, i, 175-8,
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one to create a properly quantified picture. Too many enomalies also
\
remain. TFor instance, in the 1355 view of erms made in the leet of
Conesford in the city of Norwich, which only slightly antedates the
returns for the leets of llancroft and Wymer, the number of men arrayed
as archers is nowhere near the figures in the latter two cases. Of a
total of 147 men arranged roughlywithin one centaine, three vintaines,
and the rest grouped according to their status, only six men appeared
with bows end a further three were obliged to provide an archer in’
addition to their serving themselves1.

Evidently, a combination of differing factors had an influence
on the number of bows which appeared in ﬁhese rolls. Differences of
time and place possibly had a bearing, esfecially on the low numbers
of archers in the earlier rolls. Powicke explains their total absence
from the Bridport muster of 1319 as possibly due to economic depressionz.
It may also be that even as late as the 1330s, the use of %he bow in
England was not so widespread as is believed. After all, the first
national provision regarding the compulsory practice of archery was
not to be instituted until 13633. Large-scale military involvement
overseas may have accounted for the scarcity of bows in the Suffolk
musters of 1345-6. Although much depended upon prevailing conditions,
a general trend towards a greater number of bows in the local levies
may be discerned as the century progressed. The returns of arrays

nade in the north and east ridings of Yorkshire an 41369 show s

1e Hudson, 'Norwich Militia', pp.295-9.
2. Powicke, Military Obligation, p.16l.
2 Foedera, III, ii. 70L.
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substantial increase in the numbers of men arrayed as archers, so
much so that the archers by far outnumbered the other classes of
tr00p31. It eppears that the standards of arming in general under-
went gradual improvement: the differences in the standards in the
muster rolls of the early fifteenth century when compared with those
of one hundred years earlier are striking. The inadequacies of the
local levies as reflected in their arms may have been one of the -
reasons why the crown in the fourteenth century sought other sources
of troops for overseas campaigns., However, the dangers of generaliz-
ation cannot be overstressed.

The archers of the local levies were drawn from two main classes
according to the statute. On the one hand, there were the owners of
land warth between 4Os. and 100s. a year; on the other hand, the
statute was less specific, merely stating that 'tuz les eutres qi
aver pount, eient arcs e setes hors des forestes'. This was open
to interpretation in at least two ways: firstly, that the bow was to

be the weapon of persons who did not belong to any of the propertied

1. P.R.O., C. 47/2/45/22 (20 YMarch 1369). The numbers of troops
arrayed by the custodes pacis were as follows:
North Riding - 27 men-at-arms, 22 armed men, 24 hobelars, 600 archers
Fast Riding - 4O men-at-arms, 29 armed men, 26 hobelars, 500 archers
It appears that these troops were not, however, to be used in defence
of their native county, but that they were intended for service else-
where, on the Scottish Marches. The differences in standards of the
troops used as auxiliaries in the defence of their native shire and
of those elected to serve elsewhere must be stressed. Although
service on the March could be classed as defensive (as it was by the
Fdwardian monarchs), there is evidence which suggests that levies
Prom southern shires serving on the MNarch were placed by contemporaries
in the same category as those serving abroad. For a fuller discussion
. of this, see Harriss, Kines, Parlisment, and Public Finance in Medieval
Tneland, pp.385-9.

\

152,



classes, in other words, those from the lowest socilal class; " the
second interpretation was that anyone who could provide himself with
a bow should have one. Since the statute is a trifle vague in its
prescription of bows, this may contribute to the shortage of bows
pointed out above. BEroadly speaking, however, it appears from the
surviving muster rolls that archers in the lﬁcal levies were usually
either from the LOs. to 100s. yeoman class, or, more commonly, from
the landless classes. In the roll of the Norfolk mustgrs made in
October 1336, the archers appear as a separate élite group at the
head of the roll. All wére described as holding lands and tenements
worth either 40s., 60s., or five marks a year, which would place then
firmly in the category prescribed by the statute1.

Evidence shows, however, that usually archers who appeared in the
local musters were not armed to the degree demanded of the 40s. to
1003; class, thus it is reasonable to suppose that they came from the
lowest social group. The archers of the 1326 Lose hundred muster
were certainly of the lower class. Only two borg the boﬁ, swérd,
end knife of the 40s. to 100s. freeholder, while the majority had
only bows and arrows, and knives2. The bowman of the liddlesex
muster in the following decade were similerly armed, as were those
of the Suffolk musters of\i345—63. In the Blything hundred muster

in 1346, a positive class distinction was made: the roll

1. P.R.O., E. 101/19/37.
2, Parl. Writs, II. ii. 7.4-8.

3, Greater London R.0., Acc. 1085, F.P. 9 (Middlesex); P.R.O.,
c. 47/2/23/42, C. 47/2/58/18-24 (Suffolk). '
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differentiates between persons with property and those without it -~
the 'homines terras et catalla non habentes' and 'homines terras et
tenemuncia non habentes‘1. Wifhin the groups of landless persons
are eighf archers armed with bow and arrows and & knife. The
remainder of the group are equipped with a motley selection of arms.
It seems that in the first half of the century at least, the majority
of archers in the defensive levies came from the lower classes. The
degree of arming of the levies, however, generally speaking, fluctuated
according to the comparative wealth of the area, It is no under-
statement to say that the levies of a substantially well-off town would,
on the whole, be better armed than contemporafy levies in rural
districts.

Turning to the other weapons carried by the local levies, one
notices immediately that the universal arm of all from the arrayers

dovn the humblest rank and file was the knife (cultellus, coustell),

Usually supplemented by one or other more substantial types of
weapon, it may be regarded as the bare minimum requirement. It is
rare, however, to find men armed with only a knife., In addition to
the knife, the most common arms of the renk and file were those which

fell into the category of menucs ermes or lesser weapons. The statute

gives some indication of what these lesser arms were: it implied
that swords, gisarmes, and knives were thus defined. A writ of 1336
included poleaxes and staves in this definitionz. Reference to the
muster rolls shows that such arms were indeed widely used. For

example, the first vintaine of the Spelthorne hundred muster of c. 1338

1. P.R.O., C. 47/2/58/18; C. 47/2/39/14-18.
2.  Rot. Scot., i. 459-61.

f
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was made up of eight men armed with 'gladio et cultello' and six
with 'arce, sagittis et cultellis', arms which would place them in
the tracket of those holding twenty marks or less in goods.

The weapons specified by statute and in the writ also appear in
atundance: 1in all musters, a profusion of gléives, staves, and pole-
axes occurs. However, other weapons frequently eppear. The bill,

a staff weapon similar to the gisarme, was very common, although not
so popular &s it was to become in succeeding centuries. Several occur
in the liddlesex roll already mentioned, while the levy of Gosetrow
hundred, Sussex, in 1339 saw two complete vintaines of billmen,
although such a large quantity is exceptional1. This partiéular roll
also contained e large number of men armed with pykesteves, although
the pike, yet another variation of staff-weazpon, was not/a very comﬁon
erm of fourteenth-century English local levies, Apart from\the poleaxe,
other variations of axe were elso used by the levies., Amonz the most
frequent to occur are the Irish axe or spartha, with which several of
the men of the Spelthorne levies were equipped, and the battleaxe
(secura), four of which eppeared in the Blything hundred musters,

Occasionally, weapons of a more sophisticated nature make their
rare appearance. In 1346, one of the men arrayed in the Norfolk
hundred of Sampford was armed with mace end chain (wstilio)j. Seventeen

of the men arrayed in Wangford hundred in the same year each carried &

hachia cum pvk, and a large contingent of the Blything muster were

armed with baculum cum;pykh- The wyaX, a form of double-headed axe,

1. Dawson, Hist, of Hastings Castle, i.175-81.

2. P.R.O., C. 47/2/58/18. .

3.  P.R.0., C. 47/2/58/29.

L. P.R.0., C. 47/2/58/22 (Wengford); C. 47/2/39/15-18 (Blything).
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élso makes rare appearances1. The 1339 Hastings muster refers to
several men arrayed as wydem', who bore some kind of bladed weaponz.
The appearance of sophisticated weapons is, however, rare,
Arms such as the mace and chain, were the weépong of the professional
soldier rather than of the local levies, whose prime éole was that of
auxiliaries. The low ratio of such erms in the musters suggests
that they were no more than novelties. Possibly they had been obtained
originallyby soldiers who had served abroad, and then handed down in
families, since under the statute, arms were strictly heritable. The
most popular arms were of a more mundane nature, and in meny cases,
were simply agricultural tools and implements doﬁbliﬁg as weapons. It
had been noted above thet stafes were inclﬁded in the class of lesser
weapons. The staff (baculus) was very much in evidence among the arms
of the local levies, as also were hatchets (hachia), which were by
fer the rost numerous type of axe used. In the levy of Uxbridge
hundred in c. 1336, five men were arrayed with knives and furca ferri
or pitchforkss. The return of the Bridport muster of 1319 serves as
a striking example of the high proportion of tools which served es
weaspons for the local levies, Apart from the poleaxes and a few
swords, the majority of men arrayed carried forks, staves,vor hatchets,

with the addition of a knife for each#.

1. As, for example, in the 1355 muster of Conesford leet,
Norwich (Hudson, 'Norwich Militia', pp.297-9).

2. Dawson, Hist. of Hastinegs Castle, i. 176-81. Dawson explains
these men as 'whyniardemen' or swordsmen.

3,  Greater London R.0O., Acc. 1085, F.R9, m. 2.
l{-. H-I\"..Co 6th Rept., p. l‘.91.
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It can thus be seen that the level of arming of the local defensive
levies dﬁring the fpurteenth century was generally of & iow standard,
In sohe cases, the standard was pitifully low. In eddition to the
poor quality of offensive arms, the almést total lack of body defences
among the rank and file of the rural levies is also apparent.

The local officials who commended the levies were usually bvetter
equipped than the men serving under thgm. There were, of course,
instances where officers had men in their command who were better
armed then themselves, or who had at least equivalent arms. Thus in
John Gudstave's vintaine in the Ipswich muster of 1325, four men were
armed identically to him, with aketon, bascinet, sword, and knife1.

At Dunwich in 1346, the vintenar, Thomas de Halerly, who was armed with
lance, sword, end knife (the arms of those with less than LOs. a year),
had under his command one men equipped with the requisite arms of the
100s. freeholder (pourpoint, chapel-de-fer, sword and knife), and
snother equipped with bow and errows, sword and knife, the arms of the
L40s. to 100s. landownerz. These two instances referred, of course, to
urban levies. Similar anomalies are rarely found in the musters.of
rural levies.

The most usual accoutrement of the vintenars in roal districts
seemsto have been the lance, sword, and knife. In the Lose hundred
muster, the lkiddlesex rolls, end in many of the rolls from Yorkshire
and East Anglia, the vintenars were thus armed., Such ;n arms rating

would place them in the lowest social bracket. Occasionally, vintenars'

1. P.R.O., C. L47/2/23/L2.
2, P.R.O., C. 47/2/58/23-4.
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lances displayed a pennon (pencellus) as an additional badge of
rank1. Vintenars were also frequently equipfed with hornsz. There
indeed appeérs to have been a certain amount of standardization in
the arms of such officials,

The equipment of the other officers concerned with the array was
not so standardized., Vhere one would expect to find the higher
officials eguipped with arms of better quality, this was often not thé
case., The two sub-constables of vills in the Spelthorne muster were
armed with sword and knife only, while the constables of the hundred
were armed in the same fashion as the vintenars, with lance, sword,
and knife. In this case, the sub-constables were bearing the same
erms &s many of the rank and file.

It was a general practice for the centenars to be better armed
than the vintenars, and many were equipped with body armour. The
centenar of Framlingham in 1326 was ermed with eketon, sword, and
knife3. The centenar of the South Zlmham detachment in the hundred
of Vangford in 1346 was equipped with 'aketon, haubion, bacynet,’
espe et cultell'hl Such arms would place them in the £10 or twenty
marks group. Of the two centenars named in the Dunwich roll of the
same year, one was aymed with 'pourpoint, bacinettum, lancia, gladius
et cultellus', and the other with a chapel-de~fer and a cuirass of

Pl&teso

1. T.g., Greater London R.O., Acc. 1085, F.P. 9, mm.35;
P.R.C., C. 47/2/58/22., ~

2, E.g., Greater London R.O., Acc., 1085, F.P. 9.
2, Parl. ¥Writs,. II. ii. 744.

L. P.R.0., C. 47/2/58/22,

5. P.R.0., C. 47/2/58/23-4,
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Such was the diversifiéation of standards of arming among the
local officers of the levies that it is difficult to generalize and to
say that they were selected from any particular class of society. The
hundred constables in the liddlesex roll, equipped as LOs. lendowners,
were poorly armed compared to the constables of the vill of Dunwich,
one of whom had 'aketon, chapell de fer, lancia, gladius et cultellum',\
and the other, 'pourpointe, lancia, gladius et cultellum, et bacinettum'1.
The borough constables of Ipswich were arrayed with defensive érmour
comprising aketon, haubergeon, bascinet and iron gloves, together with
sword, knife, lance and horsez.

The differences in the standards of arming are nowhere so clearly
marked as in the comparison between musters made in rural districts
end those made in towns. In general, a far higher level of organization
end a far superior standard of arming is to be seen with the town
‘levies. Unfortunately, the scope of any inquiry is limited by a
shortage of documentary evidence, although by coincidence, the majority
of documents extant are concerned with musters held in East Anglian
towns. It may thus well be that the picture drawn is relevant. only to
conditions as they were in East Anglia. The difference in arms is
noticeable from the officers down to the rank and file, and the most
marked aspect is the widespread use of body armour by the urban levies,

Although a period of twenty years separates the mugter roll of

Dunwich from that of Ipswich, there is barely any difference between

1. Ibid. These were respectively the arms of the £10 or twenty
marks class and the 100s. class,

2. These were precisely the arms prescribed for hobelars in a
royal writ of lMarch 1335 (Rot. Scot., i. 328-9),
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the arms of the personnel of the lowest ranks. At Ipswich,

the majority of men were each armed with knives and one of‘the
following: Bwérd, gisarme, staff, or bow and'arroés1. of the
fourteen bowmen named, only two carried in addition a sword

and a knife. Body armour, even by this comparatively early date;
had penetrated to the lowest ranks, to a degree not encountered
in any of the rural musteré mentioned above., In the first wvintaine
appears one man armed with aketon, gisarme, and knife, and
another with aketon, sword and knife. Three men in the second
vintaine wore aketons. The Dunwich roll reveals a similar

amount of defensive armour. Several of the men wore bascinets,
and pourpoints and chapels~de~fer were in evidence. Cne man wore
pourpoint, chapel-de-fer, cuirass of plate, and carried sword and
knife?,

But nowhere is the higher degree of arming in %he boroughs so
heavily underlined than in the extant muster rolls of the city of
Norwich. The view of arms of the leet of Mancroft, for example,
which was made between‘1355 and 1370, revealed thirty men 'fully
armed* with 'pourpoint, brac', pisan, bacinet cum aventail,
waumbras, rerebras, cuter, cerot! ferri, tunica armatorum rubrica,
gladius et cultellus', In addition, there were fifty-seven men
arrayed as archers (of which only one had bow and arrows, sword
and knife, the rest having bows and arrows only), and a further

3

ninety men without armour, who bore lesser arms”’. The higher level

1. See Appendix 5b.
2. See Appendix 5c.
3, Hudson, 'Norwich Militia', pp.302-4.
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of arming at Norwich than in country districts is further emphasised
by the presence of several gunners in the llancroft muster and by
the provision of some sort of uniform in the tunics worn by several
members of the city 1evies1.
The leaders of the Norwich levies were extremely well armed.
The eleven vintenars of the iancroft leet were all armed in the same
fashion with 'pourpoint, bracia, pisan plate, bacinet cum aventail,
cerott de ferro, tunica armatorum rubrica, cum pensel, gladius et
cultellus'. The centenars were even more heavily equipped with
'pourpoint, bracia, pauncede mayle, pisan plate, bacinet cum
aventail, waunbras et rerebras, cuters de fer, tunic armatorum
rubrica, gladius et cultellus, hasta cum uno baner'. Thus the general
levels of arming in Norwich were high, indeed, of a far higher
standard than those of levies made in rural areas. Evidently the
greater wealth of a mercantile city such as Norwich was reflected
in the arms of its inhabitants who were liable for military service.
Never the less, one must bear in mind that the standards of
arming; even in towns such as Norwich and Ipswich, were comparatively
low. The requirement for what contemporaries regarded as the highest
class of fighting man, the knight, was £40 in lands a year. The
highest category provided for by the statute of Winchester was the
£15 landholder, although in the 1330s and 1340s the obligation had

been extended to the intermediate classes between the holders of

1. It appears that in this instance the tunics of the Norwich
levies were red (rubrica). Other sources reveal that the colours
of the city were red and white.
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£15 and £40. In 1346, for example, those with £25 were expected to
provide a mén-at-arms: from the evidence of their arms, the centenars
of the Norwich musters would have fallen into this category1.

It was organized into centaines and vintaines within each.
hundred under the control of local commanders, and armed in the
‘fashions described above that the local levies prepared themselves
to meet the onslaughts of attackers. How far could such troops hope
to be successful in repelling enemy attacks? It is clear that the
standards of arming, and, one presumes, the efficiency of the levies
varied from place to place. Often, as in the wealthier towns,
arming levels were quite high., In many rural districts, however,
the ill-armed levies, equipped for the large part with domestic
and agricultural implements, were little more than a rabble. Indeed,
the French described the defenders of Winchelsea in 1360 as 'une
tourbe d'Angloiz qui estoient 12 rangéz pour garder Vincelze'2.

In certain caces the defendefs could oﬁly hope for strength in
numbers, since tlie low quality of their arms would be no match for
the well-armed French and Castilian raidersB.

The success€s of the ralders on many occasions, particularly
in’the late 1330s and in the 1370s and 1380s, certainly reflec£ the
weaknesses of the defenders. In 1338 ‘and 1339,.for example, the
failure of the local levies to properly defend parts of the coast

led to the burning of Southampton and 'alia loca maritima minus bene

’

1. C.P.R., 1343-5, pp.427-8. :
2., Chron. des Cuatre Premiers Valois, pp. 112.

3. See Table I and also frontispiece where all the invaders are
armed as knightswhile some of the defenders wear head protections only.
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munitan. In 1377, the French were able to land a force in- the

Isle of Wight 'quia parvam resistentianm habuerunt'z. When Pero

Nino's force of galleys sacked St. Ives in 1405, the defenders qnly

retaliated as the enemy force withdrew: too late to be of any

effect, although 'if the English had been gathered together at the

first in as great numbers as they were then, thé descent on the shore

would have been very perilous'. The defenders of Portland similarly

were 'all ill-armed and few in number and soon took to flight'3. The |

inadequacies of the defensive forces to protect the coast are

significantly reflected in the number of occasions, particularly

during the latter part of the war, on which the atta?king forces

were baught off with ransom money. The defenders or the Isle of Wwight

in 1377 were compelled to pay 1000 marks for the withdrawal of the

French, while in 1385, Stadland and Swanage in Dorset were among‘a

number of coastal places which were licensed to pay ransom to the

enemy if circumstances warranted it without fear of future impeachment4.
On the other hand, on many occasions the attackers were

repulsed. In 1339, for example, the Genoese who descended on

Plymouth were driven off by the defenders, while Winchelsea was saved

1, Baker, p.63; Chron. Ang., p.5; Knighton, ii. 7; Murimuth
P 87; Walsingham, Hist. Angc, 10221; Walsingham, YEOdc Neusto'
p. 275. N N

2. Chron. Ang., p. 166; Hist. Vita Ricardi II, p.2; Walsingham,
Histo Ango, i 540-1.

3. The Unconquered Knight. A Chronicle of the Deeds 'of Don Pero ‘
Nifio, Count of Buelna, ed. and trans. J. Evans (London, 1928), pp.115-16, 119-

4. Walsingham, Hist. Ang., 1.340-1; Ypod. Neust., p.327 (1377);
CCPORC] 1381-59 P°554 (1385)‘
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in 1377 by local forces under the commend of the abbot of Batt1e1.
There are similarly many recorded instances of hostile fleets
turning away from coastal places having been deterred from attacking
by the seeming strength of the defensive forces. 1In 1339, the Genoese
fleet did not attack Southampton and the Isle of Wight because these
places were 'bene munita'z. When Pero Nifio's fleet approached
Dartmouth they declined to attack because they éaw ‘fair troops of
soldiers and archers coming up on all sides to defend the shore'B.
From the evidence available, it appears that the efficiency of
the defensive forcesvaried from time to time and from place to place.
The accouﬁts of the chroniclers show that a French naval expedition
against Zngland could meet with success at some places, failure at
others. The events of 1339 and 1377, and the cruise of Don Pero
Nifio show how the fortunes of an attacking fleet were liable to
fluctuate. The success or failure of a raid seems to have depended
upon the number of defenders which the attackers encountefed. At the
‘places where the raiders were repelled or decided not to attack, the
decisive factor seems to have been that they were outnumbered by thé
defensive forces. Wherever they were met with numerous opposition,
the raiders, if they decided to attack, usually became involved in
heavy fighting. This was the case in Guernsey in 1372 and at

Winchelsea and Lewes in 13774. Vhere the local defenders were few in

1. Baker, p.64 (1339); Hist. Vita Ricardi II, p.2; Walsingham,
Hist. Ang,, i. 341-2. |

2. DBeker, p. 63; Murimuth, p. 89.
3. The Unconquered Knight, p. 117.

L. Chron. des Quatre Premiers Valois, pp. 230~1 (1372);
Walsingham, Hist. Ang., i. 341-2 (1377).
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nurber, the enemy could carry out material damage with ease1.

With a small, fast-roving fleet of galleys and expanses of sea
to hide in, the advantage in the hit-and-run naval war always lay
with the attackers. OSuch an attacking force, however, had one ma jor
disadvantege. In a fleet of ships, only a certain éﬁounf of fighting
men could be carried. These troops were usually well equipped and
would be more than a match for small bodies of ill-armed defenders,
But if such a force could be pinpointed once it had landed, aﬁ&
sufficient defensive forces concentrated in that reglon, then the
advantages lay with the defenders. The méjor problem for the defenders
was to be able to foresee where the enemy would attack, and to muster
the requisite numbers of troops in that area to repel them. Gutierre
Diez de Games significantly ascribes Pero Niffio's comparative success
at Poole to the fact that the English king had taken many men from
the area to fight in the wars in Walesz. The frequent royal writs
forbidding persons to leave the maritime lands in times of danger
cléarly were directed with the aim of maintaining as much manpower as
possible to counter attacks.

One must not underestimate the difficulty for the defenders in
ensuring that they had enough men in the right place at the right time.
This was one of the principal problems of defence. Defensive forces,
properly deployed, would act as a déterrent to an enemy hit-and-run
reider who would wish to conserve limited resources of men for attacks
on vulnerable targets. But if a large scale invasion attempt as

opposed to mere raiding were made, the limitations of the local

1. Chron. Ang., p. 167 states that Hastings was 'pene vacuam',
2. The Unconquered Xnight, p. 128,
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defensive levies would be even more apparent. Indeed, by the 1380s
there is evidence that the crown sought to strengthen the local levies
of the coastal shires on occasions when danger was imminent. In 1386,
for instance, lerge numbers of archers were raised in many English
shires, in addition to the local defensive arrays, snd were sent south
to join the king's army which intended to repel Charles VI's invasion
force1. There are also examples from this decade of indentured retinues
being occasionally used to guard stretches of coastlinez. It was for
the same reason of the unreliability of the local levies as a defensive
force that the defence of important places such as coastal towns was
usually entrusted to indentured retinues.

Thus although the levies of the shires were the main sow ce from
which English kings drew men for the defence of the realm, it is clear
that this defénsive force had many shortcomings. The low standards of
arming undoubtedly contributed to this, although as the century wore
on it appears that there was a graduel improvement in such standardsj.
But the greatest shortcoming was the difficulty of mobilizing such a
force and enabling it to be in the right place with sufficient strength
of numbers to counter an attack. Despite such fallings, it is clear

that on many occasions the local defensive forces provided a successful

deterrent.

1. C.P.R., 1385-9, pp.217-18, 242, 321; C.C.R., 13859, pp. 173,
191 ’ etc. \ ’

2. E.g., P.R.O., E. 101/531/40; E. 403/508, m. k.

3. There was certainly an improvement by the fifteenth century.
Compare the musters held at Bridport, Dorset in 1319 and September 1457
(H.ii.C. 6th Rept., p. 493) and also those held in the city of Norwich
in the second half of the fourteenth century (Hudson, 'Norwich Militia',
pp. 295-316) with that held in the city in October 1457 (W. Hudson,
Selected Records of the City of Norwich (Norwich, 1906), pps L4O4=13).
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CHAPTER SEVEN

OTHER OFFICIALS INVOLVED IN DEFENCE

Although the organization of defence, particularly in the
coéstal shirés, was in the hands of royal defensive commissioners and
their subordinates, numerous other officials were involved in matters
of defence from time to time. But whereas for the keepers of the
maritime lands and the arrayers military effairs were their chief

raison d'&tre, for a host of officials, including the sheriff of the

shire, bailiffs of towns, and constables of éastles, defensive matters
played only a part, and often a smell part, of their wider duties, The
efforts of such officials were,none the less, crucial for the defence of
the realm,

The. role of the sheriff in matters of defence was wide-ranging and
very important. The sheriff had been involved in the defence of the
shire evén in pre-Conquest days, and although from the twelfth century
onwards there had been erosion of his powers in this field as new
defensive officials emerged, in the fourteenth century he none the less
retaeined a great deal of authority and responsibility in matters of
defence. ' He was, for instance, expected to work in close conjunction with
the arrayefs and keepers of the maritime lands and other officials for

the de¢fence of his shire. The close relationship between the sheriff
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and other local officials in this respect was strengthened towards the
end of the period by the inclusion of the sheriff ex officio in the

defensive commissions of array or commissions de custodienda terre maritime1.

Indeed, on occasions the sheriff received explicit instructions from

fhe crown to personally array men on his'own bghalf, usually for
specified purposes. In February 1360, for instance, the sheriff of
Wiltshire was ordered to array men for the defence of the casties of
01d Sarum and Marlborough, while in June 1383, the sheriffs of Hampshire
and Wiltshire were instructed, on pain of forfeit, to array men in their
counties and to take them to Southampton without delay for the defence
of the town against an imminent enemy attackz.

Akin to the arraying of fighting men were the powers possessed by
the sheriff in arresting workmen to perform tasks for the defence of
fhe.coasts. Frequently the sheriffs were ordered to carry out repairs
to coastal towns and castles and to arrest workmen and supplies for
such tasksj. The sheriff also often had instructions fo arrest seamen,
Thus in February 1356, the sheriff of Hampshire arrested seamen and
archers for the passage of springalds from the Isle of Wight to Calaish}

The sheriff, too, was frequently responsible for the provision of
arms, and victuals, and other supplies for the forces serving in defence.

Supplying victuals for the garrisons of fortresses within his bailiwick

was often a normal task of the sheriff in peace time. In times of danger,

1. See Ch. V, p. 126,

2. C.CeR., 1360-L, pe 9; C.C.R., 1381=5, p. 31l

3. E.g, P.R.O., E. 364/, m. 3; C.C.R., 1339-41, p. 411.
L. P.R.0., C. 76/3L4, m. 18.
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the responsibility for eo doing became even more crucial. The records
of Chancery and the Exchequer abound with references to the provision
of victuals and supplies by the sheriffs to fortresses within their
counties. In 1352, for example, the sheriff of ﬁampshire'was ordered
to provide for the better defence of Carisbrooke castle 100 quarters of
wheat, sixty quarters of malt, eight quarters of fish, twenty quarters
of beans, fifty bacones, twenty cart-loads of iron, sixty quarters of
oats, end sixty quarters of hempen rope, end horse fodder in sufficient
quantityj. In 1345, the sheriff of Surrey and Sussex accounted at

the Exchequer for supplies and victuals delivered tﬁ Pevensey castle
for its aefencez. On numerous occasions, the sheriffs were ordered to
purvey bows end arrows and other arms both for overseas campaigns and
for national defence3.

The sheriff possessed a host of other duties concerned with defence
and national security. He was frequently commanded to seize bullion,
arms and other ltems illegally exported from the realmh. He was usually
responsible for the arrest of suspected aliens and for the prevention
of such persons from leaving the realms.

But the most important role played by the sheriff in matters of
defence was the support which he gave to the royal defensive
commissioners, end in the way in which he functioned as the mouthpiece

of the crown. It was he who usually made proclamations concerning

intendance of the populace to the keepers of the maritime lands and

1. P.R.0., C. 76/30, m. 12,

2. P.R.0., E. 358/3, m. 11",

3. See Hewitt, Organization of War under Edward III, pp. 63~73.
4. E.g., Foedera, II. ii. 1029.

5. E.g., ibid., 1190; C.C.R., 1381-5, p. 77.
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arrayers, and he had powers to enforce such obedience by arrest and
imprisonment of rebellious persons or by distraints upon their lands
and chattels. The close supportive role played by the sheriff in this
respect was emphasised by the fact that whenever commissions de

custodienda terre maritime or of array were issued, they were usually

accompanied by writs to the sheriff ordering him to be intendant and
give aid to the keepers of the maritime lands or thevarrayers1.

The prociamations made by the sheriff were important in matters
of defence., It was through the medium of the sheriffs' proclamations
that the crown made the populace aware of their defensive obligations.
Frequently, the sheriffs were ordered to proclaim 'in singulis feriis,
mercatis, hundredis, burgis, villis merbatoriis, et allis locis in
balliva tua' that all with lands in the coastal shires, and who were
not resident; should return there 'super defensionem terre maritime’.
The crown issued such instructions on many occasions when danger
threatenedz. Publicproclamations were also the means of informing those
who had fled the maritime lands through fear to return there. Thus in
February 1340, the sheriff of Hempshire was ordered to proclaim that all
persons owning property in Southampton should remain there with their
possessions for the defence of the town, and that all who had already
left were to return to the town without excuse within six days of the
feast of the Decollation of St. John the Baptist on pain of forfeit of

their lands and goods®. Often, as in Hampshire in July 1339, the sheriff

1. E.g., P.R.O., C. 61/50, m. 10,

2.6 E.g., P.R.O., C. 47/2/45/29; C. 76/15, mm. 7', 17; C. 76/16,
m. 26.

3. P.R.0., C. 76/15, m. 3", The feeast falls on 29 August,
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was given powers to compel all such persons who had left the county to
return there and remain in defence'. The writs addressed to the
sheriffs of the south-coast counties on 12 November 1370 clearly show
the extent of the sheriffs' involvement in such a role. The sheriffs
were ordered to proclaim that all persons having lands in the coastal
counties and ot dwelling there,and who were not continually remaining in
their lands in eny of the maritime counties of Cornwall, Devon, Dorset,
Hampshire, Kent, Somerset or Sussex, should withdraw to their lands in
the specified coastal cqunty, w]ézere they were to array and organize
their tenants. The sheriffs were to compel all men to comply by means
of distraint upon their goods and chattels, or, as the extreme measure,
by seizure of their lands. All men were to be present in their lands
with their households for coastal defence by the Octave of Purification
(9 February 1371) at the latest. In the meantime, ®ach sheriff was
to inquire into the names of all men holding lands in his county who‘
were absentees, and was to cer:tify to Chancery by the same date the
names of such absentees, and the quantity and value of their landsz.
It was also through proclamations made by the .sheriff that the
local populaces learned of royal warnings of impending enemy attack,
of the ending of a truce, or declarations of royal policy regarding
the war. Thus in July 1341, the sheriff of each coastal shire from
Cornwall to Northumberland was ordered to publicly proclaim the forth-
coming end of the truce with France, to inform the populace that the
French were preparing & 'magnam flotam galearum', and to announce that

all fencible men were to be arrayed within the maritime lands if the

1, P.R.0., C. 76/14, m. 5.
2.  C.C.R.; 1369=7L, pp. 202-3.
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French fleet attacked the coastj.

The defensive tasks carried out by the sheriff in the shire were
frequently execut;d within boroughs and towns by their own civie
officials. The well-known writ of May 1242 had placed cities and towns
under the regular control of mayors, reeves and bailiffsz, and these
officials in the fourteenth century had an important role to play in
local defence. They made proclamations of various sorts concerning
defence, they undertook the upkeep of their fortifications, they often
arrested goods, men, supplies or ships, seized bullion,'and sought out
spies. They also performed numeroud other defensive duties.

The proclamations which they made were similar to those made by
the sheriffs. In 1369, fér example, the civic officials of Shrewsbury,
Southampton and Hereford were instructed to proclaim that no one was
to leave these towns, and they had powers to prevent persons from
1eaving3. In November 1369, the officials of forty-four towns were
to proclaim that no arms were to be taken out of the country, and were
empowered to prevent such exPartsh. The civic officials also played
important roles in the fortifying of their towns, frequently receiving
royal instructions to do so. Thus in January 1370, the balliffs of

Bristol and Oxford were empowered to survey defects in their defences,

to arrest workmen and materials to enable repairs to be carried out,

1« P.R.0., C. 76/16, m. 20.

2.  Stubbs, Select Charters, pp. 363-4; C.R., 1237-42, pp. 482-3;
Foedera, I. i. 204,

3.  C.C.R., 1369-7L, pp. 20, 23, 28.
L. Ibid., pp. 114-15.
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and to compel the inhabitants to contribute to the cost of such repairs
in relation to their means1. Similar commissions were issued to the
officials of Bath, Chichester, Exeter, Hull and a number of other
towms in 13772, The civic officials also had control over the dis-
bursements of moneys raised by grents of murage for the municipal
fortifications. ’

Often, the civic officials were granted the powers of making
arrays within their own borough, a privilege which was jealously
guarded. In February 1339, for example, the civic offiecials of thirty-
six cities and towns were ordered to array specified numbers of men

3

for the defence of the realm”. It made sense for the levies of‘towns

to be arrayed as single units, since the standards of arming in towns
‘were generally higher than in rural districts. Indeed, levies from

the towns were often raised for service overseas or in Scotland, and
especially ét sea. The London levies, in particular, were increasingly
employed by the crown in a multitude of roles, on each occasion
receiving the royal assurance that by serving they were not setting a
precedent injurious to their jealously-guarded prenogativesh. Yunieipal
levies, with their superior arms, were a more 'professional'! fighting

force, and since they had a common bond in coming from the same place,

they were a far tighter knit, and therefore more versatile unit than

i, C.P.R., 1370-4, pp. 39-40.

2. C.P.R., 1377-81, pp. 3 (Exeter), 18, 58 (Hull), 21 (Bath),
72 (Chichester).

3. P.R.0., C. 76/1L, m. 1L,

L. E.g., Memorials of London and London Life, ed. Riley, pp.
114, 187-90; Cal. Letter Book G, pp. 242-3, 294-5, etec.
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were their counterparts in the rural districts.

However, since towns on the coast were natural targets for hit and
run raiders, and since itwas in towns that the English had the most
to lose in the event of a successful attack, the right of arraying the
inhabitants of a town for its self-defence was an extremely important
function, and one which was aimed at ensuring that there was a
reasonably adequate number of defenders in the town, Thus, whereas
in April 1385 commissions of array were issued for all English counties,
there were also separate commissions issued for the defence of a number
of important coastal towns, At Canterbury the balliff's were ordered to
array all fencible laymen of the city against hostile invasion, to
keep them in readiness to resist attacks, ensuring that the walls were’
properly manned, and to provide guns and engines for the better defence
of the city and its suburbs. In Gloucester, Lynn, end Norwich
slightly less detailed commissions of array were issued to the bailiffs1;
Occasionally the crown stressed the necessity of keeping arrays made
in towns Separate from those made by the commissioners of array in the
shire. Thus, when the bailiffs of Hereford were ordered in 1369 to
array the inhabitants of the town for its defence against possible enemy
action from Wales, the commissioners of array in Herefordshire received
eXplicit'inétructions not to meddle in the making of the array in the

townz.

1. C.P.R., 1381-5, pp. 589-91 (counties), 597 (Canterbury), 598
(Gloucester, Lynn, Norwich). See also Appendix 9.

2. C.C.R., 1369-74, p. 42.
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Such was the importance of towns and their vulmerebility to attacks
that in certain places, keepers or constables who had a large amount of
powers in matters of defence were appointed. The duties of the keepers
of towhs,:and of constables of royal coastal Eastles, varied from place
to place, making generalizations difficult. There were, however, certain
duties which wers common to all such keepérs. The keepers played an
important role in the every day administrﬁtion of their charge: they
dispensed Jjustice, collected rents and fees due, and often accounted
at the Exchequer1. But the military duties of the keepers of towns
and castles on the coast were far-reaching.

Because of the potential as targets for enemy attacks and because
of the need for strong bulwarks against such attacks, great emphasis
was placéd upon the defence of coastal towns and fortresses. O0ften,
the defensive interests of coastal towns took precedence over the needs
of high-ranking royal officials, For example, May 1336, the admiral
of the North was forbidden to impress men for service at sea within
the city of Norwich, since it lay within the maritime landsz. Also,
whenever extreme danger threatened, the defenders of coastal towns
were often reinforced by contract troops or shire levies from inland

countiesj.

1. Cam, 'Shire Officiels: Constables, Coroners and Bailiffs',
pp. 165-6.

2. Rot. Scot., I. 419. Clearly, precedence depended on prevailing
circumstances. If a naval expedition had priority, then the keepers of
the maritime lands and their colleagues would have to be obedient to the
admiral. For instance,in 1339, the keepers of the maritire lands in Essex,
Lincolnshire, Norfolk and Suffolk were ordered not to obstruct Robert de
Morle, the admiral of the north, who was arresting men for the fleet
(P.R.0., C. 76/14, m. 13).

32, See Ch, IV, p.88,
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In important towns which were situated in vulnerable or strategically
important positions, keepers with responsibility for gefence were
usually appointed. This was the case on the northern border, at Berwick
and Carlisle, and with tﬂe English held 'barbicans' in France1. In
the coastal region, the chief towns which fell into this category were
Dover, Portsmouth and Southampton, while the threats to Yarmouth in
1371 prompted the appointment of a royal keeperz. In addition to their
obvious military functions, the keepers of towns possessed routine
administrative duties, which have been discussed by other writers3.

Fairly representative of the functions and duties of royal‘keepers
of towns are those embodied in the appointment of Almariec de St. Amand
as keeper of Southampton in 1369, On 15 August, Edward III appointed
Almaric as keeper end captain of the town at pleasure, with full powers
to chastise and do justice among all troops serving in the town and ’
its suburbs, to array the men of the town for its defence against the

French, to do all other things necessary for the safeguard and good

1. See Reid, 'The Office of the Warden of the Marches', 479-96.

2. P.R.O., C. 76/54, m, 8. Because of the French threat, Henry
Rose was appointed as keeper end captain with powers of array. On
the strategic importance of Yarmouth, see W. G. Hoskins, Fieldwork
in Local History (London, 1967), pp. 26-7.

3, ©E.g., T. F. Tout, Chapters in Medieval Administrative History, (6 vols.,
Menchester 1920-33), iii. 21 ff.; W. O. Ault, 'Manors and
Temporalities', The Fnglish Government at Work, ed. Willard and Morris,
iii. 13, 14, 29.
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rule of the town, and to arrest and imprison all contrariants. The
sheriff, other local officials, and all men in the county of Hampshire
were to be intendant to him. Similar commissions were given to Warin
de 1'Isle, as keeper and captain of Portsmouth, and @o Roger de
Elmrugge, keeper and captain of the town and castle of Portchester1.
In their main tenor, these commissions differed very little from
that issued in July 1346 appointing the abbot of Hyde, John lLenglish,
and John de Bokeland as keepers of Southampton, or that of June 1377,
which'appointed John d'Arundel as keeperz. It is interesting to note
that each of these commissions stated that all persons in the county,
including the sheriff, were to obey the directions of the keepers.
This clearly émphasized the importance with which the defence of the
town was regarded. The commission of 1346 was even more explicit: by
its terms, the keepers of the maritime lands in the county were
instructed to organize the troops under their command and to send them
to Southampton whenever ifs keepers directed. Such subordination of
the royal defensive commissioners in thé county to the will of the
keepers of towns was a very common occurrence in times of danger, and
stressed the importance with which the defence of towns was viswed.
The commission of Richard Talbot as 'superiorem custodem ville nostre

Suthamptonie! in February 1340, contained similar instructions, and

1. C.P.R., 1367-70, p. 304, Two copies of the original patent
ere to be found inGuildford Muniment Room, Losely LS. 337/80/a, D.
I was allowed to consult these documents by kind permission of MNr. J.
R. More-Molyneux of Loseley Park.

2. P.R.O., C. 76/23, mm. 16, 26; Foedera, III. i. 86; C.P.R.
1222"‘81, po li-o
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further gave the keeper power to superintend the men-at-arms who héd
been raised in the inland counties of Berkshire and Wiltshire for the
defence of Southampton1. The power of control over arrays made in
inland counties had also‘been given to the Southampton keepers,
Stephen de Bitterle and William de Weston in November 1339, when, also,
the keepers of the maritime lands and arrayers had been ordered to be
intendant to them and to give aidz.

The keepers of towns usually indented to serve with specified
numbers and types of troops in their retinue at the usual rates of
pay for soldiers, end normally for a specified period. Thus in the
indenture made on 13 July 1339 with the Black Prince, who was acting as
keeper of the realm, Thomas de Beauchamp, earl of Warwick, agreed to
serve with 100 men-at-arms and 120 archers for a quarter of a year from
26 July 'sour lagarde de la ville de Suthamptonie'B. The compotus of
Varin de 1'Isle as keeper of Portsmouth for the period from 13 August
to 28 October 1369 reveals that £259 17s, 6d.was the sum of wages owed
to Warin, the keeper, who received the standard banneret's rate of L4s.
a day, and to fifteen knights at 2s. a day, twenty-seven esquires at

12d. a day, and to fifty-three archers at 6d. a dayl*.

1. P.R.0., C. 76/15, m. 22,
2. P.R.0.,'C. 76/1L, m. 1.

3, Southampton R.C., S.C. 13/3/2. See Appendix 2, See also
S.C. 13/3/1 for the compotus of Thomas de Beauchamp from 25 July to
25 August in the defence of the town, and S.C. 13/?/3 for the nominal
roll of his retinue.

L. P.R.O., E. 364/5, m. 29; E. 364/6, u. 5. He in fact received
only £250 from the Exchequer for this period of seventy-seven days.
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As well as command of their retinues, the keepers also had the
powers outlined above to array extra men for the defence of the town\
and also to take charge of the inhabitants of the town. In times of
danger, the garrisons of the town were usuélly reinforced. Often,
the crown would attend to this. On 26 August 1369, for instance, Warin
de 1'Isle's garrison at Portsmouth was swelled by the arrival of ninety-
five armed men and 260 horse archers who had been raised by the king's
command of 13 Auvgust in Bedfordshire and Buckinghamshire, and sent
‘ecum omnia festinacione ... moratura super salva custodia ville
predicte'1. Twenty-five armed men and twenty-five archers were also
sent to the town from Northamptonshirez. On other occasions the
keepers were themselves ordered to array extra men. In July 1377,
for instance, John d'A;undel, the keeper of Southampton, was authorized
to take 100 men-at-arms and 100 archers for the defence of the town
wherever he could find them, provided that they were not engaged in
the king's service or in the retinues of other lordss.

Péwers of arrest were of'ten used by the keepers as a means of
obtaining a labour force for the repair and construction of fortifications.
By their commissions of appointment, keepers were frequentl& enjoined
to do 'all else necessary for the defence of the town', and this clause

embraced the maintenance of fortifications. On times, however, the

commissions eontained more explicit instructions for the upkeep of

1. P.R.O., E. 364/3, m. L',
2. P.R.O., E. 364/3, m. 5.
3. ,c.P.R-,1}7Y-81, P. 12.
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the physical defeﬁces of a town. The patent appointing Henry Peverell
as keeper of Southampton in 1360 stated that he was to supervise
ditches, repair defects to the fabric of the defences, and tocut
back trees from the walls. In these tasks, the townsfolk were to be
intendant to him and to give all necessary aid1. A letter from the
keeper to the king in April of that year reported on the works which
had been carried out. It also indicated that the opposition of the
townsfolk to the measures taken for improving the defences was so
great that the keeper was contemplating resignationz. Evidently
public cooperation in defensive matters was not always forthcoming,
thus the keepers were frequently obliged to arrest workmen to carry
out important works of this nature. When the defences of Southampton
were to be strengthened in 1378, the keeper, John d'Arundel, was
instructed to arrest carpenters, masons, and labourers for the worksB.
The keepers of towns were not only responsible for the control of
the garrison and populstion of their charge, tut they also had control
of all arms and artillery in their town, as well as of all victuals.
Vhen a new keeper was appointed, his predecessor ylelded up possession
of such items. Thus, in July 1339, Thomas de Beauchamp took delivery
by indenture of all arms stored in Southampton, while‘in the following
year, the incoming keeper, Richard Talbot, received all 'springaldos,

armas, arbalistas, lanceas, targeas, et alias garnisturas' from the

1. Toedera, IITI. i. 481.
2, C.I.M., 13,8-77, pp. 154-5.
3., C.P.R., 1377-81, p. 7.
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outgoing keeper1. Keepers often purveyed victualg and supplies of war
for their garrisons, although this was subject to the limitations of
Magna Carta and the Statute of Wéstminsterz. |
_As local defensive officials with re3ponéibility for the saféty
of their town and often the surrounding area, the keepers frequently
carried out numerous other functions. They sometimes were instructed
by the crown to make proclametions on matters regarding defence. For
example, in August 1340, two of the keepers of Southampton were ordered
to proclaim that all persons having possessions in the town were to
return there before the enemy attacked, end all who remained in the
town were not to withdraw from it under pain of fbrfeitj. Frequently,
as at Southampton in 1338, the keepers were ordered to arrest ships
and seamen for defensive purposesh}
The keepers of coastal tovms thus had an important role to play
in matters of defence. The necessity for ensuring the safety of
important coastal towns led to the appointment of these officials, whose
authority exceeded that of royal commissioners involved in the garde
de la mer in the coastal shires, although the keepers of towns and
keepérs of the maritime lands and arrayers operated in close
conjunction with one enother for the defence of the realm. The need
for effective defence of coastal towns led, in some cases, to
experimentation. In Southampton during the late 1330s and 1340s, it

was usual for a number of keepers to be appointed for the defence of

1. C.C.R., 1339-11 (Beauchamp); P.R.0., C. 76/15, m. 31 (Talbot).
2. Stats. Realm,i. 96, 11L.

3. P.R.O., C. 76/15, m. 6.

4. C.C.R., 1337-9, p. 560.

r
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the town. Thus, in October’1338, John de Scures and ThOmés Cerndry
were named as keepers of the town; John de Bokelend and John de ,
Palynton were keepers from November 1338 to February 1339; whileythe
prior of the Hospital of St. iohn, Edmund de la Beche, Richard de
Penle, and Stephen de Bitterle were keepers between April and June
13391. With the appointment of the abbtot of Hyde, John Lenglissh,
and John de Bokelond as keepers in 1346, the keeping of Southampton
was combined with the safeguarding of the coast 'versus Novam Forestam'z.
From the 1360s onwards, however, it was usual to appoint only one
captain or keeper of Southampton.

The keepers or constables of coastal castles also had a defensive
role to play in times of emergency which was similar in many aspects
to that of the keepers of towns. In times ¢f danger, the role of the
~ constables of castles combined many of the functions of other defensive ‘
officials. They frequently augmented the existing garrison by taking
men from the locality. In Jure 1381, the king, hearing that the French
were preparing to attack, ordered Robert Bardolf, the keeper of
Portchester castle, to take men-at-srms and archeré for the defence of
thecastleB. Frequently, the taking on of extra troops in times of

danger was left to the discretion of the keeper. In June 1383, the

same Robert Bardolf was ordered by writ of Privy Seal to retain twelve

1« CsP.R., 1338-10, p. 181 (Scures etc.); C.C.R., 1337=9, p. 606,
C.C.R., 1339-41, p. 18 (Bokelond ete); P.R.O., C. 76/1L, m. 8, C.P.R.,
1338-40; p. 275, C.C.R., 1339-41, pp. 121, 215, 230 (de la Beche etc.).

2. P.R.O., C. 76/23, n. 16; Foedera, III. i. 86.
3. C-P.Ro, 1}81"5, Po 16.




armed men and ten archers in the garrison of Portchester for as long
as the current danger should last, and if this number proved to be
insufficient, he was empowered to arrest as meny extra men as he
thought necessary, for whom he would be paid at the Exchequer1.

The powers of arraying the local inhebitants for defence were
often included in the commission of appointment of the constables,
although they often received separate commission from the crown to
make local arrays whenever danger threatened. In 1386, John de St.
Quentin, keeper of Scarborough castle, was commissioned to array the
men of Scarborough for the defence of the castle and town against
threatened invﬁsion by the Frenchz. In the 1370s and 1380s, the
constables of Queenborough castle were empowered ég take men-at-arms
and archers from the hundred of Milton end the Isle of Sheppey for the
defence of the castle, while the keepers of Hadleigh, Pevensey, and
meny other coastal castles similarly took men from their localities

for defenceB. In many instances, the needs of the constables took

precedence over those of the local arrayers or keepers of the maritime

1. P.R.O., E. 364/18, m. 1. In March 1385, the order was repeated ,
for twelve armed men and ten archers ‘'ultra garnisturam quam ibidem
habebat pro tempore quo necessitas exposteret' (E. 364/19, m. 3), and
again in May 1386 by twelve armed men end eight archers (E. 364/20, m. 2).
He was also allowed to take victuals. The size of the garrison of Port-
chester fluctuated throughout the period. Under Richard, earl of Arundel,
the constable in the 1330s and 1340s, the usual garrison in war time was
ten men-at-arms and forty archers (C.C.R., 1337-9, p. 564; C.C.R., 1339-
41, p. 65; E. 4,03/307, m. 1). In the 1360s and 1370s, the garrison
was regularly fifteen men-at-arms and eighteen archers in the war
season and as lew as tw3 men;at-arms and eight archers in the winter
season (E. 364/7, mm. 1, 39 ; E. 364/11, m. 5). The bare minimum
complement was a porter, a groom, a watchman, and an artiller (C.P.R.,

.1_&1’ b- 353).

2. CIP.R.L 1385-9’ p. 2230

3  C.P.R., 1377-81, pp. 2, 536 (Queenborough); ibid., p. 2
(Hadleigh); C.P.R., 1381-5, p. 72 (Pevensey).

183,



lands.

The jurisdietion of the constable could be extended in times of
danger to a fairly extensive area surrounding his castle. The extension
of the powers of the keepers of Southampton to the coastal area
towards the New Forest has been noted above. The crown app;ars to have,
on occasions, employed castellans as the local leaders of the defenders
within the locality of their fortresses., In 1347, for instance, Ralph
de Baggeleye, the constable of Corfe castle, was commissioned to defend
the ports of Droukeseye, Kimmeridge, Shortman§pool,8wanage, and
Worbarrow and other maritime places in the Isle of Purbeck. To carry
out his charge, he was empowered to superintend the array, to combat
the French should they land, to do all else reasonable for defence, and
to errest and punish delinquents, A1l inhabitants of Purbeck were to
be intendant to him1. It is evident that the crown was taking
advantage of Corfe castle, as the defensive focal point of the region,
to create a natural administrative district for defence, similar to
the defence zones based around coastal towns which had been a pznmihent
feature of the defensive preparations of 12952. Such & use of fortresses
as the focal points of small defensive zones was apparent elsewhere,
particularly in the Isle of Wight, where the keeper of the island
frequently also held the post of constable of Carisbrooke castlej.

This use was also apparent in 1386, when inhabitants of the regions
lying within six miles of Dover castle, Rye, of Sandwich were ordered

to repair to these places to sWell the garrisons should the enemy

1.  P.R.0., C. 76/24, m. 16.
2. A. Z. Freeman, 'A Noat Defensive', pp. L4L6-7.
3. See Ch. V.,
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attaék1.

Constables were often concerned in carrying out reﬁairs to their
fortresses, and frequently accounted at the Exchequér for works
carried out on the king's behalf. Works carried out at Scarborough
cestle by the constable, Ingelram de Umfraville in 1377-8, for
instance, amounted to £11 5s. 2d.2. Vorks to the sum of £,0 were
carried out at Portchester castle in 13693. In cases where such works
were carried out by other persons, the constables were often required
to testify to the satisfactory execution. Thus in 1346, the constablé,
John Haket testified to the completion of domestic and military works
at Portchester castle, while in 1377, the constable of Corfe castle
assigned a comptroller and supervisor to check on the works being
carried out there by the mayor of Corfeh. Orders from the king to the
constables concernipg the repair of fortresses were almost always
accompanied by instructions to arrest workmen and materials for the
workss.

Often, the constables' actions in%olved the maintenance of general
security. They cduld arrest men and ships of alien countries at the
king's commend, as in 1346, when the keeper of Corfe was ordered to

take alien merchants into custody, or as in 1380, when the constable

of Queenborough over-zealously arrested a ship of Sluys, which was,

1. C.P.R., 1385-9, p. 185.
2. P.R.0., E. 36,/11, m. 8.
3,  C.P.R., 1367-70, p. 221.

4  C.C.R., 1343-6, p. 632 (Portchester); P.R.0., E. 36L/11,
m. 3 (Corfe). : '

5% E.g., at Corfe: C.P.R., 1350-4, p. 82 (1351), C.P.R., 1364=7,
p. 315 (1366), C.P.R., 1367-70, p. 101 (1368), C.P.R., 1377-81, p. 1
'(1377); at Portchester: C.P.R., 1361-4, Py 141 (1362), C.P.R., 1367-
1%, . 221 (1369), P.R.0., E.364/21, m. L (1383); at Rochester: E. v
? 1,/33 m. 6 (1366-7, 1377-8), E. 36L/3, n. 14 (1369), E. 36L/6, m. 27
1370).
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at that time, 'in the friendship' of the king1. Often, the constables
were to arrest deserters from the king's fleet or host, and they
frequently aéted as gaolers, holding in custody captured enemies and
spies, as well as common criminalsz.

Constables of castles thus had wide powers in defensive matters,
which often extended beyond the administration of the fortress in their
charge. Occasionally, keepers could sbuse the powers given to them.
For example, Ralph de Baggeleye, the constable of Corfe castle was
indicted before a commission of Oyer and Terminer in November 1361
on charges of having held local people captive in the castle until
heavy ransoms were paidj. Such cases apart, it is clear that
fortifications were an important aspect in matters of coastal defence,
and that the men in charge of fortresses had an often crucial function
to carry out in the defence of the realm.

Other officials from time to time were involved in local and

national defence. The royal sergeants-at-arms, for example, were

1. C.C.R., 1346-9, p. 131; C.C.R., 1377-81, p. 483.

9.  C.P.R., 1370-k, p. 2,0 (deserters); C.C.R., 1346-9, pp. 252
536 (prisoners of war); C.C.R., 1374-7, pp. 315, 318, 439-40 (Spiess;
C.C.R., 1381-5, p. 462 (counterfeiters). On the powers of imprisonment,
see R, B. Pugh, Imprisonment in Vedieval England (Cambridge, 1970),

Eassim.

3. C.P.R.,, 1361-4, p. 142. The parallels between this incident
and the methods of the Free Companies in France are all too apparent.
Baggeleye appears to have used the castle as a base for ravaging the
whole of the surrounding area. One of the charges levelled against
him was that he had ambushed men of Wareham.
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employed in a number of ways by the crown on defensive business. Most
frequently used for‘arresting men and ships for naval purpoSes and
occasionally carrying messages, they someti mes made arrays and conducted
inquiries into defensive matters1. ’

But there was one group of persons whose role as organizers and
leaders of local forces has been largely overlooked. Persons holding
lands in coastal counties were frequently commissioned by the king as
keepers of the maritime lands o; arrayers, in which capacity they acted
officially in the defence of the realm. 3But there were many instances
when such persons, although not recipients of a royal commission, were
ordered, as pasrt of their defensive obligations, to retire to their
lands in the coastal shire for defence. Thus is 1347, persons with
lands in the Isle of Wight were commanded to go there for their defence,
while in 1383 and 1385 numerous commands to persons to go to their lends
in maritime shires were issuedz. Very often such orders contained
instructions for the landowners td erray their tenents and to organize
them for defence. Thus in July 1377 the abbot of Bury was commanded to
draw without delay to Walton in Suffolk with his household troops and
to stay there as long as necessary for defence as he and his predecessors

used to do in time of warj. In May 1380, the abbot of lettley in

Hampshire was ordered to cast aside all excuses, and to scour and repair

1« E.g., P.R.O., E. 403/508, m. 1 (ships etc.); E. 403/468, m. 2
messages); C. 81/1758/18, 41 (inquisitions); C.C.R., 1340-3, p. 12
arrays); C. 76/6L, m. 25 (supervising musters); L. 403/463, m., 4
beacons).

2. Foedera, ITI. i. 104; C.C.R., 1381-5, pp. 278, 538, 539, 542.
5. C.C.R., 1377-81, p. 37.
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the ditches and enclosure of the abbey, to array the monks, household
ahd tenants with all speed, and to garrison the abbey with them to
combat the French should they 1a.nd1. Numerous landowners were'ordered
4o array their tenants for the def:iuce of their coastal lands in
August 15862. It is evident that the role of such persons as lords
of the said lands made them the natural leaders of their tenants. The
units of troops thus formed could be conveniently employed as ready-
made forces for the defence of the estates from where they came,
although such units with their lords ultimately came under the comménd
of the keepers of the maritime lands or arrayers for the coastal
county, and could, theoretically, have been stationed wherever the
keepers directed.

Meny of the landowners who received such orders were clergy such
as the abbots of Bury and Lettley mentioned above., Clergy indeed
played an active role in defensive matters. 1In cases such as those
above, the crown made no differentiation between lay and clerical
lendlords, although a clause in a royal letter patent of 1384 referring
to the alienation in mortmain of lands in Kent, suggested that cleréy
were not regarded as such good defenders as 1ayn1en3. Never the less,

on occasions where the terms of normal commissions of array embraced

the arraying of laymen only, the bishops were sometimes given the

1. Ibid., p. 314
2. C.C.R., 1385-9, p. 253.

3, C.P.R., 1381-5, p. 367. The granting of certain lands in
mortmain was said to have contributed 'to the great weakening of the
defences of Kent'.
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responsibility fof arraying all clergy within their dioceses. This
wés the cese, for instance, in lay 1377, when the :archbishops and
bishops were ordered to make such arrays and to mobilize the clergy
thus arrayed into thousands, centaines and vintaines to merch with
each bishop for the defence of the rea1m1. Ecclesiastics were also
used as the crown's mouthpiece through proclamations made from the
pulpitz.

Involvement in national defence and in the organization of the

local forces for the garde de la mer was not simply the responsibility

of the royal defensive commissioners as other writers have pointed out,
Although the keepers of the maritime lands and the arrayers played the
largest roles in the spheres of local defence, organization within

the coastal shires was more complicated and more widely diversified
then the principle of the bilateral system of defensive officials
suggests. Indeed, the needs of and responsibility for safeguarding
the coastal area touched upon a host of other officials whose combined
functions in this direction were of cruciel importance to the safety

of the realm.

1. CQC.R‘, 1}17“81’ po 880
2. E.g., Foedera, III. i. 303.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

BZACONS AND WARNING SYSTELS

Although, during the fourteenth century, there was in existence
machinery for protecting the realm when it was threatened, defenders
were often ineffectual if an attack came without warning1. Both
Edward III and Richard II ciose to keep themselves informed of the
eneny's preparations by the employment of agents and other means more
fully described in a later chapterz. Although intelligence reports
could be, and often weré, defective, they did give some indication of
the enemy's movements and preparations, if not of his precise
intentions. Thus it was on relatively few occasions that the English
central authorities were unaware of the general possibility of enemy
attacks, But while authorities might be alive to potentiél dangers, it
was often difficult to know where and when such attacks would come. It
was thus essential for the authorities firstly to be able to place
the defenders in the localities in a state of readiness against a

possible threat, and, secondly, to quicikly warn them in the event of

1, As, for example, at Winchelsea in 1360. See above, p. 27..
2. See Ch. XI -
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an attack taking place in their local area, so that steps could be
taken to counter it.

Hewitt has mentioned the necessity of passing on the igformation
received about impending attacks or invasion to the men of the county,
and even more important, of alerting them in the case of an enemy's
sctual landing. The most usual method for setting the machinery in
motion was by means of a writ from the central government to the local
officers or magnates involved in the organization of defence in the
coaatal areas. Quite correctly, Hewitt noted tﬁat such warnings were
of three kinds: ‘'the plain statement that the French (or the Scots)
are preparing to invade Ingland, the more precise declaration that the
enemy is expected to land in this or that county, and the prediction
that an attempt is not only imminent but will be accompanied, if the
enemy lands, by terrible evils'1. The contents of these writs, which
usually include orders to array the men of the county in accordance with
the Statutes of Winchester and Heorthampton, and to hold them in readiness
to repel any enemy incursion whichmay arise, have been discussed else-
wherez. This link in the defensive cycle served merely to alert
the inhabitants and officials of the various maritime localities to the
impendiﬁg danger, so that, in the event of an attack, they should be
prepared to counter it. |

However, by sending out such writs, the king simply put the

1. Hewitt, The Organization of War under Cdward III, pp. 3-4.
2. . See Chs,., V and VI.
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defensive forces available to him on the alert. If an actual attack
occurred, a system involving the use of fire-signals came into
operation; firstly, to let those already walting upon the defence
of the sea-coasts know that the enemy had been sighted, and that an
attack was imminent; secondly, in the event of an eneny's gaining a
foothold on dry land (and, of course, if the Scots made incursions into
English territory), the same fire-signals would then be used to inform
the men of the inland shires that this had féken place, so that they
might come to the relief'of the stricken area; thirdly, the beacon
would servé as a muster-point for the levieewhich it had alerted.
Frequently, royal writs to the keepers of the maritime lands, and
to the sheriffs of counties both on the sea-coast and further inland,
included instructions to set up fire-signals or beacons to warn the
men of the county in the event of an emergency. In 1337, for instance,
writs were sent to Bartholomew de l'Isle and his associatés, 'custodibus
terrae maritime in comitatu Suthantonie', and to their fellow keepers
in Devon, and Somerset and Dorset, wnich included instructions to provide
for 'comimuna signa, quae per ignem super montes et alio modo!?, {o warn
the inhabitants of the areas under their command of the arrival of the’
enemy1. Similar orders were issued again in August 1338, when the
sheriffs of all the English counties were instructed to erect the
*signum commune per igmem super montes, vel alio modo, in comitatu
predicto, ubli et quotiens, ac prout opus facet, et melius videris
expedire, et alias in casu consimili fieri consuevit, fieri faceres,

omnibus praetermissis debitls temporibus praemuniri, ut dictorum

1. Foedera, II. ii. 996 (4 September 1337).
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hostium malicia, si ad partes illas declinassent, per huiusmodi

ignis illuminationem et praemunitionem per homines partium earundem

potentius posset refrenari ... Tibi adhuc praecipimus, firmiter
injungentes, quod statim visis praesentibus, huiusmodi signa communia
per ignem, tam super montes longe a mari distantes, quam in aliis
locis juxta costera maris ... fieri facias'.1 Simiiar commissions
appear with regularity in those years which contained enemy threats
to England.

Three separate stages can be discerned in the English machinery
of coastal defence:
1e The accumulation of information concerning the enemy's disposition

and intentions by spies and other 'reliable sources', and the

transmission of this intelligence to the king and Council.

2. The issue of royal writs to be sent to local officials charged
with the burden of defence, instructing them to prepare the
forces available to them to counter any possible attack,

3. In the event of an attack, the setting in motion of the above
defensive forces by the use of warning devices.

It is the third of these stages which must now be considered.

The origins of the English beacon system are unfortunately
obscured by the noticeable shortage of documentary evidence for the
period prior to the early years of the fourteenth dentury. This
dearth of evidence has been seen by some to suggest that the beacon
system in England was either the product of the first few decades of
the fourteenth century (from which period survive the earliest
references in official sources to beacons), or that an already
existing warning system, although in embryonic form, underwent

reorganization at that time,

1. Ibid., p. 1055 (15 August 1338).
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The subject ot beacons is one which has been largely neglected by
medieval historians, and the tendency to concentrate upon the system of
the sixteenth century is a natural one, justified by the large amount
of source material surviving from this latter period. For example,
Hewitt writes that 'by long tradition, news of a hostile landing in
England was to be spread over a wide area by means of a system of
beacons on well<known lofty sites'1. Ile does not, unfortunately, treat
the subject to any further examination, and one is left to wonder what
this tradition was based upon, aad just how long it was. It is therefore

necessary to first investigate the existence in England of the beacon

prior to the fourteenth century.

The Beacon in England prior to the Fourteenth Century

The use of the fire-signal as a method of warning is of greatest

antiquity, and was known to the classical world. Tacitus makes mention

of both the Greeks and the Romans using them. There is some evidence that
the beacon was known in England during the Anglo-Saxon period. The Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle refers to the 'here beacna' or army signal of the Dynish
host in 1006, but the entry implies that the word 'beacon' in this case
was used in the sense of a portent of war, and therefore a thing to be
avoided, rather than the meaning which it was to have in the fourteenth

century and laterz. Other references to beacons during this period are

1. Hewitt, The Organization of War under Edward III, p. 4.

2.  Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, ed. B. Thorpe (2 vols., R.S., 1861),
i. 256=-7; 4ii. 113 (translation). The etymological derivation
of 'beacon' from the Anglo~Saxon is underlined by the reappearance
of the form 'here beacna' as 'harynbekmes' in the fourteenth
century (P.R.O0., C.81/1758/3 and below, p.208). This account
_ of the early history of the beacon is based chiefly on the works
of Russell, Vhite, and Wood cited below.
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very few and far between. However, it has been noted that one ot the'
duties of the 'cotsetlan' or cottager, who lived by the sea was to keep
watch along the coast and out to sea, and to signal the approach of the
enemy by lighting a fire on the nearest hill., There is no suggestion
that the fire was to serve as a mustering-point for the forces thus
alerted, as it was to be in the fourteenth century.

A contrasting viewpoint has been expressed by other historians,
who support the theory that the Anglo-Saxons did not use the fire-
signal, but preferred to develop a chain of messengers to pass on the
warnings. The posts were established on what came to be known as
'watch and ward hills'. At a later date, beacons were erected on these
hills, so the association of the two together dated from a later period1.

From etymological evidénce, it is apparent that the word 'beacon®
is in fact, ot Anglo-Saxon origin. This was recognized as early as the
sixteenth century, when Lambarde, writing on the subject, stated that the
term is derived from the Anglo-Saxon ‘becnian', to call by sign or to
beckonz. This derivation was further substantiated by two writers of
the following century. Coke, in the fourth part of his Institutes, said
that the iterm was derived from the Anglo-Saxon 'beacon'!, 'speculum, unde
speculantur adventus hostium', further adding that the word often had
the same meaning as 'to beckon' in modern usage3. Camden added that

tthis kind of watch=towers have the name of beacons, from the old word

1. P. Russell, 'Fire Beacons in Devon', Rept. and Trans. Devon

Assocm., 1lxxxvii (1955), 252-5. .He does not give the reasons
for his theory.

2. V. Lanbarde, Perambulation of Kent (London, 1576), p.66.
3, Coke, Fourth Institutes, p. 148.
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Beacnion, i.e., "to beckon"'1. When this quality of beckoning is
sought for in Anglo-Saxon sources, it is not to be found. Instead,
the beacon of this period seems to ‘suggest either brightness or to
transmit a warning. The second of these nuances has been encountered
above in the reference to the burnings by the Danish army in the south
of England. \
In view of the evidence, however, 1t seems certain that the
beacon was used as a warﬁing sign in pre-Conquest England. The evidence
is too strong to dismiss it. Fire-signals were, however, known in the
British Isles from at least the twelfth century, since in 1136, the
earl of Orkney used fire-signals to warn of the advent of Norse raidersz.
The development of the beacon in the centuries folléwing is lost
from sight, owing to a complete absence of documentary evidence. One
does not encounter further references to beacons until the third decade
of the fourteenth century. The sudden appearance of beacons in official
sources during the closing years of the reign of Edward II has been
taken by some to be a case for placing the origins of the English
beacon system in this first quarter of the fourteenth century.
The year 1324 has been noted as the first in which the authenticated

appearance of the beacon has occurred in official recordsB. In this

b ‘dge
year, an inquisition was held on 6 August at ShidamLSr’Shide Bridge in

1. W. Camden, Britannia, i. 219.

2. Icelandic Sagas. The Orkneyinga Saga, ed. G, Vigfusson, trans.
G.W. Dasent. (4 vols., R.S.,1887-94), 1ii. 115.

3. Russell, '¥Fire Beacons in Devon', p. 288% H.T. White, 'The
Beacon System in Hampshire', Proc. Hants F.C., x (1930), 2583 ,
'The Beacon System in Keut', Arch. Cant., xlvi (1334), 78; R.J. Wood,
*The Beacons of the North of kngland' (M.Sc. (Bcon), London,1937), p.2.
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the Isle of Wight. This enquiry listed thirty;one places in the island
where fires and watches were he%d1. A year later, in 1325, a commission
was issued to Robert de Monte Alto and Thomas Bardolphe, appointing them
to organize the watches on the sea-coast of Norfolk, to arrange for the
collections of moneys for the expenses of the watches in each hundred,
and to provide that the 'capitalibus constabulariis de hundredis
adjungfis mari ... levari et reparari facere signa et fierbares super
montes altiores in quolibet hundredo, ita quod patria per illa signa
quotiescunque necesse fuit preemuniri posset'z. The document fails to
define precisely what these 'signa et fierbares' were, but from
etymological parallels, it is élmost certain that they were beacons or
fire-signals of some sort. 'Fierbares' almost certainly contains a
latinization of the English word 'fire'. For instence, & similar form
occurs in *fierbota' and 'ferbota', the Latin forms of 'fire-bote! or
'fuel'. Coke, who printed the document in his chapter on beacons,
certainly seems to heve believed that these signals were beacons.
Because of the first significant appearance of beacons in the
context of coastai defence in the 1320s, many historians have seen this
decade as that when the beacon system firstevolved. Among these i3
.Wood, who stated that the development of the beacon system in England
stemmed as the direct result of the dangers threatening the country from
France during the 1320s, end more especially, from the middle yeérs of

the decade, when England was under menace of invasion from France by

1. CoI.II’E., 1307—2{:2, Pe 209,n°. 839.
2. Coke, Fourth Institutes, p. 151.
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Isabella and Nortimer. He writes, 'from thisevolved over a period
of years the great system of watch and ward, which reached its highest
‘during the armada alarm'1. This suggests that the use of beacons in
the system of watch and ward was unknown in Englend before 1324, In
other words, that the inquisition held in that year at Shidambridge was

a complete innovation.

The pattern presented by the documentary evidence, however, could
certainly be interpreted to give the impression that the foundations of
the English beacon system were laid only in the early fourteenth century.
First, there is the gaping void of evidence between the twelfth and
fourteenth centuries, which is in juxtaposition to the spate of references
to beacons which followed the inquest of 1324. Such references occur
with increasing regularity after 1324: in 1325 and 1326 during the
Isabella crisis, and then with the outbreak of war with the French in
1337, they appear again, to recur with constancy throughout the war
éeriod of the century. The precision with which the earliest writs
concerning beacons are worded certainly conveys the impression that this
was a system only recently introduced. The workings and functions of the
beacons and their attendants are outlined in meticulous detail to the
officiels responsible for setting them up. The commission sent to the
arrayers in each maritime county from Northumberland to Cornwall on

10 August 1326, for example, instructed the recipients

1. Wood, 'The Beacons of the North of Englend', p. 4.
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'quod certi homines per vos assignarentur, pro vigiliis de
hominibus peditibus in omnibus locis ubi expedire videritis, ad
custus comitatus illius ubi vigiliae factae fuissent, faciendis,
et quod dicti vigiles haberent signum de igne seu alia re
competenti, quod a longe videri posset, ita quod homines partium
vicinarium trehere se possent ad ignem, vel ad signum de nocte,
se opus foret'?

Here the precise purpose of the fire~signal is explained: the
watches were to be provided with a beacon (or other means of signalling)
which could be distinguished from far off. This fire-signal was not
merely to give warning to the populace, as had been the case with the
Orkney beacons, but was also to serve as a muster-point for the men thus
alerted. The precision, (which at first sight seems to suggest the
careful instruction of the local officials in a new system), is, however,
a common feature of all later writs concerning beacons., In 1338, for
example, the beacons were to be used to give warning.of an enemy descent,
and the arrayers were instructed to prepare themz, the instructions
contained in this writ being similar to those of a commission issued in
1346, which provided that

'si periculum aliquod ex huiusmodi hostium agressibus imineat

porterunt congruo termino praemuniri et dictorum hostium
malitia, si ad partes illas declinaverint, per huiusmodi ignis
illuminationem et praemunitionem, per homines partium coadunatis
viribus refraenari'J.

This phraseology, or slight variations of it, is the most common

form of instruction for the reminder of the fourteenth century, although,

certain fifteenth century commissions merely order that beacons be set

1. Foedera, II. ii, 636.
2. TIbid., p. 1055.
3.  Ibid., III. 4. 72
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up, and do not elucidate any explanation why this was to be so,
It has also been claimed that the following paragraph from

Caxton's edition of The Cronycles of Engleond pointed to the novelty

of the beacon system in the 1320s, Commenting on the invasion scare
caused by Isabella and lortimer, he said

"Whenne Kyng Edward herde telle that Quene Isabell and Edward

hir sone wolde come into Englond with many aliens ... he

ordeyned to kepe his castells in VWalys as well as in Englond

«so and let kepe his rivers and also the see costes ... And

furthermore, he ordeyned by his patent, and commaunded to

make a fire upon every hie hylle besides the rivers, and in

lowe contrees for to make hie bekenes of tymbre, that yf it so

were that the aliens come unto the land by nyght, that men

sholde tend the bekenes thft the contre might be warned and

come and mete hir enemies'’.
This is the only evidence which suggests that the beacon system may have
been a complete innovation of the 1320s. As evidence it is inconclusive,
especially as the Caxton narrative was written over a century after the
event.

On the other hand, there is much which points to the validity of
the opposite theory. The pattern which emerges in the sources after
1324 is that of a well-organized system, one perhaps too well-organized
for it to have been introduced to England only a matter of years
previously. 1In 1325, only one year after the Shidambridge inquiry, a

royal writ was sent to the commissioners of arrey in every English shire,

instructing them to array all the fencible men of their respective shires

1. W, Caxton, Cronycles of Enpglond (London, 1480), cap. 206,
fos. 102-102° (the foliation i¢s my own estimate, as the folios are
un-numbered. The B.L. reference for the edition consulted is IB. . ‘
55026. “Other editions have ' minor varlations in text and spelling).
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in accordance with the Statute of Winchester end the ordinance made in
the previous parliament, and to‘'see that beacons be erected and watchmen
placed in all the proper stations'1. The fact that a copy of this writ
was sent to the arrayers in every shire shows that the beacon sys;tem was
already implemented on a nation-wide basis at this date. The frequent
inclusion of the phrase 'as have been of old', or its variants, in
relation to the setting up of the beacons at this time further supports
this argument.

4n examination of the report of the inquisition held in the Isle of
Wight yields no suggestion that the beacon was a recent introduction there,
In fact, quite the reverse impression is given. The inquisition was held
before the two keepers of the maritime lands in the island, John de la
Hoese and John de l'Isle. It begins with an investigation concerning the
agistment to arms of the £20 freeholders and others in the island, and
then reports on the thirty-one 'fires end watches' on the island. Within
the liberty of Freshwater, for example, there were two beacons -- at
Scharpendorde and Hetdone -- at which 'watch ought to be made by three
men by night and two men by day'. In East Medine hundred thirteen

beacons were named, and a further sixteen sites were situated in the

10 CoPlRo, 1321]—"1’ pp. 21 6—19. . \
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hundred of West Medine1. Nowhere in the document is the future tense
employed, and this would seem to negate any possibility that the’inquiry
was an attempt to introduce beacons to the island. Vhat is more likely
is that the inquisition was a survey of those beacon sites already in
existence on the island, with a view to regularizing the watch at each
site. Edward II may also have been téking stock of'the defensive

resources available to him, since he was faced at the time with the

1. In addition +to the two sites in the liberty of Freshwater, the
other beacons were situated in the following sites:

East Medine Hundred

1. DBelow the bridge at Puttokesdone,
2. Near St. Helens at Yarneforde.
3. At Sandham on Rodesburghe.
L., At Shanklin on the hill above Clyme.
5. Smeresdone,
6. La ...
7. La Wyteditch near Appuldercombe.
8. Steuondone. " .7 .
9. Nyweton at la Ode.
10. Atherton on Beredone,
11. WVoditone at la Ode.
12. Vyppingham on Rodmeresdone.
13. Ryde.:

West Medine Hundred

1. On Chaledone.
2. Atherfelde.

3, On L... Kedone.
L. La Wynde.

Be oee

€. Lusburghe.

7. Gerthholl,

8. Hamstede.

9. Houedburghe.
10, Thomheye.
11. La Roghelonde.

12, .o

13. Wightberghe.
1% oo

15. Emedone.

16l LN ]
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possibility of enemy invasion.

Returning to the Norfolk 'signa et fierbares' mentioned above,
one sees that the commission included the instruction that the signals
were to be 'levari et reparari'. If these signals were indeed beacons,
the fact that they could be repaired indicates that in some places, at
least, they must already have been in existenc¢e. Had the order merely
been for the erection of beacons, then greater doubt would remain.,

Efidence from the later fourteenth century, makes it clear that
the beacons were closely associated with. the duty of watch and ward.
The 1326 commission, for example, made provision for the men of the
watches to have their fire-signals with them in the places on the coast
'ubi vigiliee factae fuissent'. Later commissions convey similer
instructions. The duty of watch aﬁd ward was fundamentally of pre-
Conquest origin, and was later regularized by statute and other royal
instruments in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries1. Bearing in
mind the connexion in the fourteenth century of the beacons with the
older system of watch and ward, which was pre-Conquest in origin,
together with the fact that the word itself is of Saxon origin, it is
difficult to deny the probability of e long tradition of usage of the
beacon in England. The only drawback is the startling gep in
documentary evidence relating to the béacon during the twelth and
thirteenth centuries. During this period of silence there were several
threats to England, the chief ones occurring in 1204~-5, 1213-1l, 1530,

1242, 126} and 1295. Yet in the sources referring to these threats

1.  See Ch. IV.
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and the consequent defensive preparations, not one reference to beacons
in the coastal areas occurs.

One of the functions of the beacon during the fourteenth century
closely resembles that.attributed to it by the antiquarians of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: it not only gives warning, but
it beckons. In other words, it served as a muster-point for the local
levies alerted by its light. Now, this second feature was missing in
the beacons of the Anglo-Saxon period and the twelfth century,
described above. This seems to be a significant difference. It is
highly unlikely that the beacon, which was certainly used at an early
period in England, should have dropped by the wayside in the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries, only to be resurrected in the first two
decades of the fourteenth1. If there had in fact been some national
system of raising the alarm by means of beacons prior to the fourteenth
century, it is strange that no references to it have survived. The most
probably explanation for this is that the beacon, along with other visual
(as well as audible) signals, may have been employed during this earlier
period on a local basis only, as one of the nétural methods of giving
the alarm available to the men of the coastal watchqs. Vestliges of
other methods of giving warning lingered on well into the fourteenth

century.

1. Apparently, there is some evidence to suggest that fire-signals
were used by constables of castles, during the llorman and Angevin
period, to transmit warnings to the surrounding countryside. From the
twelfth century also, fire was used as a medium in lighthouses at
Dover and elsewhere along the coast (Russell, 'Fire Beacons in Devon',
Pe 47). One should not, however, confuse navigational beacons with
those which had a military purpose. The 'beekenss devant le Port' of
Caleis mentioned in 1397 were strictly for purposes of navigation
(Rot. Parl., iii. 371).
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The sudden appearance of references to beacons in the 1320s nmay
therefore be the result of some attempt at the organization of existing
beacon sites and watch sites (which in many cases were situated in the
' same place), into some kind of system for the better defence of the
realm. The reign of Edward IT had seen large-scale experimentation in

the military sphere, particularly in regard to the jurati ad arma1.

Reorganization could well have taken place in this aspect of coastal
defence, an area in which jurati service was counted upon, and, further-
more, there was the ever-increasing threat of foreign invasion present
during the 1320s. However, one can only speculate, since the existing
evidence is too slight. The Isle of Wight inquisition, howevér, could
certainly be interpreted as a move on the part of the crown towards
preparation for reorganization of the beacons into some kind of system,
although it is evident that the beacons referred to in the report were
already in existence at the time, and were not introduced as the result
of the inquisition, as some writers have claimedz.

Apart from the warning conveyed by fire, other methods were
employed to give the alarm whenever necessary. It is almost certain
that such methods had teen inexistence long before the fourteenth
century, and these, like the beacons, were taken over and incorporated
into the system of national defence. It has been remarked above that

from the 13203, when the first references to beacons occur, provision

1.  l.R. Powicke, 'Ldward II and Nilitary Obligation', Speculum
xxxi (1956), 83 ff.; - , Military Obligation, pp. 134 ff.

2. L.g., Wood, 'The Beacons of the North of England', p. 4.




was always made in commissions ordering the erection and preparation
of beacons for the alarm signal to be given by other methods. Thus,
in 1326, the watches were to be equipped with fire-signals, 'seu alia
re competenti'1 (Throughout the 1330s and 1340s, this formula, or
variations of it - 'et autres choses que apparteignent'z, 'vel alio
modo'3 -~ is commonplace in the commissions, although from the 1350s
onwards, it tends to drop out of current usage). This provision,
constantly recurring during the earlier period, seems indeed to be a
vestige of an earlier usage. &mong the alternative meaﬁs possible were
conveyance of the alarm by messengers and also by noiseh; It appears .
that the responsibility lay with the persons in charge of the watches,
when the commission allowed for choice in the matter, instructing them
to do 'melius videris exPedire'5. Although from the 13508 onwards,
this second option is omitted from the terms of the commission, it is
certain fhat alternative methods continued to be employed, since the
more coplous records of the sixteenth century reveal their continued

existence even at that late dates.

1. Foedera, II. i. 636.

2. P.R.0., C.81/1758/3.

3. P.R.0., C.76/23, m. 20.

4.‘ Russell, 'Fire Beacons in Devon', p. L8.

5. Foedera, IT. ii. 1055 (1338); 1bid.,III. 1. 72 (1346);
ibid., p. 239 (1352); P.R.0., C. 76/34, m. 9 (1356); C.C.R., 1369-7k,
p. 436, Foedera, IIT,ii. 947-8 (1372); ibid., p. 1045 (1376); C.C.Re,
1377-81, p. 38 (1377); C.P.R., 1381-5, pp. 589-91 (4385).

6. Alternative methods of raising the alarm are treated more
fully below’ pp' 219’ 222-50
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The Beacon during the Fourteenth Century

The commencement of hostilities between England and France in
1337 was, not unsurprisingly, accompanied by an increese in the number
of references to the beacon. From this year onwards, the order for the
preparation of the beacons is included in many of the writs issued for
the defence of the realm in time of danger; the most notable instances

when this occurred were 1338, 1346, 1351, 1352, 1356, the early 1370s,
and 1385=»5. The commission issued to the English sheriffs on 15 March
1346 is fairly typical in its phraseology, as the following commission

for Kent shows:

'Rex vicecomiti Kantiae, salutem. Quia inimici nostri de
Francia congregata eis magna ermatorum potentia se parant
in guantum poterunt, cum navibus et galeis ad invadendum
regnum nostrum Anglise, et nos et nostros, tam per terram
quam per mare destruendum, et nostrum dominium subvertendum;

Nos, volentes ipsorum malitiam obviare, et salvationi
et defensioni dicti regni nostri circumquaque providere;

Tibi praecipimus, firmiter injungentes, quod aligquod -
signum commune per ignem super montes, vel alio modo, in
comitatu praedicto, ubi et quotiens, et prout opus fuerit, et
mélius videris expedire, et alias in casu consimili consuevit,
fieri facias; per quod homines patriae illius, si periculum
aliquod ex hujusmodi hostium aggressibus imineat, poterunt
congruo termino praemuniri, et dictorum hostium malitia, si
ad partes illas declinaverint, per huiusmodi ignis jlluminationem
et praemunitionem, per homines partium praedictarum coadunatis
viribus refraenari.

Et hoc, sicut te ipsum indempnem servare volueris,
nullatenus omittas. Teste regis apud VWestmonasterium, xv die

Martii'l.

Thus far, as we have seen, the usual term for beacon in these
writs is the direct translation into Latin of the Inglish term, 'signal

by fire'. However, from about the middle of the fourtéenth century,

1. TFoedera, ITII. i. 72. The italics are mine,
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the English term 'Bekne', comes increasingly into use1. A wrif of
Privy Seal of c¢. 1346 to the Chahcery, ordered that letters Patent

be issued appointing keepers of the maritime lands in the Sussex

‘rapes of Hastings, Lewes, Brember, Arundel and Chichester, and contained
the phrase,'pour la garde sur la meer, et a faire harynbeknes at
autres choses que apparteignent'z. The writ was unfortunately

undated, but the personnel appointed in each rape correlate with

the names of those keepers appointed in the Sussex rapes on 10

August 13463. This represents the earliest mention of beacons in

the vernacular that I have so far come across. that is especially

1. All other writers on this subject are unanimous in ascribing
the first appearance of the term in the vernacular to the year 1372.
In writs sent to the counties of Kent, Surrey, and Sussex, dated
14 May of that year, it occurred as bekynes (C.C.R., 1369-T4, p. 436).
On 18 June of the same year, writs to each county, except Hampshire,
Kent, Sussex, and Wiltshire, referred to the 'signa communa vocata
Beknes'! (Foedera, III. ii. 947-8). However,many earlier references
exist, which have been overlooked. It seems that the attribution
of the first appearance of the word in the wernacularto 1372 was
an original error on the part of White ('The Beacon System in Kent!',
p. 78), one which was duplicated by later writers on the subject.
white based his conclusions upon published sources only, thus he
overlooked earlier examples which occur in unpublished sources such
as the Treaty Rolls.

2. P.R.O., C. 81/1758/3. The term ‘harynbekne' closely
compares to the various forms found in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle
for the year 1006, where it appears variously as 'herebeacon',
'rerebeacna', and 'Heora Leacna' (A.S. Chronicle, ii. 256-7).

30 PoRnO., Ce 76/23, m. 20, '

208.



interesting about this example is that while the less formal writ
of Privy Seal bears the English name, with no attempted translation
into Frenéh, the Latin of the Letter Patent stili retains the more
traditional 'aliquod signum commune per ignem super montes',
Characteristically, the English form tended to make its
earliest appearances in documentsof less formal character. For
exanple, in the account of Geoffrey of Kent, mayor of leicester, from
lichaelmas 1350 to lichaelmas of the following year,.there appears
an entry concerning delivery of wine to the home of a burgess,
wWilliam Goldsmith, on the Saturday after the feast of St. John ante
Portam Latinam, (i.e. 7 May 1351), 'when proclamation for fire-

beacons (fir bekenes) to stand on the hills' was made1. Apart from

this being a rare example of an order concerning the beacons being
used as a method of dating, the entry is important since it provides
another case where the English term was employed, although the royal
order for the proclamation had still used the Latin 'signum per
ignem'.

From the 13508, theterm in English occurs with increasing
regularity in documents emanating from the royal Chancery to local
officials. For instance, in July 1352 the sheriffs of Englaﬁd were
ordered to ereci 'super montes ac alibl in comitatu predicto ubi
expedire viderisaliqua signa consuetiida vocata Beknes per ignem',.2

Again in 1356 the term occurred in a mandate to the keepers of the

1. Records of the Borough of Ieicester, ed. M. Bateson
(2 VOISo, London, 1899"1901), ii. 760

2.  P.R.0., C. 76/30, m.5.

N
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maritime lands in Kent and five other counties, which included the
order, 'et signa consueta vocata bekenes per ignem super montes, vel
alia loca aptiora in comitatu predicto, per que homines comitatus
11lius, si periculum aliduod ex huiusmodi hostium aggressibus
imineat, lucius et citius poterunt premuniri, fieri et poni fécere'1.
The phrasing of this writ, it will be noticed, is practically similar
to those earlier ones which omitted the word 'beacon'. The term
appears in various different forms such as 'baknes' (1377), 'bekyns'
(1385), and ‘beekenes' (1397) throughout the remainder of the century2.
At first, the appearance ot the vernacular form in official documents
was always accompanied by a translation or explaﬁation of its function
in the main language of the document. From the 1380s, however, the
term 'beacons' usually stands on its own, with no qualifying
description in either Latin or French. Thus, by the fifteenth century,
the usual instruction is ‘et insuper, signa vocata’Bekyns poni
facienda in locis consuetis'B.

We now turn to consider who was responsible for the erection,

maintenance and supervision ot the beacons, a field in which there

has been much controversy. Both Wood and Hewitt oversimplified the

1. P.R.0., C. 76/34, m. 9.

2. The beacon was beginning to make its appearance, too, in
the development of vernacular literature of the period. In the
revised version of Piers Plowman . of ¢. 1377, Langland wrote:

'3e brenne, but 3e blaseth noujte, pat is a blynde bekene'
Vision of Piers Plowman, Text 8 (k.E.T.S..), p.316).

3. Rot. Parl., iii. 527.




f
the answer to this question. Vood, in his thesis, vaguely attributed

their charge, until the mid-fifteenth century at least, 'to sped al
commissioners for defence who had charge of the organizatiop of the’
beacons'1. Hewitt, more positively, ascribed the responsibility for
them, in coastal areas at least, to the keepers of the maritime lands.
This theory, as it happens, was quite correct for the year which he was
discussing,‘1358, but on closer examination of the available sources it
is apparent that at different times, different officials were given the
responsibility for the control of the beacons, Tor example, we have
seen that the Norfolk 'signa et fierbares' of 1325 were the
responsibility of the constables in each hundred. One is uncertain,
however, of who was responsible for the beacons in the Isle o Wight
in 1324, as the report of the inquisition makes no refefence to this,
With other 1325 commissions we are, hovever, on more positive groﬁnd.
In this year, it was the commissioners of array in each county who were
given the re3ponsibi1ity2, and again, in the following year, the same
of ficials were granted this chargej. However, after this latter date,
the charge was shifted from the commissioners of array to other

officials, although, occasionally during the progress of the century, it

1. Wood, 'The Becconsof the North of England', p. 14. Basically,
this statement is correct, although Wood failed to name these officials,
His implication, however, is that these commissioners were appointed
solely to take charge of the beacons. Too much relevance should not
be placed upon this section of Wood's otherwise admirable work. 1In
this chapter, for instance, he firmly states that there was 1little or
no beacon activity between 1324 and 1433, and claims that in the mid-
fifteenth century, beacons were in the charge of the Lords
Lieutenant of the shire.

9.  C.P.R., 1324-7, pp. 216-19.
3. Foedera, II,ii. 636-7.
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" was returned to the arrayers, notably in 1356 and 13721; It seems,
therefore, that, as happened so often in many 5pheres of local
afiministration during the fourteenth century, experimentetion was
common. Indeed, as the‘nnus of coastal defence was placed upon
different officiéls during the centuryz, so the responsibility for
the beacons was shifted accordingly.

At the outbreak of the HundredYears' VWar, this responsibility had
been placed, for a time at least, upon the keepers of the meritime
lands. In September 1337, Bartholomew devl'Isle and the other keepers:
in Hampshire were ordered to prepare the beacons, while a similar writ
instructed Hugh de Courteney and John de Beauchamp to perform the same
duty in Somersetj. Thg same month later saw similar writs for Devon
and Dorseth. Such was the situation for a decade, the keepers of the
maritime lands fulfilling this function, in keeping with their pre-
eminence in affairs of coastal defence. Ve have seen above that in
Lugust 1346, keepers were appointed to the maritime lands of the rapes
of Sussex, end that their commissions included orders regarding the
beacons5.

The overall picture, however, is not quite so streightforward.

Although the keepers of the maritime lands were given control of the

beacons in September 1337, the following August saw the appearance

1.  P.R.O., C. 76/3h, m. 9 (1356); Foedera, III. ii. 947-8 (1372).
2. See Ch. V.

3, Foedera, II. ii. 996.

L.  C.C.R., 1337-9, p. 179.

5. P.R.O., C. 76/23, m. 20.
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of writs sent to the sheriff of every English county, both coastal
and inland, with explicit instructions 'de signis per ignem super
montes faciendis'1. Lgain, in llarch 1346, similar writs were issued,
addressed 'ad vicecomites, de ignibus éraemunitionis super montes
providendis'z.

The next few decades were to prove the exception rather than the
rule. In March 1352, for instance, the abbot of Quarr, as keeper of the
Isle of Wight, was instructed to prepare the beaconsS. In 1356,
orders were issued both to the keepers of the maritime lands and to
the arrayers, c0ncerhing the beac&nsA. Such was the state of affairs
until the early 1370s, when & regularization began to be discerned,
not only in regard to the beacons, but to the whole structure of coastal

defence. From the year 1372, it appears to have been normel for

commissions dealing with beacons to be directed jointly to the sheriff

1. Foedera, II. ii. 1055.
2. Ibid., III. i. 72.

3, Ibid., p.239. The keeper of the Isle of Wight possessed wide
powers, which were warranted by the strategic importance of the
island. From a quite early date, his powers embraced both those of
keepers of the maritime lands and of arrayers. In 1337, Theobald
Russell was given command over the keepers of the maritime lends and
arrayers in the island (P.R.0., C. 61/49, m. 21). By 1339, these
powers were increased so as to directly include the powers of these
officials, and so make them redundant in the island (P.R.0., C. 76/14,
m.5; C. 76/15, m. 10; C. 76/17, m. 41). It was thus only naturel
that the keepers of the island should also have been entrusted with
the control of the beacons.

4. P.R.O., C. 76/34, mm. 9, 10.
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of the count&, and the commissioners of array within fhe county., On
14 Yay of that year, such commissions were issued neming these
officials in the counties of Kent, Surrey and Sussex'. Such en
arrangement was a natural one, in keeping with the contemporary
re-organization of the commissions of array, which involved their
enlargement, the extension of the duties of the arrayers to embrace
those formerly enjoyed by other commissioners for defence, and the
inclusion of the sheriff amongst the number of arrayersz. The
inclusion of control over the beacons in the commission issued to the
sheriff and the commissioners of array was a logical step, which lasted
well into the fifteeqth century, (although, in the later pért of this
century, the sheriff was not always included.). 1In keeping with this
development of the early 13708, an ordinance was made in 1377 for the
defence of the Thames estuary and the approaches to London, which
stressed that the charge to set up beacons be‘placed upon the sheriffs,
constables, and other ministers of the crownj.
It is therefore evident that.despite Hewitt's suggestion, 'the
control of these warning signals in the coastal areas lay with the
kéepers of the maritime lands' only occasionally. Obviously, the

determination of the control of the beacons, as with other areas of

defence, was still liable to change throughout the fourteenth century,

10 c‘CoRoi 156‘9—7&, pO 4560
2. See Ch. V.
3. C.P.R., 1377-81, p. 77; Rot. Parl. iii, 386.

\

1,



and would not fully achieve a positive identity until the sixteenth
century. Until this latter period there was no rigidity in the system
which provided for the beacons. The most striking evidence for this is
the fact that commissions for defence issued to the divers officials
mentioned above did not always necessarily include orders pertaining

to the beacons: in many cases, orders were sent to the sheriffs,
keepers of the maritime lands, arrayers, and others, which made no
mention whatsoever of the beacons., In 1346, for example, commissions
which embodied instructions for the beacons were issuéd twice: to the
sheriffs of the various counties on 15 larch, and to the keepers of the
maritime lands in Sussex on 10 August. But five other commissions for
defence were issued during that year (mainly in liarch), which made no
reference at all to the beacons1. In every other year when external
danger threatened, the story was the same.

It is therefore wrong to treat the English defensive system of the
fourteenth century as unchanging. In its basic outlines, the pattern
remained the same, yet within the system, minute changes were ever
taking place. Just so was the case with regard to the beacons, thus,
to take the example of the beqcon system at any given time during thé
fourteeénth century as typical of the century as a whole would be
erroneous.

We now turn to examine how exactly the beacon was employed within

the national defence system during the fourteenth century. Direct

1., P.R.O., C. 76/22, mm. 20, 22-5, 30.
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evidence is, unfortunately, very scanty, so any picture reconstructed
must of necessity be incomplete. Sir Arthur Evans has described the
workings of the beacon system outlined in the 1324 inquisition in the
Isle of Wight thus:
'On Bembridge and Freshwater Downs were groups of three beacons;
elsewhere and along the neighbouring coastal tract were two
set together. 7Vhen over ten ships were sighted, one beacon --
and one beacon only -- was fired on the low downs as a simple
warning., Two were 1lit when an actual landing threatened,
responded to by the lighting of a single beacon throughout
the maritime districts., A second was kindled on the appearance
of all three fire signals on the Island Downs -- & call to
repulse an actual lending -~ and this S.0.S. was followed by
the lighting of the inland beacons'l,

Sir Arthur neglected to cite eny sources for his description, but
it is obvious that he based it upon later evidence. However, the
implication to be taken from his text is that this, in its essence, was
the way in which the beacon system functioned in the later Middle Ages:
the initial warning would carry along the coast and also further inland
to spread the alarm to the country. It has been remarked elsewhere
that the inland shires were responsible fbr'sending their fencible men
for defence service in the maritime lands of specified coastal shires,
This was clearly delineated in 1338. The arrayers in Berkshire,
Oxfordshire and Wiltshire were to be intendant to the keepers of the
maritime lands in Hampshire, and were to send their men to the coastal

belt there in the event of enemy threat. The other county groupings

consisted of Worcestershire, Herefordshire and Gloucestershire for

1. Sir A. Evans, article on beacons in The Tiﬁes, 18 April 1935,
pp. 13-1L4. See also C. G. Cruickshank, Elizabeth's Army (Oxford,

1966), pp. 70-1,
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service in the maritime lands of the last; Leicestershire, Northants and
Rutland men would serve in the maritime lands in Lincolnshire, and those
of Shropshire and Staffordshire would serve in Lancashire., CSurrey was
similarly attached to Sussex, Hertfordshire and }iddlesex to Essex,

and Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire were to send their levies to Yorkshire.
The men of the counties of Cambridge and Huntingdon would serve in
Norfolk and Suffolk, whilst the men of purely maritime counties served,
of course, in the maritime lands of their own shires1?

Although the groupings sometimes differed slightly, this was the
general arrangement. It was repeated in 13462'and again in 13603, and
evidence suggests that for this purpose, Wales was divided into two
units of North and South Walesh. The beacons must have provided a
fairly speedy method of passing the alarm into the inland shires, so
that the potential force available for defence in the maritime zone
could be mobilized as fast as possible. Once the system was put
into operation, the word would have been quickly spread, and here the
use of the term 'system' is no exaggeration: 1t is almost certain that
there was some degree of interdependence between individual beacon sites,
As we have seen, by 1337 beacons had been esteblished in every shire,

and each shire contained a substantial number of them. Hence Froissart's

remark that in 1386 the English coasts were protected with beacon sites

1. P.R.O., C. 61/50, mo 7; B.L., Cotton MS. Julius C. iv, fo. 129,

2. P.R.O., C. 76/22, mm. 24~5, 27.

3% C.C.R., 1360-}4, pp. 97-8. See pp. 106-8 and Maps 1-3 following p.107.
4. P.R.O., E. 101/19/13, BE. 101/612/34; Parl. Virits, II. ii. 660.
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from the river Humbér to Cornwall1. The 1324 inquiry revealed thirty-
one sites in the Isle of Wight alone, A& further thirty-eight in
Devonshire have been positively identified as medieval, mainly from
plece-name evidence, and some of these sites may even be of pre-
fourteenth century datez. Lambarde's 'Carde of the Deacons in Kent!
of 1576 revealed a total of over fifty sites in that county, many of
which can be recognized as medieval, although others are of Tudor
institutionj. In the north of England, sixteenth-century figures
reveal fortyhthrge beacons on the east coast, with a further 161.
inland, and thirteen on the west coasth. It is difficult, egain,
to say with certainty how many of these wereemployed during the
fourteenth century, but it is interesting to note the greater incidence
of beacons on the east coast, which was more vulnerabls tolattack from
the continent than was thewestern seaboard, and also their greater
density in central inland areas, where attacks by the Scots could be
expected.

In view of the dearth of evidence, a certain amount of conjecture
is bound to enter any summary concerning the function of the beacons in

fourteenth century Ingland. Happily, the ordinance for the erection of

beacons on the banks of the river Thames in 1377 allows one to iread

1e Froissart, xi. 372.

2. Russell, 'Fire Beacons in Devon', pp. 277-97 and map following
ibid., p. 302.

3. W. Lambarde, Perambulation of Kent (London, 1576), end-piece.
b Wood, 'The Beacons of the North of England', pre 21, 35.
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firmer ground. On 7 July\of that year, the Council, acting on the
king's behalf, sent to the sheriffs of Essex and Xent copies of the
ordinance 'for the safety of the céunties of Kent and Essex, to wit,
the towns on the river Thames znd shipping in the ports from perils
which may suddenly happen by the king's enemies'1, which ordinance
had been noted in the record of the previous parliament. It provided
for a beacon to be erected in the Isle of Sheppey, and another at ;
Shoebury Ness, on the north side of the estuary in Essex. A further
pair were to be set up at Hoo in Kent end at Fobbing in Essex, and’
others at Cliffe in EKent and at Tilbury in Essex, Finally, beacons

at Gravesend on tie Kentish side and at Farndon in Essex completed the
system. The responsibility for the erection of these beacons was
placed upon the shoulders of the sheriffs, constables, and others of
the king's offidials in the two counties, and watches were to be
provided~at each beacon as soon as it were erected. In practice, the
system was to work as follows: as soon as the watches at Sheppey or
Shoebury sighted the approach of enemy shipping, 'coming with sail or
oars toward the river', they were to set fire to their beacons, 'and
therewith to make all the noise they may with horn end shouting to
warn the country round to come to the river in force'., The men of the
counties wére warned, under the gravest penalties, to make for the fiver
immediateiy on seeing or hearing the ‘alarm, 'in order to guard the said

towns and shipping from harm'.

1. C.P.R., 1377-81, pp. 77; Rot. Parl., iii. 386. See also Map
4, following p.219,
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i
Thus, here we have a clearly defined picture of the way in which

the alarm system of the Thames estﬁary functioned. Although the
ordinance does not say so, it is evident that the beacons were .
positioned so that those sited further up the river could each see
their preceding neighbour downstream, tkhus once the initial alarm had
been signalled, it could be transmitted inland with the least bossible
delay. Lambarde's map to some extent verifies this, The beacons at
Sheppey, Hoo, and Gravesend are marked on the map, which gives not only
‘the site of each beacon, btut indicates also, by means ofvconnecting
lines, which beacons were visible from other beacon sites. The CZheppey
beacon and the Hoo beacon are connected by a line, so must have‘been
visible to one another. By the sixteenth century, the Cliffe beacon
had been replaced by another, five miles to the east at A1l Hallows, but
the Hoo leacon was visible from A1l Hallows and the geographical features
of the region mazke it certain that the two last were visible to each
other. The sixteenth-century system went from All Hallows'to Gravesend
via Frynsbury, so there is on the map no direct line between the two.,
However, in view of the physical features of the estuary, it is obvious
that the beacons in the system were visible to one another, and that

the system would work effectively. Not only would they serve to spread

the alarm inland, to warn the city of London of the danger, but fortified

places situated on the estuary would also receive the warning, and could
hold their garrisons in readiness., The two castles of Queenborough in
Sheppey and Hadleigh in Essex, the one built specifically to meet the
needs of coastal defence, the other rebuilt on a large scale to meet

the same need, were sited in places on the estu;ry, from which several

of the beacons were easily visible, and when Cooling castle came to be
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built in the 1380s, that too was sited with a good view of the estuary
and the beacons. The Essex beacorsmust have been a very important
feature in the defence of the county and the realm, £So much so, that
in 1404 oné of the charges lavelled against conspirators in that county
who were favourable to the cause of Richard II was that they planned
*to kepyn Frenchemennes aryvying and for to sawe the bzkenes be the
coost tha% the countre schulde not bewar of here aryvyng'.1

The watches at the beacons were to be kept both day#and night, this
being the common practice whenever the crown issued orders for the
erection of beacons. The ordinance of 1377 did not specify the number
of men to be employed in the watch, but it is known that in 1324 it
was established that this should be three men by night and two by dayz.
In 1337, this number was increased to 'quatuor, vel quinquevaut sex
homines ad arma vel armatos’j. No doubt, from time to time and place to

place the number and composition of the watches varied. There is

{. Select Cases in the Court of King's Bench, ed. G. O. Sayles
(selden Soc., 1971), vii. 151-5, no. 26.

2. C.I.}M., 1307-L9, p. 209, no. 839. Comparison between the
workings of English and French beacons is difficult, owing to the
dearth of evidence on the subject in French sources, However, an
ordonnance made for the keeping of beacons in Narbonne in 1358 stated
that

'que la nuez scisn ij hommes, d'els qual Yo un velhe

quant l'autre dormira; et lo jour J homme sobre los

tors et los luocz pur eutre sobre aysio stabilist,

ses move d'equi' (L. Ménard, Histdire...de Nismes (Paris, 1751),
ii. 23 (Preuves)) I am grateful to Professor K.A. Fowler for bringing
this reference to my attention.

3. ~ Foedera, II. ii. 996 (4 September 1337).
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occasional evidence of hobelars being used in conjunction with the
beacons. For instance, £he assessment for watch end ward on the Kent
coast made by William de Clynton, earl Sf Huntingdon, John de Cobham
and Thomas de Aldon in 1337 revealed quite substantial numbers of
hobelars in several of the watches. The watch at Greyston consisted
of six hobelars and five men-at-arms, while that in the Isle of Thanet
consisted of fourteen men-at-arms and six hobelars1. liost of the
evidence for the use of hobelars in the watches is, however, later than
the fourteenth ceﬁtuny. A commission eppointing arrayers for Kent in
April 1450, for example, included an order to array hobelars and to set
up beacons, but it is not quite clear whether these hotelars were to te
used to supplement the beaconsz. The antiquarians of the seventeenth
century, however, seemed to think that hobelars were used in such a
role. Camden, for example, states that, 'formerly the horsemen called
by our ancestors, Hobelars, were settled in several places to signify
the approach of an eneny by day'j. Lambarde added, 'so were it good,
that for the more speedie spreading of the knowledge of the enemies
comming, they the beacons were assisted with some horsemen (anciently
called of their Hobies or Nags Hobeliers) that besides the fire (which

in a bright shining day is not so well descried) might also run from

1. Hearne, Textus Roffensis, pp. 236-42.

2. C.P.R., 1446-52, p. 383. Sixteenth-century evidence certainly
bears out the connexion of hobelars with these watches. One sixteenth
century map of Plymouth Hoe shows the defences of the area, and the
beacons with mounted hobelars standing by (R.A. Preston, Gorres of
Plymouth Fort (typescript, University of Toronto end lMilitary Acadenmy
of Canada, 1953), frontispiece),

3, Camden, Britannia, i. 219-20.
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beacon to bgacon, and supply that notice of the danger on hand'1.
‘The association of hobelers with the beacons seems to have been a
natural one. Light horsemen as scouts and message bearers were used

in border warfare, end would be useful as additional methods of
conveying the alarm, especially in conditions which were unsuitable to
the use of beacons, as Lambarde stated. |

Indeed, as has been mentioned above, the beacon was only one of

the methods employed during the fourteenth century to convey warmings

of enemy danger. Along’with visual signals, audible ones were also
used. Russell mekes the point that for centuries noise had been used

to spread the alarm by the watches on 'watch and ward hills, natural
promontaries which gave good, clear views of the surrounding country-
side, and which from time immemorial had been natural sites for the
watch to be held:at'z. The persons of these watches who shouted the
alarm became known as 'hoopers', from the 'hooping! or shouting which
they did. It is interesting to note that the watches named in the

1377 ordinance were to give the alarm not just by the fire signal, but
were also to make as much noise as possible 'with horn and with shouting'.
Thus, one sees the fusion of two ancient methods of raising the alarm.
The use of horns for raising the alert was well known in another\context.

The sheriff could raise the hue and cry by means of a horn or shouting.

1.  Lambarde, Perambulation of Xent , p. 68.

2. Russell, 'Fire Beacons in Devon', p. 252.
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In 1307, for example, the sheriff of Notts and Derby did so on three
occasions: ‘'leviscomte pur assembler plus de genz ... leua la nenee
eses de corn ... © ... fist levef la menee la terce foiz a corn e
bouche'!. luster rolls of the Jurati frequently describe the constables,
centenars or vintenars leading the troops as being equipped with hornsz.

Non-visual methods of warning were many end varied, so that the
fire-signal was by no means the sole method whereby the alarm was
t?ansmitted. Warnings by noise, such as the shouting or the blowing
of horns, or the use of messengers such as hobelars to carry the warning
from beacon to beacon, were used in preference to the fire-signals, as
alternatives when visibility was bad, as in fog or 'in a bright shining
day'. One of the most suitable methods of raising the alarm by noise was
through the ringing of church bells. In November 1338, for example,
the sheriffsof several coastal counties were ordered to arrange that
one bell, and one bell only, was to be rung in normal circumstances in
churches situated within seven leagues from the sea, and that the
ringing of all the bells should take place only in the event of an

3

eneny attack”,

Such were the other methods available to the persons in charge of

1. Select Cases in the Court of Kins's Bench, ed. Sayles
(Selden Soc., 1939), iii. 195-6, no. 102. .

2. Por example, the vintenars of Cobhem, Drayton, Harmondsworth,
and other Middlesex vills in c. 1338 were equipped with horns (Greater
London R.O., Acc, 1085, F.P. 9). See also Ch. VI,

3. Foedera, II. ii. 1066. Other contemporary examples of the use
of church bells in France for raising the alarm have been noted (Hewitt,
Organization of War under Edwerd IIT, p. 5, n. 5).
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the beacons, thefeby fulfilling the clause which provided for
alternative means of passing on the alarm., It appears that where such
a choice was given,‘the incentive for transmitting the warning to the
surrounding countryside by means of the beacons, 'vel alio modo', was
in the hends of the local officials, who were to execute their charges
'melius videris expedire'. In certain cases when the warning was to
be given there is no mention of the means by which it is to be
transmitted. A writ of June 1341, which ordered the watchers be
appointed on the coasts ('de exploratoribus deputandis'), to warn of
the approach of the enemy, gave no ihdication of how this warning was
to be transmitted. The sheriff's were ordered 'quod super costera
maritima inlocis in balliva tua, ubi expedire videris, certos exploratores,
per quos homines parare illarum super aggressibus huiusmodi inimicorunm
nostrorum si ad partes illas declinaverint premuniri potuerint deputari'1.
There is very little evidence on the question of the cost of the
beacons and their watches during the fourteenth century. It appears,
however, that the cost of their upkeep was borne by the local pobulace
rather than by the king. Coke, in his Institutes, mede reference to a
ievy known as 'beconagium', which 'signifieth money due or payable for
the maintenance of the beacons, or the watching of the same'z. He
mentions that the costs were originally levied upon the local hundreds
as a whole, sometimes each hundred being responsible for the beacons and

watches within its own boundaries. This was certainly, although not

1. P.R.O., C. 76/16, m. 19".

2. Coke, Fourth Institutes,p. 149. See also, Professor Ward,
'Some Observations on the Antiquity and Use of Beacons', Archaeoloria,

i (1779)s M.
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always, the case during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and.
may have been the case during the fourteenth century. The beacons
were closely cgnnected wi£h the local watches, which were supported
by contributions levied upon the hundred in which the watches were
"sitvated. The 1325 ordinance 'pro vigiliis observandis in comitatu
preedicto [Norfolk] a Lynre usque Yermouth' printed by Coke, ordered
the chief constables of hundreds ‘adjungtis mari' and the sub-
constables to erect beacons along the coastal tract, with their
eccompanying watches, and made provision 'quod ipse constabularius
capitalis per avizem constabulariorum villarum et aliorum proborum
hominum agistamentium facere fideliter denariorum pro vadiis
vigiliorum in hundredo praedicto, instantem quod ordinatione solvendis
de septimana in septimana, ita quod defectus in vigiliis praedictis
nullo modo inveniatur'1. However, it is not certain how much of the
moneys raised was spent on the beacons themselves, if any of it was.
The men of the watches were to receive 3d. each per day in wages, and
in every hundred, except that of North Erpingham, the total of moneys
assessed equalled exactly the amounts which would have been spent on
each watch, leaving no surplus to pay for materials for the beacons.
(The beacons of this period used wood, twigs and other timber as a
combustible, and as this could be found locally, there was probably
no expenditure on materials). The moneys were, in this particular case,

assessed on the vills of the hundred., Hundreds which had no coastline

1. Coke, Fourth Institutes, p. 151.
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and contained no watches contributed to the expenses of the neighbouring
coastal hundreds which did have watches to maintain1. For example,

'Ttem, fiet unum vigilium in hundredo de Happing in duobus
locis, videlicet, apud Happisborow per 4 homines et apud
Wasluesham per 4 homines, eo quod dictum hundredum jungit
se marl a Walcote usque Wimbedale in loco periculoso per
6 leucas. Et hundreda de Taeverham, Depwade, Shropham et
Disse adjungunt eidem hundredo de Happing ad contribuendum
ad vigilia i1lius facienda, videlicet, hundredum de
Taverham 2s. per septimanam, Depwade 3s. per septimanam,
Shropham 5s. per septimanam, et Disse 2s. per septimanam,
et dictum hundredum de Happing 2s. per septimenam, Et
sciendus est quod 60 villae sunt in hundredis praedictis
ad vigilia i1lius facienda'?

The entries for each of the other hundreds are similar. Nofth
Erpingham, however, had watches in two places— Runton and Trimmingham
-- each served with five men. The hundred was assessed at 12s, 6d. a
week, and two inlend hundreds also contributed to the watches there,
South Erpingham paying 6s. 8d. a week, and ltitford 3s. 6d. After the
wages of ten men at 3d. each per day had been pzid, theré was a small
surplus léft over from the total sum each week, which may have possibly

been expended upon material for the beacons in the hundred.

1. Such an assessment upon the hundred had been in operation
during the preceding century. By a commission for appointing watches
on the Norfolk coast in 1291, it was provided that 'forasmuch as it
appeared to the commissioners that this hundred joined to the sea
from Monesley Beck to Walcote for the space of four leagues, they
appdinted a watch to be kept day and night by six men of Kasewyk, and
that the Hundreds of Humbleyard and Forehowe should contribute to
the expences of thesame' (W.T. Spurdens, 'The Hundred of Trunstead!,

" Norfolk Archeedlogy, iii (1852), 80-1).

2. Coke, Fourth Institutes, pp. 150-1.
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lioneys for the upkeep of the watches were usually levied upoh the
hundred in the fashion described ebove, but it eppears that moneys for
the watches céuld elso be assessed upon the landowners within each
shire. The 1326 commission, for example, states 'quod omnes et
singuli qui terras tenent iﬂ comitatu predicto, ad contributionenm

faciendam pro dictis vigiliis in eodem COmitatu'1. Both methods

persisted well into the sixteenth centuryz.

Forms of Beacons

The term 'beacon' in English is an ambiguous one, its meaning
embracing the lighthouse for the guidance of shipping, the familiar

'cresset on a pole' type which figures widely in heraldry, and the

1. TPoedera, II. i. 636-7.

2 For example, it was stated in 1588 that 'The hundred of Salford
is to paie for the watchingeof the Beacon of Rivington Pike from the
tenth daie of July untill the thirtieth of September then next
following, which cometh to four score and two daies, after the rate of
16 pence,the daie and night, copeth to some of £5 9s. 4d.' (B.L.,
Herley MS. 1926, Art. 42, fo. 58 ).

On the other hand, the 'Auncient Order for Beacons' of 1586
once again placed the burden on the landowners of the shire:- ‘'Item,
For and towardes the repaieracions and makinge of ye saied severall
beacons end the necessarye stuffe therto appertayninge as allso for
the daylye and nightlye wages of the watchersof the saied beacons.

It is ordered that everye lord within the Countie of lNorthants -

xs.; every knight, vis. viijs.; every esquier 5s.; everye gentellman
iijs.; everye other substantial honest yeoman ijs.; and everye mann
sett at £¢ in the last subsidie xijd. - and everye other at v £'vjd!
(Musters, Peacons, end Subsidies in the County of Northants, ed.

J. Wake (Northants Rec. Soc., 1926), p. 8).
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strange cylindrical stone towers of the Napoleonic war period, to name
but a few examples. Vhat precisely did the term mean to the defenders
of Ingland during the fourteenth century?

'Before the reign of Edward 3', Coke informs us, 'there were but
stackes of wood set upon high places, which were fired when the comming
of enemies were descried, but in his reign pitch boxes as they now be,
were in stead of those stackes of wood set up and this properly is a
beacon'1. Here we have & description of two sorts of beacon, the
earlier form being the simple stack of wood, which had probably been
in use from the earliest times, Ve know with certainty that a type of
bonfire of 'heath, wood and tar'! was used as a beacon in the Orkneys
in 11362. This primitive type of fire—signal was still in use in the
fourteenth century, by which time a certain development upon the basic
stack of wood had evolved., 3By the 1320s, circu}ar stone structures,
very similar in appearance to lime kilns, were built to accommodate
the wood stack., The form of these beacons is known since two have been
discovered; one at Niton in the Isle of Vight, and the other on the
coast at Merthyr lawr in Glamorganshire, The discovery of both led
to much controversy as to their precise identity, but both have since

been identified as beacons, and dated by archaeological evidence to

1. Coke, Fourth Institutes, p. 148.
2. See above, p. 196 , n. 2,
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the early fourteenth century .

The structure near St. Catherine's Oratory at Niton has been
identified from a survey of 1566 as the beacon mentioned in the 1324

inquisition as being on Chale Down., It is situated on top of a barrow,

and consists of a circular stone wall 6ft. 9in. in internal diameter,

the walls 13 in. thick, and 2ft. 2in, tall at their highest surviving

point. On the north and south sides of the structure are arched
projections which served as flues.

The Nerthyr Mawr beacon is a similar structure. It is about 6ft.
6in. in internal diameter, and has the characteristic short flues on
two sides to provide ignition, draught and‘drainage. This type of
beacon must have been in widespread use during the fourteenth century,
even though Coke said that the wood stacks were replaced during the
reign of Edward III. It continued in use in the sixteenth century and
even later.

Vhen Coke mentioned the fact that pitch boxes were introduced
under Edward IIT, hebmay have been thinking of an ordinance concerning
the beacons in Kent, which was issued in 1337. This instructed that

pitch be burned in the beacons, it being a more reliable fuel in that

1.  Yor the reports on these discoveries, see G. L. Dunning,
'Excavation of a Barrow on St. Catherine's Hill, Niton, Isle of
Wight', Proc. Hants F.C., x (1930), 12-24; =~ , 'A lledieval Fire
Beacon at Merthyr lawr, Glamorgan', Arch. Camb., xcii (1937), 331-3.
The discovery of both led to controversy. The llierthyr beacon was
first discovered in 1905, and described in a field report as a
crematorium (M. Evanson, 'Antiquities on the Sand Hills at Merthyr
Mawr, Glamorganshire', Arch. Camb., viii (1908), 264~5). The Niton
beacon was excavated in August and September 1925. TFor the subsequent
controversy over its purpose and identity, see the Isle of Wisht
County Press for 19 September, 10, 17, 24, 31 October, and 7 and 21
November 1925.
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it showed better and lasted longer than twigs; which hitherto had been
the usual fuel burned1. The fire boxes or pitchpots were obviously
a more sophisticated form of beacon, and it is from these that one
derives the standard image of the beacon -- the medieval cresset or
'fire~cage'! mounted on a pole with a ladder attached. The reference
to twigs in the above ordinance would imply that the cresset was in
use before 1337: twigs were hardly suitable for the bonfire type or
'kiln' type of beacons, which burned rather larger pieces of wood, but
they could be burned in a small brazier or cresset, The adoption of
the newer form of beacon did not mean that wood was no longer employcd
as a combustible: the wood stack remaincd in use well into the modern
period, as sixteenth century illustrations of them testify.  Pottery
sherds found at both the Niton and Merthyr lLiawr sites revealed a
continued usage of both sites well into the sixteenth century.

In addition to these free-standing forms of beacon, there were
" other types which were mounted upon buildings. Church towers were a
natural choice, especially in low-lying country. Lambarde's map shows
several examples of this in Kent. In the north of Ingland the cressets
were known as 'broches' and many examples occur of their being fitted

to buildings, either castles or churchesz.

1. T. Philipot, Villare Cantianum (London, 1776), p. 6. The
sheriff was instructed to set up the beacons along the coastal tract
wherever necessary, 'cum Pitchpot et non cum minuto ligno, quia
huiusmodi signa magis apparebunt et longius durabunt’.

24 Cal, Letters and Papers, HenryVIII, xi. 422, art. 1048
(Pontefract castle); D.L., Cotton LS. Augustus I, 1. 13 (Carlisle
castle).
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Lack of documentary evidence for the fourteenth century makes it
almost impossible to ascertain with any certainty just how efficient
a warning éystem the beacons provided. One has 1o bear in mind that
.the country would normally have already been placed upon the alert by
royal orders, and that the beacons provided’the final warning when the
general danger became immediate danger. Certainly, the watches and
beacons did not function sucéessfully in 1338 when Southampton and
other places were burned, nor indeed, in 1360, when the French surprised
the townsfolk of Winchelsea at lass, and did grave damage to thé town.,
On numerous other occasions the French and their Spanish allies made
successful surprise attacks at places situated on the coast., Dut
despite the drawbacks of the beacon system, its continued use in Ingland
for several centuries strongly suggests a certain success,

Of the disadvantages of the system one of the greatest was its
susceptibility to calling out the local levies on false aladrms. INo
evidence for this remains for the fourteenth century, but the rigorous
steps taken by the Tudors to combat this disédvantage suggests that the
even less sophisticated system of the fourteenth century would be even

more prone to false alarms1. Despite this, the beacons did provide a

1. In 1586, for instance, it was ordered 'that ther be no beacon
fiered untill two of the justices of the Peace at least come to the
same place (Musters, Peacons and Subsidies, ed. Vake, p. 8). lany
other instances occur of responsible persons having to be present
before the beacons could be ignited, in an attempt to prevent confusion
such as that caused in 1545 when a muster of men from Worcester got as _
far as Wantage in supposed aid of Portsmouth, before it was learned that
the alarm which was raised by the beacons was false (Cal. Letters and
Parers, Henry VIII, xx. 653, art. 1330 (31 July 1545). Under the Tudors,
the spreading of false alarms was viewed with extreme gravity, and persons
guilty could be imprisoned (Lcts of Privy Council (Elizabeth I), New
Series, xv. 14 (1587); ibid., xvi, 192 (1538), Compare this with the
Pourteenth-century attitude towards the spreading of false rumours (Ch.
1T, pp. 319, 323~4and Llban and Allmand, 'Cpies and Spying in the
Fourteenth Century', p. 95).f
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systen whereby the local levies and the men of the countryside around
could be speedily raised for defénce of the realm whenever danger from
without threaténed, and as such remained an integral part of the system
of national during the fourteenth century, playing an important role
within the systen. Poséibly based on tradition of previous usage, it
seems thaf the beacon underwent some regularization in the early part
of the fourteenﬁh century, and although not & permenent feature, being
only called upon when denger from foreign enenies threatened, the
influence of an increased incidence of war during that centurj ensured
that the government had frequent recourse to order the setting up of
beacons to meet the increased and more frequently occurring danger,

The changing course and fortunes of that war led to experiments and
changes in many spheres of military organization. It appears that the
beacon was also subjected to this, and the system which evolved from
the troubled years of the fourteeﬂth century was to remain in its basic
form the mainmeans of warning the country of impending peril for scveral

centuries to cone.
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CHAPTER NINE

FORTIFICATIONS IN ENGLISH COASTAL DEFENCE

b

While the English defensive system in the fourteenth century
relied mainly upon the levies of the coastal shires, an important
role was also played by fixed points of fortification. Although
the fourteenth-century phase of the Hundred Years! War was mainly
offensive from the English standpoint, French raids on the coasts
and Scottish incursions in the north'revealed a need for such
fortified strongpoints to back up the local defensive forces. 1In
consequence, the period between 1337 and 1389 saw widespread
‘activity in the sphere of fortifications, on the coasfs, in the
north, and also in inland parts of the realm. For the purposes
of this study, only the fortresses and fortified towns concerned
with defence against continental enemies will be dealt with.

Fortified places were needed on -the ccast for a number of
reasons. In the first instance, the pattern of French attacks
throughout the period was usually aimed at towns, where the‘
greatest material and psychological damage could be inflictéd.

It was thus necessary to fortify coastal places, such as |
Portsmouth and Southampton, in order to increase their resistance
to attacks, and also to make them strong enough to deter an

enemy from attacking them. Secondly, in the event of an invasion
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attempt, greater effort would be required on the part of an
enemylto~capture a fortified place than would be necessary to
overrun a force of men in the field. Thus, on landing, an
enemy commander faced with such an obstacle, would have two
courses open to him: he could attempt to take it or by-pass
ite Either course would be dictated by the needs of strategy:
in the first instance, at least a poftion of the troops under
his command would be committed to a specific locality, perhaps
for a considerable length of time; in the second case, a
commander might by-pass a stronghold, only then to find that
his rear was not secured. The first instance, moreover, was ) i
advantageous to the defenders in that a part of their adversary's
force would be tied down in a known locality, to which reserve
forces could be directed to deal with them. The defenders would
also know that, for a while, at least, inland areas would be
secure from attack while the enemy forces were engaged elsewhere.
English military operations during the Hundred Years War
exemplify both these ways of thinking. Why Henry V chose to
capture Harfleur in 1415 is obvious: the securing of a beachhead
and of his rear combined with the blow to the prestige of the
Armagnac government, which allowed an enemy to take with impunity
such a strategically important town. One may contrast_this with
the Black Prince's expedition of 1356. Fast-moving, intent
on creating havoé in French territory, the Inglish army tactfully
by-passed all fortresses and strongholds (with the exception of
Romorantin), to besiege which would have wasted time and possibly
men.

It is clear, then, that the English appreciated the strategy

of fortress warfare, hence the concern for fortifications during
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the period 1337-89 and the widespread royal and public building
programmes during this period. Individuals, through fear and
regard for the protection of personal possessions, also took
an interest in fortifications.

Recause of the influence of prolonged war, it is fair to
say'that at any particular moment during the period frbm
1337-89, somewhere in England building works of a military
nature were being carried out. Coastal towns, such as Exeter,
Portsmouth and Southampton, royal castles, such as Portchester,
Hadleigh and Queenborough, private castles, such as Bodiam,
Cooling and Saltash, monasteries, such as Bgttle abbey and
Lewes priory, were all fortified to a greater or lesser degree.
In many cases, activity might amount to little more than running
repairs., At Exeter, for example, in every year from which a
Receiver's Account Roll has survived, there is evidence of a
constant minor expenditure on the upkeep of the city walls.

In 1342-3, for instance, minor repairs to the east and south
gates totalled 2s.7d., while 13s.8d. was expended on the walls
themselves.' In 1344-5, repairs totalled 285.9%d.,2 and in
1351-2 ‘'expensis circa murum civitatis predicta iuxta

Crikelpytte! amounted to 52s.3d.3

The recurrence of such paltry
sums expended upon the walls throughout the period suggests that

the works carried out were minor alterations and routine mainten-

ance, as was certainly the case in 1379 when 2s. was paid to

1. Exeter R.O., Receiver's Account Roll, 16-17 Ed. III.
2., Ibid., Receiver's Account Roll, 18-19 Ed. III.

3, Ibid., Receiver's Account Roll, 25-6 Ed. III.
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four labourers 'pro spiniis et vepribuscirca murum de Snayltour
succidendis et deponendis'.1 In the surviving sections of wall,
particularly those néar the site of the south gate, are patches
of irregular masonry  ~ which bear testimony to constant mainten-
ance. At Winchester, the city account rolls testify to constant
repairs to the walls during the 1350s and 137Os.2
Although the foregoing account suggests that there was
widespread activity in the sphere of fortifications, there was
another side to the coin. In many places defences were allowed
to fall into decay in times of peace, or local inhabitants
might object to the burdens of maintaining fixed defences. The
crown was thus frequently obliged to instruct burgesses of towns
to place their defences in order. The bﬁrgesses of Norwich,
for example, were commanded in 1378 to scour their choked-up
ditches and to carry out repairs to the walls of the town.3
In many other to@ns, even those in particularly vulnerable
locations, little work was carried out on the defences.
Sandwich, for instance, seems to have been protected during the
fourteenth century by an earthen bank, to which was added in

1386 the captured sections of the French prefabricated invasion

for’c.l1L The town did, however, have stone gates. Winchelsea

1e Ibid., Receiver's Account Roll, 3-4 Richard II.

2. Winchester R.C. (now amalgamated with Hampshire R.0.),
Winchester City Account Rolls, 38/BX/CR1/1, mm.lk, 4V;
38/BX/CR1/2, m.1; 38/BX/CR1/6, m.f.

3, C.P.R., 1377-81, p. 121,

4,  Turner, Town Defences in Enpland and Wales, pp. 163=4;
Walsingham, Hist. Anr., ii. 147. Knighton, ii. 212 claims that
the sections were taken to Winchelsea, while J.J.N. Palmer
(Fnpland, France and Christendom, p. 75) states that they were
incorporated in the defences of Dover.
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also appears to have been defended by a bank and ditch, its
only masonry defences being those of the town gates.1 Elsewhere,
severe defects in the fabric of fortifications were in evidence,
Castle Corrnet, Guernsey, was described in 1374 aé being in a
seriously dilapidated state.2 But whereas, as at Castle Comet,
such defects were rectified, at other»placeS'fbrtifications were
allowed to remain in a below-average condition., Cante}bury
.castle, revealed in an inquiry of 1335 as being in a disastrous
state of repair, did not receive substantial attention until
1390.3 On the other hand, at an obsolete fortress such as 0ld
Sarum, attempts were made to improve the defences in pefiods of
danger in the 1330s, 1340s, 1350s and ’l}'?Os.LF
Local attitudes towards fortifications also differed.
Although the commons might frequently point in parliament to the
necessity for fortifications for their protection, if those
fortifications damaged their interests, they would not hesitate
to oppose them. The Londoners, in 13%9 were keen to have the
river approaches to the city protected by bretaches and piles,
but once the danger was passed, royal permission was sought

for their removal.5 Piles in the river Avon in 1372 were also

1. Turner, Town Defences, pp. 176-9.

2. P.R.O.’ E01O1/9O/5, 8’ q"’ 12.

3., H.K.W., ii. 589-90. The concentration on the fortifi-
cations of the city during the 1370s and 1380s may, however, have
reduced the usefulness of the castle as a defensive structure.

k. C.C.R., 1337-9, p. 558; C.C.R., 1346-9, p. 430;
C.C.Ra, 1349-5L "pp, 112, 310; C.C.R., 1354-60, pp. 152, 272,
683 C.C.R., 1369-74, p. 218.

5. C.P.ch 1338-110, po 172.
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a cause for grievance by the commons.1 Evidently defences were
accepted in times of danger, but were not toleratedvif they

were a hindrance to trade and commerce, Similarly they were
resented if they encroached upon the real proﬁerty of individuals.
Heﬁry Peverell, the keeper of Southampton could report to the
king in 1360 on the enger of many of the townsfolk caused by the
destruction of houses and gardens for the extension of the town's
defences.,

It must thus be borne in mind that in matters of fortifica-
tion there was no general hard and fast rule applicable to the
country as a whole.

Neveftheless, although extent and nature of building might
differ in the various parts of thé country at various times, it
;s true to say that fortification was in progress in England
throushout the whole of the period. InRance, too, where the
French were fighting a primarily defensive war, a spur was given
to the construction of fortifications and the upkeep of existing
ones.3 The needs of defence in England also gave an incentive
to the construction and upkeep of fortifications: periods of
increased concern for fortifications acted as a barometer by
which the fortunes of war could be judged. As Dr., Turner points
out, building activity tended to increase noticeably in times of
crisis, as reflected in the greater incidence of murage grants,

of royal writs concerned with fortifications, and in the more

frecuent appointments of commissions to inspect fortifications.

1. Rot. Parl.,,ii. 312.

2. 'C.I.M., 1348-77, pp. 154-5, no. L4253,

3, P. Contamine, Guerre, ftat et Société, pp. 5-9;
C. L. Ho Coulson, 'Seignorial Fortresses in France in relation
to Public Policy, ¢.864 to c¢.1483' (Ph.D., London, 1972),

pp. 97-8.
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Within the confines of the period covered by this study,
there were two main periods of concern for fortificatiors
which coincided with periods of threat from abroad. The late
1330s saw a spate of building, which was paralleled in the
1370s and 1380s. Oné may add here that the decade of peace
during the 1360s was also a period of fortress-construction,
perhaps as a precaution against a possible renewal of war with
the French. But the late 1330s and the 1370s and 1380s were
both crisis periods which had much in common with each other:
from 1337 to.13h0 and from 1369 to 1380 in particularn the
English coasts were subjected to frequent and damaging enemy
attacks, which resulted in fear and discontent in England.

‘

The outbreak of open war between England and France was

accompanied almost immediately by French attacks upon the

coast. The descents upon Portsmouth and Southampton in 1338

were bad enough in themselves, but what was worse was that at

this early stage, the future course of the war was uncertain.
Were such powerful attacks to be a foretaste of worse evils to
come? Certainly many Englishmen thought so and so did foreign

observers. In 1338, the scales of fortune seemed to be heavily

tipped in favour of France, the leading state of Western
chivalry, rather than in that of the English, regarded by some
as 'the most timid of the barbarians'.1 Cn paper, this indeed
seemed the case: Philip VI of France had, since 1335, been

assembling a large fleet in the ports of Normandy, which could

1. Petrarch, quoted in B. He St. J. O'Neil, Castles and
Cannon. A Study of Farly Artillery Fortifications in England
(Oxford, 1960), p. 2.
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have been employed in gn attack on England.1 When war broke
out, the thrgat, manifested in the widespread raids on the
south coast in 1338, became a reality. It is clear that these
raids heightened any sense of danger in English minds, and
firmly underlined the need for the construction of fixed
defences, particularly at important places such as Southampton,
many of which were incompletely walled.

As early as 1335 works were in progress at places on the
south coast. The menace of the French fleet together with
actual Scottish naval raids evidently lay behind these. At
Carisbrooke in the Isle of Wight, works began on a new gate
to the castle, and continued until 1341, when they were stated
to have totalled £433.2 At Southampton in 1336, the burgesses
expressed a wish to replace their wooden barbican on the
sea-ward side of the town, built in the reign of Edward II, with
a stronger one of stone. For this purpose,’the king granted

3

them the right to levy barbicanage for five years. Following
the attack on the town in 1338, an inquisition into its defences
was held by the earl of Arundel in October,l+ and an attempt was
made in the following year to rectify defects by the arrest of
workmen to enclose the town with walls.5 Other south coastal

towns were also caught up in a wave of similar building activity.:

Exeter, for example, received in 1338 its first grant of murage

1e See above, p, 4,

2. P.R.0., S5.C.6/987/1.

3. C.P.R., 1334-8, p..2k0.
L, c.P.R., 1338-40, p. 180.

5 C.C.R., 1339-41, p. 55. See a